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According the Circulation Element of the General Plan, there are no proposed bicycle facilities 
adjacent to the project site.10 

Pedestrian Facilities 

There are currently sidewalks directly adjacent to the project site along Sobey Road, Quito Road, and 
Marshall Lane. However, deficiencies are present in terms of width, obstacles (telephone poles are 
located within the sidewalk along Quito Road), and materials (sidewalk along Marshall Lane is 
asphalt). 

3.16.3 - Regulatory Framework 
Federal 

No federal plans, policies, regulations, or laws related to transportation are applicable to the proposed 
project. 

State 

Senate Bill 743 

In November 2017, the California Governor’s Office of Land Use and Climate Innovation (LCI) 
released a technical advisory containing recommendations regarding the assessment of Vehicle Miles 
Traveled (VMT), proposed thresholds of significance, and potential mitigation measures for lead 
agencies to use while implementing the required changes contained in Senate Bill (SB) 743. Also in 
November 2017, LCI released the proposed text for Section 15064.3, Determining the Significance of 
Transportation Impacts, which summarized the criteria for analyzing transportation impacts for land 
use projects and transportation projects and directs lead agencies to “choose the most appropriate 
methodology to evaluate a project’s VMT, including whether to express the change in absolute terms, 
per capita, per household or in any other measure.” LCI recommends that for most instances a per-
service-population threshold should be adopted and that a 15 percent reduction below that of existing 
development would be a reasonable threshold. 

As noted in the LCI Guidelines, agencies are directed to choose metrics that are appropriate for their 
jurisdiction to evaluate the potential impacts of a project in terms of VMT. The City of Saratoga 
General Plan 2040 (General Plan) Circulation Element implements Policy-2.1, which strives to reduce 
the total number of VMT. The change to VMT was formally adopted as part of updates to the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines in December 2018.  

The updated guidelines eliminate the use of automobile delay metrics, such as Level of Service (LOS), 
from determining significant environmental impacts from vehicle travel. VMT has been identified as the 
most appropriate metric to evaluate a project’s transportation impacts as projects that result in lower-

 
10  City of Saratoga. 2024. Circulation Element. Website: https://www.saratoga.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/5720/General-

Plan-Circulation-Element-PDF. Accessed December 23, 2025. 



T R A N S P O R T A T I O N  1 8 5 0 0  &  1 8 5 2 0  M A R S H A L L  L A N E  T O W N H O M E  P R O J E C T  D R A F T  E I R  
A N D  T R A F F I C  C I T Y  O F  S A R A T O G A  

 

 

3.16-10 FCS 
https://adecinnovations.sharepoint.com/sites/PublicationsSite/Shared Documents/Publications/Client (PN-JN)/1966/19660004/EIR/3 - Draft EIR/19660004 Sec03-16 Transportation.docx 

than-average VMT support goals of reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, while projects that 
result in higher-than-average levels of vehicle travel contribute to an increasing rate of GHG emissions. 

Regional Regulations 

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 

VTA is an independent special district that provides sustainable, accessible, community-focused 
transportation options that are innovative and environmentally responsible and that promote the 
vitality of the region. 

VTA provides bus, light rail, and paratransit services and participates as a funding partner in regional 
rail service, including Caltrain, Capitol Corridor, and the Altamont Corridor Express. 

As the County’s congestion management agency, VTA is responsible for countywide transportation 
planning, including congestion management; design and construction of specific highway, pedestrian, 
and bicycle improvement projects; and promotion of transit-oriented development. 

VTA provides these services throughout the County, including Campbell, Cupertino, Gilroy, Los Altos, 
Los Altos Hills, Los Gatos, Milpitas, Monte Sereno, Morgan Hill, Mountain View, Palo Alto, San José, 
Santa Clara, Saratoga, and Sunnyvale. VTA continually builds partnerships to deliver transportation 
solutions that meet the evolving mobility needs of Santa Clara County.11 

VTA administers the Congestion Management Program (CMP) for Santa Clara County. The CMP 
requires analysis of LOS for intersections on the CMP network for new development projects that 
would generate more than 100 peak-hour trips. Because the proposed project would generate fewer 
than 100 peak-hour trips during both the AM and PM peak-hours, no CMP analysis is required.12 

Santa Clara Countywide Trails Master Plan 

The Countywide Trails Master Plan was adopted by the Board of Supervisors in 1995. Certain 
portions of the Countywide Trails Master Plan, including the Countywide Trails Master Plan Map, are 
incorporated into the County General Plan, also adopted in 1995. The Countywide Trails Master Plan 
envisions a comprehensive network of regional, subregional, and connector trails throughout Santa 
Clara County. Although responsibility for the actual construction and long-term management of each 
individual trail varies, the Department provides general oversight and coordination of the overall trails 
system. 

In 2022, the Parks Department began the Countywide Trails Master Plan Map Update planning 
process. The Countywide Trails Master Plan includes a map and information on conceptual trail 
routes in Santa Clara County, and the Map Update focuses on updating these components to reflect 
current planning and support implementation of the Countywide trails network. 

 
11  Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA). 2024. About VTA. Website: https://www.vta.org/about. Accessed 

December 30, 2025. 
12  Fehr & Peers. 2026. 18500 Marshall Lane Residential Development Transportation Analysis. August 31. 
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Since the Countywide Trails Master Plan was developed in 1995, trail segments have been refined 
and implemented on the ground, local governments have adopted new trail plans, new public lands 
have been acquired, mapping and landscape-level understanding of trail feasibility has improved 
substantially, additional constraints and opportunities have been identified for trail implementation, 
and potential new trails have been identified that may serve a regional purpose. The Map Update 
considered these types of changes while remaining centered around improving regional connectivity 
and maintaining the core vision of the Countywide Trails Master Plan.13 

Local Regulations 

City of Saratoga General Plan 2040 

Circulation Element 

A Circulation Element is one of seven required elements of a city or county’s general plan. California 
Government Code Section 65302(b) specifies that the Circulation Element of a General Plan shall 
identify the proposed location and extent of major thoroughfares, terminals, and services designed to 
transport people and goods. The City of Saratoga’s transportation system consists of roadways, 
bikeways, sidewalks and trails, transit facilities and services, and rail lines. The Circulation Element 
addresses all travel modes and includes the goals, policies, and implementation programs that guide 
the development and maintenance of the transportation system. Scenic highway designations and 
corridor preservation issues are also addressed as part of this Draft EIR. The General Plan sets forth 
the following goals and policies that are relevant to transportation:  

Goal CI-1 Provide a balanced, safe, and convenient multimodal transportation system that 
accommodates all transportation modes and users of all abilities while maintaining 
the City’s small-town character.  

Policy CI-1.1 Adopt and maintain street design standards that incorporate complete street 
strategies to optimize mobility for all transportation modes. 

Policy CI-1.3 Improve the accessibility, capacity, safety, and convenience of existing and planned 
transit, bicycle and pedestrian systems to promote the use of non-automobile modes 
of transportation as part of daily activities. 

Policy CI-2.1 Make efficient use of existing transportation facilities and strive to reduce the total 
number of Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) through the arrangement of land uses, 
improved facilities for non-automobile modes, and enhanced integration of current 
and future transportation systems. 

Policy CI-2.4 Ensure that new development or redevelopment projects provide adequate property 
dedication to accommodate future roadway and multimodal access improvements. 

 
13  Santa Clara County. 2024. Countywide Trails Master Plan Map Update. Website: https://parks.santaclaracounty.gov/get-

involved/plans-and-projects/countywide-trails/countywide-trails-map-update. Accessed December 30, 2025. 



T R A N S P O R T A T I O N  1 8 5 0 0  &  1 8 5 2 0  M A R S H A L L  L A N E  T O W N H O M E  P R O J E C T  D R A F T  E I R  
A N D  T R A F F I C  C I T Y  O F  S A R A T O G A  

 

 

3.16-12 FCS 
https://adecinnovations.sharepoint.com/sites/PublicationsSite/Shared Documents/Publications/Client (PN-JN)/1966/19660004/EIR/3 - Draft EIR/19660004 Sec03-16 Transportation.docx 

Policy CI-2.5 Efficiently manage traffic flow on boulevard and connector roadways to discourage 
through traffic in residential neighborhoods. 

Policy CI-2.9 Strive to maintain traffic volumes and speeds on residential collector and local streets 
that are compatible with the character of the adjacent land uses, the function of the 
street, and bicycle and pedestrian use. 

Policy CI-2.11 Focus future transportation improvements near major pedestrian/bicycle travel 
generators (i.e., schools, library, trails, parks, The Village, and other nonresidential 
uses) to provide a safe and balanced transportation system while reducing VMT. 

Goal CI-3 Relate development proposals to existing and planned street capacities to avoid 
excessive noise, traffic, and other public safety hazards so as to protect 
neighborhoods. If it is determined that existing streets need to be improved to 
accommodate a project, such improvements shall be in place or bonded for prior to 
issuance of building permits. 

Policy CI-3.1 Prior to project approval, the decision-making body shall consider the cumulative 
traffic impacts of residential projects of four or more lots, multi-family residential 
projects of eight or more units, and commercial projects designed for an occupancy 
load of more than 30 persons. This may be accomplished through the completion of 
traffic impact analyses prepared by qualified traffic engineers or transportation 
planners. 

Policy CI-7.2 Prioritize bicycle and pedestrian safety improvements in street modification projects 
that affect school travel routes to enhance safe school access. 

Policy CI-8.2 Adhere to minimum City street standards based on location, terrain, character of 
areas and the anticipated function of the roadway.  

Policy CI-9.7 Require all developments to provide electric vehicle (EV) parking spaces in 
compliance with the California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen). 

Housing Element 

The City’s Housing Element is the component of the General Plan that addresses housing needs and 
opportunities for present and future Saratoga residents through 2031. It provides the primary policy 
guidance for local decision-making related to housing. The Housing Element of the General Plan is 
the only General Plan Element that requires review and certification by the State of California.  

The Housing Element provides a detailed analysis of Saratoga’s demographic, economic, and 
housing characteristics as required by State law. The Housing Element also provides a 
comprehensive evaluation of the City’s progress in implementing the past policy and action programs 
related to housing production, preservation, conservation, and rehabilitation. Based on community 
housing needs, available resources, housing constraints/opportunities, and analysis of past 
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performance, the Housing Element identifies goals, objectives, and action programs that address 
existing and projected housing needs in Saratoga.14 

City of Saratoga Code of Ordinances Section 14-25.030–Design Standards and 
Dedication of Streets 

Section 14-25.030 of the City of Saratoga Code of Ordinances provides design standards and 
dedication of streets as applicable to subdivisions, including but not limited to cul-de-sac radius, 
public street access to lots, and intersection angles and radius.  

Chapter 14–Subdivisions, Article 14-30 Improvement Requirements 

This section requires adherence to the Saratoga Street and Storm Drain Improvement Standards – 
1974 and American National Standards Institute (ANSI) RP-8-05 minimum design and improvement 
standards for all streets, sidewalks, driveways, storm drain facilities, street lighting, and other 
subdivision improvements. Specifically, Section 14-30.020 requires preparation of plans and profiles 
to be submitted to a registered Civil Engineer who would review and approve such improvements 
prior to commencing groundwork. All improvements shall be constructed and completed under the 
inspection of the City Engineer and subject to the Engineer's approval.  

City of Saratoga Local Roadway Safety Plan 

On October 19, 2022, the Saratoga City Council approved the Local Roadway Safety Plan (LRSP) 
per the Traffic Safety Commission's review and recommendation. The LRSP is a framework to 
identify, analyze, and prioritize roadway safety improvements for City roads. As part of the LRSP 
development, collision data was analyzed to identify improvement measures, as well as projects at 
key locations. The LRSP is in compliance with the State and federal guidelines for eligibility to apply 
for Highway Safety Improvement Program funding for roadway improvement projects. The LRSP 
identifies priority emphasis areas where safety countermeasures are recommended. The priority 
emphasis area closest to the project site is Saratoga Avenue between Crestbrook Drive and Ranfre 
Lane.15 

Safe Routes to School Plan 

The City of Saratoga Safe Routes to School (SRTS) Plan aims to improve safety, accessibility, and 
comfort for students walking, biking, or rolling to and from schools by identifying infrastructure 
improvements, policy strategies, and educational programs that promote active transportation. The 
plan establishes a framework for creating a safer multimodal environment through crosswalk 
enhancements, traffic calming, sidewalk and bikeway connections, and school-area signage. New 
developments within Saratoga are expected to comply with the SRTS Plan by incorporating design 
features that support safe school access, such as providing continuous pedestrian and bicycle 

 
14  City of Saratoga. 2024. 2023–2031 Housing Element Update. June 
15  City of Saratoga. 2022. Saratoga Local Roadway Safety Plan. Website: 

https://www.saratoga.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/2888/Local-Roadway-Safety-Plan-PDF?bidId=. Accessed December 
30, 2025. 

https://www.saratoga.ca.us/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Agenda/_10192022-1020
http://www.saratoga.ca.us/tsc
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pathways, minimizing vehicle-pedestrian conflicts near school zones, and contributing to or 
constructing improvements identified in the plan to ensure consistency with the City’s long-term goals 
for safe, connected, and sustainable travel options for students. 

3.16.4 - Methodology 
Fehr & Peers prepared a Transportation Analysis for the proposed project dated August 31, 2026. 
The complete report is provided in Appendix I. The methodology of the analysis is described as 
follows.  

Project Trip Estimates 

The magnitude of traffic produced by a new development and the locations where that would appear 
are estimated using a three-step process: (1) trip generation, (2) trip distribution, and (3) trip 
assignment. In determining project trip generation, the magnitude of traffic entering and exiting the 
site is estimated for the AM and PM peak-hours. As part of the project trip distribution, an estimate is 
made of the directions to and from which the project trips would travel. In the project trip assignment, 
the project trips are assigned to specific streets and intersections. 

Project Trip Generation 

Vehicle trips generated by the proposed project were estimated using the trip rates published in the 
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 12th Edition (2025) for Multi-
family Housing (Low-rise) (Land Use 220).  

Vehicle Miles Traveled 

Pursuant to SB 743, the CEQA 2019 Update Guidelines Section 15064.3(b) states that VMT will be 
the metric in analyzing transportation impacts for land use projects for CEQA purposes. VMT is the 
total miles of travel by personal motorized vehicles a project is expected to generate in a day. VMT 
measures the full distance of personal motorized vehicle trips with one end within the project site. The 
City of Saratoga has adopted VMT screening thresholds,16 listed below in Table 3.16-1. Projects that 
meet any of the VMT screening criteria do not require any quantitative VMT analysis.  

Table 3.16-1: City of Saratoga VMT Screening Thresholds 

Screening Type VMT Screening Thresholds 

Transit Priority 
Areas (TPA) 

Project is located within 0.5 mile of high-quality transit service (defined as a rail station or a 
bus stop with a line providing service at least every 15 minutes during peak-hours) and 0.25 
mile walking distance of a high-quality bus stop. TPA areas that meet the high-quality transit 
service/corridor definitions based on June 2025 VTA bus schedules are illustrated in Figure 

 
16  City of Saratoga. 2025. Resolution No. 25-045 A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Saratoga Adopting 

Guidelines for Evaluating Vehicle Miles Traveled. Website: 
https://lfonline.saratoga.ca.us/WebLink/DocView.aspx?id=433774&dbid=0&repo=CITYOFSARATOGA. Accessed March 
23, 2026.  
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Screening Type VMT Screening Thresholds 

2 of the Guideline. Each project would need to verify VTA bus schedules at the time of 
analysis to verify if they qualify for a TPA. TPA screening would not apply if a project met 
any of the following criteria:  
• Provides more parking than required by code.  
• Is less than 0.75 floor area ratio (FAR).  
• Is inconsistent with Plan Bay Area.  
• Replaces affordable units with a smaller number of market rate units.  
• Project-specific or location-specific information indicates that the project will still generate 

significant levels of VMT1. 

Low Vehicle 
Miles Traveled 
(VMT) Area 

Project is in a Transportation Analysis Zone (TAZ) for which existing VMT per capita (for the 
appropriate metric as discussed in Table 2 of the Guideline) is at least 15 percent below the 
county average.2 Low VMT area screening would not apply if a project meets any of the 
following criteria:  
• Provides more parking than required by code.  
• Is less than 0.75 FAR.  
• Is inconsistent with Plan Bay Area. 
• Replaces affordable units with a smaller number of market rate units. 

Affordable 
Housing 

Projects that include 100 percent affordable housing in infill locations (i.e., development 
within unused and underutilized lands within existing development patterns). Affordable 
housing includes those affordable to households making at or below 80 percent of the area 
median income. 

Small Projects Residential projects of three or fewer lots, multi-family residential projects of seven units or 
less, and commercial projects designed for an occupancy load of less than 30 persons are 
considered to not require a VMT analysis, absent substantial evidence indicating that a 
project would generate a potentially significant level of VMT. 

Local Serving 
Retail 

Project consists of local serving retail (grocery store, drug store, bank, gym, etc.) not 
exceeding 20,000 square feet and can demonstrate they are local serving. Examples that 
are not considered local serving retail projects include new or unique retail establishments 
or regional/national retail chains that do not have a physical retail presence within 3 miles. 

Local Serving 
Public Facilities 

Projects that are government, civic, cultural, health, and infrastructure uses and activities 
which contribute to and support community needs. Local serving public facilities include 
police stations, fire stations, passive parks (parks designed for use in an informal way and 
typically less developed), libraries, community centers, public utilities, and public schools. 

Notes:  
1  Currently, most areas within the City's TPAs have location-specific information indicating that the proposed project would 

still generate significant levels of VMT. Individual projects will need to verify if a TPA screening would apply. 
2  This threshold does not currently apply to the City of Saratoga as all TAZ are above the 15 percent County threshold. 
Source: Fehr & Peers. 2026. Transportation Analysis. August 31.  
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3.16.5 - Thresholds of Significance 
The Lead Agency utilizes the criteria in CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Environmental Checklist to 
determine whether transportation and traffic impacts resulting from the implementation of the 
proposed project would be considered significant.  

Environmental effects of the proposed project would be considered significant if it would: 

a) Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy of the circulation system, including transit, 
roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b). 

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. 

3.16.6 - Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
This section discusses potential impacts associated with the proposed project and provides mitigation 
measures where necessary. 

Effect on Circulation System 

Impact TRANS-1: The proposed project would not conflict with a program plan, ordinance or 
policy of the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities. 

Impact Analysis 

Transit Facilities 

The project site is considered transit-accessible, which is typically defined as within 0.5 mile of a bus 
stop. The closest bus stop, on the corner of Ravenwood Drive and Quito Road, is located 
approximately 937 feet (0.18 mile) northeast of the project site. The proposed project would not 
include design features which would impact existing transit routes, including the VTA Route 37, which 
operates along Quito Road adjacent to the project site. The proposed project would not prohibit the 
implementation of any General Plan policies regarding transit. Therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Roadways 

The proposed project would include the construction of 95,540 square feet of private internal 
roadways and driveways. Site access would be provided via a 24-foot-wide driveway off Marshall 
Lane and an Emergency Vehicle Access (EVA) driveway on Sobey Road. All internal roadways would 
be 24-feet wide and would provide adequate turning radii for emergency vehicles within the project 
site. The proposed streets and driveways would be consistent with Municipal Code Section 14-25.030 
and applicable General Plan policies. 



1 8 5 0 0  &  1 8 5 2 0  M A R S H A L L  L A N E  T O W N H O M E  P R O J E C T  D R A F T  E I R  T R A N S P O R T A T I O N  
C I T Y  O F  S A R A T O G A  A N D  T R A F F I C  

 

 

FCS 3.16-17 
https://adecinnovations.sharepoint.com/sites/PublicationsSite/Shared Documents/Publications/Client (PN-JN)/1966/19660004/EIR/3 - Draft EIR/19660004 Sec03-16 Transportation.docx 

Additionally, a set of safety priority projects for the City were identified in the City’s LRSP that align 
with the Safe Roads Element of the Safe System approach.17 These priority projects were selected in 
collaboration with the City and with the inclusion of community and stakeholder feedback on areas of 
concern, data on the number of collisions, and systemic analysis results. All of the priority emphasis 
areas identified by the City’s LRSP are at least 1 mile from the project site, and the proposed project 
does not include alterations to existing roadways which would be inconsistent with the safety 
requirements set forth in the LRSP. As such, the proposed project would not conflict with corridor-
wide safety improvements. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant in this regard. 
Furthermore, as described in Table 3.16-3 below (Impact TRANS-2), the proposed project would 
provide a fair share contribution toward upgrading the Quito Road/Allendale intersection to a 
signalized intersection (Improvement No.10). For informational purposes and based on the LOS 
analysis conducted as part of the Transportation Analysis, the proposed project would also construct 
and fully fund signalization of the Marshall Lane/Quito Road intersection and an associated signal 
timing study to provide efficient coordination between the new Marshall Lane signalized intersection 
and the existing Pollard Road signalized intersection on Quito Road. 

Bike Facilities 

As described above, there are existing Class III bicycle facilities on Quito Road adjacent to the project 
site, which provide access to Class II and III bicycle facilities in the north along Allendale Avenue and 
Cox Avenue. Bicycle facilities on Quito Road also provide access to Class II and III facilities along 
SR-9 in the south and Prospect Road in the north.18 

As noted in the Circulation Element of the General Plan, the City proposes multiple additions to the 
existing bicycle route system including along the Union Pacific Trail, Pierce Road, and Saratoga 
Avenue.19 Implementation of the proposed project would not impede the implementation of additional 
routes, and impacts would be less than significant. Furthermore, as described in Table 3.16-3, the 
proposed project would support the installation of Class II bicycle lanes on Quito Road between 
Allendale Avenue and Sobey Road to the north (Improvement No. 7)  

Pedestrian Facilities 

The proposed project would include updates to existing sidewalks adjacent to the project site along 
Sobey Road, Quito Road, and Marshall Lane. Updated sidewalks would provide connections to 
pedestrian and bicycle facilities adjacent to the project site and connecting to the Quito and 
Ravenwood bus stop to the northeast. The project site would also include pedestrian pathways along 
all internal streets and throughout the proposed common areas. Implementation of the proposed 
project would not impede pedestrian movement or conflict with a program plan, ordinance, or policy 
related to pedestrian facilities. As such, impacts to pedestrian facilities would be less than significant. 

 
17  City of Saratoga. 2022. Chapter 5 Systemic Profiles. Website: 

https://www.saratoga.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/2888/Local-Roadway-Safety-Plan-PDF?bidId=. Accessed March 23, 
2026. 

18  City of Saratoga. 2024. Circulation Element. Website: https://www.saratoga.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/5720/General-
Plan-Circulation-Element-PDF. Accessed November 6, 2025. 

19  Ibid. 
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Furthermore, the proposed project would support improvement of several pedestrian facilities, as 
listed in Table 3.16-3 below. 

Safe Routes to School Plan 

New developments within Saratoga are expected to comply with the SRTS Plan by incorporating 
design features that support safe school access, such as providing continuous pedestrian and bicycle 
pathways, minimizing vehicle-pedestrian conflicts near school zones, and contributing to or 
constructing improvements identified in the plan to ensure consistency with the City’s long-term goals 
for safe, connected, and sustainable travel options for students. 

The proposed project is located within 1,500 feet of walking distance to Marshall Lane Elementary 
School. To access Marshall Lane Elementary School from the project site, students and parents can 
easily walk or bike to the school via the driveway at Marshall Lane or the EVA access at Sobey Road. 
The proposed project would not interfere with any planned facilities within the SRTS Plan. Further, it 
would contribute to the Marshall Elementary School’s access by improving existing pedestrian 
facilities along Sobey, Marshall, and Quito Roads. As such, the proposed project would not conflict 
with the SRTS Plan.  

Accordingly, the proposed project would have a less than significant impact with respect to potential 
conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy of the circulation system. Furthermore, the 
proposed project would support upgrading of the Quito Road/Pollard Road signal and striping to be 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant per the City’s SRTS Plan (Improvement No. 6) as 
detailed in Table 3.16-3 below. 

Level of Significance Before Mitigation 

Less than significant impact. 

Mitigation Measures 

None. 

Conflict with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, Subdivision (b) 

Impact TRANS-2: The proposed project would conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b). 

Impact Analysis 

As shown in Table 3.16-1, the City has adopted VMT screening thresholds used to determine whether 
a project would require quantitative VMT analysis. The proposed project does not meet any of the 
City’s VMT screening criteria as described below:  
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• TPA: The proposed project is not located near high-quality transit stops/corridors according to 
City definition since none of the bus stops within 0.25-mile walking distance are served by 
buses with 15-minute headways.20 

• Low VMT Area: The proposed project is not located in a low VMT area as the existing VMT 
exceeds City’s impact threshold.  

• Affordable Housing: The proposed project has affordable housing units but not 100 percent 
affordable.  

• Small Projects: The proposed project includes over seven units for residential development.  

• Local Serving Retail: The proposed project does not contain local serving retail.  

• Local Serving Public Facilities: The proposed project does not contain local serving public 
facilities. 

Because the proposed project does not meet the screening criteria, it is not exempt from VMT 
assessment. Since the proposed project does not meet the VMT screening criteria, Fehr & Peers 
used the Santa Clara Countywide VMT Evaluation Tool (the VMT Tool) to estimate VMT for the 
proposed project and to evaluate the proposed project’s potential impacts. Per the City’s VMT 
Analysis Guidelines, the City’s impact threshold for determining significant VMT impacts equates to 
15 percent below the countywide average. Since the countywide average residential VMT per capita 
is 13.33, the residential significance threshold for evaluating citywide VMT impacts is 11.33.21  

VTA’s VMT Tool is a planning-level tool used to evaluate project VMT and quantify VMT reduction 
programs in Santa Clara County. The tool calculates baseline VMT and can measure the 
effectiveness of Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures. Because the proposed 
project is a residential development, residential VMT per capita was evaluated using the VMT Tool. 
The VMT Tool shows that under existing conditions, the residential VMT for the project site (without 
the proposed project) is 18.22, which exceeds the impact threshold of 11.33. With the addition of the 
proposed project, but before incorporating any multimodal improvements, the VMT decreases to 
17.61 but remains above the threshold, and the proposed project would have a significant VMT 
impact. The proposed project’s VMT generation is summarized in Table 3.16-2 below. The VMT 
analysis for the proposed project accounts for proposed project features that would help reduce VMT, 
such as increased residential density and provision of affordable housing units.  

 
20  The bus stop within 0.25mile of the project site, serving Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) Route 37, has 

a 1-hour headway. 
21 13.33 x (1.00-0.15) = 11.33 
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Table 3.16-2: Project VMT Assessment 

VMT Metric 

County 
Average 
Baseline 

VMT 

Impact 
Threshold 
(15 percent 

below 
County 

Baseline) 

Project Site 

Without 
Project With Project 

With Project 
(With Bike and 

Pedestrian 
Improvements) 

With 
Maximum 
Allowable 

Reductions22  

Residential VMT 
per Capita 

13.33 11.33 18.22 17.61 15.49 14.58 

Exceed VMT Threshold? Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Notes: 
TDM = Transportation Demand Management  
VMT = Vehicle Miles Traveled 
Source: Fehr & Peers. 2026. Transportation Analysis. August 31. (See Appendix I) 

 

The City’s VMT guidelines state that when VMT impacts are identified, there are currently two project-
based mitigation measures to consider:  

• Physical Design (land use or transportation)  
• TDM 

Even when a project has a significant and unavoidable impact, it must demonstrate that it includes all 
feasible VMT reduction measures to reduce the significant impact as much as possible. Thus, the 
proposed project should incorporate all reasonably applicable measures to reduce VMT to the extent 
feasible even if less than significant levels cannot be achieved.  

The VMT Tool indicates, even with accounting for all residential VMT reduction strategies listed in the 
Santa Clara Countywide VMT Evaluation tool, that the lowest achievable VMT for the proposed 
project would be 14.58, which still exceeds the impact threshold of 11.33. However, some of the 
residential VMT reduction strategies in the VMT tool are not applicable to the site, such as unbundled 
parking, which is only applicable to projects with shared garages. Instead, more reasonably 
applicable VMT reduction strategies for the project site include multimodal improvements. Multimodal 
improvements included in the VMT Tool for which there are measurable VMT reductions include 
sidewalk extensions and provision of bicycle facilities. When accounting for multimodal Improvement 
Nos. 1, 6, and 7 as described in Table 3.16-3, below, the proposed project’s VMT would be reduced 

 
22  Maximum allowable reductions assume that all residential VMT reduction strategies listed in the Santa Clara Countywide 

VMT Evaluation tool are considered. The reduction effect is capped at this maximum. These strategies include those 
under Tier 1 Project Characteristics, Tier 2 Multimodal Infrastructure, Tier 3 Parking, and Tier 4 TDM Programs. Some of 
the residential VMT reduction strategies are not applicable to the project site, such as unbundled parking. 
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transportation network that would be directly affected by the proposed project and by other nearby 
developments. Cumulative projects listed in Chapter 3, Environmental Impact Analysis, Table 3-1 
would connect to the existing circulation system and require emergency services. Cumulative projects 
would be required to adhere to road safety design standards, the California Fire Code, and the City of 
Saratoga Code of Ordinances, ensuring roadway safety and emergency access. Additionally, 
cumulative projects would also be subject to the City of Saratoga’s Emergency Operations Plan 
(EOP). Furthermore, cumulative projects may also be required to implement multimodal 
improvements as needed to reduce design hazards, similar to those described in Table 3.16-3. 
Therefore, cumulative projects would not be expected to exacerbate roadway safety hazards and 
emergency access impacts. Accordingly, cumulative impacts would be less than significant. 

As discussed under Impact TRANS-3, adequate sight distance would be provided at the proposed 
driveway along Marshall Lane. As described under Impact TRANS-4, the proposed project would 
provide adequate emergency access via the main driveway along Marshall Lane, as well as an 
emergency access driveway along Sobey Road. As such, implementation of the proposed project 
would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to the already less than significant 
cumulative impacts related to roadway safety and emergency access.  

Level of Cumulative Significance Before Mitigation 

Significant and unavoidable cumulative impact (VMT). 

Less than significant cumulative impact (all other impacts) 

Mitigation Measures 

No feasible mitigation (VMT). 

Level of Cumulative Significance After Mitigation 

Significant and unavoidable cumulative impact (VMT). 
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3.17 - Tribal Cultural Resources 

3.17.1 - Introduction 
This section describes the existing Tribal Cultural Resources (TCRs) setting in the region and project 
area as well as the relevant regulatory setting. This section also evaluates the possible impacts 
related to TCRs that could result from implementation of the proposed project. Information in this 
section is based on information provided by the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), 
subsequent consultation with Tribal representatives identified by the NAHC who may have interest in 
or additional information on TCRs that may be impacted by project development (Appendix D). In 
addition, recommendations provided in the 18500 and 18520 Marshall Lane Townhome Project 
Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment (Phase I CRA) (Appendix D) pertaining to feasible mitigation 
of identified potential significant impacts to TCRs is also addressed in this section.  

Tribal consultation efforts, conducted by the City of Saratoga pursuant to Assembly Bill (AB) 52 to 
identify additional significant TCRs meeting the criteria set forth in Public Resources Code Section 
5024.1(c), were initiated on October 17, 2025, and consultation letters were provided to each Tribal 
representative on the NAHC consultation list. Three public comments were received during the 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) scoping period related to TCRs (see Appendix A).  

• NAHC identified requirements for Tribal notification and consultation 

• Comment received from the Muwekma Ohlone Tribe regarding services offered by the tribe, 
pursuant to AB52 consultation. 

• Comment received from the Tamien Nation requesting cultural analysis for the project in 
addition to providing comments on mitigation surrounding discovery of TCRs. 

These comments are addressed throughout this section. 

3.17.2 - Environmental Setting 
Overview 

The term “Tribal Cultural Resources” encompasses TCRs and burial sites. Below is a brief summary 
of each component: 

• Tribal Cultural Resources: TCRs include sites, features, places, or objects that are of cultural 
value to one or more California Native American Tribes.  

• Native American Burial Sites and Cemeteries: Burial sites and cemeteries are formal or 
informal locations where human remains have been interred and that are of cultural value to 
one or more California Native American Tribes. 
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Overall Tribal Cultural Resources Setting 

Following is a brief overview of the relevant pre-contact, ethnography, and historic background, 
providing context in which to understand the background and relevance of sites found in the general 
project vicinity. This section is not intended to be a comprehensive review of the current academic 
resources available; rather, it serves as a general overview.  

Unless otherwise stated, information contained in this section is drawn directly from the Phase I CRA1 
prepared by FirstCarbon Solutions (FCS). Further details can be found in ethnographic studies, mission 
records, and major published sources referenced in the Phase I CRA (provided in Appendix D). 

Pre-Contact Background and Ethnographic Background 

Few regions in California have witnessed such intricate cultural histories as the greater San Francisco 
Bay Area. The archaeological richness of this area has made it one of the most intensely studied in 
the State over the past three decades. The region's history reflects the contributions and experiences 
of diverse groups, from Indigenous populations to later settlers and contemporary communities each 
leaving their mark on this unique landscape. The summary of research presented here offers a 
framework for examining broader historical developments in the areas adjacent to the San Francisco 
Bay. 

Environmental Context 

The environmental evolution of the Bay Area reveals a fascinating story of natural transformation and 
human interaction with the landscape. At the end of the last Ice Age, as glaciers began to retreat, the 
coastline was located much farther west, near the Farallon Islands. The Sacramento and San 
Joaquin Rivers combined and flowed through what is now the Golden Gate, traversing an exposed 
continental shelf before reaching the ocean. Winds carried sand from these floodplains and beaches 
to form ancient dunes, creating one of the most expansive coastal dune systems on the West Coast. 
These dunes, now underlying about one-third of modern San Francisco and extending across the Bay 
to Oakland, illustrate the significant geological forces shaping the region.  

Sea level changes have played a central role in this evolution. Around 12,000 years ago, a still-stand 
in sea level left deposits of gravel and sand now found 55 meters below the surface. 9,000 years ago, 
rising seas began to fill the Bay, and by 5,000 years ago, sea levels reached near their current 
position, coinciding with the earliest evidence of human habitation in the form of shell middens. This 
gradual transformation provided critical resources for early inhabitants, shaping the ecological and 
cultural landscape. 

The Bay Area’s diverse ecosystems, including coastal estuaries, upland forests, and grasslands, 
provided a rich array of resources for pre-contact populations. These environments were shaped by 
dynamic climatic shifts during the Holocene, which influenced resource availability and habitat 
distribution. The expansion of tidal marshes provided abundant resources, including fish and shellfish, 

 
1  FirstCarbon Solutions (FCS). 2025. 18500 and 18520 Marshall Lane Townhome Project Phase I Cultural Resource 

Assessment (Phase I CRA). 
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leading to the establishment of large, semi-permanent villages near these productive areas. Climatic 
events such as prolonged droughts posed challenges, prompting innovation in resource management 
and social organization. The archaeological record reveals how these populations adapted, 
demonstrating resilience in the face of environmental instability. 

The First People of the Greater Bay Area 

The pre-contact populations of the Bay Area demonstrated increasing social complexity over time, as 
evidenced by archaeological findings. Shell mounds, many of which functioned as burial sites, reflect 
the development of ceremonial practices and emerging social stratification. These sites not only 
served as community landmarks but also indicated the growing significance of ritual activities and the 
differentiation of status within societies. Interregional trade networks played a pivotal role in fostering 
social and economic interconnectedness, enabling the exchange of goods such as obsidian, shell 
beads, and other materials that often served as markers of wealth and status. These exchanges also 
facilitated the spread of cultural practices and technological innovations, strengthening ties among 
diverse groups in the region.  

The Bay Area's strategic position as a hub for interregional trade is underscored by the widespread 
distribution of materials like obsidian and shell beads. Obsidian, sourced from distant locations such 
as the eastern Sierra Nevada, provides crucial insights into the extensive exchange networks and 
mobility patterns of pre-contact populations. Similarly, shell beads, which often functioned as a form 
of currency, highlight their dual economic and symbolic significance. These trade networks were not 
merely economic systems but also avenues for cultural exchange, contributing to shared practices 
and reinforcing social cohesion across neighboring regions.  

Technological advancements further illustrate the ingenuity and adaptability of Bay Area Native 
people. Early toolkits were dominated by flaked stone tools designed for hunting and processing 
tasks. Over time, as populations expanded and subsistence strategies diversified, more specialized 
tools were developed. Innovations included fishhooks, net weights, and ground stone implements, 
reflecting a growing reliance on aquatic and plant-based resources. The advent of more sophisticated 
projectile points, particularly those associated with the bow and arrow, marked a significant 
improvement in hunting efficiency. Ground stone tools, used for grinding acorns and other plant 
materials, underscore the increasing importance of plant-based subsistence in later periods, 
highlighting the dynamic and resourceful nature of Bay Area communities. 

Cultural Chronology of the Greater Bay Area 

The cultural chronology of the Bay Area reflects an evolving understanding of how the Native people 
adapted to environmental and social changes over thousands of years. Pre-contact time was 
separated into six distinct chronological periods—Paleo-Indian (12,000 to 8000 BP), Lower, Middle, 
and Upper Archaic (8000 to 1500 BP), and Emergent (Upper and Lower, 1500 to 250 BP). These 
large swaths of time include patterns as integrative units that reflect shared economic and cultural 
adaptations across geographic regions. Key patterns identified within this framework include the 
Windmiller, Berkeley, and Augustine Patterns, which provide a more nuanced understanding of 
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regional pre-contact history. Brief descriptions of these temporal ranges and their unique 
characteristics follow. 

Windmiller Pattern (4500 to 3500 BP) 

The Windmiller Pattern was first identified at Windmiller Mound (CA-SAC-107) in Sacramento County. 
In the San Francisco Bay Area, Windmiller-affiliated sites have been documented primarily in the 
Livermore Valley and the East Bay, including CA-ALA-343 (Fremont) and CA-CCO-637 (Los 
Vaqueros Reservoir). These findings suggest that the Windmiller culture spread westward into the 
Bay Area through migration or trade interactions, blending with local cultural traditions. This period is 
characterized by a subsistence strategy that utilized a wide variety of natural resources, including 
terrestrial fauna (e.g., deer, tule elk, and rabbits), fish (e.g., sturgeon and salmon), and plant-based 
foods such as acorns and seeds. Evidence from Windmiller sites suggests a seasonal foraging 
strategy, with populations moving between lowland river corridors in the winter and higher elevations 
in the summer.  

Artifacts from this period include large, stemmed projectile points, bone spear tips, baked clay net 
weights, and composite bone hooks, underscoring the emphasis on hunting and fishing. Additionally, 
the presence of grinding slabs and handstones indicates a growing reliance on plant processing. 
Mortuary practices were distinctive, with ventrally extended burials oriented westward, often 
accompanied by abundant grave goods, including shell beads, charmstones, polished tools, and 
Olivella shell ornaments. Trade networks during this time primarily focused on ornamental and 
ceremonial items, with materials such as obsidian sourced from the eastern Sierra and North Coast 
Ranges. The Windmiller culture is associated with the initial diversification of Utian languages, 
marking an important linguistic and cultural shift in Central California. 

Berkeley Pattern (3500 to 1500 BP) 

The Berkeley Pattern was first identified in shell mound sites along the San Francisco Bay shoreline, 
particularly at CA-ALA-307 (West Berkeley Shellmound). In the broader Bay Area, Berkeley Pattern 
sites are found along the East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay, including CA-CCO-295 (Ellis Landing 
Shellmound) and CA-MRN-152 (Pacheco Shellmound), reflecting a transition from earlier Windmiller-
associated groups toward a more regionally adapted, sedentary economy. These shifts indicate that 
the Berkeley Pattern emerged as a cultural adaptation within the Bay Area, with influences from both 
earlier Windmiller groups and neighboring coastal societies. This pattern is marked by a shift toward 
plant-based subsistence, particularly the intensive processing of acorns, as evidenced by the 
prevalence of mortars and pestles. Archaeobotanical remains, such as acorn and pine nut fragments, 
further underscore this dietary transition. Shell middens near coastal and estuarine zones indicate the 
exploitation of shellfish and other aquatic resources.  

Technological advancements include new types of shell beads, charmstones, and bone tools, 
alongside ceremonial blades. Excavated sites reveal evidence of large mounded villages, featuring 
accumulations of habitation debris, hearths, and rock-lined ovens. Burial practices shifted to flexed 
positions within village sites, with fewer grave goods than those seen in the Windmiller Pattern. This 
suggests changing social structures and possibly increasing social stratification. Trade networks 
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expanded to include obsidian from the eastern Sierra Nevada and Haliotis ornaments from coastal 
regions. This cultural phase coincides with the expansion of Miwok groups and reflects a gradual 
assimilation of populations rather than abrupt replacements. 

Augustine Pattern (1500 to 250 BP) 

The Augustine Pattern was first identified in Late Holocene sites across Central California). In the 
greater San Francisco Bay Area, Augustine Pattern sites are found at CA-ALA-329 (Ryan Mound), 
CA-CCO-308 (San Ramon Valley), and CA-SCL-690 (Tamien Station) reflecting the final phase of 
pre-contact history in the Bay Area. These sites suggest that the Augustine Pattern spread into the 
Bay Area from interior California, representing the emergence of more complex societal structures 
and long-distance economic connections. Subsistence strategies intensified during this period, with 
an increased reliance on acorns as a dietary staple and the introduction of bow-and-arrow 
technology. Archaeological sites reveal diverse faunal remains, including mammals, fish, and birds, 
as well as botanical evidence of acorns and pine nuts.  

Artifacts from this period reflect growing complexity, with innovations such as bone fish hooks, 
harpoons, hopper mortars, and shaped pestles. Mortuary practices evolved further, incorporating 
flexed burials, cremations, and the use of grave goods such as shell beads, Haliotis ornaments, and 
ceremonial items. These practices suggest increasing social stratification and the development of an 
elaborate social and ceremonial organization. Trade systems also expanded significantly, with 
materials such as obsidian, steatite, and marine shell moving across vast exchange networks. The 
Augustine Pattern is associated with the expansion of Wintuan language populations into the region 
and the continued use of clamshell disk beads as currency. 

Refinements and Ongoing Research 

Burns highlights the importance of taxonomic refinements in capturing the complexity of cultural and 
temporal dynamics within the Bay Area.2 The integration of artifact typologies, radiocarbon dating, 
and regional variability has allowed archaeologists to move beyond linear models of cultural 
succession. For example, the coexistence of distinct cultural assemblages during the Augustine 
Pattern underscores the fluidity of social and technological changes over time. Refinements in GIS 
mapping and stable isotope analysis have further enriched understandings of settlement systems, 
subsistence strategies, and social networks.  

Through ongoing research, California’s chronology continues to evolve, with a growing emphasis on 
regional and local variation. This shift has expanded the focus from defining chronological sequences 
to examining broader social and ecological relationships, offering deeper insights into the region’s 
diverse and enduring Indigenous heritage. 

 
2  Burns, G.R. 2017. Contributions to San Francisco Bay Prehistory: Archaeological Investigations at CA-MRN-44/H, Angel 

Island State Park, Marin County, California. 
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Continuity and Resilience 

Despite environmental and social changes, there is substantial evidence of cultural continuity in the 
Bay Area’s pre-contact time periods. Dietary staples like acorns and the use of specific tool types 
persisted across millennia, reflecting deep-seated transitions. At the same time, the adaptability of 
these communities is evident in their ability to respond to changing circumstances, whether through 
technological innovations, shifts and settlement patterns, or the development of trade and social 
networks. This resilience was not only critical for surviving pre-contact challenges but also became an 
asset during the profound transformations brought by contact with European peoples and the 
subsequent historical era. The ability to navigate dynamic environments and sustain cultural traditions 
would play a significant role as Indigenous populations face the pressures of European colonization. 

The Ohlone (Costanoan) 

At the time of European contact in the eighteenth century, the San Francisco Bay and Monterey Bay 
areas were occupied by the Costanoan speaking Native American Tribelets. The Costanoan group 
designates a linguistic family consisting of eight different, yet related, languages. The eight languages 
are the Karkin, Ramaytush, Chochenyo, Tamyen, Awaswas, Chalon, Mutsun, and Rumsen. The 
Costanoan languages were quite different from one another, with each language being related to its 
geographically contiguous neighbors. The term “Costanoan” comes from the Spanish word Costanos 
which means ‘coast people.’ There are two other terms that were used to identify the Costanoan 
speaking people, Ohlonean and Mutsun. Ohlonean is the name of a Tribelet, olxon, that is in San 
Mateo County near the San Gregorio Creek. Mutsun is the name of the village in a place called 
Natividad, which is in the hills between the Salinas and Pajaro rivers. 

The arrival of Costanoan speaking groups into the Bay Area appears to be temporally consistent with 
the appearance of the Late Horizon artifact assemblage in the archaeological record, as documented 
at sites such as the Emeryville Shellmound or the Ellis Landing Shellmound. It is probable that the 
Costanoan moved south and west from the Delta region of the San Joaquin-Sacramento River region 
into the Bay Area. The Tribal group that most likely occupied the project site is the Tamyen language 
group or Santa Clara Costanoan, whose territory extended from the south end of the San Francisco 
Bay to the lower end of the Santa Clara Valley. 

The various Costanoan Tribes subsisted as hunter-gatherers and relied on local terrestrial and marine 
flora and fauna for subsistence. The predominant plant food source was the acorn, but they also 
exploited a wide range of other plants, including various seeds, buckeye, berries, and roots. Protein 
sources included grizzly bear, elk, sea lions, antelope, and black-tailed deer, as well as smaller 
mammals such as raccoon, brush rabbit, ground squirrels, and wood rats. Waterfowl, including 
Canadian geese, mallards, green-winged teal, and American widgeon, were captured in nets using 
decoys to attract them. Fish also played an important role in the Costanoan diet and included 
steelhead, salmon, and sturgeon. 

The Costanoan constructed watercraft from tule reeds and possessed bow-and-arrow technology. 
They fashioned blankets from sea otter pelts, fabricated basketry from twined reeds of various types, 
and assembled a variety of stone and bone tools in their assemblages. Costanoan villages typically 
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consisted of domed dwelling structures, communal sweathouses, dance enclosures, and assembly 
houses constructed from thatched tule reeds and a combination of wild grasses, wild alfalfa, and 
ferns.  

The Costanoan were politically organized into autonomous Tribelets that had distinct cultural 
territories. Individual Tribelets contained one or more villages with several seasonal camps for 
resource procurement within the Tribelet territory. The Tribelet chief could be either male or female, 
and the position was inherited patrilineally, but approval of the community was required. The Tribelet 
chief and council were essentially advisers to the community and were responsible for feeding visitors 
and directing hunting and fishing expeditions, ceremonial activities, and warfare on neighboring 
Tribelets.  

The first European contact with the Costanoan, specifically the Rumsen Triblets, was in 1602, when 
Sebastian Vizcaíno’s expedition arrived in Monterey. The estimated Costanoan population in 1770—
when the first mission was established in Ohlone territory—was approximately 10,000. By 1832, the 
population had declined to fewer than 2,000, mainly due to diseases introduced by the European 
explorers and settlers. When the Spanish mission system rapidly expanded across California, the 
Costanoan traditional way of life was irreversibly altered. The pre-contact hunter-gatherer subsistence 
economy was replaced by an agricultural economy, and the Spanish missionaries prohibited 
traditional social activities. After secularization of the missions between 1834 and 1836, some Native 
Americans returned to traditional religious and subsistence practices while others labored on Mexican 
ranchos. Thus, multi-ethnic Indian communities grew up in and around the area and provided 
informant testimony to ethnologists from 1878 to 1933 (Please see Section 3.5.3, Cultural Resources, 
Cultural Setting, for additional information on Regional Historic Background). 

The California Gold Rush brought further disease to the Native inhabitants, and by the 1850s, nearly 
all of the Costanoan speaking groups had adapted in some way or another to economies based on 
cash income. Hunting and gathering activities continued to decline and were rapidly replaced with 
economies based on ranching and farming. The Costanoan languages most likely went extinct by 
1935. By the 1970s the estimated number of Costanoan descendants or Ohlone descendants in the 
San Francisco Bay Area was approximately 200. The descendants of the Costanoan united to form 
the Ohlone Indian Tribe and received ownership of the Ohlone Indian Cemetery where their ancestors 
of Mission San José are buried. Some of the Costanoan descendants in the Monterey Bay area 
prefer the term “Ohlone,” which comes from the name of a village on the San Francisco Peninsula. 

3.17.3 - Methodology 
Tribal Cultural Resources 

Records Searches to Identify Existing Tribal Cultural Resources 

The information in this section is based, in part, on the Phase I CRA prepared for the proposed 
project by FCS in December 2025 (provided in Appendix D). The Phase I CRA used the methods 
below to analyze the potential impacts of project implementation. 
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NAHC Sacred Lands File Search and Tribal Correspondence 

On September 28, 2025, FCS sent a request to the NAHC in an effort to determine whether any 
sacred sites are listed on its Sacred Lands File (SLF) for the project site. A response was received on 
September 30, 2025, indicating that the SLF search was negative for Native American cultural 
resources in the immediate project area. The NAHC included a list of 23 Tribal representatives 
available for consultation. To ensure that all Native American knowledge and concerns over potential 
TCRs that may be affected by the proposed project are addressed, FCS sent a letter containing 
project information and requesting any additional information to each Tribal representative on October 
2, 2025.  

Tribal consultation efforts, conducted by the City of Saratoga pursuant to Assembly Bill (AB) 52 to 
identify additional significant TCRs meeting the criteria set forth in Public Resources Code Section 
5024.1(c), were initiated on October 17, 2025, and consultation letters were provided to each Tribal 
representative on the NAHC consultation list. The consultation period lasted 30 days, during which 
two correspondence or consultation replies were received. A reply was received from the Muwekma 
Ohlone Tribe on November 3, 2025, indicating listing the services offered by the Tribe pursuant to AB 
52, Senate Bill (SB) 18 and the California Public Resources Code § 21080.3.1. On November 6, 
2025, Chairwoman Quirina Geary of Tamien Nation requested consultation via teleconference with 
the City on the proposed project.3 On December 12, 2025, a conference call was held with 
representatives of the City and FCS in attendance, along with Lillian Camarena representing Tamien 
Nation. Project details, previous work conducted at the site by Evans and DeShazo, Inc. (EDS), and 
proposed mitigation measures were discussed in depth. In addition to agreeing with the mitigation 
measures outlined by EDS, the Tribe requested full-time Tribal monitoring during ground disturbance 
and cultural sensitivity training for construction staff. See further discussion under Impact TCR-2. 

Summary of Existing Cultural Resources at the Project Site 

The Northwest Information Center (NWIC) identified one archaeological resource, recorded as site P-
43-000428/CA-SCL-425. In September 2020, EDS conducted Phase II Archaeological Testing to 
determine whether resource P-43-000428 is considered a Historical Resource for the purposes of the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The subsequent testing determined that P-43-000428 
does not meet the definition of a historical resource for the purpose of CEQA. The pedestrian survey 
conducted by FCS on September 11, 2025, did not identify any archaeological resources. 

Phase II Archaeological Testing was conducted from September 21–September 25, 2020 by EDS, the 
findings of which were summarized in the December 4, 2020, report by EDS (see Appendix D). Phase 
II Archaeological Testing included the excavation of two controlled units (CUs) and 35 shovel test 
probes (STPs). The results of the archaeological testing revealed a moderate lithic scatter consisting 
predominately of chert flakes and groundstone implements within a midden soil deposit. No distinct 
archaeological features were encountered. Testing also revealed an overall low density and low 

 
3  Geary, Quirina. Chairwoman, Tamien Nation. 2025. Formal Request for Tribal Consultation Pursuant to the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1, subds. (b), (d) and (e), 18500 and 18520 
Marshall Lane Townhome Project. November 6. 
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diversity of prehistoric artifacts and that the site has been previously impacted by a variety of 
influences (e.g., agricultural discing and ripping), which has reduced the overall integrity of the 
deposit. Based on the Phase II evaluation, the prehistoric site does not appear to have data sets that 
contribute to the site’s eligibility for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) 
(Criteria 1-4) or as a unique archaeological source (Criteria 1-3). Therefore, P-43-000428 (CA-SCL-
425) does not meet the definition of a historical resource for the purpose of CEQA. 

3.17.4 - Regulatory Framework 
Federal 

National Historic Preservation Act 

The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA), as amended, established the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP), which contains an inventory of the nation’s significant prehistoric 
and historic properties. Under Code of Federal Regulations Title 36 Part 60, a property is 
recommended for possible inclusion on the NRHP if it is at least 50 years old, has integrity, and meets 
one of the following criteria: 

• It is associated with significant events in history, or broad patterns of events. 

• It is associated with significant people in the past. 

• It embodies the distinctive characteristics of an architectural type, period, or method of 
construction; or it is the work of a master or possesses high artistic value; or it represents a 
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction. 

• It has yielded, or may yield, information important in history or prehistory. 

Certain types of properties are usually excluded from consideration for listing in the NRHP, but they 
can be considered if they meet special requirements in addition to meeting the criteria listed above. 
Such properties include religious sites, relocated properties, graves and cemeteries, reconstructed 
properties, commemorative properties, and properties that have achieved significance within the past 
50 years. 

Archaeological Resources Protection Act 

The Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) amended the Antiquities Act of 1906 (16 United 
States Code [USC] 431–433) and set a broad policy that archaeological resources are important to 
the nation and should be protected, and required special permits before the excavation or removal of 
archaeological resources from public or Indian lands. The purpose of ARPA was to secure, for the 
present and future benefit of the American people, the protection of archaeological resources and 
sites that are on public lands and Indian lands, and to foster increased cooperation and exchange of 
information between governmental authorities, the professional archaeological community, and 
private individuals having collections of archaeological resources and data that were obtained before 
October 31, 1979. 
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American Indian Religious Freedom Act 

The American Indian Religious Freedom Act (AIRFA) established federal policy to protect and 
preserve the inherent rights of freedom for Native groups to believe, express, and exercise their 
traditional religions. These rights include but are not limited to access to sites, use and possession of 
sacred objects, and freedom to worship through ceremonials and traditional rites. 

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act  

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. 

State 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)—CEQA Definition of Historical Resources 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a), in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, defines a 
“historical resource” as: 

(1) A resource listed in, or determined to be eligible by the State Historical Resources 
Commission, for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources. 

(2) A resource included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in Section 5020.1(k) 
of the Public Resources Code or identified as significant in a historical resource survey 
meeting the requirements of Section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code, shall be 
presumed to be historically or culturally significant. Public agencies must treat any such 
resource as significant unless the preponderance of evidence demonstrates that it is not 
historically or culturally significant. 

(3) Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a lead agency 
determines to be historically significant or significant in the architectural, engineering, 
scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of 
California may be considered to be a historical resource, provided the lead agency’s 
determination is supported by substantial evidence in light of the whole record. Generally, a 
resource shall be considered by the lead agency to be “historically significant” if the resource 
meets the criteria for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources. 

(4) The fact that a resource is not listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in the California 
Register of Historical Resources, not included in a local register of historical resources 
(pursuant to Section 5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code), or identified in a historical 
resources survey (meeting the criteria in Section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code) 
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does not preclude a lead agency from determining that the resource may be a historical 
resource as defined in Public Resources Code Sections 5020.1(j) or 5024.1. 

Therefore, under the CEQA Guidelines, even if a resource is not included on any local, State, or 
federal register, or identified in a qualifying historical resources survey, a lead agency may still 
determine that any resource is a historical resource for the purposes of CEQA if there is substantial 
evidence supporting such a determination. A lead agency must consider a resource to be historically 
significant if it finds that the resource meets the criteria for listing in the CRHR. 

Archaeological and historical sites are protected pursuant to a wide variety of State policies and 
regulations, as enumerated in the Public Resources Code. Cultural resources are recognized as 
nonrenewable resources and receive additional protection under the Public Resources Code and 
CEQA. 

Public Resources Code Section 5024.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section15064.5(a)—Definition of 
a Historic Resource 

Public Resources Code Section 5024.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a), in Title 14 of the 
California Code of Regulations, define a “historical resource” as a resource that: 

(1) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and cultural heritage. 

(2) Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past. 

(3) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, 
or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values. 

(4) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(3)—California Register of Historical Resources Criteria 

As defined by CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5(a)(3) (A–D), a resource shall be considered 
historically significant if the resource meets the criteria for listing on the CRHR. The CRHR and many 
local preservation ordinances have employed the criteria for eligibility to the NRHP as a model (see 
criteria described above under the description of the NHPA), since the NHPA provides the highest 
standard for evaluating the significance of historic resources. A resource that meets NRHP criteria is 
clearly significant. In addition, a resource that does not meet NRHP standards may still be considered 
historically significant at a local or State level. 

CEQA Guidelines 15064.5(c)—Effects on Archaeological Resources 

CEQA Guidelines state that a resource need not be listed on any register to be found historically 
significant. CEQA Guidelines direct lead agencies to evaluate archaeological sites to determine 
whether they meet the criteria for listing in the CRHR. If an archaeological site is a historical resource, 
in that it is listed or eligible for listing in the CRHR, potential adverse impacts to it must be considered. 
If an archaeological site is considered not to be a historical resource but meets the definition of a 
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“unique archaeological resource” as defined in Public Resources Code Section 21083.2, then it would 
be treated in accordance with the provisions of that section. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(d)—Effects on Human Remains 

Native American human remains and associated burial items may be significant to descendant 
communities and/or may be scientifically important for their informational value. They may be 
significant to descendant communities for patrimonial, cultural, lineage, and religious reasons. The 
specific stake of some descendant groups in ancestral burials is a matter of law for some groups, 
such as Native Americans (CEQA Guidelines § 15064.5(d); Public Resources Code [PRC] § 
5097.98). CEQA and other State regulations regarding Native American human remains provide the 
following procedural requirements to assist in avoiding potential adverse effects on human remains 
within the contexts of their value to both descendant communities and the scientific community: 

• When an initial study identifies the existence or probable likelihood that a project would affect 
Native American human remains, the lead agency is to contact and work with the appropriate 
Native American representatives identified through the NAHC to develop an agreement for the 
treatment and disposal of the human remains and any associated burial items (CEQA 
Guidelines § 15064.5(d); PRC § 5097.98). 

• If human remains are accidentally discovered, the County Coroner must be contacted. If the 
County Coroner determines that the human remains are Native American, the coroner must 
contact the NAHC within 24 hours. The NAHC must identify the Most Likely Descendant (MLD) 
to provide for the opportunity to make recommendations for the treatment and disposal of the 
human remains and associated burial items.  

• If the NAHC is unable to identify an MLD, the MLD fails to make recommendations within 24 
hours of notification, or the project applicant rejects the recommendations of the MLD, the 
Native American human remains and associated burial items must be reburied in a location not 
subject to future disturbance within the project site (CEQA Guidelines § 15064.5(e); PRC § 
5097.98). 

• If potentially affected human remains or a burial site may have scientific significance, whether 
or not it has significance to Native Americans or other descendant communities, then under 
CEQA, the appropriate mitigation of effect may require the recovery of the scientific information 
of the remains/burial through identification, evaluation, data recovery, analysis, and 
interpretation (CEQA Guidelines § 15064.5(c)(2)). 

Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 (Treatment of Human Remains) 

Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code sets forth provisions related to the treatment of human 
remains. As the code states, “every person who knowingly mutilates or disinters, wantonly disturbs, or 
willfully removes any human remains in or from any location other than a dedicated cemetery without 
authority of law is guilty of a misdemeanor” except under circumstances as provided in Section 
5097.99 of the Public Resource Code. The regulations also provide guidelines for the treatment of 
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human remains found in locations other than a dedicated cemetery including responsibilities of the 
Coroner.  

Public Resources Code Section 5097.98 (Discovery of Human Remains) 

Section 5097.98 provides protocol for the discovery of human remains. It states that “whenever the 
commission receives notification of a discovery of Native American human remains from a County 
Coroner pursuant to subdivision (c) of Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code, it shall 
immediately notify persons believed to be most likely descended from the deceased Native 
American.” It also sets forth provisions for descendants’ preferences for treatment of the human 
remains and what should be done if the commission is unable to identify a descendant. 

California Public Resources Code Section 5097.91—Native American Heritage Commission 

Section 5097.91 of the Public Resources Code established the 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 5097.91 of the Public 
Resources Code, a State policy of noninterference with the free expression or exercise of Native 
American religion was articulated along with a 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 Public Resources Code 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 Senate Bill 18—Protection of Tribal Cultural Places 

SB 18 (California Government Code § 65352.3) incorporates the protection of California traditional 
Tribal cultural places into land use planning for cities, counties, and agencies by establishing 
responsibilities for local governments to contact, refer plans to, and consult with California Native 
American Tribes as part of the adoption or amendment of any general or specific plan proposed on or 
after March 1, 2005. SB 18 requires public notice to be sent to Tribes listed on the NAHC SB 18 Tribal 
Consultation list within the geographical areas affected by the proposed changes. Tribes must 
respond to a local government notice within 90 days (unless a shorter time frame has been agreed 
upon by the Tribe), indicating whether or not they want to consult with the local government. 
Consultations are for the purpose of preserving or mitigating impacts to places, features, and objects 
described in Sections 5097.9 and 5097.993 of the Public Resources Code that may be affected by 
the proposed adoption or amendment to a general or specific plan. 

California Assembly Bill 52—Effects on Tribal Cultural Resources 

AB 52 was signed into law on September 25, 2014, and provides that any public or private “project 
with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a Tribal Cultural 
Resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment.” Tribal Cultural 
Resources include “[s]ites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with 
cultural value to a California Native American Tribe that are eligible for inclusion in the California 
Register of Historical Resources or included in a local register of historical resources.” Under prior 
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law, Tribal Cultural Resources were typically addressed under the umbrella of “cultural resources,” as 
discussed above. AB 52 formally added the category of “Tribal Cultural Resources” to CEQA, and 
extends the consultation and confidentiality requirements to all projects, rather than just projects 
subject to SB 18 as discussed above. 

The parties must consult in good faith, and consultation is deemed concluded when either: (1) the 
parties agree to measures to mitigate or avoid a significant effect on a Tribal Cultural Resource (if 
such a significant effect exists); or (2) when a party concludes that mutual agreement cannot be 
reached. Mitigation measures agreed upon during consultation must be recommended for inclusion in 
the environmental document. AB 52 also identifies mitigation measures that may be considered to 
avoid significant impacts if there is no agreement on appropriate mitigation. Recommended measures 
include: 

• Preservation in place 
• Protecting the cultural character and integrity of the resource 
• Protecting the traditional use of the resource 
• Protecting the confidentiality of the resource  
• Permanent conservation easements with culturally appropriate management criteria 

California Public Resources Code Section 21074—Effects on Tribal Cultural Resources 

AB 52 amended the CEQA statute to identify an additional category of resource to be considered 
under CEQA, called “Tribal Cultural Resources,” and added Public Resource Code Section 21074, 
which defines “Tribal Cultural Resources” as follows: 

(a) “Tribal Cultural Resources” are either of the following: 
(1) Sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural 

value to a California Native American Tribe that are either of the following: 
A) Included or determined to be eligible for inclusion in the CRHR. 
B) Included in a local register of historical resources as defined in subdivision (k) of 

Section 5020.1. 
(2) 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 Section 
5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Section 5024.1 for the 
purposes of this paragraph, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the 
resource to a California Native American Tribe. 

(b)  A cultural landscape that meets the criteria of subdivision (a) is a Tribal Cultural Resource to 
the extent that the landscape is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the 
landscape. 

(c)  A historical resource described in Section 21084.1, a unique archaeological resource as 
defined in subdivision (g) of Section 21083.2, or a “nonunique archaeological resource” as 
defined in subdivision (h) of Section 21083.2 may also be a Tribal Cultural Resource if it 
conforms with the criteria of subdivision (a). 
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Local 

County of Saratoga General Plan 2040 

Cultural Resources 

In recognition of the historic character of Saratoga, the City has adopted a Historic Preservation 
Ordinance to protect heritage resources. The Ordinance created a Heritage Preservation Commission 
to inventory historic resources, recommend to the City Council specific resources which should have 
historic designations, and act as an advisory body to the City Council, Planning Commission, and 
other agencies as to the impact of proposed new development on historic resources. 

Goals, and Policies 

Goal OSC-13 Through coordination with and implementation of other related General Plan 
Policies, encourage preservation of the City’s heritage by providing for the 
protection of irreplaceable historic and cultural resources representing significant 
elements of City and regional history. 

Policy OSC-13.1 Support activities and events that highlight Saratoga’s rich history, such as the 
“Valley of the Heart’s Delight” and the annual Blossom Festival events at the 
Central Park or Heritage Orchard. 

Goal LU-12 Recognize the heritage of the City by protecting historic and cultural resources, 
where feasible. 

Policy LU-12.2 Develop zoning and other incentives for property owners to preserve historic 
resources and seek out historic designations for their respective properties. 

Policy LU-12.5 Encourage public knowledge, understanding, and appreciation of the City’s past 
and foster civic and neighborhood pride and sense of identity based upon the 
recognition and use of the City’s heritage resources. 

Policy LU-12.6 The Heritage Preservation Commission shall regularly update the City’s Historic 
Resources Inventory. 

Policy LU-12.7 Development proposals impacting any of the City’s heritage land and/or any 
historic resources listed on any local or State inventory shall be reviewed by the 
Heritage Preservation Commission and the Planning Commission, as required by 
the Zoning Ordinance. 

Policy LU-12.9 Protect significant archaeological, prehistoric, and paleontological Native American 
resources as required by CEQA. 

Implementation Measures 

IM OSC-12.a Continue to utilize the design review process, Historic Preservation Ordinance, and 
Tree Ordinance to ensure preservation of significant arbor resources. 
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IM OSC-13.a Periodically update the Heritage Resource Inventory and Designated Landmark 
Structures list and publish on the City Website information regarding incentives for 
preservation of heritage properties, such as the Mills Act Program. 

IM LU-12.a Continue to utilize the design review process and Historic Preservation Ordinance 
to ensure preservation of significant cultural resources. 

IM LU-12.c Continue to allow owners of designated historic landmarks to participate in the Mills 
Act. 

IM LU-12.d Update Historic Resources Inventory and Landmark List and publish on the City 
Website information regarding incentives for preservation of heritage properties. 

3.17.5 - Approach to Analysis 
This evaluation focuses on whether implementation of the proposed project would impact TCRs. The 
TCR impact analysis is based on information collected from record searches at the NAHC, 2020 EDS 
report, and information from Tribal consultation conducted pursuant to AB 52. Impacts are typically 
associated with construction and/or ground-disturbing activities that have the potential to immediately 
alter, diminish, or destroy all or part of the character and quality of Native American Artifacts and/or 
human remains that could be uncovered. 

3.17.6 - Thresholds of Significance 
The Lead Agency uses the criteria in Appendix G of CEQA Guidelines Environmental Checklist to 
determine whether impacts to cultural resources resulting from the implementation of the proposed 
project would be considered significant The proposed project could have potential impacts if the 
project would: 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a Tribal Cultural Resource, 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 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). 

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a Tribal Cultural Resource, 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 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. 
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3.17.7 - Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
This section discusses potential impacts associated with the development of the proposed project 
and provides mitigation measures where appropriate. 

Significance of Tribal Cultural Resource and Eligibility for California Register Listing 

Impact TCR-1: The proposed project could cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a Tribal Cultural Resource that is 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). 

Impact Analysis 

Construction 

A review of the CRHR, local registers of historic resources, a records search conducted at the NWIC, 
the 2020 EDS report, and a pedestrian survey failed to identify any listed TCRs that may be adversely 
affected by the proposed project, and the NAHC SLF results were negative for TCRs in the project 
site.  

However, construction of the proposed project would involve substantial ground-disturbing activities, 
including grading, trenching for utilities, excavation for foundations, and installation of infrastructure 
such as roads and drainage systems. These activities penetrate native soils and could uncover 
previously unknown TCRs that were not identified during pre-construction surveys. Because such 
resources are often buried and not visible at the surface, the potential exists for inadvertent discovery 
during construction. 

As a result, this impact is considered potentially significant. Should TCRs be discovered during 
ground-disturbing activities, Implementation of MM CUL-1a through MM CUL-1c and MM CUL-2 
would ensure that undiscovered TCRs are not adversely affected by project-related construction 
activities. As such, construction-related impacts would be less than significant with the 
implementation of mitigation. 

Operation 

Impacts related to a project’s potential to cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
State-listed or eligible TCR are limited to construction-related ground-disturbing impacts. No 
respective operational impacts would occur. 

Level of Significance Before Mitigation 

Potentially significant impact. 

Mitigation Measures 

Implementation of MM CUL-1a, MM CUL-1b, MM CUL-1c, and MM CUL-2 (refer to Section 3.5, 
Cultural Resources).  
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Level of Significance After Mitigation 

Less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated. 

Significance of Tribal Cultural Resource and Eligibility as Determined by the Lead 
Agency 

Impact TCR-2: The proposed project could cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a Tribal Cultural 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. 

Impact Analysis 

Construction 

Tribal consultation efforts, conducted by the City of Saratoga pursuant to AB 52 to identify additional 
significant TCRs meeting the criteria set forth in Public Resources Code Section 5024.1 (c), were 
initiated on October 17, 2025, and consultation letters were provided to each Tribal representative on 
the NAHC consultation list. The consultation period lasted 30 days, during which two correspondence 
or consultation replies were received. On November 6, 2025, Chairwoman Quirina Geary of Tamien 
Nation requested consultation via teleconference with the City on the proposed project.4 On 
December 12, 2025, a conference call was held with representatives of the City and FCS in 
attendance, along with Lillian Camarena representing Tamien Nation. Project details, previous 
investigation conducted at the P-43-000428 (CA-SCL-425) site by EDS, and proposed mitigation 
measures were discussed in depth. In addition to concurring with the mitigation measures outlined by 
EDS, the Tribe requested full-time Tribal monitoring during ground disturbance and cultural sensitivity 
training for all construction personnel involved with ground-disturbing activities.  

A reply was also received from the Muwekma Ohlone Tribe on November 3, 2025, listing the services 
offered by the Tribe pursuant to AB 52, SB 18, and the California Public Resources Code § 
21080.3.1. On April 13, 2026, a conference call was held with representatives of the City and FCS in 
attendance, along with Bernadette Quiroz, Marni McManus, and Alan Leventhal representing the 
Muwekma Ohlone Tribe. Project details, previous investigation conducted at the P-43-000428 (CA-
SCL-425) site by EDS, and proposed mitigation measures were discussed in depth. In addition to 
concurring with the mitigation measures outlined by EDS, the Tribe requested full-time Tribal 
monitoring during ground disturbance; involvement in evaluation, treatment, and disposition of any 
cultural resources found and involvement in decision making; and Tribal cultural sensitivity training for 
all construction personnel involved with ground-disturbing activities. These items were added to MM 
CUL-1a, MM CUL-1b, MM CUL-1c, and MM CUL-2.  

 
4  Geary, Quirina. Chairwoman, Tamien Nation. 2025. Formal Request for Tribal Consultation Pursuant to the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1, subds. (b), (d) and (e), 18500 and 18520 
Marshall Lane Townhome Project. November 6. 
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The revised mitigation measures were then sent to Chairwoman Quirina Geary of Tamien Nation on 
May 8, 2026, and May 29, 2026. No response was received to date. 

Although the results of the investigation conducted by EDS determined that resource P-43-000428 
(CA-SCL-425) does not meet the definition of a historical resource for the purpose of CEQA, 
construction activities would involve substantial ground-disturbing activities, including grading, 
trenching for utilities, excavation for foundations, and installation of infrastructure such as roads and 
drainage systems. These activities penetrate native soils and could uncover previously unknown 
TCRs that were not identified during the investigation conducted by EDS and the pedestrian survey 
surveys. Because such resources are often buried and not visible at the surface, the potential exists 
for inadvertent discovery during construction.  

As a result, this impact is considered potentially significant. Should TCRs be discovered during 
ground-disturbing activities, implementation of MM CUL-1a through MM CUL-1c and MM CUL-2 
would ensure that undiscovered TCRs are not adversely affected by project-related construction 
activities. As such, construction-related impacts would be less than significant with the 
implementation of mitigation. 

Operation 

Impacts related to a project’s potential to cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
State-listed or eligible TCR are limited to construction-related ground-disturbing impacts. No 
respective operational impacts would occur. 

Level of Significance Before Mitigation 

Potentially significant impact. 

Mitigation Measures 

Implementation of MM CUL-1a, MM CUL-1b, MM CUL-1c, and MM CUL-2. 

Level of Significance After Mitigation 

Less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated. 

3.17.8 - Cumulative Analysis 
Significance of Tribal Cultural Resource and Eligibility for California Register Listing 

Significant impacts to unique TCRs have the potential to adversely affect our understanding of the 
past on multiple levels and are contingent on the category of resource and reasoning behind its 
significance. In the absence of any known TCRs that will be impacted by the proposed project, the 
appropriate geographic scope for assessing potential cumulative impacts is the immediate project 
vicinity. This is because the integrity of any given TCRs depends on what occurs in the immediate 
vicinity around that resource (such as disruption of soils, etc.) and the immediate vicinity provides the 
smallest geographic unit within which significant cumulative impacts spanning multiple projects may 
occur. Accordingly, for this analysis, the geographic scope is defined as 0.5-mile, which is the 
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standard measurement for NWIC records search. Projects 3, 6, 7, 11, 17, 23, 24, 29, 30, 42, and 49, 
as listed in Chapter 3, Environmental Impact Analysis, Table 3-1 and shown on Exhibit 3-1, are within 
the 0.5-mile geographic scope and are considered the cumulative project list within this discussion. 

The NWIC identified one pre-contact resource, located within the project boundaries. Subsequent 
archaeological testing determined that although the pre-contact site does not meet the definition of a 
historical resource for the purpose of CEQA. While cumulative impacts within the geographic scope 
could involve similar ground-disturbing activities, the potential cumulative impact is considered less 
than significant. This is because impacts to TCRs occur only during temporary construction activities 
such as grading, excavation, and trenching and would not typically result in ongoing or permanent 
adverse changes once construction is complete. Additionally, the identified pre-contact site does not 
qualify as a historical resource, meaning its disturbance does not constitute a substantial adverse 
change under CEQA. Standard project level best practices, including monitoring and halt-work 
protocols, further reduce the risk of inadvertent discoveries during construction. Finally, cumulative 
projects are geographically dispersed and occur at different times, minimizing the likelihood of 
simultaneous or compounded effects. Accordingly, cumulative impacts would be less than significant. 
Moreover, as the proposed project will not impact any known TCRs, the pedestrian survey did not 
identify any resources in the geographic scope, and the proposed project would mitigate for any 
unanticipated discoveries, the proposed project would not have a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to the less than significant cumulative impact with respect to unique TCRs. 

Significance of Tribal Cultural Resource and Eligibility as Determined by the Lead 
Agency 

Significant impacts to TCRs may range from impacts to a resource meeting the CEQA definition of a 
significant historic resource to impacts to resources identified through consultation between a lead 
agency and Native American Tribe. As such, the scope and range of potential cumulative impacts to 
TCRs are highly contingent on the nature of the resource and status of consultation. In the absence 
of any known TCRs that will be impacted by the proposed project, the appropriate geographic scope 
for assessing potential cumulative impacts to TCRs is the project vicinity. This is because any 
undiscovered TCRs will likely be archaeological in nature and the immediate project vicinity provides 
the smallest geographic unit within which significant cumulative impacts spanning multiple projects 
may occur. For this analysis, the immediate vicinity is defined as the 0.5-mile NWIC records search 
radius. There are 11 cumulative projects identified in Chapter 3, Environmental Impact Analysis, Table 
3-1 that are within the relevant geographic scope.  

The cumulative impacts would primarily occur during project-related ground disturbance. The relevant 
geographic scope is defined as the 0.5-mile NWIC records search radius. As there are 11 cumulative 
development projects within the geographic scope, impacts would be less than significant with 
mitigation incorporated. Although the proposed project will not impact any known TCRs, construction 
activities associated with the proposed project have the potential to encounter undiscovered 
archaeological resources, which in turn may be significant to a Tribe and constitute a TCR in its own 
right, the proposed project would be required to mitigate for impacts through compliance with 
applicable federal and State laws and regulations governing cultural resources. Therefore, the 
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proposed project would not have a cumulatively considerable contribution to the less than significant 
cumulative impact with respect to unique TCRs. 

Level of Cumulative Significance 

Less than significant cumulative impact. 

Mitigation Measures 

None. 
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3.18 - Utilities and Service Systems 

3.18.1 - Introduction 
This section describes the existing conditions related to utilities and service systems (water, 
wastewater, stormwater, and solid waste) in the County and project area as well as the relevant 
regulatory framework. This section also evaluates the possible impacts related to such utilities and 
service systems that could result from implementation of the project. Information in this section is 
based, in part, on various utility and water management plans and City of Saratoga (City) utility 
information. The following public comments were received during the Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) scoping period regarding utilities and service systems (see Appendix A): 

• Requests a sanitary sewer capacity analysis. 

• Notes that a recent water main failure exposed corroded pipes near the project site that are ill-
equipped for current demands. 

• States concern that the increase in population will put stress on utility infrastructure. 

These comments are addressed throughout this section. 

3.18.2 - Environmental Setting 
Water 

San José Water Company 

The San Jose Water Company (San Jose Water) provides potable and nonpotable water to over a 
million people in the greater San José metropolitan area. San Jose Water delivers its customers a mix 
of groundwater, surface water purchased through the Santa Clara Valley Water District (Valley Water) 
and treated surface water from the local water supply. Connection location determines the source of 
the water typically received, although water sources do shift occasionally in response to changes in 
availability or drought conditions.1 San Jose Water’s service area spans about 145 square miles, 
including most of the cities of San José and Cupertino, the entire cities of Campbell, Monte Sereno, 
and Saratoga, the Town of Los Gatos, and parts of unincorporated Santa Clara County.2 

Project Site 

Two existing groundwater wells previously on the project site have been demolished under Santa 
Clara Valley Water District’s oversight.  

 
1  San Jose Water Company (San Jose Water). 2025. Our Company. Website: https://www.sjwater.com/our-company. 

Accessed September 8, 2025. 
2  San Jose Water Company (San Jose Water). 2021. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan. June. 
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Water Source and Supply 

San Jose Water has three sources of potable water supply: purchased, or imported, treated surface 
water from Santa Clara Valley Water District (Valley Water); groundwater from the Santa Clara 
Subbasin; and surface water from local watersheds. A fourth and growing source of supply is 
nonpotable recycled water.  

San Jose Water contracts with Valley Water for the purchase of just over 50 percent of their total 
needed water supply. On average, groundwater from the Santa Clara Subbasin accounts for 30 to 40 
percent of San Jose Water’s total water supply. These aquifers are recharged naturally by rainfall and 
streams and artificially via recharge ponds operated by Valley Water. San Jose Water also diverts 
surface water in the local Saratoga Creek and Los Gatos Creek watersheds to one of the three San 
Jose Water treatment plants for treatment prior to entering the distribution system. Surface water 
supplies are highly variable depending on annual rainfall and generally contribute less than 10 
percent of total water supply. Recycled water use has steadily grown over the years with increased 
customer demand for recycled water and construction of new recycled water pipelines to replace old, 
potentially damaged pipes. As of 2020, recycled water made up 2 percent of the total water supply.3 
In 2024, water supply to the City primarily consisted of surface water.4 

Water Demand and Use 

Most of the water use in San Jose Water’s service area is in the residential and commercial sectors; 
however, San Jose Water also provides water to industrial, institutional/governmental, and landscape 
services. Combined with future population growth, total demands are projected to increase by 13 
percent between 2020 and 2045. Within the residential sector, higher demand increases are expected 
for multi-family homes than for single-family homes as the majority of new housing developments are 
expected to be for multi-family homes. The distribution of demands across the other water use 
sectors is expected to remain relatively constant throughout future years. As shown in Table 3.18-1, 
water demand in 2020 totaled 39,592 million gallons (MG) and primarily came from residential uses. 

Table 3.18-1: 2020 Retail Demands for Potable and Nonpotable Water–Actual 

Use Type 

2020 Actual1 

Volume (MG) 

Single-family 19,387 

Multi-family 8,063 

Commercial 4,645 

Industrial 172 

 
3  San Jose Water Company (San Jose Water). 2021. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan. June 2021. 
4  San Jose Water Company (San Jose Water). 2024. 2024 Annual Water Quality Report. San Jose Water Service Area 

and Water Supply Sources. Website: https://www.sjwater.com/sites/default/files/2025-05/sjw_2025_ccr_1.pdf. Accessed 
September 8, 2025. 
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Use Type 

2020 Actual1 

Volume (MG) 

Institutional/Governmental 1,689 

Landscape 2,396 

Sales/Transfers/Exchanges to other Suppliers 163 

Sales/Transfers/Exchanges to other Suppliers 7 

Losses 2,958 

Other Potable 112 

Total 39,592 

Notes: 
MG = million gallons 
Includes potable and raw water use. Recycled water use is not included in this table, but is shown in Table 6-4 of the Urban 
Water Management Plan (UWMP). Unbilled unmetered use includes use for construction activities, tank/reservoir cleaning, 
irrigation at San Jose Water stations, hydrant testing, meter testing, etc. Volumes for losses and unbilled unmetered use are 
estimated, based on the difference between system production data and metered use, and the typical distribution between 
losses and unbilled unmetered use from San Jose Water’s recent water loss audits that were submitted to the California 
Department of Water Resources (DWR) as part of Senate Bill (SB) 555 requirements. 

1 2020 data is the most recent available data. 

Source: San Jose Water Company (San Jose Water). 2021. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan. Website: 
https://www.sjwater.com/sites/default/files/2021-06/2020%20UWMP%20FINAL%20with%20Appendices.pdf. Accessed 
September 8, 2025. 

 

Projected Water Demands 

As indicated in San Jose Water’s 2020 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP), demand projections 
from 2020 to 2045 were calculated based on population growth, land use changes, and trends in per 
capita water use, as well as considerations of upcoming mandates in water conservation. The 
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) population projections were used to estimate 
population growth within San Jose Water’s service area. San Jose Water’s service area population is 
expected to increase from 997,817 in 2020 to 1,335,044 in 2045, or by 34 percent. San Jose Water’s 
projected demands for potable and raw water are summarized in Table 3.18-2 below. San Jose 
Water’s historic and projected water demands inclusive of recycled water are summarized in Table 
3.18-3. 

Table 3.18-2: Annual Retail Use for Potable and Nonpotable Water–Projected 

Use Type 

Projected Water Use (MG) 

2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 

Single-family 17,556 17,556 17,657 17,730 17,775 

Multi-family 11,488 11,488 11,505 11,783 12,043 
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Use Type 

Projected Water Use (MG) 

2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 

Commercial 5,889 5,889 5,913 5,984 6,045 

Industrial 234 234 235 238 240 

Institutional/Governmental 2,153 2,153 2,162 2,188 2,211 

Landscape 2,595 2,595 2,605 2,637 2,664 

Sales/Transfers/Exchanges to Other Suppliers 178 178 179 181 183 

Sales/Transfers/Exchanges to Other Suppliers 7 7 7 8 8 

Losses 3,029 3,029 3,041 3,077 3,109 

Other Potable 136 136 136 137 138 

Total 43,311 43,265 43,440 43,963 44,416 

Notes: 
MG = million gallons 
2040 projections account for leap year. 
Source: San Jose Water Company (San Jose Water). 2021. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan. Website: 
https://www.sjwater.com/sites/default/files/2021-06/2020%20UWMP%20FINAL%20with%20Appendices.pdf. Accessed 
September 8, 2025. 

 

Table 3.18-3: Retail Total Water Use (Potable and Nonpotable) 

 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 

Potable Water, Raw, Other Nonpotable 
(MG) 

39,592 43,311 43,265 43,440 43,963 44,416 

Recycled Water Demand (MG) 798 890 1,010 1,189 1,193 1,189 

Total Water Use (MG) 40,3901 44,201 44,275 44,629 45,156 45,605 

Note: 
1 2020 water use data was collected during the COVID-19 pandemic and related global shutdown and therefore does not 

reflect typical conditions. 
Source: San Jose Water Company (San Jose Water). 2021. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan. Website: 
https://www.sjwater.com/media/rndadeha/2020-uwmp-final-with-appendices.pdf. Accessed March 16, 2026.  

 

San Jose Water coordinates closely with Valley Water on future projects to increase water supply for 
average, single dry, and multiple dry year conditions. Valley Water is San Jose Water’s water 
wholesaler and provides or manages the majority of San Jose Water’s water supplies from the Delta 
through treated water deliveries and management of groundwater supplies.5 As noted in the 2020 

 
5  San Jose Water. 2021. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan. Page 1-4. Website: 

https://www.sjwater.com/media/rndadeha/2020-uwmp-final-with-appendices.pdf. Accessed March 16, 2026. 
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UWMP, the analyses on Water Supply Reliability and Drought Risk Assessments were prepared using 
information from Valley Water’s 2020 UWMP.6 As noted in the 2020 UWMP, San Jose Water would 
have adequate supplies to meet projected existing and future water demands during normal, dry, and 
multiple dry years through 2045. Multi-year droughts present the greatest challenge to Valley Water’s 
water supply reliability. Valley Water’s basic water supply strategy to compensate for supply variability 
is to store excess wet year supplies in the groundwater basin, local reservoirs, San Luis Reservoir, 
and/or Semitropic Groundwater Bank and draw on these reserve supplies during dry years to help 
meet demands. These reserves, along with existing and planned future projects in the Water Supply 
Master Plan (WSMP), help Valley Water meet demands during a prolonged drought. However, as 
stated in Valley Water’s 2020 UWMP, there may be a call for up to mandatory 20 percent 
conservation during multi-year droughts. 

The WSMP is Valley Water’s guiding document for long-term water supply investments to ensure 
water supply reliability for the County. This long-range plan assesses future countywide demands and 
evaluates and recommends water supply and infrastructure projects to meet those demands to help 
achieve Valley Water’s goal to meet 100 percent of annual water demand during non-drought years 
and at least 80 percent demand in drought years. Future projects and programs in the WSMP were 
developed in accordance with this policy to minimize the need to call for water use reductions greater 
than 20 percent during multi-year droughts.7 Based, in part, on information from Valley Water, San 
Jose Water anticipates adequate supplies to meet system demand under multiple dry year conditions 
for years 2025 to 2045.8 

Water Distribution 

In addition to its own water system, San Jose Water also operates, maintains, and improves the 
Cupertino Municipal Water System through a lease agreement. Combined, San Jose Water and the 
City of Cupertino water systems consist of approximately 2,450 miles of pipelines, 100 pressure 
zones, 225 booster pumps, 92 wells, 110 tanks and reservoirs, 11 raw water intakes, five raw water 
impoundments, three water treatment plants, and tens of thousands of other assets, including valves, 
meters, service lines, fire hydrants, and chemical systems.9 

Wastewater 

West Valley Sanitary District 

West Valley Sanitary District (WVSD) has been serving the community for over 50 years and provides 
wastewater services for the Cities of Campbell and Monte Sereno, a portion of the City of Saratoga, 
the Town of Los Gatos, and unincorporated areas of Santa Clara County. WVSD has a service area 

 
6  San José Water. 2021. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan. Page 1-4. Website: 

https://www.sjwater.com/media/rndadeha/2020-uwmp-final-with-appendices.pdf. Accessed March 16, 2026. 
7  Santa Clara Valley Water District (Valley Water). 2025. Draft Water Supply Master Plan 2050. November. Website: 

https://s3.us-west-1.amazonaws.com/valleywater.org.us-west-1/s3fs-public/DRAFT%20WSMP%202050.pdf. Accessed 
September 8, 2025. 

8  San Jose Water Company (San Jose Water). 2021. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan. June. 
9  Ibid. 
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of over 28 square miles and serves a population of over 110,000 residents. WVSD owns and 
operates 9,471 gravity main segments totaling 415 miles (diameter range from 3 to 39 inches), 
approximately 29,100 laterals totaling 165 miles (diameter range 3 to 6 inches), three small pump 
stations, and 94 siphons. WVSD conveys nearly 3,415.67 MG of wastewater daily from its customers 
for treatment at the San José/Santa Clara Regional Wastewater Facility (Facility).10 Once at the 
Facility, wastewater undergoes a three-step treatment process to remove solids, pollutants, and 
harmful bacteria. Machinery and gravity separate solids from the wastewater. Added bacteria remove 
pollutants before the wastewater enters the advanced filter process. The treatment process produces 
water that is 99 percent purified and then discharged into South San Francisco Bay.11 The Facility 
treats an average of 110 MG of wastewater per day (mgd), with a capacity of up to 167 mgd.12 

Project Site 

No wastewater service is provided on-site. An existing sanitary sewer line is located along Quito Road 
to the east of the project site. 

Stormwater 

The City owns and maintains storm drains within the City. The stormwater drainage system consists 
of a series of inlets and pipes that channel storm runoff to various creeks, which discharge into San 
Francisco Bay.13 Stormwater pollution occurs when pollutants accumulate on streets or other 
surfaces, and they are washed off by rainfall or water. The pollutants flow into storm drains, then 
directly into creeks and on to the bay. Stormwater pollution reduces water quality and affects the 
health of local creeks and the bay. Residents contribute to stormwater pollution through everyday 
activities, like driving and gardening. Commercial and industrial activities can also be sources of 
pollution.14 

The West Valley Clean Water Authority (Authority) is a Joint Powers Authority that serves as the 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Authority for the City, as well as Campbell, Monte Sereno, and Los 
Gatos. The mission of the Authority is to provide facilitation of collaborative stormwater management 

 
10  West Valley Sanitation District. 2025. Sewer System Management Plan. April. Website: 

https://wvsdca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/1457/WVSD-Sewer-System-Management-Plan-v2025. Accessed September 
25, 2025. 

11  City of San Jose. 2025. Treatment Process. Website: https://www.sanjoseca.gov/your-government/departments-
offices/environmental-services/water-utilities/regional-wastewater-facility/treatment-process. Accessed September 8, 
2025. 

12  City of San José. 2025. Regional Wastewater Facility. Website: https://www.sanjoseca.gov/your-
government/departments-offices/environmental-services/water-utilities/regional-wastewater-facility. Accessed September 
8, 2025. 

13  City of Saratoga. 2019. City of Saratoga Green Stormwater Infrastructure Plan. Final Draft. Approved on August 21, 
2019. 

14  City of Saratoga. 2025. Stormwater Pollution Prevention. Website: https://www.saratoga.ca.us/208/Stormwater-Pollution-
Prevention. Accessed September 8, 2025. 
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and pollution prevention efforts to assist the West Valley communities to comply with the municipal 
stormwater permit and improve water quality.15 

The City requires stormwater discharges to comply with permit requirements that establish nonpoint 
source pollution control measures as required by federal and State law. Stormwater pollution 
prevention measures for new development projects, such as bioswales, detention ponds, erosion, 
and sedimentation control, are incorporated in the planning, design, construction, and operation of 
projects with the potential to create pollutants in stormwater runoff. Refer to Section 3.10, Hydrology 
and Water Quality, for additional information related to stormwater flow.  

Project Site 

Existing storm drains are located along Quito Road and Sobey Road, which discharge into existing 
storm drain lines beneath the roadways. According to the City’s Storm Drainage Master Plan, the 
project site is located within Drainage Area (DA) 61.16 

Solid Waste 

West Valley Collection & Recycling 

West Valley Collection & Recycling (WVC&R) provides garbage, recycling, and green waste collecting 
services in the City of Saratoga via contract with the West Valley Solid Waste Management 
Authority.17 WVC&R is the exclusive recycling, green waste, and garbage hauler for Campbell, Los 
Gatos, Monte Sereno, and Saratoga. Solid waste is transported to the Guadalupe Sanitary Landfill in 
San José.  

Electricity, Natural Gas, and Telecommunications 

Electricity and Natural Gas 

Silicon Valley Clean Energy (SVCE) provides electricity and natural gas service to the City with 
connections through Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) infrastructure. SVCE serves over 700,000 
people across 13 communities in Santa Clara County, including Campbell, Cupertino, Gilroy, Los 
Altos, Los Altos Hills, Los Gatos, Milpitas, Monte Sereno, Morgan Hill, Mountain View, Saratoga, 
Sunnyvale, and unincorporated areas of the County. Electric transmission lines operated by PG&E 
primarily run west to east in the northern half of the City, along State Route (SR) 85. The electric 
transmission lines have voltages of under 100 volts and 220–287 volts.  

Natural gas distribution lines operated by PG&E run just outside of the City along Saratoga Avenue.18 
PG&E charges connection and user fees for all new development in addition to sliding rates for 
electrical and natural gas service based on use. PG&E Gas Rules 15 and 16 establish the process 

 
15  West Valley Clean Water Authority. 2025. About Us. Website: https://www.cleancreeks.org/27/About. Accessed 

September 8, 2025. 
16  City of Saratoga. 2015. City of Saratoga Storm Drainage Master Plan. Updated February 2015. 
17  City of Saratoga. 2025. Website: https://www.saratoga.ca.us/directory.aspx?did=33. Accessed September 9, 2024. 
18  City of Saratoga. 2024. Saratoga Housing and Safety Elements, and 2040 General Plan Updates EIR. 
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and procedures for the extension of natural gas service, including the establishment of development 
infrastructure fees.  

Telecommunications 

The telecommunications system serving the City of Saratoga consists of several providers, primarily 
AT&T, Xfinity, and HughesNet.19 

Project Site 

There is currently no natural gas infrastructure directly serving the project site. There are two utility 
poles on-site located at the center of the site. Above-ground electrical and telecommunication 
infrastructure operated by PG&E exists along Sobey Road, Marshall Lane, and Quito Road. While 
PG&E owns and operates the electrical distribution infrastructure serving the project site, SVCE 
provides the electrical power supplied to the project site. 

3.18.3 - Regulatory Framework 
Federal 

Safe Drinking Water Act 

The Safe Drinking Water Act authorizes the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to 
establish national standards for drinking water, called the National Primary Drinking Water 
Regulations, to protect against both naturally occurring and man-made contaminants. These 
standards set enforceable maximum contaminant levels in drinking water and require all water 
providers in the United States to treat water to remove contaminants, except for private wells serving 
fewer than 25 people. In California, the State Department of Health Services conducts most 
enforcement activities. 

Clean Water Act  

The Water Pollution Control Act of 1972, more commonly known as the Clean Water Act (CWA), 
regulates the discharge of pollutants into watersheds throughout the nation. Under the CWA, the EPA 
implements pollution control programs and sets wastewater standards. 

The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit program was established 
within the CWA to regulate municipal and industrial discharges to surface waters of the United States. 
Federal NPDES permit regulations have been established for broad categories of discharges, 
including point-source municipal waste discharges and nonpoint-source stormwater runoff. NPDES 
permits generally identify effluent and receiving water limits on allowable concentrations and/or mass 
emissions of pollutants contained in the discharge; prohibitions on discharges not specifically allowed 
under the permit; and provisions that describe required actions by the discharger, including industrial 
pretreatment, pollution prevention, self-monitoring, and other activities. Wastewater discharge is 

 
19 City of Saratoga. 2024. Saratoga Housing and Safety Elements, and 2040 General Plan Updates EIR. 
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regulated under the NPDES permit program for direct discharges into receiving waters and by the 
National Pretreatment Program for indirect discharges to a sewage treatment plant. 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

Pursuant to Section 402 of the CWA and the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, municipal 
stormwater discharges in Saratoga are regulated under the San Francisco Bay Region Municipal 
Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit, MS4 Order No. 2013-001 (General Permit). In 1987, Congress 
amended the CWA to mandate controls on discharges from Municipal Separate Storm Sewer 
Systems (MS4s). Acting under the federal mandate and the California Water Code, Regional Water 
Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs) require cities, towns, and counties to regulate activities that can 
result in pollutants entering their storm drains. All municipalities prohibit non-stormwater discharges to 
storm drains and require residents and businesses to use Best Management Practices (BMPs) to 
minimize the amount of pollutants in runoff. The Municipal Regional Permit is overseen by the San 
Francisco Bay RWQCB. On February 5, 2013, the State Water Board reissued the Phase II 
Stormwater NPDES Permit for small MS4s. Provision E.12, Post-Construction Stormwater 
Management Program, mandates municipalities to require that specified features and facilities—to 
control pollutant sources, to control runoff volumes, rates, and durations, and to treat runoff before 
discharge from the site—be included in development plans of projects that create or replace 5,000 
square feet or more impervious surface as conditions of issuing approvals and permits. The Phase II 
requirements continued a progression of increasingly stringent requirements since 1989. 

Provision E.12 required all municipal permittees to implement these requirements by June 30, 2015, 
to the extent allowed by applicable law. This included projects requiring discretionary approvals that 
have not been deemed complete for processing and discretionary permit projects without vesting 
tentative maps that have not requested and received an extension of previously granted approvals. 

In July of 2014, the Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association (BASMAA), through the 
BASMAA Phase II Committee, created the BASMAA Manual to assist applicants for development 
approvals to prepare submittals that demonstrate their projects comply with the NPDES permit 
requirements. Applicants who seek development approvals for applicable projects should follow the 
manual when preparing their submittals. The manual is designed to ensure compliance with the 
requirements and promote integrated Low Impact Development (LID) design. 

Section E.12.c of the General Permit pertains to LID and how it relates to hydromodification 
management. This permit provision requires that stormwater discharges not cause an increase in the 
erosion potential of the receiving stream over the existing condition. Increases in runoff flow and 
volume must be managed so that the post-project runoff does not exceed estimated pre-project rates 
and durations where such increased flow and/or volume is likely to cause increased potential for 
erosion of creek beds and banks, silt pollutant generation, or other adverse impacts on beneficial 
uses due to increased erosive force. 
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State  

California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 

Under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Porter-Cologne), which was passed in California 
in 1969, the California State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) has the ultimate 
authority over State water rights and water quality policy. Porter-Cologne also establishes nine 
RWQCBs to oversee water quality on a day-to-day basis at the local and regional level. The 
RWQCBs engage in a number of water quality functions in their respective regions and regulate all 
pollutant or nuisance discharges that may affect either surface water or groundwater. 

California Urban Water Management Planning Act 

The Urban Water Management Planning Act (California Water Code §§ 10610–10656) requires that 
all urban water suppliers with at least 3,000 customers prepare UWMPs and update them every 5 
years. The act requires that UWMPs include a description of water management tools and options 
used by that entity that will maximize resources and minimize the need to import water from other 
regions. Specifically, UWMPs must: 

• Provide current and projected population, climate, and other demographic factors affecting the 
supplier’s water management planning; 

• Identify and quantify, to the extent practicable, the existing and planned sources of water 
available to the supplier; 

• Describe the reliability of the water supply and vulnerability to seasonal or climatic shortage; 

• Describe plans to supplement or replace that source with alternative sources or water demand 
management measures; 

• Describe the opportunities for exchanges or transfers of water on a short-term or long-term 
basis (associated with systems that use surface water); 

• Quantify past and current water use;  

• Provide a description of the supplier’s water demand management measures, including 
schedule of implementation, program to measure effectiveness of measures, and anticipated 
water demand reductions associated with the measures; and 

• Assess the water supply reliability. 

California Health and Safety Code 

Section 64562 of the California Health and Safety Code establishes water supply requirements for 
service connections to public water systems. Before additional service connections can be permitted, 
enough water must be available to the public water system from its water sources and distribution 
reservoirs to adequately, dependably, and safely meet the total requirements of all water users under 
maximum-demand conditions. 

California Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance 

The California Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (MWELO) was adopted by the California 
Office of Administrative Law in September 2009 and last updated in January 2025. The MWELO 
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requires local agencies to implement water efficiency measures as part of their review of landscaping 
plans. Local agencies can either adopt the MWELO or incorporate provisions of the ordinance into its 
own code requirements for landscaping. The City adopted a local ordinance, which has been codified 
in Article 15-47 of the Municipal Code. 

California Integrated Waste Management Act 

To minimize the amount of solid waste that must be disposed of by transformation and land disposal, 
the State Legislature passed Assembly Bill (AB) 939, the California Integrated Waste Management 
Act of 1989, effective January 1990. The legislation required each local jurisdiction in the State to set 
diversion requirements of 25 percent in 1995 and 50 percent in 2000; established a comprehensive 
statewide system of permitting, inspections, enforcement, and maintenance for solid waste facilities; 
and authorized local jurisdictions to impose fees based on the types or amounts of solid waste 
generated. In 2007, amendments to the California Integrated Waste Management Act introduced a 
new per capita disposal and goal measurement system that moves the emphasis from an estimated 
diversion measurement number to using an actual disposal measurement number as a per capita 
disposal rate factor. As such, the new disposal-based indicator (pounds per person per year) uses 
only two factors: a jurisdiction’s population (or in some cases employment) and its disposal as 
reported by disposal facilities. 

Local 

City of Saratoga General Plan 2040 

Open Space and Conservation Element 

Goal OSC 8 Protect existing watercourses in the community and enhance water quality in 
surface and subsurface water sources.  

Policy OSC 8.2 Concentrate development in those portions of the community least susceptible to 
soil erosion and minimize grading and the introduction of impervious surfaces. 
Where appropriate, consider the use of on-site detention or retention basins to 
minimize stormwater runoff from sites.  

Goal OSC 9 Maximize efficiencies in the use of the City’s water supply.  

Policy OSC 9.1 Implement water conservation provisions of the San Jose Water Company’s Urban 
Water Management Plan. 

Land Use Element 

Goal LU 6 Protect natural resources and amenities through appropriate land use and related 
programs.  

Policy LU 6.2 Development proposals shall incorporate stormwater quality features, including but 
not limited to grassy bio-swales, to protect surface and subsurface water quality.  
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Policy LU 6.3 Continue to implement the City’s Construction Materials Recycling Program to 
reduce the quantity of construction debris in local landfills. 

City of Saratoga Green Stormwater Infrastructure Plan  

The purpose and goal of the Green Stormwater Infrastructure (GSI) Plan, adopted by the City in 
2019, is to reduce the impact of urban development on waterways within the City. The GSI Plan 
serves as an implementation guide for the City to incorporate GSI into storm drain infrastructure on 
public and private lands, where feasible, over the next several decades. The City has prepared the 
GSI Plan to guide the siting, implementation, tracking, and reporting of GSI projects on City-owned 
land. Development of the GSI Plan is required by the City’s MRP.  

GSI features mimic nature by using plants, soil, and/or pervious surfaces to collect stormwater, 
allowing it to soak back into the ground and be filtered by soil. This reduces the quantity of water and 
pollutants flowing into local creeks.  

Integrating GSI into public spaces involves construction of stormwater capture and treatment 
measures in public streets, parks, and parking lots or as parts of public buildings. Types of GSI that 
can be constructed in public spaces include biotreatment/bioretention, stormwater tree well filters, 
pervious pavement, infiltration facilities, green roofs, and rainwater harvesting and use facilities.20 

City of Saratoga Municipal Code  

Article 7-05–Discarded Material and Construction and Demolition Debris Disposal 

This article is a health, sanitary, and safety measure necessary for the promotion, protection, and 
preservation of health, safety, and general welfare of the people of the City. It regulates disposal of 
materials including mandatory organic waste disposal reduction ordinance compliance (Article 17-10 
summarized below) and construction and demolition (C&D) debris diversion. It prohibits depositing, 
accumulating, storing, or burning discarded materials or C&D debris on public property, except for 
proper disposal in designated containers. 

Section 14-30.030–Storm Water and Sewage 

Subterranean storm drains shall be designed and installed by the subdivider to adequately and safely 
drain all storm waters of a subdivision or site, and all surface waters reaching or reasonably 
calculated to reach the subdivision or site from areas outside of its boundaries. All drainage plans 
shall be consistent with the requirements of the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention 
Program (SCVURPPP) as defined in Article 15-06 of the Zoning Code and the RWQCB Permit 
requirements and conditions. To ensure compliance with the program, grading plans shall incorporate 
appropriate source control and site design to meet the NPDES and RWQCB Permit. 

 
20  City of Saratoga. 2019. City of Saratoga Green Stormwater Infrastructure Plan. Final Draft. Approved on August 21, 

2019. 
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Section 14-30.040–Water 

(a) General Requirements. The subdivider shall construct a complete water system including 
mains, valves, fittings, blowoffs, fire hydrants and other appurtenances and structures 
adequate to provide water supply for domestic or commercial use and for fire protection in 
conformity with the standards established by the Board of Fire Underwriters of the Pacific. 
Water mains shall conform to the design criteria of the San Jose Water Company and the 
California Public Utilities Commission, and the grades, location and sizes shall be approved 
by the City Engineer. The number and location of fire hydrants shall be as determined by the 
Fire Chief of the district serving the area in which the subdivision is located. 

(b) Reserved. 

(c) Water Facilities for Hazardous Fire Areas. In all areas designated by CAL FIRE and the 
City as high or very high fire hazard severity zones as shown in the Fire Hazard Zones Map 
in the Safety Element of the General Plan, fire hydrants shall be located so that no part of a 
residential structure shall be further than five hundred feet from at least one hydrant, and the 
fire protection system shall be so designed and charged with water so that each hydrant for 
residential fire protection shall deliver no less than one thousand gallons per minute of water. 
Water storage or other availability shall be such that for any one hydrant of the system, the 
one thousand gallons per minute minimum shall be for a sustained period of two hours. All 
hydrants shall be installed according to the 2022 California Fire Code Section 507 and 
Appendix C. 

Section 14-30.100–Underground Utilities 

All public utility systems and service facilities therefore, including without limitation all electrical 
distribution or transmission facilities, and also all other communication systems including, but not 
limited to, telephone and internet services, if any, installed in and for the purpose of providing service 
within the subdivision, shall be located and installed underground and insofar as practical shall be 
located in the rights-of-way of public streets, with a junction box for each lot of a subdivision designed 
to carry the service drops underground to each serviced building or structure. 

Article 15-47–Water Efficient Landscaping 

The purpose of this article is to reduce water waste in landscaping by promoting the use of region-
appropriate plants that require minimal supplemental irrigation, and to establish standards for 
irrigation efficiency. This article implements the California Water Conservation in Landscaping Act. 
This article also includes requirements for the preparation of a landscape and irrigation plan. 

15-80.040–Undergrounding of public utilities 

All new electric and telecommunications lines are required to be installed underground and new 
construction of above-ground electric and telecommunications infrastructure is prohibited. 
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Article 17-10.015–Mandatory Organic Waste Disposal Reduction, Single-Family Requirements 

Owners, occupants, or property managers of single-family premises are required to subscribe to the 
regional agency's recyclable materials, organic materials, and solid waste collection services for all 
recyclable materials, organic materials, and solid waste. 

Article 17-15–Construction and Demolition Debris Diversion 

All new construction, building renovation, remodel, additions or alterations, and demolition projects 
within the City are required to be subject to a Waste Management Plan. 

3.18.4 - Methodology 
This analysis considered relevant City documents, including, but not limited to, the City website, City 
Municipal Code, 2040 General Plan Update EIR, San Jose Water UWMP, City GSI Plan, WVSD 
Sewer System Management Plan, and West Valley Sanitation District Sewer System Management 
Plan. 

3.18.5 - Thresholds of Significance 
The Lead Agency utilizes the criteria in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines 
Appendix G Environmental Checklist to determine whether impacts to utilities and service systems are 
significant environmental effects. The proposed project could have a potentially significant impact if it 
would: 

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater 
treatment or stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, 
the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects. 

b) Not 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) Not comply with federal, State, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste. 

3.18.6 - Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
This section discusses potential impacts associated with the development of the project and provides 
mitigation measures where appropriate. 
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Water or Wastewater Treatment Facilities 

Impact UTIL-1: The proposed project would not require or result in the relocation or 
construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment or 
stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications 
facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant 
environmental effects. 

Impact Analysis 

Construction 

Impacts related to the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment or 
stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities are limited to 
operation. Construction-related utilities would be provided through temporary utility service on-site 
and would be removed once construction is complete. As such, impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Operation 

The proposed project would connect to existing water (both potable and recycled), wastewater, 
electricity, and telecommunication infrastructure in Marshall Lane and Sobey Road.  

The proposed project would include an all-electric design and would not include the use of natural 
gas. Existing power and telecommunications facilities are located along Marshall Lane and Sobey 
Road. The proposed project would include on-site electricity and telecommunications lines which 
would serve the proposed townhomes. These lines would be undergrounded, as required by 
Municipal Code Section 15-80.040, and would connect to the existing infrastructure adjacent to the 
project site located along Marshall Lane and Sobey Road. Construction of the on-site electricity and 
telecommunication lines on-site and in the off-site development area are considered throughout this 
Draft EIR.  

As discussed in Impact UTIL-2 and Impact UTIL-3, sufficient water supply and wastewater capacity 
are available to serve the proposed project, and, therefore, new or expanded water or wastewater 
facilities would not be required beyond those constructed on-site, including for supply augmentation 
purposes. Construction of these on-site utilities have been considered throughout this Draft EIR. The 
proposed project’s stormwater water runoff would be directed into four on-site drainage management 
areas (DMAs). Stormwater from three DMAs would be diverted into three on-site bioretention basins, 
while the majority of the fourth DMA would consist of pervious area, making it self-retaining. On-site 
stormwater would be metered off-site via an 18-inch storm drain connection to existing infrastructure 
in Quito Road. As indicated by the Summary of Stormwater Infrastructure Modeling prepared for the 
proposed project (Appendix G), with the implementation of the DMAs as designed, post-project runoff 
during a 100-year peak storm would be 15.2 cubic feet per second (cfs), a reduction from existing 
conditions of 16.3 cfs. The construction of the on-site stormwater infrastructure as well as the 
connection have been considered throughout this Draft EIR.  
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In summary, the proposed project would not result in the relocation or construction of new or 
expanded utility facilities outside the project boundaries and not considered in this Draft EIR. Impacts 
would be less than significant. 

Level of Significance  

Less than significant impact. 

Mitigation Measures 

None. 

Water Supplies 

Impact UTIL-2: The proposed project would have sufficient water supplies available to 
serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future development during 
normal, dry, and multiple dry years. 

Impact Analysis 

Construction 

Water would be used during construction. However, these uses would be temporary and would be 
limited to standard construction practices such as watering to control dust emissions and the removal 
of visible mud or dirt trackout (see Section 3.1, Air Quality). Therefore, construction impacts would be 
less than significant.  

Operation 

The proposed project would be served by San Jose Water. Table 3.18-4 summarizes the proposed 
project’s estimated operational water consumption based on per capita consumption from the San 
Jose Water UWMP. As shown in the table, the proposed project would demand 27,621 gallons of per 
day (gpd) of water, which equates to 30.9 acre-feet per year. This amount of water is less than 1 
percent of San Jose Water‘s 2045 projected water supply for single-family uses of 17,775 MG per 
year.  

Table 3.18-4: Water Consumption Estimate 

Dwelling 
Units 

Persons 
Per 

Household 

San Jose Water 
Baseline Per 

Capita 
Consumption 

Estimated Daily Water 
Consumption 

Estimated Annual Water 
Consumption 

gallons acre-foot gallons acre-foot 

132 2.79 75 gallons/day 27,621 gallons 0.08 acre-
feet 

10,081,665 
gallons 

30.9 acre-feet 
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Dwelling 
Units 

Persons 
Per 

Household 

San Jose Water 
Baseline Per 

Capita 
Consumption 

Estimated Daily Water 
Consumption 

Estimated Annual Water 
Consumption 

gallons acre-foot gallons acre-foot 

Notes: 
1 acre-foot = 325,851 gallons 
Persons per household obtained from California Department of Finance for the City of Saratoga (2025). 
Utilizes a San Jose Water Per Capita Consumption of 75 gallons per day (gpd) obtained from 2020 Urban Water 
Management Plan. 
Source: FirstCarbon Solutions (FCS). 2025. 

 

As shown above, the proposed project would demand approximately 10.08 MG of water a year. For 
the year 2045, San Jose Water has a projected water supply of 45,605 MG for potable, nonpotable, 
and recycled water. The proposed project does not include the use of nonpotable or recycled water in 
its design. The proposed project would incorporate stormwater control infrastructure through 
compliance with water waste prevention codes related to water efficient landscaping (Article 15-47 of 
City’s Municipal Code), which would further conserve water during operations.  

Table 3.188-3.18-5, Table 3.18-6, and Table 3.18-7 demonstrate San Jose Water’s estimated normal, 
single dry year, and multiple dry years supply and demand respectively, as indicated in the UWMP.21 

Table 3.188-3.18-5: Normal Year Supply and Demand Comparison 

 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 

Supply Totals 44,201 44,275 44,629 45,156 45,605 

Demand Totals 44,201 44,275 44,629 45,156 45,605 

Difference 0 0 0 0 0 

Note: 
Volumes are in million gallons (MG). 
Source: San Jose Water Company (San Jose Water). 2021. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan. June. 

 

As indicated in Table 3.18-3, San Jose Water would be able to meet water demand in normal years 
through the year 2045. Note that the UWMP accounts for planned growth and development. The 
proposed project would use approximately 10.08 MG per year, which is less than 1 percent of the 
total demand projected for 2045. 

 
21 San Jose Water Company (San Jose Water). 2021. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan. June 2021. 
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Table 3.18-6: Single Dry Year Supply and Demand Comparison (MG) 

 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 

Supply Totals 44,201 44,275 44,629 45,156 45,605 

Demand Totals 44,201 44,275 44,629 45,156 45,605 

Difference 0 0 0 0 0 

Notes:  
Volumes are in million gallons (MG). 
Source: San Jose Water Company (San Jose Water). 2021. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan. June. 

 

Table 3.18-7: Multiple Dry Year Supply and Demand Comparison (MG) 

Year Totals 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 

First Year Supply Totals 44,201 44,275 44,629 45,156 45,605 

Demand Totals 44,201 44,275 44,629 45,156 45,605 

Difference 0 0 0 0 0 

Second Year Supply Totals 44,201 44,275 44,629 45,156 45,605 

Demand Totals 44,201 44,275 44,629 45,156 45,605 

Difference 0 0 0 0 0 

Third Year Supply Totals 44,201 44,275 44,629 45,156 45,605 

Demand Totals 44,201 44,275 44,629 45,156 45,605 

Difference 0 0 0 0 0 

Fourth Year Supply Totals 44,201 44,275 44,629 45,156 45,605 

Demand Totals 44,201 44,275 44,629 45,156 45,605 

Difference 0 0 0 0 0 

Fifth Year Supply Totals 44,201 44,275 44,629 45,156 45,605 

Demand Totals 44,201 44,275 44,629 45,156 45,605 

Difference 0 0 0 0 0 

Notes: 
Volumes are in million gallons (MG). 
Source: San Jose Water Company (San Jose Water). 2021. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan. June. 

 

The single dry year scenario is the year that represents the lowest water supply available to the City. 
The multiple dry year scenario, in this case, a 5-consecutive-year drought is the period that 
represents the driest 5-year historical sequence for the City. 
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As shown in Tables 3.18-6 and 3.18-7, for the single and multiple dry year scenarios there is no 
projected water deficit in all years, beginning in the year 2025. Nonetheless, the City is expanding the 
use of local water resources and reducing waste through implementation of various water 
conservation and loss management strategies.22 As indicated in San Jose Water’s UWMP, demand 
reductions due to conservation strategies are not included in scenario estimates. Therefore, the 
demand could be reduced by implementing the conservation strategies, such as a Water Waste 
Prevention Ordinance, Metering, Conservation Pricing, Public Outreach and Education, Water Loss 
Assessment Programs, Water Conservation Program Coordination and Staffing Support, etc. These 
initiatives are described in greater detail in San Jose Water’s UWMP and all contribute to the reduced 
demand for water supply. 

As a nonpotable source of supply, recycled water is managed separately from San Jose Water’s 
potable water supplies. However, recycled water can help to offset potable demands, and thus, San 
Jose Water is aiming to increase the amount of recycled water use in future years. 

In sum, the San Jose Water is able to meet project demand in all years under the normal, single dry, 
and multiple dry year scenarios. Additionally, planned increases in recycled water use would increase 
supplies, in dry and multiple dry year scenarios. Conservation strategies, supply augmentation 
methods, recycled water use, and agreements would further reduce water deficits in the dry and 
multiple dry year scenarios. 

In addition, the proposed project would be required to comply with Article 15-47 of the City Municipal 
Code that aims to reduce water waste in landscaping by promoting the use of region-appropriate 
plants that require minimal supplemental irrigation and by establishing standards for irrigation 
efficiency. The proposed project would also be required to submit landscaping plans to the City as 
part of project application approval process demonstrating compliance Article 15-47. As such, there 
would be sufficient water supplies to serve the proposed project during normal, dry, and multiple dry 
years. Impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Level of Significance  

Less than significant impact. 

Mitigation Measures 

None. 

 
22  San Jose Water Company (San Jose Water). 2021. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan. June 2021. 
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Wastewater Treatment Capacity 

Impact UTIL-3: The proposed project would not result in a determination by the 
wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the project that it 
has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in 
addition to the provider’s existing commitments. 

Impact Analysis 

Construction 

Impacts related to wastewater treatment capacity are limited to operational impacts. No construction-
related impacts would occur. 

Operation 

The proposed project would be served by the WVSD. Assuming an average daily generation factor of 
68 gallons per resident and assuming 369 residents, the proposed project would result in 
approximately 25,704 gallons of wastewater per day or 0.026 mgd. The San José-Santa Clara 
Regional Wastewater Facility treats an average of 110 mgd, with a capacity of up to 167 mgd. As 
such, the proposed project’s estimated wastewater generation would contribute a minimal amount of 
wastewater compared to the Facility’s daily capacity. In addition, the WVSD produced a Sewer 
System Management Plan (SSMP) on April 9, 2025, that evaluated sewer system capacity, hydraulic 
performance, risk, and capital improvement needs based on existing and projected residential, 
commercial, industrial, and institutional land uses within the District’s service area, and found that the 
collection system generally has adequate capacity to serve existing and anticipated flows, supported 
by ongoing maintenance, rehabilitation, hydraulic modeling, and capital improvement programs.23 As 
such, existing treatment capacity would be sufficient to serve the proposed project. Impacts would be 
less than significant. 

Level of Significance  

Less than significant impact. 

Mitigation Measures 

None. 

 
23  West Valley Sanitation District (WVSD). 2025. Sewer System Management Plan. Website: 

https://www.wvsdca.gov/168/Management-Plan. Accessed July 8, 2026. 
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Attainment of Solid Waste Reduction Goals 

Impact UTIL-4: The proposed project would not 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. 

Impact Analysis 

Construction 

The proposed project consists of 132 townhomes. Using a residential construction waste generation 
rate published by the EPA, an estimate of the total construction waste expected to be generated by 
the proposed project is provided in Table 3.18-8. 

Table 3.18-8: Construction Solid Waste Generation  

Activity Waste Generation Rate Square Feet 

Solid Waste Generation 

Tons Cubic Yards 

Construction 4.39 pounds/square feet 345,333 688 963 

Notes: 
1 ton = 2,000 pounds 
1 ton = 1.4 cubic yards 
Source: United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 2003. Estimating 2003 Building-Related Construction and 
Demolition Materials Amounts. Website: https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2017- 
09/documents/estimating2003buildingrelatedcanddmaterialsamounts.pdf. Accessed March 22, 2025. 

 

Development of the proposed project would generate an estimated 963 cubic yards of construction 
debris. This waste volume represents a nominal percentage of the existing landfill capacity of the 7.5 
million cubic yards of remaining capacity at the Guadalupe Sanitary Landfill.24 Moreover, the values 
shown in the table do not reflect C&D debris recycling that would serve to divert waste from the 
landfill in compliance with the City’s C&D Ordinance (Article 7-05). Therefore, short-term construction 
impacts on landfill capacity would be less than significant.  

Operation 

Table 3.18-9 summarizes the proposed project’s annual operational waste generation based on a rate 
provided by CalRecycle. 

 
24  California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle). 2025. Guadalupe Sanitary Landfill. Website: 

https://www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/SolidWaste/SiteActivity/Details/1376?siteID=3399. Accessed September 25, 2025.  
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Table 3.18-9: Operational Solid Waste Generation Estimate 

Waste Generation Rate Dwelling Units 

Operational Waste Generation 

Tons per Year 
Cubic Yards per 

Year 

12.23 lbs/household/day  132 295 413 

Notes: 
lbs = pounds 
1 ton = 2,000 pounds; 1 ton = 1.4 cubic yards 
Source: California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle). 

 

The proposed project would generate an estimated 295 tons of operational solid waste on an annual 
basis at buildout. Solid waste would be transferred to the Guadalupe Sanitary Landfill, which has a 
remaining capacity of 7.5 million cubic yards as of January 2023. The proposed project would 
generate an estimated 413 cubic yards on an annual basis, which is less than 1 percent of the 
remaining capacity.25 Moreover, the values shown in the table are conservative because, for example, 
they do not adjust operational solid waste generation to account for recycling and waste reduction 
activities that would serve to divert waste from the landfill, such as, but not limited to, compliance with 
Section 17-10.015 of the Municipal Code, which requires that single-family residences separate 
organic materials, recyclable materials, and solid waste in the solid waste in their respective 
containers and not mix them in the wrong container. Therefore, long-term operational impacts would 
not generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards or in excess of the capacity of local 
infrastructure and impacts would be less than significant. 

Level of Significance  

Less than significant impact. 

Mitigation Measures 

None. 

Solid Waste Regulations 

Impact UTIL-5: The proposed project would comply with federal, State, and local statutes 
and regulations related to solid waste. 

Impact Analysis 

The proposed project would generate solid waste during construction and operation. Common 
construction waste may include metals, masonry, plastic pipes, rocks, dirt, cardboard, or green waste 
related to land development. A significant impact would occur if the proposed project would conflict 

 
25  California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle). 2024. Guadalupe Sanitary Landfill. Website: 

https://www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/SolidWaste/SiteActivity/Details/1376?siteID=3399. Accessed September 9, 2024.  
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with federal, State, or local management and reduction statutes and regulations related to solid 
waste. 

During construction, the proposed project would be required to comply with the City’s Municipal Code 
Section 17-10.015 relating to solid waste collection and organics waste reduction measures. The 
proposed project would also be required to comply with the City’s Municipal Code Article 17-15, which 
requires projects to submit a Waste Management Plan prior to the beginning of any construction and 
demolition activities. Furthermore, the proposed project would be required to comply with the 
applicable provisions of the regulations in the California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen). 
These measures would ensure compliance with the Integrated Waste Management Act by ensuring 
project construction waste is transferred to facilities that can properly recycle solid waste. Additionally, 
the proposed project would be required to comply with statewide ordinances, including AB 341, AB 
939, and Senate Bill (SB) 1016, which require waste reduction, recycling, and diversion. Therefore, 
the proposed project would be consistent with federal, State, and local statutes and regulations 
related to solid waste, including the California Health and Safety Code, California Code of 
Regulations, California Public Resources Code, and City’s Municipal Code. Additionally, during 
operation, the proposed project would be in compliance with Section 17-10.015 of the Municipal 
Code, which requires that single-family residences separate organic materials, recyclable materials 
and solid waste in their respective containers and not mix them in the wrong container. Therefore, the 
impact would be less than significant. 

Level of Significance  

Less than significant impact. 

Mitigation Measures 

None. 

3.18.7 - Cumulative Analysis 
The geographic scope of the cumulative utilities and service systems analysis are the service areas 
of the various utility providers that serve the City. The cumulative impact analysis evaluates whether 
the impacts of the proposed project, together with the impacts of cumulative development, could 
result in a cumulatively significant impact with respect utilities and service systems. The analysis also 
considers whether incremental contribution of impacts associated with the implementation of the 
proposed project would be significant. Both conditions must apply for a project’s cumulative effects to 
rise to the level of a significant impact. If there is no impact associated with respect to a particular 
CEQA threshold, discussion of cumulative impacts is not required. Accordingly, the cumulative 
discussion is limited to the potential impacts as discussed below. 

New or Expanded Utility Facilities 

The geographic context for cumulative impacts to utility services is the service area for the various 
providers of each utility service, i.e., San Jose Water (water supply) and SVCE (electricity and gas). A 



U T I L I T I E S  A N D  1 8 5 0 0  &  1 8 5 2 0  M A R S H A L L  L A N E  T O W N H O M E  P R O J E C T  D R A F T  E I R  
S E R V I C E  S Y S T E M S  C I T Y  O F  S A R A T O G A  

 

 

3.18-24 FCS 
 https://adecinnovations.sharepoint.com/sites/PublicationsSite/Shared Documents/Publications/Client (PN-JN)/1966/19660004/EIR/3 - Draft EIR/19660004 Sec03-18 Utilities.docx 

more detailed discussion of cumulative impacts relating to stormwater drainage is provided in Section 
3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality. 

Cumulative projects within the geographic scope including those listed in Chapter 3, Environmental 
Impact Analysis, Table 3-1 (and shown in Exhibit 3-1) predominantly consist of residential uses 
located in the City of Saratoga, including projects processed through Builder’s Remedy. Future 
cumulative development associated with buildout of the City’s existing General Plan would not require 
new or expanded utility services that would result in significant impacts beyond those identified in the 
certified EIR for the 2040 General Plan Update. Furthermore, the City is largely developed, and new 
residential development would generally occur as infill development in areas served by existing utility 
infrastructure. In addition, cumulative projects would be evaluated at a project level to determine 
whether there would be an increase in demand for utilities that would result in relocation or 
construction of new utilities and all cumulative development would be required to comply with relevant 
federal, State, and local regulations governing utility connections, infrastructure design, water 
conservation, wastewater discharge, stormwater treatment, and solid waste diversion. These 
requirements provide an enforceable mechanism to ensure that individual projects either demonstrate 
adequate service capacity or install required project-serving improvements as a condition of approval. 
Therefore, although cumulative development would incrementally increase demand for utility 
services, that demand would be managed through existing utility planning, connection review, design 
standards, and conservation/diversion requirements. The overall cumulative impact to utilities and 
service systems would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 

As discussed in Impact UTIL-1, sufficient water supply and wastewater capacity are available to serve 
the proposed project, and, new or expanded water or wastewater facilities would not be required 
beyond those constructed on-site. Therefore, the proposed project would not have a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to the less than significant cumulative impact related to the relocation or 
construction of new or expanded utilities. Accordingly, the proposed project, in conjunction with the 
other projects identified in Table 3-1 and reasonably foreseeable growth and development within the 
geographic service areas of the applicable utility providers, including foreseeable development and 
demand growth identified in the 2040 General Plan Update EIR, the San Jose Water UWMP, the 
WVSD SSMP, and other relevant utility planning documents, would not result in a significant 
cumulative impact related to water, wastewater, stormwater generation, stormwater drainage facilities, 
electricity, natural gas, or telecommunications. 

Water Supplies 

The geographic scope of the cumulative potable water analysis is the service area of San Jose Water, 
which provides potable water to residents and businesses within the County, including most of San 
Jose as well as portions of Cupertino, Campbell, Saratoga, Los Gatos, the Santa Cruz Mountain 
District, and some unincorporated areas within Santa Clara County.26 San Jose Water considered the 
existing capacity and future demand for capacity to determine needed updates to water facilities. In 

 
26  San Jose Water. 2026. Does SJW service my locale?. Website: https://www.sjwater.com/customer-care/start-stop-or-

transfer-service/does-sjw-service-my-locale/. Accessed July 3, 2026. 
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the course of preparing the UWMP, San Jose Water estimated water demand of future development 
in the service area and forecast the needed facility upgrades. The forecast included supply facility 
upgrades needed to accommodate growth in the City. The UWMP accounts for projected growth 
within the service area and identifies infrastructure and operational strategies necessary to maintain 
long-term water supply reliability. 

 The San Jose Water 2020 UWMP determined that San Jose Water would be able to provide 
adequate water supplies to the City and other service areas. The City would have adequate water 
supplies to serve the cumulative projects during normal and dry years. Cumulative projects listed in 
Chapter 3, Environmental Impact Analysis, Table 3-1 are located within the San Jose Water service 
area and would create water supply demand. Additional foreseeable development water demand 
within the San Jose Water service area was also identified in the UWMP. It is also noted that while the 
2040 General Plan Housing Element did not analyze the proposed project, it did analyze a separate 
proposed development of 125 units for the project site (see Section 3.13, Population and Housing). 
However, other cumulative projects listed in Table 3-1 are Builder’s Remedy projects that were not 
considered in the General Plan or UWMP. However, the UWMP is a systemwide planning document 
prepared by the water supplier and is not limited to individual land use entitlements. The UWMP 
evaluates supply reliability on a systemwide basis using projected growth, demand trends, 
conservation assumptions, and dry-year reliability planning. Additionally, cumulative projects listed in 
Table 3-1 would be required to comply with provisions of the City Municipal Code and CALGreen 
related to water conservation, which are in alignment with strategies outlined in San Jose Water’s 
UWMP for reducing water deficits. Cumulative projects that are consistent with the City’s existing 
2040 General Plan Update were considered as part of planning by the various utility providers prior to 
approval of the Housing Element. The City is largely developed, and new residential development, 
whether implementing the General Plan or state housing law, would generally occur as infill 
development served by existing water infrastructure. In addition, individual development projects 
would be reviewed on a case-by-case basis to determine whether project-specific water system 
improvements or conditions of approval are required to ensure adequate service. This project-level 
review of each potential cumulative project provides an additional mechanism to ensure that water 
supply and infrastructure impacts do not become cumulatively considerable. Therefore, cumulative 
impacts would be less than significant.  

The proposed project includes 132 townhomes and, as described above, water supply planning for 
the service area demonstrates adequate capacity to accommodate projected growth, and the 
proposed project’s demand would represent a small increment of overall system demand. Therefore, 
the proposed project’s incremental contribution to the less than significant cumulative impact would 
not be cumulatively considerable. Therefore, the proposed project, in conjunction with identified 
cumulative projects in the City of Saratoga and foreseeable cumulative development in the San Jose 
Water service area, would result in a less than significant cumulative impact related to water supply 
and water supply facilities. 
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Wastewater Treatment Capacity 

The geographic scope of the cumulative wastewater analysis is the service area of WVSD, which 
provides wastewater collection and treatment services for contracted cities and residents and 
business in the Cities of Campbell and Monte Sereno, a portion of the City of Saratoga, the Town of 
Los Gatos, and unincorporated areas of Santa Clara County. WVSD considered the existing capacity 
and future demand for capacity to determine needed updates to wastewater and recycled water 
facilities. In the course of preparing the Sewer System Management Plan, WVSD estimated 
wastewater generated from future development in the service area and forecast the needed facility 
upgrades. The forecast included treatment facility upgrades needed to accommodate growth in the 
City and maintain compliance with applicable regulatory standards for wastewater treatment and 
discharge. 

Cumulative projects listed in Chapter 3, Environmental Impact Analysis, Table 3-1 are located in 
WVSD and would generate volumes of wastewater. WVSD recognizes that Builder’s Remedy projects 
may be proposed within the service area. While these projects are not specifically identified in 
adopted planning documents, they represent potential additional development that could affect 
cumulative wastewater demand. Importantly, Builder’s Remedy is only available when a jurisdiction 
does not have a State-compliant Housing Element, meaning its applicability is limited in duration and 
scope. The Sewer System Management Plan determined that capacity exists in its service area 
sufficient to meet foreseeable cumulative project build-out within the WVSD service area.  

 Future development, whether planned or approved under Builder’s Remedy, would be subject to 
federal and State statutes, connection fees, applicable Municipal Code, and General Plan policies, all 
of which would ensure adequate capacity. Furthermore, development would occur gradually over time 
and would not happen all at once, reducing the likelihood of capacity constraints. Accordingly, 
cumulative impacts are less than significant. 

The proposed project includes 132 townhomes and would not result in a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to the demand on wastewater facilities as it has been determined that the provider has 
adequate capacity to serve the proposed project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s 
existing commitments. As such, the proposed project would not have a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to the less than significant cumulative impacts. Therefore, the proposed project, in 
conjunction with identified cumulative projects in the City of Saratoga and foreseeable future 
development within the WVSD service area, would result in a less than significant cumulative impact 
related to wastewater generation and wastewater treatment facilities. 

Attainment of Solid Waste Reduction Goals 

The geographic scope for cumulative solid waste analysis is the service area of WVC&R. WVC&R 
takes solid waste to the Greenwaste Recovery Transfer/Processing facility. The transfer facility has a 
maximum throughput of 350 tons per day. Solid waste would be transferred to the Guadalupe 
Sanitary Landfill which has a remaining capacity of 7.5 million cubic yards and a maximum permitted 
throughput of 3,650 tons per day. Cumulative projects listed in Chapter 3, Environmental Impact 
Analysis, Table 3-1 consist predominantly of residential uses and would generate solid waste that 
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would increase demand on solid waste facilities to receive, process, and dispose solid waste. 
Additional cumulative projects within the service area of the WVC&R would also contain residential 
development that would further increase demand on solid waste facilities to receive, process, and 
dispose solid waste. 

The anticipated waste volume of cumulative projects development would be approximately 2,218.6 
cubic yards per year, which represents approximately 1 percent of the available capacity.27 Existing 
solid waste facilities provide sufficient capacity to serve cumulative development anticipated in the 
City. Therefore, cumulative impacts are less than significant.  

The proposed project includes 132 single-family homes and would not have a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to the demand on solid waste facilities as the proposed project would not 
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. As such, the 
proposed project’s incremental contribution to the less than significant cumulative impact is not 
cumulatively considerable. Therefore, the proposed project, in conjunction with identified cumulative 
projects, would result in a less than significant cumulative impact related to solid waste generation 
and landfill capacity. 

Solid Waste Regulations 

The geographic scope for impacts related to solid waste statutes and regulations is the City of 
Saratoga and State of California. The proposed project would include 132 townhomes and would not 
have a cumulatively considerable contribution related to compliance with federal, State, and local 
statutes and regulations related to solid waste. As such, the proposed project’s incremental 
contribution to the less than significant cumulative impact is not cumulatively considerable. 
Furthermore, individual development projects would be required to adhere to federal, State, and local 
statutes and regulations related to solid waste. Therefore, the proposed project, in conjunction with 
identified cumulative projects, would result in a less than significant cumulative impact related to solid 
waste statutes and regulations. 

Level of Cumulative Significance  

Less than significant cumulative impact. 

Mitigation Measures 

None. 

 
27  The approximate volume was calculated using a total of 710 dwelling units attributed to cumulative projects, at a waste 

generation rate of 12.23 pounds per day, which equates to approximately 1,584.7tons per year. 1,587.4tons per year 
equates to 2,218.6 cubic yards per year. 
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3.19 - Wildfire 

3.19.1 - Introduction 
This section describes the existing wildfire conditions in the project area as well as the relevant 
regulatory framework. This section also evaluates the possible impacts related to wildfire that could 
result from implementation of the project. Information in this section is based in part on information 
provided by the City of Saratoga General Plan 2040 (General Plan) and the City’s 2025 Evacuation 
Route Capacity Assessment. The following public comments were received during the Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) scoping period related to wildfire (see Appendix A): 

• Concerns related to evacuation sensitivity on Quito Road due to increased congestion.  
• Concerns about the single access point and its effect on evacuation in the event of wildfire. 

This comment also called for Wildfire Behavior Modeling.  

These comments are addressed throughout this section. 

3.19.2 - Environmental Setting 
Northern California 

California has a history of wildfire risk. In November 2018, the Camp Fire wildfire occurred in Butte 
County in Northern California, resulting in the deadliest wildfire to occur in State history to date.1 In 
August 2020, two fires affected Northern California, both resulting in extensive property damage: the 
LNU Lightning Complex affected Napa, Sonoma, Yolo, Stanislaus, and Lake counties; and the North 
Complex fires affected Butte, Plumas, and Yuba counties. In September and October 2020, the Glass 
Fire burned 67,484 acres and destroyed 1,555 structures in Napa and Sonoma counties.2 In July 
2024, the Park Fire burned 429,603 acres and destroyed 709 structures in the counties of Butte and 
Tehama.3 Most recently in Southern California, the January 2025 Eaton and Palisades Fire burned 
approximately 37,000 acres and approximately 15,000 structures in Los Angeles County. 

 
1 California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE). 2025. Top 20 Deadliest California Wildfires. Website: 

https://34c031f8-c9fd-4018-8c5a-4159cdff6b0d-cdn-endpoint.azureedge.net/-/media/calfire-website/our-impact/fire-
statistics/top20_deadliest.pdf?rev=227b6e4a007f4df5be4414a12c033184&hash=3864EB332926BB6DC73C84B32A568
726. Accessed September 10, 2025.  

2 California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE). 2020. Glass Fire. Website: 
https://www.fire.ca.gov/incidents/2020/9/27/glass-fire/. Accessed September 10, 2025 

3  California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE). 2024. Top 20 Deadliest California Wildfires. Website: 
https://34c031f8-c9fd-4018-8c5a-4159cdff6b0d-cdn-endpoint.azureedge.net/-/media/calfire-website/our-impact/fire-
statistics/top-20-largest-ca-
wildfires.pdf?rev=22e40a3a996c42f8824d05eb7b5c9b27&hash=753B6436609C7AA62C802C3F98561EAA. October 24. 
Accessed September 10, 2025 
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City of Saratoga and Vicinity 

In the South Bay hills, the combination of hot dry summers, conducive topography, flammable 
vegetation, dense urban development, limited firefighting access in wildland areas, and Diablo winds 
present significant risks to the public, structures, and properties located along the wildland urban 
interface (WUI) in the City. 

There are no major California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) recorded fires 
within the City. The largest and most recent of fires within the vicinity of the City in surrounding Santa 
Clara County was the 2020 CZU Lightning Fire Complex, which burned 86,553 acres across the 
Santa Cruz Mountains. The 2009 Lockheed Fire also burned 7,817 acres in much of the same area, 
west of Boulder Creek and Ben Lomond. The 1985 Lexington Fire burned 13,128 acres south of Los 
Gatos.4 

Project Site 

There is no record of the project site having direct effects from wildfire; however, the 2007 Stevens 
wildfire was located approximately 5.9 miles northwest of the project site while the 2017 Bear wildfire 
was located approximately 6.8 miles southwest of the project site. Five much smaller fires have also 
burned within 5–10 miles of the project site since 1980. 

Service Providers 

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 

CAL FIRE is responsible for fire protection of over 31 million acres of California’s wildlands and 
provides emergency services in 36 of the State's 58 counties via contracts with local governments. 
CAL FIRE firefighters also respond to daily emergencies, including wildland fires, structure fires, 
accidents, heart attacks, lost hikers, spills, train wrecks, floods, and earthquakes. CAL FIRE 
firefighters, fire engines, and aircraft respond to wildland fires and answer thousands of calls for other 
emergencies each year.5  

CAL FIRE is responsible for fire protection and stewardship of over 31 million acres of California’s 
privately owned wildlands. CAL FIRE also provides varying levels of emergency services in 36 of 
California’s 58 counties via contracts with local governments. Because of the Department’s size and 
major incident management experience, it is often asked to assist or take the lead in disasters.6 

 
4  California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE). 2025. Historical Fire Perimeters. Website: 

https://www.fire.ca.gov/what-we-do/fire-resource-assessment-program/fire-perimeters. Accessed December 18, 2025.  
5 California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE). 2024. What We Do. Website: 

https://www.fire.ca.gov/what-we-do/fire-protection. Accessed September 10, 2025. 
6  California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE). 2025. Fire Protection. Website: 

https://www.fire.ca.gov/what-we-do/fire-protection. Accessed October 8, 2025. 
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Saratoga Fire Protection District 

Saratoga Fire Protection District (SFPD) provides the community with fire and emergency services. 
This includes fire prevention, firefighting, rescue and emergency medical services, environmental 
hazard response, and response to any other threats to life and property. The SFPD maintains a local 
focus while partnering with the Santa Clara County Fire Department (SCCFD). As of 2008, the SFPD 
began a contract for fire prevention services with the SCCFD. Under the contract, all SFPD safety 
employees became Santa Clara County personnel.7 

The SFPD provides fire protection services to approximately 12.5 square miles encompassing one-
half of the City of Saratoga and sections of the unincorporated areas to the south. Approximately 
14,500 people reside within the SFPD’s service area.8 

Santa Clara County Fire Department  

The project site is within the jurisdiction of the SCCFD. The SCCFD provides emergency response to 
over 225,000 residents in the Cities of Campbell, Cupertino, Los Altos, Los Altos Hills, Los Gatos, 
Monte Sereno, Saratoga, unincorporated Redwood Estates, and adjacent unincorporated areas. 

The SCCFD is divided into five service divisions: Administrative Services, Fire Prevention Division, 
Operations Division, Training Division, and Support Services Division. SCCFD personnel serve the 
territory from 17 fire stations.9 

Daily 24-hour emergency response staffing consists of 66 firefighters and officers operating out of 15 
fire stations with 31 front-line fire apparatus and three command vehicles. The Department employs 
over 300 fire prevention, suppression, investigation, administration, and maintenance personnel.10 

Wildfire Hazard Area Designations 

City of Saratoga 

The City is susceptible to wildland fires due to the steep topography, abundant fuel load, and climatic 
conditions, particularly along the western and southwestern edges of the City. The areas most 
susceptible to fire hazard are located west of Saratoga-Sunnyvale Road and southwest of Saratoga 
Los Gatos Road (Highway 9). Based on the Fire Hazard Severity Zone (FHSZ) mapping prepared by 
CAL FIRE, this portion of the City is identified within a Very High FHSZ.11 As a result of this condition, 
the City (in coordination with CAL FIRE) has established a WUI zone, which covers a majority of the 

 
7  Saratoga Fire Protection District (SFPD). 2024. General District Info. Website: https://www.saratogafire.org/general-

district-info/. Accessed October 8, 2025. 
8  Ibid. 
9  City of Saratoga. 2024. Safety Element. Website: https://www.saratoga.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/5405/General-Plan-

Safety-Element-PDF. Accessed December 23, 2025. 
10  Santa Clara County Fire Department (SCCFD). 2024. SCCFD Overview. Website: https://www.sccfd.org/about-

sccfd/sccfd-overview/. Accessed October 8, 2025. 
11  City of Saratoga. 2024. General Plan 2040. Safety Element. Website: 

https://www.saratoga.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/5405/General-Plan-Safety-Element-PDF. Accessed December 23, 
2025. 
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areas within the City that have Moderate to Very High fire hazard potential.12 Most of this zone is 
located in the southern and western portions of the City. As a result of this potential hazard, special 
fire protection measures and planning are necessary within these areas of the City before 
development occurs.13 

Project Site 

The project site is located in the easternmost portion of the City along Quito Road. According to CAL 
FIRE’s FHSZ maps (updated February 24, 2025 and adopted by the City), the proposed project is 
outside of any FHSZs within a Local Responsibility Area (LRA) or State Responsibility Area (SRA). 
The nearest Very High FHSZ is located in an LRA approximately 1.4 miles southwest of the project 
site (Exhibit 3.19-114 Additionally, the project site is not located within a WUI, as depicted on the City’s 
October 2025 WUI Map.15  

Wildfire-conducive Conditions 

California 
Factors that contribute to incidence, severity, and duration of wildfires include fuel load, terrain, 
climatic conditions, development density, and potential sources. Grasslands, forested areas, and 
other vegetation in California easily ignite, particularly in dry seasons and during extended periods of 
climatic drought. Wildfire is a serious hazard in high, dry fuel load areas, particularly near areas of 
natural vegetation and steep slopes since fires tend to burn more rapidly on steeper terrain. Wildfire is 
also a serious hazard in areas of high wind, given that fires will travel faster and farther 
geographically when winds are higher. Wildfire is also more likely in areas where electric power lines 
are located above ground where they may encounter vegetation or building materials. Furthermore, 
as noted by the California Attorney General, locating people in or adjacent to areas at risk of wildfire 
leads to more frequent wildfires due to the increase of ignition sources.16 

 
12  City of Saratoga. 2025. 2026 WUI Map. Website: https://www.saratoga.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/6222/2026-WUI-

Map. Accessed March 16, 2026. 
13  City of Saratoga. 2024. General Plan 2040. Safety Element. Website: 

https://www.saratoga.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/5405/General-Plan-Safety-Element-PDF. Accessed December 23, 
2025. 

14  California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE). 2025. Fire Hazard Severity Zone Viewer. Website 
https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/6a9cb66bb1824cd98756812af41292a0. Accessed October 8, 2025. 

15  City of Saratoga. 2025. Wildland Urban Interface (WUI) Map. Website: 
https://www.saratoga.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/6170/Saratoga-FIRE-ZONE-map-2025---WUI-Boundary. Accessed 
December 30, 2025. 

16  Bonta, Rob, California Attorney General. 2022. Best Practices for Analyzing and Mitigating Wildfire Impacts of 
Development Projects Under the California Environmental Quality Act. October 10. Website: 
https://www.oag.ca.gov/news/press-releases/attorney-general-bonta-issues-guidance-local-governments-mitigate-
wildfire-risk. Accessed October 8, 2025. 
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Wind direction and velocity profoundly affect fire behavior, and wind is considered the most variable 
and unpredictable weather element. Wind increases the flammability of fuels both by removing  
moisture through evaporation and by angling the flames so that they heat the fuels in the fire's path. 
The direction and velocity of surface winds can also control the direction and rate of the fire’s spread. 

These winds can carry embers and firebrands (any source of heat capable of igniting wildland fuels) 
downwind. These burning fuels can ignite spot fires that precede the primary front. 

Another important factor is the amount of dead biomass and the ratio of live-to-dead material in brush 
and tree stands since dead biomass contributes fine fuel litter and carries flames more readily.  

Project Site 

The project site is largely undeveloped and covered with existing vegetation. Existing on-site 
vegetation poses a potential wildfire risk; however, due to the relatively flat topography and ease of 
access from surrounding roadways, wildfire risk is generally low.  

While the wind usually blows from the west,17 the winds that create the most severe fire danger in the 
region, known as the "Diablo" winds, typically blow from the northeast. These winds are hot, dry, and 
occur when the vegetation is driest, and they have the potential to result in increased fire hazards 
because fire moves faster and is more intense under hot, dry, and windy conditions. These could 
present dangerous wind conditions for the project site, especially in the event of ignition by unsafe 
human behaviors in the project vicinity or accidental ignition such as transportation related ignition 
along adjacent roads. A northeast wind would carry embers from such unsafe human behaviors into 
the northeast corner of the proposed project. In the case of extreme weather combined with an 
ignition source, wind gusts could exacerbate fire risk on the project site. 

Emergency and Evacuation Routes/Access 

City of Saratoga 

As noted above, the SFPD and the SCCFD provide fire protection and emergency medical services 
to the City. There are eight fire stations within less than a 5-mile radius of driving distance of the 
project site. They are listed in Table 3.19-1 below. 

Table 3.19-1: Fire Stations Within a 5-mile Radius of the Project Site 

Fire Station Name 

Driving Distance 
from the Project 

Site (miles) 
Direction to the 

Project Site Fire Station Address 

Quito Fire Station 2 South 18870 Saratoga-Los Gatos Road, Los Gatos 

Sunnyoaks Fire Station  2.3 Northeast 485 West Sunnyoaks Avenue, Campbell 

 
17  National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA). 2025. National Weather Service Geographical Forecast-

Contiguous United States. Website: https://graphical.weather.gov/sectors/conus.php?element=WindSpd. Accessed 
October 8, 2025. 
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Fire Station Name 

Driving Distance 
from the Project 

Site (miles) 
Direction to the 

Project Site Fire Station Address 

Winchester Fire Station  2.6 Southwest 14850 Winchester Boulevard, Los Gatos 

Los Gatos Fire Station 3.1 Southeast 306 University Avenue, Los Gatos 

West Valley Fire Station 3.2 Northwest 19800 Cox Avenue, Saratoga 

Saratoga Fire Station 4 East 14380 Saratoga Avenue, Saratoga 

Campbell Fire Station 4.4 Northeast 123 Union Avenue, Campbell 

Shannon Fire Station 4.5 Southeast 16565 Shannon Road, Los Gatos 

 

The General Plan illustrates the routes for evacuation that readily and effectively relocate residents 
from hazardous areas to safer spaces. The majority of the City’s evacuation routes are located in the 
area between Prospect Avenue and Saratoga Los Gatos Road and between Saratoga-Sunnyvale 
Road and Quito Road, where the population is of a higher density than in the hillside areas.  

Project Site 

The City of Saratoga has adopted evacuation by zones using an evacuation management tool, 
Genasys Protect (formerly Zonehaven Aware). The project site is located in zone SAR-018.18 The 
main arterial road into and out of the project site would be Quito Road, which is identified as an 
evacuation route and would serve as such into and out of the project vicinity.19,20 The project site is 
not identified as a Parcel of Concern and would not be served by a single access roadway, as 
indicated on Figure SE-6 of the General Plan.  

The City recently contracted transportation consultant Fehr and Peers to conduct a Wildfire 
Evacuation Time Estimates: Existing and Future Development Projections Report (ETE Report) in 
May 2026, which provides Evacuation Time Estimates (ETEs) for various citywide development 
projections. The City Council was presented with the results of this wildfire evacuation impact 
analysis on June 3, 2026.21 Consistent with the findings of the Evacuation Route Capacity 
Assessment, this study confirms that the City has existing wildfire evacuation capacity constraints, 
and it includes recommendations for improving these constraints. 

 
18  Genasys Project. 2025. Map. Website: https://protect.genasys.com/search. Accessed December 23, 2025. 
19  City of Saratoga. 2024. Safety Element. Website: https://www.saratoga.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/5405/General-Plan-

Safety-Element-PDF. Accessed December 23, 2025. 
20  Fehr & Peers. 2025. Saratoga Evacuation Route Capacity Assessment. June. 
21  Saratoga City Council Meeting Agenda for June 3, 3026 Study Session. Attachment B - May 2026 Wildfire Evacuation 

Time Estimates: Existing and Future Development Projections. 
Website:https://saratoga.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4140378/Attachment_B_Saratoga_Wildfire_ETE_
Draft_Final.pdf. Accessed September 5, 2026. 
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The ETE Report shows that under baseline conditions (an estimated population of 16,160 residents, 
employees, equestrian trailers, and Mountain Winery event attendees at 9:00 p.m. during the 
summer), the City’s 90 percent ETE22 is 2 hours and 45 minutes (and, for reference, 2 hours and 15 
minutes for the residents population group). For 100% of the population of the evacuation zones to 
evacuate, the ETE is 5 hours (and, for reference, 3 hours and 45 minutes for the residents population 
group). This assessment reveals that the City has existing wildfire evacuation constraints.  

As discussed under Impact PUB-1 in Section 3.14, Public Services, the average response time for a 
fire engine to arrive at a moderate risk fire incident is approximately 7 minutes and 8 seconds for 
urban areas and 9 minutes and 49 seconds for rural areas.23 Based on the SCCFD’s average turnout 
time combined with the estimated travel time from the Quito Station to the project site, the average 
response time to the project site during an urgent fire incident would be approximately 5 minutes and 
6 seconds.24  

Wildfire-related Pollutants 

Wildfire smoke contains particulate matter, carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides, and various volatile 
organic compounds (VOCs) (which are ozone precursors) and can significantly reduce air quality, 
both locally and in areas downwind of fires. Wildfire smoke exposure can cause medical 
complications, particularly for people with respiratory and cardiovascular illnesses, children, pregnant 
women, and responders.25 

The Bay Area Air District monitors the Bay Area’s air quality at a number of stations, and the closest 
station to the City of Saratoga is located in the City of Los Gatos, approximately 2.6 miles to the 
southeast of the project site.26 In September 2020, during the CZU Lightning Complex Fire air quality 
reached Unhealthy for sensitive group levels at this monitoring station.27 

 
22  A 90 percent Evacuation Time Estimate (ETE) is the time it would take for 90 percent of the evacuating population to 

evacuate the evacuation zones. 
23  Santa Clara County Fire Department. 2025 Annual Report. Website: https://www.sccfd.org/about-sccfd/key-reports-and-

documents/. Accessed August 28, 2026. 
24  As stated in Section 3.14 Public Services, Impact PUB-1, the average turnout time in 2025 (the time it takes a fire truck 

to leave the station) was 1 minute and 26 seconds for urgent EMS incidents, and 1 minute 40 seconds for urgent fire 
incidents. The project site is approximately 2 miles (driving distance) north of the nearest fire station, Quito Fire Station. 
Assuming an average speed of 35 miles per hour (mph), a fire engine would be able to reach the project site from the 
Quito Fire Station in approximately 3 minutes and 26 seconds. When combining the turnout time with the travel time, the 
SCCFD would have an estimated response time of 4 minutes and 52 seconds for urgent EMS incidents and 5 minutes 
and 6 seconds response time for urgent fire incidents, both of which are within their performance goal time. 

25  United States Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC). 2025. How Wildfire Smoke Affects Your Body. Website: 
https://www.cdc.gov/wildfires/risk-factors/. Accessed October 8, 2025. 

26  Bay Area Air District. 2025. 2025 Annual Air Monitoring Network Plan. Accessed October 8, 2025. 
27  Bay Area Air District. Air Quality Index, High Conditions. Website: https:// www.baaqmd.gov/about-air-quality/current-air-

quality/air-monitoring-data/#/aqi-highs?date=2020-10-17&view=daily. Accessed October 8, 2025.  
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Post-fire Slope Instability and Drainage Pattern Changes 

Slope instability from wildfire scarring of the landscape can result in more intensive flooding and 
landslides.  

City of Saratoga 

Significant post-wildfire hazards in the City would consist of unstable hill slopes and changes to 
drainage patterns. Slopes may suffer landslides, slumping, soil slips, and rockslides, particularly 
within burn scars during wet seasons following wildfires. However, such risk is limited to areas 
containing significant slopes. The General Plan designates the hillside portions of the City and the 
Sphere of Influence (SOI) west of Saratoga-Sunnyvale Road and southwest of Saratoga Los Gatos 
Road as the area’s most susceptible to fire hazards. Landslides and unstable slopes are prevalent in 
this area and can create hazards within the city limits as the slide debris and rock move toward the 
City’s valley floor.  

Project Site 

The project site does not contain significant slopes. The General Plan indicates that the project site is 
not in a landslide hazard area.28 Wildfire has not recently occurred on or near the project site and, 
therefore, it does not currently have a slope-related instability risk related to wildfire. The 2007 
Stevens wildfire was the closest major wildfire to the project site, located approximately 5.9 miles 
northwest of the project site.  

3.19.3 - Regulatory Framework 
Federal 

United States Department of Interior  

Review and Update of the 1995 Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy 

1. Safety—Firefighter and public safety is the first priority. All Fire Management Plans and 
activities must reflect this commitment. 

2. Fire Management and Ecosystem Sustainability—The full range of fire management 
activities will be used to help achieve ecosystem sustainability, including its interrelated 
ecological, economic, and social components. 

3. Response to Wildland Fire—Fire, as a critical natural process, will be integrated into land 
and resource management plans and activities on a landscape scale, and across agency 
boundaries. Response to wildland fire is based on ecological, social, and legal consequences 
of the fire. The circumstances under which a fire occurs, and the likely consequences on 
firefighter and public safety and welfare, natural and cultural resources, and values to be 
protected dictate the appropriate management response to the fire. 

 
28  City of Saratoga. 2024. Safety Element. Website: https://www.saratoga.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/5405/General-Plan-

Safety-Element-PDF. Accessed December 23, 2025. 
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4. Use of Wildland Fire—Wildland fire will be used to protect, maintain, and enhance resources 
and, as nearly as possible, be allowed to function in its natural ecological role. Use of fire will 
be based on approved Fire Management Plans and will follow specific prescriptions 
contained in operational plans. 

5. Rehabilitation and Restoration—Rehabilitation and restoration efforts will be undertaken to 
protect and sustain ecosystems, public health, and safety, and to help communities protect 
infrastructure. 

6. Protection Priorities—The protection of human life is the single, overriding priority. Setting 
priorities among protecting human communities and community infrastructure, other property 
and improvements, and natural and cultural resources will be based on the values to be 
protected, human health and safety, and the costs of protection. Once people have been 
committed to an incident, these human resources become the highest value to be protected. 

7. Wildland Urban Interface—The operational roles of federal agencies as partners in the WUI 
are wildland firefighting, hazardous fuels reduction, cooperative prevention and education, 
and technical assistance. Structural fire suppression is the responsibility of Tribal, State, or 
local governments. Federal agencies may assist with exterior structural protection activities 
under formal Fire Protection Agreements that specify the mutual responsibilities of the 
partners, including funding. (Some federal agencies have full structural protection authority 
for their facilities on lands they administer, and may also enter into formal agreements to 
assist State and local governments with full structural protection.) 

8. Planning—Every area with burnable vegetation must have an approved Fire Management 
Plan [specific to federally managed lands]. Fire Management Plans are strategic plans that 
define a program to manage wildland and prescribed fires based on the area’s approved land 
management plan. Fire Management Plans must provide for firefighter and public safety; 
include fire management strategies, tactics, and alternatives; address values to be protected 
and public health issues; and be consistent with resource management objectives, activities 
of the area, and environmental laws and regulations. 

9. Science—Fire Management Plans and programs will be based on a foundation of sound 
science. Research will support ongoing efforts to increase our scientific knowledge of 
biological, physical, and sociological factors. Information needed to support fire management 
will be developed through an integrated interagency fire science program. Scientific results 
must be made available to managers in a timely manner and must be used in the 
development of land management plans, Fire Management Plans, and implementation plans. 

10. Preparedness—Agencies will ensure their capability to provide safe, cost-effective fire 
management programs in support of land and resource management plans through 
appropriate planning, staffing, training, equipment, and management oversight. 

11. Suppression—Fires are suppressed at minimum cost, considering firefighter and public 
safety, benefits, and values to be protected, consistent with resource objectives. 
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12. Prevention—Agencies will work together and with their partners and other affected groups 
and individuals to prevent unauthorized ignition of wildland fires. 

13. Standardization—Agencies will use compatible planning processes, funding mechanisms, 
training and qualification requirements, operational procedures, values-to-be-protected 
methodologies, and public education programs for all fire management activities. 

14. Interagency Cooperation and Coordination—Fire management planning, preparedness, 
prevention, suppression, fire use, restoration and rehabilitation, monitoring, research, and 
education will be conducted on an interagency basis with the involvement of cooperators and 
partners.  

15. Communication and Education—Agencies will enhance knowledge and understanding of 
wildland fire management policies and practices through internal and external communication 
and education programs. These programs will be continuously improved through the timely 
and effective exchange of information among all affected agencies and organizations. 

16. Agency Administrator and Employee Roles—Agency administrators will ensure that their 
employees are trained, certified, and made available to participate in the wildland fire 
program locally, regionally, and nationally as the situation demands. Employees with 
operational, administrative, or other skills will support the wildland fire program as necessary. 
Agency administrators are responsible and will be held accountable for making employees 
available. 

17. Evaluation—Agencies will develop and implement a systematic method of evaluation to 
determine effectiveness of projects through implementation of the 2001 Federal Fire Policy. 
The evaluation will assure accountability, facilitate resolution of areas of conflict, and identify 
resource shortages and agency priorities. 

State 

California Emergency Response Plan 

California has developed an emergency response plan to coordinate emergency services provided by 
federal, State, and local governments and private agencies. Responding to hazardous materials 
incidents is one part of this plan. The plan is administered by the California Governor’s Office of 
Emergency Services, which coordinates the responses of other agencies. Under the plan, when there 
is an emergency, an Emergency Operations Center may be opened. In the event an Emergency 
Operations Center is opened, emergency response team members coordinate efforts and work with 
local fire and police agencies, emergency medical providers, the California Highway Patrol (CHP), 
CAL FIRE, California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), and California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans). 

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection Fire Hazard Severity Zones 

CAL FIRE has mapped fire threat potential throughout California in its FHSZ maps. CAL FIRE maps 
fire threat based on the availability of fuel and the likelihood of an area burning (based on topography, 
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fire history, and climate). The FHSZ threat levels include No Fire Threat, Moderate Fire Threat, High 
Fire Threat, and Very High Fire Threat.  

California Public Resources Code 

The California Public Resources Code includes fire safety requirements that restrict the use of 
equipment that may produce a spark, flame, or fire; require the use of spark arresters29 on 
construction equipment that use an internal combustion engine; specify requirements for the safe use 
of gasoline-powered tools in fire hazard areas; and specify fire suppression equipment that must be 
provided on-site for various types of work in fire-prone areas. 

These requirements include the following: 

• Earthmoving and portable equipment with internal combustion engines must be equipped with 
a spark arrester to reduce the potential for igniting a wildland fire (Public Resources Code 
[PRC] § 4442); 

• Appropriate fire suppression equipment must be maintained during the highest fire danger 
period—from April 1 to December 1 (PRC § 4428); 

• On days when a burning permit is required, flammable materials must be removed to a distance of 
10 feet from any equipment that could produce a spark, fire, or flame, and the construction 
contractor would maintain the appropriate fire suppression equipment (PRC § 4427); and 

• On days when a burning permit is required, portable tools powered by gasoline-fueled internal 
combustion engines must not be used within 25 feet of any flammable materials (PRC § 4431). 

California Public Resources Code Section 4291, which delineates defensible space requirements for 
new and existing structures in an SRA, has recently been amended to introduce ember resistant 
zones 0 to 5 feet from structures.  

California Public Resources Code Section 4290 requires the adoption of regulations implementing 
minimum fire safety standards in SRAs and in lands designated as Very High FHSZ. These standards 
are to include road standards for fire equipment access; standards for signs identifying streets, roads, 
and buildings; minimum private water supply reserves for emergency fire use; and fuel breaks and 
greenbelts. 

California Code of Regulations 

The following are applicable California State regulations:  

• Title 19: Public Safety, State Fire Marshal Regulations.  

• Title 24: The California Building Standards Code (CBSC). 

 
29 A spark arrester is any device that prevents the emission of flammable debris from a combustion source (i.e., fireplaces, 

internal combustion engines, and wood-burning stoves). 



1 8 5 0 0  &  1 8 5 2 0  M A R S H A L L  L A N E  T O W N H O M E  P R O J E C T  D R A F T  E I R  
W I L D F I R E  C I T Y  O F  S A R A T O G A  

 

 

3.19-14 FCS 
https://adecinnovations.sharepoint.com/sites/PublicationsSite/Shared Documents/Publications/Client (PN-JN)/1966/19660004/EIR/3 - Draft EIR/19660004 Sec03-19 Wildfire.docx 

• Title 24–Part 2: The CBC, based on the International Building Code, modified for California 
conditions. It is generally adopted on a jurisdiction by-jurisdiction basis, subject to further 
modification based on local conditions. Commercial and residential buildings are plan-checked 
by local City and County building officials for compliance with the CBC. Typical fire safety 
requirements of the CBC include the installation of sprinklers in all new high-rise buildings and 
residential buildings; the establishment of fire resistance standards for fire doors, building 
material; and particular types of construction. 

• Title 24–Part 3: California Electrical Code, based on the National Electrical Code (NEC). 

• Title 24–Part 7: 2025 California Wildland Urban Interface Code, based on the International 
Wildland Urban Interface Code 2024 (IWUIC 2024) with amendments and additions. 

• Title 24, Part 9: 2025 California Fire Code, based on the International Fire Code.  
- California Fire Code Section 4903 authorizes the fire code official to require the development 

of a fire protection plan, to be prepared by a qualified specialist who will analyze the wildfire 
risk of the building, project, premises, or region to recommend necessary changes.  

- The plan itself will include a project-specific wildfire hazard assessment that considers the 
project location, topography, aspect, and climatic and fire history, and indicate that the plan 
conforms with all applicable fire safety regulations. The plan will address not only fuel 
reduction and building methods and materials required by State codes, but also fire 
department access, egress, and roads and address signage and water supply. 

• California Fire Code Section 4903 specifically requires maps of boundaries, terrain, and 
building footprints, as well as natural vegetation and restoration plans. For fuel modification 
zones, details regard the plant type, size, and irrigation demands. Legally binding commitments 
of work done on, and points of access to, commonly held lands are additional requirements. 

• California Fire Code Section 4906 Vegetation Management is a new amendment that requires, 
within SRAs and Very High FHSZ areas, identification and maintenance of the vegetation 
management zones adjacent to new structures, as well as design criteria for specific types of 
fire-resistant and non-fire-resistant vegetation. 

• Title 24–Part 12: California Referenced Standards Code.  

• National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) Standards, as referenced by the CBC. This 
includes, but is not limited to, NFPA 13, 14, 17, 17A, 20, 22, 24, 30, 55, 72, 80, 99, 101, and 
2001.  

• 19UL 521–Heat Detectors for Fire Protective Signaling Systems. 

Regional 

The Santa Clara County Operational Area Hazard Mitigation Plan  

The City and a partnership of local governments within the County have developed a Hazard 
Mitigation Plan (HMP) to reduce future losses resulting from disasters including wildfire. Hazard 
mitigation is the use of long- and short-term strategies to reduce the loss of life, personal injury, and 
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property damage that can result from a disaster. It involves planning efforts, policy changes, 
programs, capital projects, and other activities that can mitigate the impacts of hazards.  

Local 

City of Saratoga General Plan 2040 

Safety Element 

Policy SAF-1.2 Limit development in areas subject to natural hazards, where possible. When 
development occurs in these areas, ensure it is designed to protect the 
environment, inhabitants, and the general public. In areas that have been proven to 
be unsafe, structures developed for human habitation will be prohibited to the 
maximum extent permitted by law. 

Policy SAF-4.1 Require the installation of an early warning fire alarm system in accordance with 
Article 16-60 of the Saratoga Code of Ordinances and Santa Clara County Fire 
Department requirements for commercial and community facilities.  

Policy SAF-4.8 Require new development to incorporate on-site design measures that enhance 
fire protection in areas of elevated fire risk (including the WUI and FHSZs). This 
shall include but is not limited to the incorporation of fire-resistant structural design, 
use of fire-resistant landscaping, home hardening, defensible space and fuel 
modification around the perimeter of structures. 

Policy SAF-4.9 Maintain safe building practices and require fire safe building materials on the sites 
of all new development and substantial redevelopments. 

Policy SAF-4.11 Require fire protection plans consistent with the requirements of the California Fire 
Code, including a risk analysis, fire response capabilities, fire safety requirements 
(defensible space, infrastructure, and building ignition resistance), mitigation 
measures and design considerations for non-conforming fuel modifications, wildfire 
education maintenance and limitations, and evacuation plans for new development 
and major remodels in Very High FHSZs and WUI areas designated by the City 
and CAL FIRE. 

Policy SAF-4.12 Require vegetation management plans in all new developments and major 
remodels. 

Policy SAF-4.14 Require new developments and major remodels or renovations to comply with the 
CBC, Fire Code, Fire Safe Regulations, and local ordinances for construction and 
adequacy of water flow and pressure, ingress/egress, and other measures to 
ensure adequate fire protection. 
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City of Saratoga Municipal Code 

Chapter 16, Article 15 adopts the 2025 CBC and makes amendments, including amendments 
regarding the use of non-combustible or ignition-resistant materials for construction of accessory 
structures and requirements for automatic sprinkler systems in newly constructed homes. The CBC is 
updated every 3 years, and the current 2025 CBC went into effect January 1, 2026. 

Chapter 16, Article 20 adopts the California Fire Code and International Fire Code and makes 
amendments. 

Chapter 16, Article 52 adopts the Wildland Urban Interface Code with modifications, which applies to 
building materials, systems and/or assemblies used in the exterior design, and construction of new 
buildings located within a wildland urban interface area and contains minimum requirements to 
mitigate conditions that might cause a fire originating in a structure to ignite vegetation in the WUI 
area, and conversely, a wildfire burning in the vegetative fuels to transmit fire to buildings. This code 
went into effect on January 1, 2026.  

City of Saratoga Emergency Operations Plan 

The City of Saratoga Emergency Operations Plan (EOP) is an all-hazards document describing the 
City of Saratoga incident management organization, compliance with relevant legal statutes, other 
relevant guidelines, whole community engagement, continuity of government focus, and critical 
components of the incident management structure. The incident management system is a 
component-based system designed to be scaled up and components activated as necessary to 
reflect the incident/event's escalation from routine incident(s) to emergency, disaster, or catastrophe 
affecting the City of Saratoga. This EOP is not intended to address specific emergency responses, 
scenarios, hazards, or threats. Functional and hazard specific annexes to this EOP will outline 
specific response activities for response organizations.30 

Santa Clara County Local Hazard Mitigation Plan, City of Saratoga Annex 

The Local Hazard Mitigation Plan (LHMP), included as the City of Saratoga Annex to the Santa Clara 
County Multi-jurisdictional HMP 2023 update, assesses potential hazards as well as mitigation 
measures to prevent loss of life, injury, and property damage.31  

Action items from the LHMP related to wildfire include hazardous vegetation identification and 
reduction, defensible space incentives, structure hardening and dead tree removal rebates, and 

 
30  City of Saratoga. 2019. Emergency Operations Plan. Website: 

https://www.saratoga.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/2728/Emergency-Operations-Plan-EOP?bidId=. Accessed March 20, 
2025. 

31  Santa Clara County. Multi-jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan 2023 Update - City of Saratoga Annex. Website: 
https://www.saratoga.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/6112/Local-Hazard-Mitigation-Plan?bidId=. Accessed December 23, 
2025. 
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review of regulations for needed changes related to hazards. These actions items are identified as 
the responsibility of various City departments. 

Santa Clara County Community Wildfire Protection Plan, Annex 6 

Annex 6 of the Santa Clara County Community Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP) sets forth 
recommendations for improving firefighting capabilities in the City of Saratoga. Two projects are 
recommended to create wildfire resilient landscapes in the City of Saratoga.  

Recommended project S-FC2.1 of the CWPP strives to reach strategic goal FC-2 to Define Safe 
Refuge Areas and establish maintenance program in WUI areas where fire behavior and evacuation 
timing is problematic. Project S-FC2.1 is to “Define and delineate spatially Safe Refuge Areas and 
establish maintenance program in WUI areas where fire behavior and evacuation timing is 
problematic.” The benefits are to provide safety measures for residents of rural areas in the event that 
evacuation is limited and to provide for public and firefighter safety by creating escape routes. This is 
ranked as the highest category of priority.  

Project S-FC5.1 is intended to reach goal FC5 to develop WUI preplans (pre-incident plan) and 
accompanying evacuation plans for all WUI areas in Santa Clara County using standardized format. 
The project is to “Develop WUI preplans and accompanying evacuation plans for Saratoga WUI.” The 
benefit is to help fire response agencies pre-plan for evacuations, identify areas where mitigation 
measures are needed to facilitate safe evacuation, and establish consistent model across all 
agencies. This is ranked as the highest category of priority.  

To implement Project S-FC5.1, the City has adopted evacuation by zones, using an evacuation 
management tool. Genasys Protect (formerly Zonehaven Aware) helps communities and first 
responders more effectively plan, communicate, and execute evacuations. It is a platform where 
residents can look up addresses using the search bar and use the zone map to find evacuation 
information for that area.  

Another project, Project S-FR7.1, is intended to satisfy Strategic Goal FR7: “Develop roadside fuel 
treatment program, including suite of methods available and sustainability mechanism.” This project is 
to implement roadside brushing/mowing throughout community to increase buffer from wildfire 
ignitions and provide for safe evacuation. Community members intend to approach Santa Clara 
County Firesafe Council to identify roadside fuel treatment priorities and seek funding to implement.32 
The benefit of this project is to reduce fuel loading around roads and highways to ensure safe 
passage of vehicles in event of evacuation and reduce unplanned ignitions from vehicles and 
highway users. 

 
32  Santa Clara County. 2024. Multijurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan 2023 Update. City of Saratoga Annex. Website: 

https://www.saratoga.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/6112/Local-Hazard-Mitigation-Plan?bidId=. Accessed March 17, 2026. 
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3.19.4 - Methodology 
This evaluation focuses on whether the proposed project would result in changes to the physical 
environment that would cause or exacerbate adverse effects related to wildfires or whether the 
proposed project would be placed in a location susceptible to wildfire or post-wildfire conditions. The 
evaluation also includes a determination of whether the changes to the physical environment caused 
by the proposed project would impair or interfere with emergency response plans, expose people to 
pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire, expose 
people/structures to downslope flooding or landslides, or include the installation or maintenance of 
infrastructure that may exacerbate fire risk.  

3.19.5 - Thresholds of Significance 
The Lead Agency utilizes the criteria in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines 
Appendix G Environmental Checklist to determine whether wildfire impacts from implementation of 
the proposed project would be considered significant.  

If located in or near State Responsibility Areas or lands classified as Very High Fire Hazard 
Severity Zones, the project could have a significant impact if it would: 

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 or maintenance 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. 

3.19.6 - Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
This section discusses potential impacts associated with the development of the project and provides 
mitigation measures where appropriate. 
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Emergency Response/Evacuation Plan Consistency 

Impact WILD-1: The proposed project would substantially impair an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan. 

Impact Analysis 

A significant impact would occur if the proposed project is located in or near SRA lands or lands 
classified as Very High FHSZ and construction or operation would substantially impair an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. Note that the project site is located within 
an LRA, not an SRA, and is not located within Very High, High, or Moderate FHSZ. However, the 
project site is included in a Genasys Protect Zone (SAR-018) that includes a Very High FHSZ.33,34 As 
such it is considered to be “near” lands classified as Very High FHSZ. The project is subject to the 
County HMP, local HMP (City of Saratoga Annex to the County HMP), Saratoga EOP, the CWPP 
Annex 6, and the Saratoga General Plan Safety Element. The City’s General Plan Safety Element 
Figure SE-6 identifies evacuation routes within the City.35 Consistent with the General Plan, the City’s 
Evacuation Capacity Assessment identified Allendale Avenue, Quito Road, and SR-85 as evacuation 
routes near the project site.36  

The main arterial road into and out of the project site would be Quito Road, which is identified as an 
evacuation route by the Saratoga Evacuation Route Capacity Assessment and would serve as such 
into and out of the project vicinity.37,38 As further described below, the proposed project’s increase in 
traffic on Quito Road would be considered a significant impact to an evacuation route identified in 
existing emergency response or evacuation plans contained within the General Plan Safety Element. 

Construction and Operation 

Construction and operation activities related to the proposed project would not directly conflict with 
policies or goals of the County HMP, local HMP (City of Saratoga Annex to the County HMP), the 
Saratoga EOP, or the CWPP Annex 6. These plans are generally applicable and do not identify any 
specific actions or considerations directly for the project site. The proposed project would comply with 
the general guidance provided by the plans. The proposed project has been designed to be 
consistent with site-specific policies of the General Plan Safety Element such as fire-resistant 
structural design and vegetation management. 

 
33  Genasys Protect. 2026. Genasys Protect Evacuation Zone – 18500 Marshall Lane. Website: 

https://protect.genasys.com/location?search=true&z=14&latlon=37.2552839752815%2C-121.99182579387121. 
Accessed July 6, 2026.  

34  Fehr & Peers. 2026. Wildfire Evacuation Time Estimates: Existing and Future Development Projections. May. 
35  City of Saratoga. 2024. Safety Element. Website: https://www.saratoga.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/5405/General-Plan-

Safety-Element-PDF. Accessed July 8, 2026. 
36  Fehr & Peers. 2025. Saratoga Evacuation Route Capacity Assessment. June.  
37  Ibid. 
38  Fehr & Peers. 2025. Saratoga Evacuation Route Capacity Assessment. June.  
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Construction traffic would utilize, Allendale Avenue, SR-85, Quito Road, and other regional roadways. 
However, such traffic would be temporary and would not be expected to significantly block or impair 
the flow of traffic.  

The SCCFD has reviewed the proposed project (Plan Review no. 24-5042) and approved the 
proposed project’s plan with conditions (Appendix J). The conditions are related to compliance with 
specific regulatory requirements related to fire hydrants, emergency access, water supply, fire flow, 
and fire sprinklers. Confirmation of compliance with these conditions of approval are required prior to 
the issuance of project permits. As such, compliance would be ensured. As previously mentioned 
under Section 3.16, Transportation, the proposed project’s internal roadways would be 24 feet wide 
and would provide a 50-foot turning radius in compliance with the California Fire Code standards to 
ensure adequate emergency access during operations.39 

Operational traffic would contribute to vehicle trips on Marshall Lane and Quito Road in the event of 
an emergency and/or evacuation. Residents of the project site would evacuate directly onto Marshall 
Lane, which is connected to Quito Road, a designated evacuation route. Quito Road is identified as 
an evacuation route in the City’s General Plan Safety Element and in the Evacuation Route Capacity 
Assessment.40  

 As discussed under Section 3.19-2, Project Setting, the City conducted the Saratoga Evacuation 
Route Capacity Assessment in June 2025 and subsequently conducted the ETE Report in May 2026. 
Both the Evacuation Route Capacity Assessment and the ETE Report confirmed that the City has 
existing wildfire evacuation capacity constraints. The ETE Report included recommendations for 
improving these constraints.  

The Saratoga Evacuation Route Capacity Assessment identified location-specific bottlenecks where 
roadway demand exceeded available capacity. With the expanded evacuation area and demand 
assumptions used in the ETE Report, those same constraints are reflected within a larger, system-
level network. Under these conditions, corridors such as Quito Road function as part of the system 
bottlenecks, contributing to localized queuing and downstream congestion that are captured in the 
multi-hour evacuation time estimates presented in the ETE Report.41 The June 3, 2026 presentation 
to Saratoga’s City Council regarding the ETE Report highlighted some of the localized bottlenecks in 
the system during an evacuation, including Quito Road near the proposed project site.42,43 

 
39  City of Saratoga. 2026. Municipal Code. Chapter 16 – Building Regulations. Article 16-20 Fire Code. Website: 

https://library.municode.com/ca/saratoga/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=CH16BURE_ART16-20FICO. Accessed 
March 11, 2026. 

40  Fehr & Peers. 2025. Saratoga Evacuation Route Capacity Assessment. June.  
41  Fehr & Peers. 2026. Wildfire Evacuation Time Estimates: Existing and Future Development Projections. May. 
42 Fehr & Peers. 2026. Wildfire Evacuation Time Estimates: Existing and Future Development Projections. May. 
43 Fehr and Peers. 2026. Wildfire Evacuation Time Estimates presentation. June 3. Website: 

https://www.saratoga.ca.us/agendacenter#docaccess-783823e66b3335fb6ab6dc00e06006b9. Accessed September 5, 
2026.  
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Additionally, as analyzed under Impact HAZ-4 in Section 3.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the 
ETE Report assessed the impacts of a development projection that includes the 725 pending 
subdivision units proposed within the evacuation zones in the City, including this proposed project. 
The ETE Report estimated that the 90-percent ETE for the total population would increase by less 
than 15 minutes (and 15 minutes for evacuating residents), and the 100-percent ETE for total 
population would increase by less than 15 minutes (and 30 minutes for evacuating residents).44 Thus, 
the ETE Report shows that the City has existing evacuation constraints under baseline conditions that 
will be exacerbated with the addition of cumulative projects, including the proposed project.  

The ETE Report and accompanying presentation show that the City’s evacuation roadway network is 
currently constrained and that there is currently an evacuation bottleneck at Quito Road near the 
proposed project site. The ETE Report further supports the conclusion that the proposed project, 
which represents a portion of the 725 proposed subdivision units, would add to the evacuating 
population and exacerbate evacuation delays for the entire evacuating population in the City. As a 
result, the proposed project would have a significant impact with respect to impairing implementation 
of or physically interfering with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. 

As discussed in Section 3.9 Hazards, the proposed project would be required to comply with MM 
HAZ-4 to incorporate all applicable and feasible recommendations listed in Table 16 of the ETE 
Report to reduce impacts to evacuation capacity to the extent feasible. These include advance 
preparation and notification as well as evacuation planning and management. However, even with the 
adoption of these measures, it is not possible to ensure that the proposed project’s contribution to the 
evacuation volume and delay would entirely eliminate the increase in evacuation delay resulting from 
the project. As such, implementation of the proposed project would result in a significant and 
unavoidable impact in relation to the impairment of an adopted emergency response or evacuation 
plan. 

Level of Significance before Mitigation 

Potentially significant impact. 

Mitigation Measures 

Implement MM HAZ-4. 

Level of Significance after Mitigation  

Significant and unavoidable impact. 

 
44 Ibid. 
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Expose Project Occupants to Pollutant Concentrations from Wildfire 

Impact WILD-2: The proposed project would not, 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. 

Impact Analysis 

A significant impact would occur if the project site is located in or near SRA lands or lands classified 
as Very High FHSZ and contains specific conditions that would exacerbate wildfire risks, including 
exposure to wildfire-related pollutants or uncontrolled spread of a wildfire. Note that the project site is 
located within an LRA, not an SRA, and is not located within Very High, High, or Moderate FHSZ. 

Construction  

By their nature, impacts related to exposure of project occupants to pollutant concentrations from 
wildfire are limited to operational impacts. Additionally, given that the project site is not located on or 
near steep terrain surrounded by natural vegetation, is mostly surrounded by urban uses, and does 
not consistently experience high winds, the project site would not be prone to wildfires. Moreover, the 
proposed project would comply with all applicable fire codes and provide standard fire suppression 
features during construction. In addition, the proposed project would be required to use ignition-
resistant construction materials per Chapter 16, Article 20, Fire Code of the City Code of 
Ordinances.45 The proposed project would also be required to incorporate plans for vegetation 
management into project landscape plans for review by the SCCFD in accordance with General Plan 
Policy SAF-4.12. Furthermore, construction pollutants would not be located within an area vulnerable 
to prevailing winds or upslope of construction workers. No respective construction impacts would 
occur. 

Operation 

The project site is located in the eastern area of the City directly east of Marshall Lane Elementary 
School. The project site is surrounded by single-family residential uses to the north, east, and south. 
These areas are lacking in woodlands or vegetation that could provide fuel load for wildfire and steep 
slopes that could cause fire to spread more rapidly. As explained above, the project site is not located 
within a Moderate, High, or Very High FHSZ in an LRA or SRA. As noted in the latest FHSZ maps 
released by the State and adopted by the City,46 the nearest Very High FHSZ in an SRA is 
approximately 1.76 miles southwest of the project site. The nearest Very High FHSZ located in an 
LRA is approximately 1.4 miles southwest of the project site (Exhibit 3.19-1). These areas are more 
likely to experience wildfire and produce wildfire smoke. As discussed above, Bay Area Air District 
monitors the Bay Area’s air quality at a number of stations, and the closest station to the City is 

 
45  City of Saratoga. 2026. Code of Ordinances. Chapter 16 – Building Regulations. Article 15 – Fire Code. Website: 

https://library.municode.com/ca/saratoga/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=CH16BURE_ART16-20FICO. Accessed 
March 23, 2026. 

46  City of Saratoga. 2025. Local Responsibility Area Fire Hazard Severity Zones. Website: 
https://www.saratoga.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/5777/FHSZ_City_LRA_11x17_Saratoga. Accessed March 17, 2026. 
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located in the City of Los Gatos, approximately 2.6 miles to the southeast of the project site. 
According to Bay Area Air District, average wind speed in the Santa Clara Valley Region can range 
between 3 to 4 miles per hour (mph).47 Given that the project site is generally flat, is not located on or 
near steep terrain surrounded by significant natural vegetation, is mostly surrounded by urban uses, 
and does not consistently experience high winds, the project site would not be prone to wildfires. 

Risk of impacts related to wildfire on the project site would be further reduced by the proposed project 
through compliance with applicable State and local plans and regulations. For example, the City’s 
LHMP and the County’s CWPP Annex 6 incorporate requirements into project design and address 
responses to emergency incidents affecting the City and the County. The proposed project would also 
be required to comply with the California Fire Code regarding emergency access, types of building 
materials, and the installation of automatic fire sprinklers. As discussed in Section 3.14, Public 
Services, the proposed project would also be adequately served in terms of fire protection services by 
the SCCFD. Therefore, impacts related to exposure of project occupants to pollutant concentrations 
from a wildfire or uncontrolled spread of wildfire would be less than significant. 

Level of Significance  

Less than significant impact. 

Mitigation Measures 

None. 

Infrastructure That Exacerbates Fire Risk 

Impact WILD-3: The proposed project would not require the installation or maintenance 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. 

Impact Analysis  

A significant impact would occur if the proposed project is located in or near SRA lands or lands 
classified as Very High FHSZ and includes a component that may exacerbate fire risk or requires a 
component to reduce fire risk that would result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment. 
Note that the project site is located within an LRA, not an SRA, and is not located within Very High, 
High, or Moderate FHSZ.  

Construction 

Construction activities may temporarily increase fire risk due to equipment use and other construction 
actions on the project site that could be ignition sources. Construction is correlated with a high risk of 

 
47  Bay Area Air District. 2021. Air Monitoring Data - Santa Clara Valley. Website: https://www.baaqmd.gov/about-air-

quality/current-air-quality/air-monitoring-data/#/met?date=2021-09-
17&id=203&view=monthly&style=chart&zone=93773827-1afa-4151-9aa9-dcfc6d512a66. Accessed October 9, 2025. 
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ignition. Motorized equipment to both construct access and to maintain vegetation in a fire safe 
condition can start fires, even when spark arresters are in place.  

Installation of associated infrastructure—in the form of additional roads and powerline extension—
would be minimal for the proposed project, consisting of roadways and underground utilities; these 
would offer minor additional opportunities for ignitions.  

Standard construction Best Management Practices (BMPs), such as thorough site watering during 
site grading, would also support the suppression of fire sources and appropriate response should fire 
result during construction activities. As such, construction activity impacts related to the exacerbation 
of fire risk would be less than significant. 

Operation 

The proposed project would include Emergency Vehicle Access (EVA) points on Marshall Lane and 
Sobey Road. The project site is in an urban area surrounded by existing roadways to the north, south, 
and east. A school facility is located to the west. The proposed project would not require the 
installation of firebreaks because it is in an urban area surrounded by existing developments with no 
substantial natural vegetation. As discussed in Section 3.18, Utilities and Service Systems, the 
proposed project would develop water infrastructure to serve the project site and would have 
adequate potable water to serve the proposed project during normal, dry, and multiple dry years. New 
electrical power lines on and connecting to the project site would be installed underground, 
minimizing potential ignition and related fire risk above ground at the project site according to the 
CBC, California Fire Code, and Section 15-80.040 of the Municipal Code, Undergrounding of public 
utilities. Therefore, impacts related to infrastructure that exacerbates fire risk would be less than 
significant. 

Level of Significance  

Less than significant impact. 

Mitigation Measures 

None. 

Flooding and Landslide Hazards from Post-fire Slope Instability/Drainage Changes 

Impact WILD-4: The proposed project would not 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. 

Impact Analysis 

A significant impact would occur if the proposed project is located in or near SRA lands or lands 
classified as Very High FHSZ and would expose people to significant risks of flooding or landslides as 
a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes. Note that the project site is located 
within an LRA, not an SRA, and is not located within Very High, High, or Moderate FHSZ.  



1 8 5 0 0  &  1 8 5 2 0  M A R S H A L L  L A N E  T O W N H O M E  P R O J E C T  D R A F T  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  S A R A T O G A  W I L D F I R E  

 

 

FCS 3.19-25 
https://adecinnovations.sharepoint.com/sites/PublicationsSite/Shared Documents/Publications/Client (PN-JN)/1966/19660004/EIR/3 - Draft EIR/19660004 Sec03-19 Wildfire.docx 

Construction and Operation 

In areas with steep slopes, vegetation and associated root systems act as a support structure for the 
soil and slopes while preventing significant erosion. Post-fire slope instability occurs when a fire burns 
an area with steep slopes and destroys the vegetation. Then, the following winter when it rains, the 
stormwater scours the hillsides and removes topsoil. Without topsoil or mature vegetation, slopes 
become unstable, which results in risks to human life and property.  

The proposed project is not located in an area of the City containing hillsides, and the project site is 
generally flat, resulting in a low likelihood of slope instability in the area. As explained above, the 
General Plan does not identify the project site as an area at risk of landslides.48 Based on the site-
specific Geotechnical Investigation conducted by Cornerstone Earth Group, there are no landslides or 
evidence of landslides on the project site.49 As such, the proposed project would not be at risk of 
landslide hazards. 

As explained in Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, the project site is within Zone X, which is 
within the 500-year Flood Hazard Zone (0.2 percent Annual Chance Flood Hazard). There are no 
active waterways or drainage channels on the project site. In addition, the proposed project would 
include the addition of seven drainage management areas (DMAs) on the project site, which would 
control the amount and rate of runoff at the project site by directing runoff into bioretention basins and 
self-retaining areas, ensuring that pre-development drainage patterns are not altered in such a way 
that the proposed project would result in increased soil instability or off-site stormwater flow 
increases. As such, the proposed project would not exacerbate any potential flooding conditions, nor 
be under significant risk post-wildfire. Therefore, the risks of flooding, land sliding, drainage changes, 
or damage to structures on, downslope, or downstream of the project site would be less than 
significant.  

Level of Significance  

Less than significant impact. 

Mitigation Measures 

None. 

3.19.7 - Cumulative Impacts 
The geographic scope of the cumulative analysis related to wildfire is roughly the eastern portion of 
the City. The analysis considers the foreseeable development projects listed in Chapter 3, 
Environmental Impact Analysis, Table 3-1, and identified in Exhibit 3-1 in the City of Saratoga, in 
addition to the proposed project. 

 
48  City of Saratoga. 2024. Safety Element. Website: https://www.saratoga.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/5405/General-Plan-

Safety-Element-PDF. December 23, 2025. 
49  Cornerstone Earth Group. 2024. Geotechnical Investigation, 18500 Marshall Lane Residential. September 13. 
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The cumulative impact analysis evaluates whether the impacts of the proposed project, together with 
the impacts of cumulative development, could result in a cumulatively significant impact with respect 
to wildfire. The analysis also considers whether incremental contribution of impacts associated with 
the implementation of the proposed project would be significant. Both conditions must apply for a 
project’s cumulative effects to rise to the level of a significant impact.  

Emergency Response/Evacuation Plan Consistency 

A combination of federal, State, and local regulations limit or minimize the potential for exposure to 
wildfires by reducing the amount of development in WUI areas, ensuring new development complies 
with the CBC and Uniform Fire Code (UFC), and incorporates requirements for fire safe construction 
into the land use planning. The cumulative projects listed in Chapter 3, Environmental Impact 
Analysis, Table 3-1 and shown in Exhibit 3-1 and identified in Exhibit 3-1 would result in 
predominantly infill residential development. 

As described under Impact HAZ-4 in Section 3.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the ETE Report 
shows that the current baseline ETE for 90 percent of the total population is approximately 2 hours 
and 45 minutes (and, for reference, 2 hours and 15 minutes for the residents population group). The 
current baseline ETE for 100 percent of the total population is 5 hours (and, for reference, 3 hours 
and 45 minutes for the residents population group).50 Under the development projection that includes 
the 725 pending subdivision units added within the evacuation zones in the City, including this 
proposed project, the ETE Report estimated that the 90-percent ETE for the total population would 
increase by less than 15 minutes (and 15 minutes for evacuating residents), and the 100 percent ETE 
for the total population would increase by less than 15 minutes (and 30 minutes for evacuating 
residents).51,52 The ETE Report also assessed a cumulative development scenario (Development 
Projection C, which would include additional units in and near the City), and estimated that the total 
population 90 percent ETE for the total population would increase by 30 minutes, and the 100-percent 
ETE for the total population would increase by one hour and 15 minutes. The ETE Report therefore 
showed that the City’s evacuation system is currently constrained, and that cumulative development, 
including the proposed project, would add to the evacuation time estimates.  

Construction traffic using nearby regional roadways and designated evacuation routes would be 
temporary and would thus not be expected to substantially impede traffic flow. During operation 
however, the Transportation Analysis noted that the proposed project would result in an increase in 
the number of vehicle trips on roadways near the project, including along Marshall Lane, Quito Road, 
and Sobey Road.53 Furthermore, as noted under Impact WILD-1 above, implementation of the 
proposed project would result in significant impacts in relation to evacuation delay even with the 
implementation of MM HAZ-4. 

 
50  Fehr & Peers. 2026. Wildfire Evacuation Time Estimates: Existing and Future Development Projections. May.  
51  Fehr & Peers. 2026. Wildfire Evacuation Time Estimates: Existing and Future Development Projections. May. 
52  Ibid.  
53  Fehr & Peers. 2026. 18500 Marshall Lane Residential Development Transportation Analysis. January 8. 
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As a result, the proposed project, together with cumulative development, could result in a 
cumulatively significant impact with respect to emergency response and evacuation impacts. 
Because the proposed project would add traffic to an already-constrained evacuation network, its 
incremental contribution would be cumulatively significant.  

Expose Project Occupants to Pollutant Concentrations from Wildfire 

A combination of federal, State, and local regulations limit or minimize the potential for exposure to 
wildfires by reducing the amount of development in WUI areas, ensuring new development complies 
with the CBC and UFC, and incorporates requirements for fire safe construction into the land use 
planning. The cumulative projects listed in Table 3-1 and identified in Exhibit 3-1 would result in 
predominantly infill development. Furthermore, all cumulative project construction would adhere to the 
City Building Codes that are designed to minimize the potential for uncontrolled fires. Adherence to 
City Building Codes would ensure that California Fire Code standards, such as automatic sprinkler 
systems and management of fuel loads in response to annual inspection by the SCCFD, are included 
in development. All development would also comply with emergency access requirements, such as 
two EVA points, as a condition of construction. Therefore, there would be a less than significant 
cumulative impact associated with wildfire hazards.  

The proposed project and associated improvements would similarly be subject to federal, State, and 
local regulations related to wildfire. Furthermore, the proposed project is not located within a FHSZ or 
WUI designated area. As such, the proposed project’s impacts related to wildfire exposure would not 
be cumulatively considerable.  

Infrastructure That Exacerbates Fire Risk 

A combination of federal, State, and local regulations limit or minimize the potential for infrastructure 
that exacerbates fire risk by ensuring new development complies with the CBC and UFC and 
incorporates requirements for fire safe construction into the land use planning. The cumulative 
projects listed in Table 3-1 and identified in Exhibit 3-1 would result in predominantly infill 
development. All cumulative project construction would adhere to the City Building Codes that are 
designed to minimize the potential for infrastructure related fires. Adherence to City Building Codes 
would ensure that California Fire Code standards, such as automatic sprinkler systems and 
management of fuel loads in response to annual inspection by the SCCFD, are included in 
development. All development would also comply with emergency access requirements, such as two 
EVA points, as a condition of construction. Therefore, there would be a less than significant 
cumulative impact associated with infrastructure that exacerbates fire risk. 

Similarly, the proposed project would comply with regulations, including City Building Codes, intended 
to reduce wildfire risk. Furthermore, the proposed project does not include any infrastructure or 
ongoing maintenance that could exacerbate wildfire risk. As such, the proposed project’s less than 
significant impacts related to fire risk would not be cumulatively considerable.  



1 8 5 0 0  &  1 8 5 2 0  M A R S H A L L  L A N E  T O W N H O M E  P R O J E C T  D R A F T  E I R  
W I L D F I R E  C I T Y  O F  S A R A T O G A  

 

 

3.19-28 FCS 
https://adecinnovations.sharepoint.com/sites/PublicationsSite/Shared Documents/Publications/Client (PN-JN)/1966/19660004/EIR/3 - Draft EIR/19660004 Sec03-19 Wildfire.docx 

Flooding and Landslide Hazards From Post-Fire Slope Instability/Drainage Changes 

A combination of federal, State, and local regulations limit or minimize the potential for exposure to 
downslope or downstream flooding or landslides as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or 
drainage changes by reducing the amount of development in WUI areas, ensuring new development 
complies with the NPDES, CBC, and UFC, and incorporating requirements for fire safe construction 
into land use planning.  

The cumulative projects listed in Chapter 3, Environmental Impact Analysis, Table 3-1 and identified 
in Exhibit 3-1 would result in predominantly infill development and would not significantly increase 
wildfire, landslide, or flooding risk. Furthermore, all cumulative project construction would adhere to 
requirements in the CBC that are designed to minimize the potential for wildfire, landslide, and 
flooding risks. Additionally cumulative projects would be required to be assessed for site-specific 
impacts related to wildfire-related soil instability and potential drainage changes during the 
developmental review process. As such, there would be a less than significant cumulative impact 
associated with exposure to downslope or downstream flooding or landslides as a result of runoff, 
post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes. 

The proposed project is not located in a wildfire risk area or an area with significant slope. As such, 
the proposed project’s less than significant impacts would not result in cumulatively considerable 
impacts related to post-fire flooding and landslides.  

Level of Cumulative Significance  

Potentially significant impact (emergency response and evacuation impacts). 

Less than significant impact (all other wildfire impacts). 

Mitigation Measures 

Implement MM HAZ-4 (emergency response and evacuation impacts). 

None (all others). 

Level of Cumulative Significance after Mitigation  

Significant and unavoidable impact (emergency response and evacuation impacts). 

Less than significant impact (all others). 
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CHAPTER 4 

4 -  EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT 

4.1 - Introduction 
This chapter is based on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) Notice of Preparation 
(NOP), dated October 13, 2025, and contained in Appendix A of this Draft EIR. The NOP was 
prepared to identify the potentially significant effects of the proposed project and was circulated for 
public review between October 13, 2025, and November 12, 2025. In the course of the NOP 
evaluation, certain impacts were found to be less than significant because construction and operation 
of the proposed project would not result in such impacts. This chapter provides a brief description of 
effects found not to be significant or less than significant, based on the NOP, NOP public comments 
received, or more detailed analysis conducted as part of the EIR preparation process.  

No NOP public comments were received related to Mineral Resources. NOP comments related to the 
conversion of agricultural land are addressed in this section (see Section 3.2 Agriculture and Forestry 
Resources). Note that a number of impacts that are found to be less than significant are addressed in 
the various Draft EIR topical sections (Sections 3.1 through 3.19) to provide more comprehensive 
discussion of why impacts are less than significant, in order to better inform decision-makers and the 
general public.  

4.2 - Environmental Effects Found not to be Significant 

4.2.1 - Aesthetics, Light, and Glare 
State Scenic Highways 

A significant impact would occur if construction and operations of the proposed project would 
substantially damage scenic resources as seen from a designated scenic highway. The nearest 
officially Designated State Scenic Highways is State Route (SR) 9, located approximately 1.5 miles 
south of the project site.1 Because of the distance from the site and intervening topography, 
development, and vegetation, the project site would not be visible from SR-9. Thus, grading and other 
construction activities, as well as the proposed project at operations, would not result in adverse 
impacts to scenic resources within view of a scenic highway. Therefore, no temporary construction 
impact nor impacts during operations related to scenic resources within a State Scenic Highway 
would occur. 

 
1  California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). 2018. California State Scenic Highway System Map. Website: 

https://caltrans.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=465dfd3d807c46cc8e8057116f1aacaa. Accessed 
December 4, 2025. 
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4.2.2 - Agriculture and Forestry Resources 
Important Farmland 

A significant impact would occur if the proposed project resulted in the conversion of Prime Farmland, 
Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to nonagricultural use. The project site is on 
Urban and Bulit-up Land as determined by the California Department of Conservation.2 It is not 
located on Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance and thus would 
not convert it to nonagricultural use. There would be no impact. 

Forest Land and Timberland 

A significant impact would occur if the proposed project resulted in the loss of forest land or 
timberland. The proposed project is not located on productive or non-productive forest land. The 
project site has 166 trees, of which 133 are considered protected. The trees’ protection is due to 
conservation of native species and not due to their possible use in timber production. The project site 
is zoned Single-family Residential (R-1), and there is no forest land or timberland zoned in the project 
site vicinity. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with existing zones for, or cause 
rezoning of, forest land, timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland Production. There would be no 
impact. 

Conversion of Forest Land 

A significant impact would occur if the proposed project resulted in the conversion of forest land to 
non-forest use. As stated above, the proposed project would not conflict with existing zoning for, or 
cause rezoning of, forest land to non-forest use. There would be no impact. 

Other Changes that Could Convert Farmland to Nonagricultural Use or Forest Land to 
Non-forest Use 

A significant impact would occur if the proposed project involved changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location or nature, resulted in the conversion of Farmland to nonagricultural use or 
the conversion of forest land to non-forest use. The proposed project is in an Urban and Built-up area, 
with no surrounding agricultural lands. As previously mentioned in Section 3.2, Agriculture and 
Forestry Resources, the Saratoga City Council passed a resolution for tentative approval of the 
cancellation of the Williamson Act Contract for the project site (Resolution No: 21-070) on October 6, 
2021, stating that once all fees have been paid and a Certificate of Approval documenting all project 
conditions of approval has been submitted, the cancellation will be in effect.3 On June 17, 2026, a 
final cancellation of the Williamson Act Contract associated with the project site was approved 

 
2  Department of Conservation. Important Farmland Finder. Website: https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/DLRP/CIFF/. 

Accessed August 14, 2025. 
3  City of Saratoga. 2021. Resolution No: 21-070, Resolution of the City of Saratoga City Council for the Cancellation of a 

Williamson Act Contract Application Number WIL19-0001, 18500 and 18520 Marshall Lane (APNs 397-02-110 and 397-
02-111). October 6.  
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through Resolution No: 26-033.4 Following City approval of the cancellation of the Williamson Act 
Contract associated with the project site on June 17, 2026, the project site is not currently subject to a 
Williamson Act Contract. Areas directly to the north and south are predominantly residential and 
designated by the City of Saratoga General Plan (General Plan) as R-1 of low to medium densities. 
Directly to the east of the project site lies Quito Road, Friendship Park, and a tennis court. Directly to 
the west of the project site is the Marshall Lane Elementary School, which is designated as 
Community Facility Sites. Beyond the school to the west are Medium Density Residential uses. There 
is no farmland or forest land in the project vicinity. As such, the proposed project would not involve 
changes in the existing environment which could result in conversion of Farmland to nonagricultural 
use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. There would be no impact.  

4.2.3 - Biological Resources 
Riparian Habitat or Other Sensitive Natural Community 

A significant impact would occur if the proposed project would have a substantial adverse effect on 
any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, 
and regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) or United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service (USFWS). The Biological Resources Assessment (BRA) prepared for the 
proposed project by FirstCarbon Solutions (FCS) on October 9, 2025, determined that there are no 
sensitive natural communities or riparian habitats present on the project site or off-site impact areas 
(Appendix C). As such no impacts would occur as a result of the proposed project.  

State or Federally Protected Wetlands 

A significant impact would occur if the proposed project would have a substantial adverse effect on 
State or federally protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) 
through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means. The project-specific BRA 
(provided in Appendix C) determined that there are no aquatic features present on the project site or 
off-site impact areas (Appendix C). As such, there would be no impact as a result of the proposed 
project.  

Adopted Habitat, Natural Community, or Other Conservation Plan 

A significant impact would occur if the proposed project would conflict with the provisions of an 
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, 
regional, or State Habitat Conservation Plan. The project-specific BRA (provided in Appendix C) 
determined that there are no habitat, natural community, or other conservation plans applicable to the 
project site or off-site impact areas. As such, there would be no impact as a result of the proposed 
project. 

 
4  City of Saratoga. 2026. Resolution No 26-033, Resolution of the City Council of the City of Saratoga Approving Final Map 

Application No Sub19-0002 For Nine Lots And Granting Final Cancellation Of A Williamson Act Contract Subdivision 
Located At 18500 Marshall Lane. June 17. 
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4.2.4 - Cultural Resources 
Historic Resources 

A significant impact would occur if the proposed project would cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of a historical resources pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. Historic 
resources, in this context, refer to the built environment, mainly buildings and structures over 45 years 
of age that may be eligible for inclusion on the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) or 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Records search results, conducted at the Northwest 
Information Center (NWIC) identified six historic built environment resources recorded within the 0.5-
mile records search radius; one (P-43-000428) is located within the project boundaries. The 
September 2025 pedestrian survey, conducted by FCS, determined that the homestead and barn, 
identified in resource P-43-000428, has since been demolished, and no additional historic resources 
were identified. Additionally, no historic built environment resources were encountered during the 
pedestrian field survey. Therefore, construction of the proposed project would not have an adverse 
impact on historic built environment resources, and no impacts would result from operations of the 
proposed project. As such, the proposed project would have no impact related to historic resources. 

4.2.5 - Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 
Septic or Alternative Wastewater Disposal Systems 

A significant impact would occur if the proposed project site had soils incapable of adequately 
supporting the use of a septic tank or alternative wastewater system where sewers are not available 
for the disposal of wastewater. The proposed project would connect to the existing City’s wastewater 
system and would not involve the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems. As 
such, there would be no impact. 

4.2.6 - Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
Government Code Section 65962.5 Sites 

A significant impact would occur if the proposed project was located on a site included on a list 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and as a result would create a significant hazard to 
the public or to the environment. According to the GeoTracker5 and EnviroStor6 databases, the 
project site is not located on a site that contains active or inactive cleanup sites, and as such is not 
located on a site that has been included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 (Cortese List). The closest four listed sites are approximately 1.8 
miles to the east, which include one historical permit site and three tiered sites. As such, the proposed 
project would not be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites 

 
5 California State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board). Geotracker. Website: https://.waterboards.ca.gov/. 

Accessed August 20, 2025 
6 California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC). Envirostor. Website: 

https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/. Accessed August 20, 2025. 
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compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would not create a 
significant hazard to the public or the environment. There would be no impact. 

Airport Noise Hazard 

A significant impact would result if the proposed project resulted in a safety hazard or excessive noise 
for people residing or working within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport or within an area 
located within an airport land use plan. The project site is not located within 2 miles of an airport. The 
closest airport is Mineta San José International Airport, which is approximately 7.25 miles to the 
northeast of the project site. Thus, there would be no impact. 

4.2.7 - Land Use 
Divide an Established Community 

A significant impact would occur if the proposed project resulted in the physical division of an 
established community. The proposed project would not permanently block any roads during project 
construction. Any construction impacts would be temporary and would not impair access to any 
established community or impede travel. No respective construction impacts would occur. 

The physical division of an already established community typically refers to construction of a linear 
feature, such as an interstate, railroad tracks, or the removal of a means of access that would impact 
mobility within an established community and an outlying area. The project does not propose 
construction of any significant linear features or the removal of a means of access.  

The project site is largely undeveloped and has historically consisted of a homestead and agricultural 
lands as early as 1939 to as recent as 2022. The project site has been vacant since 2023,with no 
occupied residences. Thus, the proposed project would develop 132 3-story townhomes and 
associated structures on a currently unoccupied site. It would not include linear features capable of 
impacting mobility in the area nor would it impair access to any established community, impede travel, 
or otherwise constitute division of an established community. Thus, no impact would occur. 

4.2.8 - Mineral Resources 
A significant impact would occur if the proposed project resulted in the loss of a known mineral 
resource or the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resources recovery site. The General 
Plan EIR determined that there would be no impacts to mineral resources in the City and its sphere of 
influence. The area is limited primarily to sandstone and shale, and the General Plan does not identify 
areas within the City as locally important mineral recovery sites.7 In addition, there are no mines or 
quarries known to be operating in the City or its sphere of influence. The proposed project would not 
involve quarrying, mining, dredging, or extraction of locally important mineral resources, nor would it 

 
7  City of Saratoga. 2023. Saratoga Housing and Safety Elements, and 2040 General Plan Updates EIR. Land Use, 

Agriculture, and Forestry Resources. January. 
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deplete any known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the 
State. As such, the proposed project would have no impact related to mineral resources. 

4.2.9 - Noise 
Aviation Noise 

A significant impact would occur if the proposed project would expose people residing or working in 
the project area to excessive noise levels as a result of being located in the vicinity of a private airstrip 
or an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within 2 miles of a public 
airport or public use airport. A significant impact would also occur if compliance with existing and 
projected airport noise levels set forth in the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) for new 
developments in the vicinity of airports is not met. 

The nearest public airport to the project site is the San José Mineta International Airport, located 7.25 
miles northeast of the project site. Because of the distance to the nearest airport, the project site is 
located outside of the 60 A-weighted decibels (dBA) Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) 
airport noise contours and is not located within an ALUCP. Therefore, implementation of the proposed 
project would not expose persons residing or working in the project vicinity to noise levels from airport 
activity that would be in excess of normally acceptable standards for the proposed land use 
development, and no impact would occur. 

4.2.10 - Population and Housing 
Housing Displacement/Replacement Housing 

A significant impact would occur if the proposed project would result in the displacement of 
substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere. A former homestead that existed on-site is no longer present, and currently the 
project site does not have any existing residential buildings or residents on-site. 

As the site would not displace any existing people or housing necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere, there would be no impact.  
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CHAPTER 5 

5 -  OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS 

5.1 - Significant and Unavoidable Impacts 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15126.2(a) and (c) require an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to identify and focus on the significant environmental effects of 
the proposed project, including effects that cannot be avoided if the proposed project were 
implemented. 

Based on the analyses contained in this Draft EIR, the City has determined that the proposed project 
would result in the following significant and unavoidable impacts: 

• Impact HAZ-4: Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan.  

• Cumulative Emergency Response and Evacuation: Impair implementation of or physically 
interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.  

• Impact TRANS-2: Conflict or inconsistency with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, 
subdivision (b).  

• Cumulative Transportation: Conflict or inconsistency with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, 
subdivision (b).  

• Impact WILD-1: Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan.  

• Cumulative Wildfire Evacuation: Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan 
or emergency evacuation plan. 

5.2 - Growth-inducing Impacts 
There are two types of growth-inducing impacts that a project may have: direct and indirect. To 
assess the potential for growth-inducing impacts, the project’s characteristics that may encourage 
and facilitate activities that individually or cumulatively may affect the environment must be evaluated 
(CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2(e)). CEQA Guidelines, as interpreted by the City of Saratoga (City), 
state that a significant growth-inducing impact may result if the project would: 

• Induce substantial population growth in an area (for example, by proposing new homes and 
commercial or industrial businesses beyond the land use density/intensity envisioned in the 
general plan); 

• Substantially alter the planned location, distribution, density, or growth rate of the population of 
an area; or 



O T H E R  C E Q A  1 8 5 0 0  &  1 8 5 2 0  M A R S H A L L  L A N E  T O W N H O M E  P R O J E C T  D R A F T  E I R  
C O N S I D E R A T I O N S  C I T Y  O F  S A R A T O G A  

 

 

5-2 FCS 
Https://adecinnovations.sharepoint.com/sites/PublicationsSite/Shared Documents/Publications/Client (PN-JN)/1966/19660004/EIR/3 - Draft EIR/19660004 Sec05-00 Other CEQA.docx 

• Include extensions of roads or other infrastructure not assumed in the general plan or adopted 
capital improvements project list when such infrastructure exceeds the needs of the project and 
could accommodate future developments. 

Direct Population Growth 
Direct growth-inducing impacts occur when the development of a project imposes new burdens on a 
community by directly inducing unplanned population growth or by leading to the construction of 
additional developments in the same area. Also included in this category are projects that remove 
physical obstacles to population growth (such as a new road into an undeveloped area or a 
wastewater treatment plant with excess capacity that could allow additional development in the 
service area). Construction of these types of infrastructure projects cannot be considered isolated 
from the development they facilitate and serve. Projects that physically remove obstacles to growth, 
or projects that indirectly induce growth may provide a catalyst for future unrelated development in an 
area such as a new residential community that requires additional commercial uses to support 
residents. 

While the proposed project would result in population growth compared to the existing setting, CEQA 
does not treat growth alone as a significant growth-inducing impact unless it is substantial, 
unplanned, or facilitated by infrastructure that removes barriers to additional growth. The proposed 
project consists of the construction of 132 homes and related infrastructure. Using a rate of 2.79 
persons per household and a total Citywide population of 31,110 based on the latest figures provided 
by the California Department of Finance,1the proposed project would add369 persons to the City’s 
population. This would represent an increase of 1.1 percent relative to the City’s population of 
31,110.2 This amount of population growth would be within the Association of Bay Area Governments 
(ABAG) 2030 population forecast of 31,205 for the City in 2030 and, therefore, would not be 
considered unplanned or substantial. Furthermore, although the 2040 General Plan assumed 
construction of 125 units on the project site under the 2040 General Plan Housing Element, instead of 
the 132 units that would be developed by the proposed project, this incremental increase represents 
a minor deviation from assumptions analyzed in the General Plan EIR, and would not substantially 
alter the growth rate or distribution analyzed at the program level, nor would this facilitate or induce 
growth. Construction of the proposed project under the proposed number of units would not result in 
the City exceeding its required number of units to accommodate this anticipated increase in demand 
following build-out of the 2040 General Plan area. Therefore, the proposed project would 
accommodate direct population growth projected by the 2040 General Plan and ABAG’s 2030 
population forecast and would therefore not result in unplanned population growth.  

 
 

1  132 proposed housing units x 2.79 persons per household = 368.28 persons. 
2  +369 persons/31,110 total population) = approximately 1.19 percent increase in total population 
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Indirect Population Growth 
Indirect population growth occurs when a project creates employment opportunities (thereby 
generating the need for more housing or other facilities) or upsized infrastructure (such as new roads 
or utility infrastructure) that could lead to additional unplanned growth. 

The proposed project consists of residential development and would not result in any employment 
opportunities at operation that would require relocation. Employment during construction would be 
temporary and expected to use the local labor force. Employment would not be of such a duration or 
scale that it would encourage construction employees to relocate. The proposed project would be 
served by existing utility services within or directly adjacent to the project site for water, sewer, storm 
drainage, and electricity. The proposed project is not constructing or expanding roads outside of the 
project site, nor would it provide excess capacity that could facilitate additional off-site development. 
As such, the proposed project would not remove a barrier of growth through the extension of 
infrastructure or utilities to an unserved area. 

Accordingly, the proposed project would not induce substantial or unplanned population growth, nor 
would it remove physical barriers to growth or facilitate additional development beyond that already 
anticipated in adopted planning documents. 

5.3 - Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes 
The environmental effects of the proposed project are summarized in the Executive Summary and 
are analyzed in detail in Chapter 3, Environmental Impact Analysis, of this Draft EIR. 

As mandated by the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d), the EIR must evaluate and identify any 
significant irreversible environmental change(s) that would result from implementation of the 
proposed project. Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as a highway 
improvement that would provide access to a previously inaccessible area) generally commit future 
generations to similar uses. Specifically, pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d), such 
an impact would occur if:  

• The proposed project would involve a large commitment of nonrenewable resources, which 
makes removal or nonuse thereafter unlikely; 

• The proposed project involves uses in which irreversible damage could result from 
environmental accidents associated with the project; or  

• The proposed project involves any irretrievable commitment of resources that is not justified 
(e.g., the project results in the wasteful use of energy). 

 
The proposed project consists of the construction of 132 3-story townhomes. The site is located in 
proximity to existing single-family homes and development, including Marshall Lane Elementary, and 
is zoned Single-family Residential. Once homes, roads, and utilities are built, it is highly unlikely they 
would be removed or abandoned due to the scale of investment and the disruption such removal 
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would cause. The use of nonrenewable resources for infrastructure and housing means the proposed 
project represents a long-term commitment to urban development on the site. 

Construction of the proposed project would include the consumption of resources that are not 
replenishable or which may renew so slowly to be considered nonrenewable. These resources would 
include the following: certain types of lumber and other forest products; aggregate materials used in 
concrete and asphalt, such as sand, gravel, and stone; metals such as steel, copper, and lead; 
petrochemical construction materials such as plastics; and water. Fossil fuels such as gasoline and oil 
would also be consumed in the use of construction vehicles and equipment. Consumption of building 
materials and energy is common to most other development in the region and commitments of 
resources are not unique or unusual to the proposed project. Development would not be expected to 
involve an unusual commitment of nonrenewable resources, nor would it be expected to consume 
any resources in a wasteful manner. 

At operation, day-to-day activities would involve the use of nonrenewable resources such as 
petroleum. New residential uses would be required to adhere to the latest adopted edition of the 
California Building Standards Code (CBC), which includes standards that would reduce energy 
demand, water consumption, wastewater generation, and solid waste generation that would 
collectively reduce the demand for resources. This would result in the emission and generation of less 
pollution and effluent and would lessen the severity of corresponding environmental effects. Although 
the proposed project would result in an irreversible commitment of nonrenewable resources, the 
commitment of these resources would not be significantly inefficient, unnecessary, or wasteful. 

Furthermore, the proposed project does not have the potential to cause significant environmental 
impacts through environmental accidents, as it would not involve large quantities of hazardous 
materials, as discussed in Section 3.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Nor does the proposed 
project have the potential to cause significant environmental impact through exposing project 
occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire, as discussed in Section 3.19, Wildfire. 
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CHAPTER 6 

6 -  ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

6.1 - Introduction 
In accordance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15126.6, this 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) contains a comparative impact assessment of 
alternatives to the proposed project. The primary purpose of this section is to provide decision-
makers and the general public with a reasonable number of feasible project alternatives that could 
attain most of the basic project objectives, while avoiding or reducing any of the project’s significant 
adverse environmental effects. Important considerations for these alternatives analyses are noted 
below (as stated in CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6). 

• An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project; 

• An EIR should identify alternatives that were considered by the lead agency, but rejected as 
infeasible during the scoping process; 

• Reasons for rejecting an alternative include: 
- Failure to meet most of the basic project objectives; 
- Infeasibility; or 
- Inability to avoid significant environmental effects. 

 

6.1.1 - Significant and Unavoidable Impacts 
The proposed project would result in the following significant and unavoidable impacts related to the 
environmental issues discussed in Section 3.1 through Section 3.19. The results of the analysis 
indicate that even with implementation of feasible mitigation, the proposed project would result in the 
following significant and unavoidable impacts: 

• Impact HAZ-4: Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan.  

• Cumulative Emergency Response and Evacuation: Impair implementation of or physically 
interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.  

• Impact TRANS-2: Conflict or inconsistency with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, 
subdivision (b). 

• Cumulative Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT): Conflict or inconsistency with CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.3, subdivision (b). 

• Impact WILD-1: Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan.  
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• Cumulative Wildfire Evacuation: Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan 
or emergency evacuation plan.  

6.1.2 - Alternatives to the Proposed Project 
The three alternatives to the proposed project analyzed in this section are as follows: 

• Alternative 1–No Project Alternative. Under the No Project Alternative, the proposed project 
would not be constructed. No development of any kind would occur. For the purposes of this 
alternatives analysis, it is assumed the project site would remain largely undeveloped aside 
from a gravel road, and no other land use activities would occur. No improvements would be 
made to the project site. 

• Alternative 2–Approved 9-lot Subdivision Alternative: Under the 9-lot Subdivision 
Alternative, the project site would be developed under the existing entitlements which would 
allow nine new single-family homes, each with an accessory dwelling unit (ADU), to be 
constructed on lots ranging in size from 40,098 square feet to 51,248 square feet. A new 
private road accessed off Marshall Lane would serve all parcels within the subdivision. 

• Alternative 3–Maximum Density Bonus Alternative: Under the Density Bonus Alternative, 
the project site would be developed with a total of 22 residential units, including 18 market-rate 
units, 2 very-low-income units, and 2 moderate-income units. 

 
The three alternatives to the proposed project are analyzed below. These analyses compare the 
impacts of the proposed project with the impacts of each individual project alternative. In several 
cases, the description of the alternative’s impact may be the same as the description of the project’s 
impact relative to the CEQA Thresholds of Significance (i.e., both the project and the alternative 
would result in a less than significant impact). Nevertheless, the actual degree of impact may be 
slightly different between the proposed project and each alternative, and this relative difference is the 
basis for a conclusion of greater or lesser impacts. 

6.2 - Project Objectives 
As stated in Chapter 2, Project Description, the underlying purpose of the proposed project is to 
provide affordable and market-rate townhome housing in the City of Saratoga. The objectives of the 
proposed project are to: 

• Maximize development of medium-density housing in the City of Saratoga while assisting the 
City in achieving its share of extremely low-income and above-moderate-income housing under 
the 2023-2031 Regional Housing Needs Allocation.  

• Facilitate development of housing units in primarily residential areas for a diversity of income 
levels, including market-rate units and affordable units.  

• Facilitate development of underutilized infill areas that the City has already designated and 
zoned for residential development.  



1 8 5 0 0  &  1 8 5 2 0  M A R S H A L L  L A N E  T O W N H O M E  P R O J E C T  E I R  A L T E R N A T I V E S  T O  
C I T Y  O F  S A R A T O G A  T H E  P R O P O S E D  P R O J E C T  

 

 

FCS 6-3 
https://adecinnovations.sharepoint.com/sites/PublicationsSite/Shared Documents/Publications/Client (PN-JN)/1966/19660004/EIR/3 - Draft EIR/19660004 Sec06-00 Alternatives.docx 

6.3 - Alternative 1–No Project Alternative 
Under Alternative 1, the No Project Alternative, the proposed project would not be constructed. No 
development of any kind would occur. The project site would remain largely undeveloped aside from 
the existing gravel road, and no other alternative land use activities would occur. The barn was 
relocated from the project site to Heritage Farm in early 2026 and two sheds that were on-site were 
removed sometime after 2023. The relocation of the barn was reviewed as part of the previously 
approved 9-lot subdivision and was a Condition of Approval of the previously approved project. Under 
Alternative 1, no additional improvements would be made to the project site, and the project site 
would remain unused and vacant. 

6.3.1 - Impact Analysis 
Aesthetics, Light, and Glare 

Under Alternative 1, the project site would remain largely undeveloped. No vegetation would be 
removed or impacted, and views of the site would not be altered. There would be no change in visual 
character, views, nighttime lighting, daytime glare, or shadow, as there would be no change to the 
existing topography or vegetation/landscaping. There would be no change to the existing setting 
under this Alternative. 

Under the proposed project, impacts related to aesthetics, light, and glare would be less than 
significant (see Section 3.1, Aesthetics, Light, and Glare, of the Draft EIR). Because Alternative 1 
would not involve any development that may change the aesthetic qualities of the project site, no 
impact would occur, and Alternative 1 would result in reduced aesthetic impacts compared to the 
proposed project. 

Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

Under Alternative 1, the project site would remain under the existing conditions, and no development 
would occur. There would be no change to the existing uses on the project site. Although the site was 
previously under a Williamson Act Contract, that contract was approved for cancellation in June 2026, 
and the land is no longer subject to agricultural preservation restrictions. Because the project site is 
no longer considered agricultural land and the loss of agricultural designation occurred prior to this 
project, Alternative 1 would not result in any changes to the project site’s agricultural designation or 
Williamson Act status. No changes would occur to the uses on the project site with regard to 
agriculture or forest resources. 

Under the proposed project, impacts related to Agriculture and Forest Resources would be less than 
significant. However, because Alternative 1 would not involve any development, Alternative 1 would 
result in reduced impacts to agriculture and forestry resources as compared to the proposed project. 
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Air Quality 

Under Alternative 1, short-term construction and long-term operational air emissions would not occur 
as no construction or land use changes would take place, no project operations would be established, 
and no project-related traffic or stationary source emissions would be generated by residents 
occupying the new homes. 

As described in the Draft EIR Section 3.3, Air Quality, the proposed project would not result in 
degradation of air quality with the incorporation of mitigation measures. The project could temporarily 
degrade air quality during construction, but this potential impact would be mitigated by Mitigation 
Measure (MM) AIR-1a and MM AIR-1b. Because Alternative 1 would not result in development—and 
therefore would result in no impacts to air quality and no need for mitigation measures—Alternative 1 
would have reduced air quality impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Biological Resources 

Under Alternative 1, no development or ground-disturbing activities would occur. Therefore, this 
alternative would not include development or site disturbance that could impact wildlife or habitats on-
site. As such, Alternative 1 would not have the potential to impact active birds nests, burrowing owls, 
protected trees, or roosting bats. Thus, there would be no biological resources impacts under 
Alternative 1. 

As described in the Draft EIR Section 3.4, Biological Resources, the proposed project would not 
result in significant impacts to wildlife or plant species with mitigation incorporated. The mitigation 
would require pre-construction surveys, avoidance measures, and adherence to the project-specific 
tree protection plan in order to reduce impacts to nesting birds, burrowing owls, trees, and roosting 
bats as part of MM BIO-1a, MM BIO-1b, MM BIO-1c, and MM BIO-3. Because Alternative 1 would 
have no impact on biological resources and would eliminate the need for mitigation measures, it 
would have reduced biological resources impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Cultural Resources 

Under Alternative 1, no development or ground-disturbing activities would occur. Therefore, no direct, 
indirect or cumulative impacts would occur with respect to existing and or undiscovered cultural 
resources on the project site. 

As described in the Draft EIR Section 3.5, Cultural Resources and Section 3.17, Tribal Cultural 
Resources, the proposed project includes mitigation and avoidance measures to reduce construction-
related impacts to historical, archaeological, and Tribal resources as well as the accidental discovery 
of human remains. These include a Workers Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) and 
procedures to occur in the event of accidental discovery of cultural resources as required by MM 
CUL-1a, MM CUL-1b, MM CUL-1c, and MM CUL-2. Because no development would occur under 
Alternative 1 and no mitigation measures would be required, the potential for impacts to cultural 
resources associated with Alternative 1 would be reduced compared to the proposed project. 
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Energy 

Currently, the project site is largely undeveloped. Under Alternative 1, the project site would remain in 
its existing condition. Accordingly, there would be no energy uses associated with construction or 
operation under this alternative since no development would occur. 

Under the proposed project, impacts related to energy would be less than significant because the 
proposed project’s energy consumption would not result in the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy resources and the proposed project’s energy consumption would not conflict 
with or obstruct a State or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency (see Section 3.6, 
Energy, of the Draft EIR). However, because no development would occur under Alternative 1, there 
would be no additional energy consumption and therefore no impacts to energy. Therefore, impacts 
related to energy would be reduced compared to the proposed project. 

Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 

Under Alternative 1, soil disturbance associated with grading and building activities would not occur. 
No new buildings, landscaping, utilities, or other infrastructure would be constructed on the project 
site; thus, there would be no impacts associated with landslides, soil stability, or earthquakes under 
this alternative. 

Under the proposed project, impacts related to geology and soils would be less than significant with 
mitigation incorporated. The proposed project would require the implementation of MM GEO-1 to 
incorporate the design recommendations of the Geotechnical Investigation in order to reduce 
potential seismic impacts. Additionally, MM GEO-5 would require paleontological resources 
monitoring to reduce potential paleontological impacts (see Section 3.7, Geology, Soils and 
Seismicity of the Draft EIR). Because Alternative 1 does not include any development or ground-
disturbing activities, there would be no impacts related to geology, soils, seismicity, or paleontology. 
Therefore, impacts related to geology, soils and seismicity would be reduced compared to the 
proposed project.  

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Because this alternative would not include any development, it would not generate any greenhouse 
gases (GHGs). Accordingly, it would not contribute to global climate change through direct emissions 
of GHGs from on-site area sources or through vehicle trips generated. 

Under the proposed project, project impacts related to GHGs and cumulative impacts to GHGs were 
found to be less than significant with mitigation incorporated (see Section 3.8, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, of the Draft EIR). MM GHG-1 would require the proposed project to offset GHG emissions 
to zero by incorporating GHG emission reduction design elements (such as on-site solar) and/or by 
obtaining carbon credits. Because Alternative 1 does not include any development or activity that 
would produce additional GHG emissions or necessitate vehicle trips that would contribute to GHG 
emissions, and would not require any mitigation measures, it would have reduced impacts related to 
GHG emissions compared to the proposed project. 
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Hazards and Hazardous Material 

Because Alternative 1 would not include construction or operation of any new development on-site, 
there would be no impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials. Under Alternative 1, there 
would be no opportunity for an accidental spill of hazardous materials or the use of household 
hazardous materials during operation, nor would there be impacts associated with hazardous 
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5, emergency access, wildfire 
exposure, or airport related impacts. 

The proposed project does not have the potential to cause significant environmental impacts through 
releases into the environment as it would not involve large quantities of hazardous materials, as 
discussed in the Draft EIR Section 3.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. However, the proposed 
project would impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response 
plan or emergency evacuation plan. Therefore, related impacts were found to be significant and 
unavoidable. Because no development or ground-disturbing activities would occur on-site under 
Alternative 1, no impacts would occur, and thus impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials 
would be reduced compared to the proposed project. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Under Alternative 1, the project site would not be developed, and no ground-disturbing activities 
would occur. As such, there would be no impacts related to hydrology, stormwater runoff and 
drainage, and water quality, as there would be no changes to the existing on-site conditions that 
would result in changes to impervious or pervious surfaces on the site. 

Under the proposed project, impacts related to hydrology and water quality would be less than 
significant because the proposed project would not substantially decrease groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge, would not significantly alter the drainage pattern 
such as there would be environmental impacts, and would not cause impacts related to being located 
in a flood hazard zone, tsunami, or seiche zone (see Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, of 
the Draft EIR). Alternative 1 would have no impacts related to hydrology and water quality, and as 
such, impacts would be reduced compared to the proposed project. 

Land Use 

Under Alternative 1, there would be no impacts to land use as the project site would remain 
undeveloped. Continuation of the current use of the project site (vacant/undeveloped) would not 
result in the division of an established community or conflict with any land use plan or policy.  

The proposed project’s impacts related to land use and planning would be less than significant, as 
discussed in the Draft EIR Section 3.11, Land Use and Planning, because the proposed project would 
not divide an established community. The proposed project would be more dense than is permitted by 
the General Plan and would have a higher lot coverage than is allowed by the Code of Ordinances. 
As a result, it would conflict with the applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. However, pursuant to AB 1893, the 
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proposed project would be deemed consistent, compliant, and in conformity with the General Plan 
and zoning for all purpose. Thus, impacts would be less than significant. Additionally, as described in 
Section 3.11, because the proposed project has opted into the provisions of Assembly Bill (AB) 1893, 
as a matter of law it does not contribute to cumulative impacts related to land use plans and policies. 
Alternative 1 would have no impacts related to land use and, as such, impacts related to land use 
would be reduced under Alternative 1 as compared to the proposed project. 

Noise 

Under Alternative 1, no ground-disturbing activities would occur, and the project site would remain 
unused. With no development occurring on-site, no new noise would be generated by construction, 
operation, or traffic associated with the proposed project. Therefore, noise-sensitive land uses in the 
vicinity of the project site would not experience any change in noise levels as compared to existing 
conditions. Accordingly, under Alternative 1, there would be no impacts related to noise. 

Under the proposed project, impacts related to noise would be less than significant because the 
proposed project would not generate a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels and would not result in generation of excessive groundborne vibration (see Section 3.12, 
Noise, of the Draft EIR). Because Alternative 1 would not result in any new noise sources, short-term 
and long-term noise impacts would be reduced compared to the proposed project. 

Population and Housing 

Under the existing conditions, the project site is largely undeveloped and does not include any active 
housing or residents. Because no new residential or employment uses would be added to the project 
site under Alternative 1, there would be no impacts related to population and housing. 

Under the proposed project, impacts related to population and housing would be less than significant 
(see Section 3.13, Population and Housing, of the Draft EIR). Because Alternative 1 would not include 
any new residential or employment uses, impacts would be reduced compared to the proposed 
project. 

Public Services and Utilities 

Under Alternative 1, no new residential units or associated infrastructure would be developed that 
would result in demand for public services. Therefore, no impacts would occur in regard to public 
services. It is, however, noted that under Alternative 1, the project site would remain in its current 
condition as an underutilized infill site and therefore may continue to be subject to routine police, fire, 
or code enforcement responses related to trespassing. However, Alternative 1 would not require the 
construction or expansion of public service facilities. 

Under the proposed project, impacts to public services would be less than significant (see Section 
3.14, Public Services, of the Draft EIR); however, because Alternative 1 does not involve any 
development that would demand public services, impacts to public services would be reduced 
compared to the proposed project. 
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Recreation 

Under Alternative 1, no new residential units or associated infrastructure would be developed that 
would result in demand for recreation facilities. No impacts would occur related to recreation facilities. 

Under the proposed project, impacts to recreation would be less than significant (see Section 3.15, 
Recreation, of the Draft EIR). Because Alternative 1 does not involve any development that would 
demand recreation services, impacts to recreation would be reduced compared to the proposed 
project. 

Transportation 

Under Alternative 1, the project site would not be developed, and no new VMT would be generated. 
There would be no impacts on existing traffic operations, transit, or pedestrian facilities as no new 
transportation demand would occur. 

As discussed in the Draft EIR Section 3.16, Transportation, since the proposed project’s VMT would 
not be reduced below the City’s adopted significance threshold of 15 percent below the County 
average, even with implementation of all feasible Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 
measures under MM TRANS-2, the proposed project would have a significant and unavoidable 
impact related to VMT. Additionally, the proposed project’s cumulative impacts related to VMT would 
be significant and unavoidable. Because Alternative 1 would not generate any new VMT, impacts to 
transportation would be reduced compared to the proposed project. 

Tribal Cultural Resources 

Under Alternative 1, no development or ground-disturbing activities would occur. Therefore, no direct, 
indirect or cumulative impacts would occur with respect to existing and or undiscovered Tribal Cultural 
Resources (TCRs) because ground disturbance from the construction of the proposed project and 
supporting infrastructure would not occur. 

Under the proposed project, impacts related to TCRs would be less than significant with incorporation 
of MM CUL1-a through MM CUL-1c, and MM CUL-2, which would ensure that undiscovered TCRs 
are not adversely affected by project-related construction activities (see Section 3.17, Tribal Cultural 
Resources). Because no development would occur under Alternative 1, the potential for impacts to 
TCRs associated with Alternative 1 would be reduced compared to the proposed project. 

Utilities and Service Systems 

Under Alternative 1, there would be no changes to the current project site, including no new 
residential units or associated infrastructure that would result in demand for utilities and service 
systems. As such, there would be no impacts related to utilities and service systems.  

Under the proposed project, impacts related to utilities and service systems would be less than 
significant (see Section 3.18, Utilities and Service Systems). Because Alternative 1 requires no new 
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utilities or services systems, impacts to utilities and service systems would be reduced compared to 
the proposed project. 

Wildfire 

Under Alternative 1, there would be no impacts related to wildfire because there would be no physical 
changes to the current project site, including no new residential units or associated infrastructure. 
Therefore, while wildfire risks under Alternative 1 would remain consistent with the existing conditions, 
no impact would occur related to wildfire. However, consistent with existing conditions, the project site 
may continue to be subject to wildfire hazards related to vegetation management, as occurs under 
the existing conditions.  

The proposed project would have a significant and unavoidable environmental impact related to 
emergency response/evacuation plan consistency, exposing project occupants to pollutant 
concentrations from a wildfire, infrastructure that exacerbates fire risk, or flooding or landslide 
hazards from post-fire slope instability or drainage changes, as discussed in Section 3.19, Wildfire. 
Because Alternative 1 does not include any development, impacts related to wildfire would be 
reduced compared to the proposed project. 

6.3.2 - Conclusion 
Under Alternative 1, the project site would not be developed with 132 new townhomes or internal 
streets and driveways, parking, landscaping, bioretention, and utility improvements. No physical 
changes would occur on the project site. Alternative 1 would eliminate all short-term, long-term, and 
cumulative impacts in all categories when compared to the proposed project.  

However, Alternative 1 would not accomplish the underlying purpose of the proposed project and 
would not accomplish any of the project objectives, including the provision of medium-density housing 
to assist the City in meeting its Regional Housing Needs Allocation, facilitating housing in residential 
areas for a variety of income levels, or facilitating development of underutilized infill areas.  

6.4 - Alternative 2–Approved 9-lot Subdivision 
Under the Approved 9-lot Subdivision Alternative, the project site would be developed under the 
existing entitlements. Nine new single-family homes, each with an accessory dwelling unit (ADU), 
would be constructed on lots ranging in size from 40,098 square feet to 51,248 square feet. A new 
private road accessed off Marshall Lane would serve all parcels within the subdivision. Under 
Alternative 2, the proposed project would be reduced by 123 units.  

6.4.1 - Impact Analysis 
Aesthetics, Light, and Glare 

Under Alternative 2, the project site would be developed with 9 new single-family homes with 9 ADUs 
and would result in less than significant impacts because the project would be consistent with the 
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surrounding single-family land uses and would not substantially affect the scenic quality of the area. 
Because fewer residential lots would be included, potential aesthetic changes such as visual 
alteration related to vegetation removal and introduction of built structures would be correspondingly 
minimized. Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 2 would not result in a significant impact on 
scenic vistas in the area. Additionally, similar to the proposed project, this alternative would not impact 
scenic resources related to State-designated scenic highways, since no designated scenic highways 
are within the proximity of the project site. Alternative 2 would be consistent with the land use and 
zoning designations for the site and therefore would not conflict with applicable zoning or other 
regulations governing scenic quality. 

Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 2 would be reviewed by the City for consistency with the 
City’s objective standards intended to reduce nighttime light and glare. Because of the reduced 
number of residential units under Alternative 2, there would be fewer sources of light and glare, such 
as exterior lighting, vehicle headlights, and reflective surfaces, resulting in less light and glare 
compared to the proposed project. Accordingly, while overall aesthetic impacts would remain less 
than significant under this Alternative, light and glare impacts would be slightly reduced compared to 
the proposed project. 

The proposed project is not consistent with the project site’s existing zoning regulations; however, 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65589.5, as amended by AB 1893, qualified projects are 
deemed consistent, compliant, and in conformity with the General Plan, zoning, and other planning 
documents “for all purposes.” As a result, to the extent the proposed project conflicts with objective 
zoning standards, it would nevertheless be deemed consistent with those standards. Under the 
proposed project, impacts related to aesthetics, light, and glare would be less than significant (see 
Section 3.1, Aesthetics, Light, and Glare, of the Draft EIR). Alternative 2 would reduce the density, 
height, and lighting of development, but would still change the aesthetic qualities of the project site, 
impacts would also be less than significant. However, Alternative 2 would be consistent with the site’s 
underlying zoning regulations. Aesthetic, light and glare impacts would be slightly reduced under 
Alternative 2 compared to the proposed project due to Alternative 2’s consistency with existing 
zoning, fewer sources of light and glare, and fewer aesthetic changes such as vegetation removal. 

Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

Under Alternative 2, impacts to agricultural and forestry resources would be less than significant. The 
project site was previously under a Williamson Act Contract; however, formal cancellation of the 
contract was approved on June 17, 2026. Alternative 2 would be located on the same site. Therefore, 
similar to the proposed project, impacts under Alternative 2 would be less than significant. 

Air Quality 

Under Alternative 2, short-term construction and long-term operational air emissions would be within 
the screening thresholds for the Air District, would be subject to the City’s design review process, and 
would implement best management practices to minimize air quality impacts. Alternative 2 would 
develop 9 residential lots thereby resulting in fewer emissions from construction and operation as 
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compared to the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would not conflict 
with the 2017 Clean Air Plan (see Section 3.3, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR), as it would result in 
reduced development compared to the proposed project. As such, this alternative would be consistent 
with the applicable air quality plan. Additionally, Alternative 2 would have less than significant impacts 
related to a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant as it would include less 
development than the proposed project. Accordingly, overall impacts would be less than significant 
under Alternative 2. 

As described in Section 3.3, Air Quality, the proposed project would not result in degradation of air 
quality with the incorporation of mitigation measures. The proposed project could temporarily degrade 
air quality during construction, but this potential impact would be mitigated by MM AIR-1a and AIR-1b. 
Alternative 2 would similarly require mitigation measures to reduce its construction emissions to less 
than significant levels. Therefore, impacts under Alternative 2 would be less than significant with 
mitigation incorporated. However, because Alternative 2 would have reduced construction and 
operational emissions due to its reduced size, it would have slightly reduced air quality impacts before 
mitigation compared to the proposed project. 

Biological Resources 

Alternative 2 would result in reduced ground disturbance compared to the proposed project due to the 
reduction in residential units. Although ground disturbance would be reduced, there would still be 
potential to disturb special-status species or habitats. As such, mitigation requiring measures to 
reduce impacts to nesting birds, burrowing owls, roosting bats, and trees similar to MM BIO-1a, MM 
BIO-1b, MM BIO-1c and MM BIO-3 would still be required under this alternative. Therefore, biological 
resources impacts under Alternative 2 would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated, 
similar to the proposed project. As described in Section 3.4, Biological Resources, the proposed 
project would not result in significant impacts to wildlife or plant species with mitigation incorporated. 
The mitigation would require pre-construction surveys, avoidance measures, and adherence to the 
project-specific tree protection plan in order to reduce impacts to nesting birds, burrowing owls, 
roosting bats, and trees as part of MM BIO-1a, MM BIO-1b, MM BIO-1c, and MM BIO-3. Because 
Alternative 2 would not eliminate or reduce the need for mitigation measures, but would have reduced 
ground disturbance, it would have similar but slightly reduced biological resources impacts compared 
to the proposed project. 

Cultural Resources 

Alternative 2 would result in reduced ground disturbance compared to the proposed project. Although 
ground disturbance would be reduced, there would be potential to impact related to undiscovered 
cultural resources within the project site. As such, the mitigation measures requiring a cultural 
resources management plan, WEAP training, construction monitoring, and procedures in the event of 
accidental discovery of cultural resources similar to that required by MM CUL-1a, MM CUL-1b, MM 
CUL-1c, and MM CUL-2 would still be required to reduce impacts to less than significant under 
Alternative 2. Therefore, impacts under Alternative 2 would be less than significant with mitigation 
incorporated. 
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Under the proposed project, impacts related to cultural resources would be less than significant with 
mitigation incorporated (see Section 3.5, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR). Overall, because of 
the reduced ground disturbance, Alternative 2 would have slightly reduced impacts to cultural 
resources compared to the proposed project, although the potential for significant impacts would 
remain and all of the avoidance and protection mitigation measures to prevent impacts to human 
remains and cultural resources would still be required. Therefore, impacts under Alternative 2 would 
be similar but slightly reduced compared to the proposed project. 

Energy 

Alternative 2 would result in reduced development and reduced ground disturbance, which would lead 
to lower energy needs during construction and operation. Overall, due to the reduction in units lots 
and reduced ground disturbance, Alternative 2 would consume less energy than the proposed project 
during construction and operation Therefore, similar to the proposed project, this alternative would not 
result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy resources during project construction or operation. Alternative 2 would also 
not conflict with or obstruct a State or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. Impacts 
would be less than significant under Alternative 2. 

Under the proposed project, impacts would be less than significant (see Section 3.6, Energy, of the 
Draft EIR). Because Alternative 2 would result in less development and ground disturbance compared 
to the proposed project, Alternative 2 would have similar but slightly reduced impacts related to 
energy compared to the proposed project. 

Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 

Although ground disturbance would be reduced under Alternative 2, the development under 
Alternative 2 would still have the potential for impacts related to seismic risks and ground shaking, as 
well as the potential to disturb sensitive paleontological features within the project site. As such, 
adherence to the CBC and City building requirements and mitigation measures requiring 
incorporation of the design recommendations from the geotechnical investigation (similar to MM 
GEO-1) and paleontological resources monitoring (similar to MM GEO-5) would still be required to 
reduce impacts to a less than significant level. Therefore, although incrementally reduced compared 
to the proposed project, impacts under Alternative 2 would be less than significant with mitigation 
incorporated. 

Under the proposed project, impacts related to geology and soils would be less than significant with 
mitigation incorporated (see Section 3.7, Geology, Soils and Seismicity of the Draft EIR). Because 
Alternative 2 would result in less development and ground disturbance compared to the proposed 
project, Alternative 2 would have similar but slightly reduced impacts to geology and soils compared 
to the proposed project. 
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Under Alternative 2, short-term construction GHG emissions would be comparatively less than the 
proposed project since a lower level of construction would occur due to the reduction in on-site 
residences. Similarly, operational-related GHG emissions from stationary and/or area source 
emissions generated by residences would be lower compared to the proposed project. Furthermore, 
Alternative 2 would result in fewer trips compared to the proposed project due to the reduction in size. 
Alternative 2 would not result in GHG emissions above the Bay Area Air District thresholds of 
significance. However, under the current State guidelines, the GHG emissions are analyzed against a 
net-zero threshold. Therefore, under Alternative 2, the 9 residential units would result in GHG 
emissions, and mitigation similar to MM GHG-1, would be required to achieve net-zero emissions. 
The impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.  

Under the proposed project, MM GHG-1 would be required to offset GHG emissions by incorporating 
GHG emission reduction design elements (such as on-site solar) and/or by obtaining carbon credits. 
Alternative 2 would not eliminate the need for mitigation measures. Under the proposed project, 
impacts related to GHG emissions and cumulative GHG impacts would be less than significant with 
mitigation incorporated (see Section 3.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions of the Draft EIR). Alternative 2 
would result in incrementally less GHG emissions prior to mitigation. However, it would still require 
mitigation to reduce emissions to net-zero, impacts under Alternative 2 would be the same as the 
proposed project. 

Hazards and Hazardous Material 

Alternative 2 would result in reduced ground disturbance compared to the proposed project. Because 
this alternative would still result in residential development, Alternative 2 would use small quantities of 
hazardous materials during construction and operation. However, Alternative 2 may result in less 
hazardous waste due to reduced development. Alternative 2 would have significant and unavoidable 
impacts related to evacuation times due to the project’s contribution to the already strained 
evacuation network.  

Under the proposed project, impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials (HAZ-1, HAZ-2, and 
HAZ-3) would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated (see Section 3.9, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, of the Draft EIR). Specifically, compliance with numerous federal, State, and 
local regulations, standards, ordinances, and laws governing the transportation, use, and disposal of 
hazardous substances and materials; implementation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) and a Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBP) would result in less than significant 
impacts with respect to Impact HAZ-1, Impact HAZ-2, and Impact HAZ-3.  

The proposed project would have a significant and unavoidable impact with respect to Impact HAZ-4 
and associated cumulative impacts because it would impair implementation of or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. As discussed in Section 
3.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the City’s Wildfire Evacuation Time Estimates (ETEs): 
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Existing and Future Development Projections Report (ETE Report)1 estimated that the 90 percent 
ETE for the total population would increase by less than 15 minutes. The City has existing evacuation 
constraints under baseline conditions, which will be exacerbated with the addition of cumulative 
projects, including the proposed project. Accordingly, the proposed project would be required to 
implement MM HAZ-4, which would include evacuation time reduction strategies related to 
community evacuation education such as an evacuation plan and advance notification systems. 
Nevertheless, impacts with respect to Impact HAZ-4 and associated cumulative impacts would 
remain significant and unavoidable under the proposed project even with implementation of the 
mitigation measures. 

Under Alternative 2, only 9 units would be constructed, which would be a substantial reduction 
compared to the proposed project’s 132 units. Regardless, the addition of only 9 units would still 
result in an increase of evacuation times compared to the existing conditions. This contribution would 
still be considered significant and unavoidable even with implementation of mitigation measures. 
Therefore, the impacts under Alternative 2 would be significant and unavoidable, which is similar but 
slightly reduced compared to the proposed project. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Alternative 2 would result in reduced ground disturbance and fewer impervious surfaces compared to 
the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 2 would be located on the same 
property and would therefore be located in the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
Zone X. Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 2 would comply with NPDES requirements and 
the Municipal Regional Stormwater Permit and Construction General Stormwater Permit and to 
incorporate Low Impact Design (LID) techniques and erosion control during construction, similar to 
the proposed project. Because of the reduced development, ground disturbance, and impervious 
area, impacts under this alternative related to erosion/siltation, additional sources of polluted runoff, 
exceedance of storm drainage capacity resulting in flooding, impedance of flood flows from 
alterations to the existing drainage pattern, surface and groundwater quality, groundwater 
supply/recharge, risk of pollutant release due to project site inundation, water quality control, and 
sustainable groundwater management plans consistency would remain less than significant or have 
no impact, which would be reduced compared to the proposed project. 

The proposed project would not substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially 
with groundwater recharge, would not significantly alter the drainage pattern such that there would be 
environmental impacts, and would not cause impacts related to being located in a flood hazard zone, 
tsunami, or seiche zone (see Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR). 

Under the proposed project, impacts related to hydrology and water quality would be less than 
significant (see Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR). As discussed above, 

 
1  Fehr & Peers. 2025. Saratoga Evacuation Route Capacity Assessment. June. 
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Alternative 2 would have reduced impacts related to Hydrology and Water Quality compared to the 
proposed project. 

Land Use 

Alternative 2 would result in the development of 9 residential homes with ADUs, which would not 
physically divide an established community and would result in reduced density compared to the 
proposed project. Because the project under Alternative 2 would have reduced density, Alternative 2 
would have increased consistency with the site’s RVLD designation, reducing the density from 13.42 
dwelling units per acre (du/acre) under the proposed project, to 0.92 du/ac under Alternative 2, which 
is consistent with the RVLD designation. Therefore, Alternative 2 would have a less than significant 
impact related to land use and planning. 

The proposed project’s impacts related to land use and planning would be less than significant, as 
discussed in Section 3.11, Land Use and Planning, because the proposed project qualifies as a 
Builder’s Remedy project pursuant to the HAA as amended by AB 1893 (specifically Government 
Code Section 65589.5(f)(6)(D)(iii)). Pursuant to AB 1893, qualified projects are deemed consistent, 
compliant, and in conformity with the General Plan, zoning, and other planning documents “for all 
purposes.” Accordingly, the proposed project is deemed consistent with applicable land use 
regulations for purposes of CEQA. Additionally, the proposed project would not result in a 
cumulatively considerable impact with respect to conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Alternative 2 would have 
less than significant impacts related to land use because it is consistent with the General Plan and 
therefore impacts would be slightly reduced as compared to the proposed project.  

Noise 

Alternative 2 would result in reduced development compared to the proposed project, which would 
incrementally reduce construction noise impacts due to a shortened construction phase. As with the 
proposed project, construction-related activities would be less than significant. Operational stationary 
noise impacts would also be less than significant under Alternative 2, and there would be no impacts 
related to groundborne vibration. While impacts would remain less than significant under Alternative 
2, construction vibration impacts would be reduced compared to the proposed project.  

Under the proposed project, impacts related to noise would be less than significant because the 
proposed project would not generate a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels and would not result in generation of excessive groundborne vibration (see Section 3.12, 
Noise). Overall, Alternative 2 would have slightly reduced impacts related to construction and 
operational noise impacts compared to the proposed project due to the reduced number of units, 
which would shorten the construction schedule and operational noise. Therefore, noise impacts under 
Alternative 2 would be reduced as compared to the proposed project. 
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Population and Housing 

Under the existing conditions, the project site is largely undeveloped and does not include any active 
housing or residents. Under Alternative 2, 9 new residential units with ADUs would be constructed; 
however, because no residents or homes would be displaced, and because the 9 residential units 
would not induce substantial unplanned population growth, there would be less than significant 
impacts related to population and housing. 

Under the proposed project, impacts related to population and housing would be less than significant 
because the growth would be within the regional growth assumptions (see Section 3.13, Population 
and Housing, of the Draft EIR). Because Alternative 2 would not result in unplanned population 
growth and would not displace any residents, impacts would be the same as the proposed project.  

Public Services and Utilities 

Alternative 2 would result in reduced density and fewer residents compared to the proposed project. 
Therefore, the overall demand on public services would be reduced under Alternative 2. The distance 
from police and fire stations would remain the same; however, the reduced number of residents would 
reduce demand for police and fire services and related facilities. Additionally, Alternative 2 would 
generate fewer public-school students and would reduce the demand for parks and other public 
facilities. Alternative 2 would be subject to the same applicable impact fees as the proposed project, 
contributing to public service funding. Because Alternative 2 would include substantially fewer 
residential units and residents than the proposed project, it would generate less demand for public 
services and would likewise not require new or physically altered public service facilities. Therefore, 
impacts to public services under Alternative 2 would remain less than significant and would be slightly 
reduced compared to the proposed project.  

Under the proposed project, impacts to public services would be less than significant (see Section 
3.14, Public Services); however, because Alternative 2 would reduce development that would 
demand public services, impacts to public services would be slightly reduced compared to the 
proposed project. 

Recreation 

Under Alternative 2, fewer residential units would be developed, resulting in reduced demand for 
recreation facilities compared to the proposed project. Under the existing conditions, the City currently 
falls slightly short of the parkland ratio of 0.005 acres of parkland per person established in the 
General Plan. The proposed project’s 132 residential units would result in an increase of 
approximately 369 people, generating a need for approximately 1.8 acres of parks and open space 
facilities to maintain the City’s existing parkland-per-person ratio of 0.0048 (see Section 15, 
Recreation). The proposed project would provide approximately 2 acres of designated open space, 
resulting in less than significant impacts. Using the same methodology, under Alternative 2, the 
addition of 9 residential units would result in an increase of 26 people and a corresponding need for 
approximately 0.13 acre of parks and open space facilities to maintain the City’s existing parkland 
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ratio.2 Therefore, the provision of just 0.13 acres of parkland under Alternative 2, or payment of 
Alternative 2’s fair share contribution towards parkland, would result in less than significant impacts 
related to the use of parks and recreation facilities. 

Under the proposed project, impacts to recreation would be less than significant (see Section 3.15, 
Recreation). Because Alternative 2 would be required to pay fair share parkland fees, it would result 
in a reduced demand for recreation services. Impacts to recreation would be reduced compared to 
the proposed project. 

Transportation 

Alternative 2 would result in the development of 9 single-family homes, resulting in reduced density 
compared to the proposed project and a corresponding reduction in vehicles on-site during operation. 
The reduced population associated with Alternative 2 is not anticipated to result in a significant 
amount of transit ridership, bicycle travel, or pedestrian travel, similar to the proposed project.  

Roadway circulation under Alternative 2 would be designed consistent with applicable requirements 
of the Municipal Code and General Plan. Therefore, Alternative 2 would have a less than significant 
impact and would not conflict with a program plan, ordinance, or policy of the circulation system, 
including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities, similar to but less than the proposed 
project. 

Under the proposed project, VMT would exceed the City’s adopted thresholds even with 
implementation of TDM measures. Alternative 2 does not meet any of the City’s VMT screening 
criteria as described in the Draft EIR section 3.16, Transportation. As described in the Transportation 
Analysis prepared for the proposed project (see Appendix I of the Draft EIR), the proposed project is 
estimated to generate about 864 daily vehicle trips, including 59 AM peak-hour and 71 PM peak-hour 
net new trips, while Alternative 2 would result in 76 total daily trips, with 6 AM peak-hour trips and 8 
PM peak-hour trips. Therefore, development under Alternative 2 would reduce daily trips. However, 
VMT for Alternative 2 was previously estimated to be 20.9 vehicle miles traveled per resident, while 
the proposed project would have a VMT of 17.61, which could be reduced to 14.58 with 
implementation of all available TDM measures. Therefore, Alternative 2 would have increased VMT 
impacts compared to the proposed project.  

Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 2 would not substantially increase hazards due to a 
geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., 
farm equipment) and would have less than significant impacts related to roadway hazards. 

As discussed in the Draft EIR Section 3.16, Transportation, since the proposed project’s VMT would 
not be reduced below the City’s adopted significance threshold of 15 percent below the County 
average, even with implementation of all feasible Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 
measures under MM TRANS-2, the proposed project would have a significant and unavoidable 

 
2  2.79 persons per household x 9 units – 25.11 people, rounded up to 26 people. 26 people x 0.005 acre goal = 0.13 acre. 



A L T E R N A T I V E S  T O  1 8 5 0 0  &  1 8 5 2 0  M A R S H A L L  L A N E  T O W N H O M E  P R O J E C T  E I R  
T H E  P R O P O S E D  P R O J E C T  C I T Y  O F  S A R A T O G A  

 

 

6-18 FCS 
https://adecinnovations.sharepoint.com/sites/PublicationsSite/Shared Documents/Publications/Client (PN-JN)/1966/19660004/EIR/3 - Draft EIR/19660004 Sec06-00 Alternatives.docx 

impact related to VMT. Additionally, the proposed project’s cumulative impacts related to VMT would 
be significant and unavoidable. Because Alternative 2 would result in increased VMT, impacts would 
be significant and unavoidable, which is similar but incrementally increased compared to the 
proposed project.  

Tribal Cultural Resources 

Alternative 2 would result in the development of 9 residential homes with ADUs, resulting in reduced 
ground disturbance compared to the proposed project. Ground-disturbing activities could lead to the 
uncovering and disturbance of TCRs. As such, measures similar to MM CUL-1a through MM CUL-1c 
and MM CUL-2 would be required to ensure that undiscovered TCRs are not adversely affected. 
Impacts related to TCRs under Alternative 2 would be less than significant with mitigation 
incorporated, similar to the proposed project. 

Under the proposed project, impacts related to TCRs would be less than significant with incorporation 
of MM CUL1-a through MM CUL-1c and MM CUL-2, which would ensure that undiscovered TCRs are 
not adversely affected by project-related construction activities (see Section 3.17, Tribal Cultural 
Resources). Because ground-disturbing activities would still occur under Alternative 2, the potential 
for impacts to TCRs associated with Alternative 2 would still require mitigation but be reduced 
compared to the proposed project. Therefore, impacts under Alternative 2 would be similar but slightly 
reduced compared to the proposed project. 

Utilities and Service Systems 

Alternative 2 would result in reduced density and fewer residents compared to the proposed project. 
Alternative 2 would result in approximately 25 residents, compared to approximately 368 residents 
under the proposed project.3 Therefore, the demand for utilities and service systems would be 
reduced under Alternative 2. Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 2 would be served by existing 
utilities including water, wastewater treatment, solid waste disposal, and electricity. Also similar to the 
proposed project, Alternative 2 would not require the expansion or relocation of new or expanded 
facilities. There would be a less than significant impact under Alternative 2. 

San Jose Water would have adequate water supplies during normal dry, single dry, and multiple dry 
years to serve Alternative 2, similar to the proposed project. However, because Alternative 2 would 
result in a reduction of residents, Alternative 2 would result in less water demand compared to the 
proposed project. Therefore, there would be less than significant impacts related to water supply, 
which is similar, but slightly less than the proposed project. 

Similar to the proposed project, Cupertino Sanitary District (CUSD) would have adequate wastewater 
treatment capacity to serve Alternative 2 as wastewater generation would be reduced; however, 
under Alternative 2, there would be less than significant impacts, which would be similar, but slightly 
less than the proposed project. Under Alternative 2, there would be a less than significant impact 

 
3  Assuming 2.79 persons per household. Persons per household obtained from California Department of Finance for the 

City of Saratoga (2025); see Draft EIR Section 3.18, Utilities and Service Systems. 
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related to stormwater drainage facilities, which is less than the proposed project due to its reduced 
size. 

Finally, Alternative 2 would have a less than significant impact and would comply with federal, State, 
and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste and would not 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. Solid waste generated by Alternative 2 would be reduced, 
as compared to the proposed project, due to the reduction in development. Under Alternative 2, there 
would be a less than significant impact, which would be similar, but slightly less than the proposed 
project. 

Under the proposed project, impacts related to utilities and service systems would be less than 
significant (see Section 3.18, Utilities and Service Systems). Because Alternative 2 requires fewer 
utilities and services systems, impacts to utilities and service systems would be reduced compared to 
the proposed project. 

Wildfire 

Alternative 2 would be constructed on the same site as the proposed project, which is located outside 
of any Fire Hazard Severity Zones (FHSZ) within a Local Responsibility Area (LRA) or State 
Responsibility Area (SRA), and is not located within a WUI. The closest Very High FHSZ is located 
approximately 1.4 miles southwest. Therefore, Alternative 2 would not expose future residents or 
structures to direct or indirect wildfire hazards or exacerbate wildfire risk through the installation of 
infrastructure. This Alternative would result in fewer new residents and less traffic than the proposed 
project. However, because it would add wildfire evacuation traffic to an already constrained system, 
Alternative 2 would have the potential to impair or interfere with an emergency plan. Under Alternative 
2, there would be a significant and unavoidable impact related to Wildfire due to its contribution to an 
already constrained evacuation system. 

The proposed project has a less than significant impact related to exposing project occupants to 
pollutant concentrations from a wildfire, as discussed in Section 3.19, Wildfire. However, it would 
have a significant and unavoidable impact related to wildfire evacuation impacts. Alternative 2 would 
also result in significant and unavoidable impacts related to wildfire evacuation, which is similar, but 
slightly reduced compared to the proposed project due to the reduction in population and related 
evacuation traffic.  

6.4.2 - Conclusion 
Reduction in environmental impacts under Alternative 2 are a result of reduced development and 
associated reduction in population, ground disturbance, and impervious areas. 

As compared to the proposed project, Alternative 2 would result in reduced impacts to almost all 
impact areas, including aesthetics, air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, energy, 
geology and soils, GHG emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, 
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land use and planning, noise, population and housing, public services, recreation, transportation, 
tribal cultural resources, utilities and service systems, and wildfire.  

Alternative 2 would result in the same impacts to Agriculture and Forest Resources as the proposed 
project. Alternative 2 would also result in reduced impacts related to Land Use. Impacts would be 
reduced because it would meet the site’s existing zoning standards and associated land use policies 
due to its reduced density, building intensity, and closer alignment with the scale of development 
anticipated under existing regulations. 

Although Alternative 3 would reduce the level of impacts in several resource areas, mitigation 
measures related to biological resources, cultural resources, tribal cultural resources, geology and 
soils, greenhouse gas emissions, air quality, and transportation would still be required to reduce 
impacts to less than significant levels. It is noted that the VMT analysis prepared for the existing 
entitlements indicate that under Alternative 2, VMT would be greater than the proposed project. 
Therefore, Alternative 2 would result in increased impacts to VMT and associated cumulative impacts.  

There are three objectives for the proposed project. Alternative 2 would not meet the objective related 
to the provision of affordable housing consistent with the City’s share of the 2023-2031 Regional 
Housing Needs Allocation. Additionally, Alternative 2 would not fully meet the objective of facilitating 
the development of housing units in primarily residential areas for a diversity of income levels, 
including market rate units and affordable units. Specifically, with development of Alternative 2, it is 
likely that all 9 units would be sold at market rate and no affordable homes would be offered. Although 
the addition of 9 ADUs would tangentially contribute to housing affordability, the ADU is not available 
for purchase separately from the residential property and is therefore not comparable to the proposed 
project’s contribution towards housing affordability. However, the project objective to facilitate 
development of underutilized infill areas would be met under Alternative 2 through the provision of 
single-family housing on a site that does not contain housing, though not to the extent of the 
proposed project. 

Overall, Alternative 2 would reduce most environmental impacts when compared to the proposed 
project, but it would increase VMT and would not meet all of the project objectives.  

6.5 - Alternative 3–Maximum Density Bonus Alternative 
Under Alternative 3, Maximum Density Bonus Alternative, the project site would be developed with 
the maximum units that are allowed utilizing a density bonus, which would result in the development 
of a total of 22 residential units, including 18 market-rate units, 2 very-low-income units, and 2 
moderate-income units. Under Alternative 3, the proposed project would be reduced by 110 units. 
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6.5.1 - Impact Analysis 
Aesthetics, Light, and Glare 

Under Alternative 3, the project site would be developed with 22 new residential units and would 
result in less than significant impacts because the project would be consistent with the surrounding 
single-family land uses and would not substantially affect the scenic quality of the area. Because 
fewer residential units would be included, potential aesthetic changes such as visual alteration related 
to vegetation removal, and introduction of built structures would be correspondingly minimized. 
Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 3 would not result in a significant impact on scenic vistas 
in the area. Additionally, similar to the proposed project, this alternative would result in changes to the 
scenic environment but would not impact scenic resources related to State-designated scenic 
highways, since no designated scenic highways are within the proximity of the project site. Alternative 
3 would be consistent with the land use and zoning designations for the project site with incorporation 
of a density bonus and therefore, would have fewer conflicts with applicable zoning or other 
regulations governing scenic quality, similar to but with lesser impacts than the proposed project. 

Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 3 would be reviewed by the City for consistency with the 
City’s objective standards intended to reduce nighttime light and glare. Because of the reduced 
number of residential units under Alternative 3, there would be fewer sources of light and glare, such 
as exterior lighting, vehicle headlights, and reflective surfaces, resulting in less light and glare 
compared to the proposed project. Accordingly, while impacts would remain less than significant 
under this Alternative, they would be reduced compared to the proposed project. 

Under the proposed project, impacts related to aesthetics, light, and glare would be less than 
significant (see Section 3.1, Aesthetics, Light, and Glare, of the Draft EIR). Because Alternative 3 
would reduce the density, height, and lighting of development, but would still result in changes to the 
aesthetic qualities of the project site, impacts would also be less than significant. Alternative 3 would 
result in slightly reduced aesthetic impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

Under Alternative 3, changes to the existing uses on the project site would be similar to that of the 
proposed project, albeit reduced in magnitude. The project site was formerly under a Williamson Act 
Contract; however, formal cancellation of the contract was approved on June 17, 2026. 
Implementation of Alternative 3 would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project. Under 
the proposed project, impacts related to Agriculture and Forest Resources would be less than 
significant. Because Alternative 3 would have the same level of impacts, impacts to agriculture and 
forestry resources would be similar under Alternative 3.  

Air Quality 

Under Alternative 3, short-term construction and long-term operational air emissions would be within 
the screening thresholds for the Air District, would be subject to the City’s design review process, and 
would implement best management practices to minimize air quality impacts, with implementation of 
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MM AIR-1a through MM AIR-1b, which require a fugitive dust control plan and the use of Tier 4 Final 
construction equipment. Alternative 3 would develop 22 residential lots within the development area, 
which would result in fewer emissions from construction and operation as compared to the proposed 
project. Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would not conflict with the 2017 Clean Air Plan 
(see Section 3.3, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR), as it would result in reduced development compared to 
the proposed project and would implement mitigation measures. As such, this alternative would be 
consistent with the applicable air quality plan. Additionally, Alternative 3 would not result in a 
cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant as it would include significantly less 
development than the proposed project. Accordingly, impacts under Alternative 3 would be less than 
significant with mitigation incorporated. 

As described in Section 3.3, Air Quality, the proposed project would not result in degradation of air 
quality with the incorporation of mitigation measures. The proposed project could temporarily degrade 
air quality during construction, but this potential impact would be mitigated by Mitigation Measure 
(MM) AIR-1a and MM AIR-1b. Because Alternative 3 would have less air quality impacts due to the 
reduced development, but would still be required to implement mitigation measures, Alternative 3 
would have slightly reduced air quality impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Biological Resources 

Alternative 3 would result in reduced ground disturbance compared to the proposed project. Although 
ground disturbance would be reduced, there would still be potential to disturb special-status species 
or habitats. As such, the proposed project’s mitigation requiring measures to reduce impacts to 
nesting birds, burrowing owls, roosting bats, and trees as part of MM BIO-1a, MM BIO-1b, MM BIO-
1c, and MM BIO-3 would still be required under this alternative. Impacts under Alternative 3 would be 
less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

As described in Section 3.4, Biological Resources, the proposed project would not result in significant 
impacts to wildlife or plant species with mitigation incorporated. The mitigation would require pre-
construction surveys, avoidance measures, and adherence to the project-specific tree protection plan 
in order to reduce impacts to nesting birds, burrowing owls, roosting bats, and trees as part of MM 
BIO-1a, MM BIO-1b, MM BIO-1c, and MM BIO-3. Because Alternative 3 would not eliminate or 
reduce the need for mitigation measures, but would have reduced ground disturbance, it would have 
similar but slightly reduced biological resources impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Cultural Resources 

Alternative 3 would result in reduced ground disturbance compared to the proposed project. Although 
ground disturbance would be reduced, there would still be a potential to impact related to 
undiscovered cultural resources within the project site. As such, the mitigation measures requiring 
WEAP training and procedures in the event of accidental discovery of cultural resources required by 
MM CUL-1a, MM CUL-1b, MM CUL-1c, and MM CUL-2 would still be required to reduce impacts to 
less than significant under Alternative 3. Therefore, impacts under Alternative 3 would be less than 
significant with mitigation incorporated. 
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Under the proposed project, impacts related to cultural resources would be less than significant with 
mitigation incorporated (see Section 3.5, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR). Overall, because of 
the reduced ground disturbance, Alternative 3 would have slightly reduced impacts to cultural 
resources compared to the proposed project, although the avoidance and protection mitigation 
measures to prevent impacts to human remains and cultural resources would still be required. 
Therefore, impacts under Alternative 3 would be similar but slightly reduced compared to the 
proposed project. 

Energy 

Alternative 3 would result in reduced development, fewer units, and reduced ground disturbance, 
which would lead to lower energy needs during construction and operation. Therefore, similar to the 
proposed project, this alternative would not result in potentially significant environmental impact due 
to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources during project construction 
or operation. Alternative 3 would also not conflict with or obstruct a State or local plan for renewable 
energy or energy efficiency. Impacts would be less than significant under Alternative 3. 

Under the proposed project, impacts would be less than significant (see Section 3.6, Energy, of the 
Draft EIR). Because Alternative 3 would result in less development and ground disturbance compared 
to the proposed project, Alternative 3 would have similar, but slightly reduced impacts related to 
energy compared to the proposed project. 

Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 

Although ground disturbance would be reduced under Alternative 3, the development under 
Alternative 3 would still have the potential for impacts related to seismic risks and ground shaking, as 
well as the potential to disturb sensitive paleontological features within the project site. As such, 
adherence to the CBC and City building requirements and mitigation measures requiring 
incorporation of the design recommendations from the geotechnical investigation (MM GEO-1) and 
paleontological resources monitoring (MM GEO-5) would still be required to reduce impacts to a less 
than significant level. Therefore, impacts under Alternative 3 would be less than significant with 
mitigation incorporated. 

Under the proposed project, impacts related to geology and soils would be less than significant with 
mitigation incorporated (see Section 3.7, Geology, Soils and Seismicity of the Draft EIR). Because 
Alternative 3 would result in reduced development and ground disturbance compared to the proposed 
project, Alternative 3 would have similar, but slightly reduced, impacts to geology and soils compared 
to the proposed project. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Under Alternative 3, short-term construction GHG emissions would be comparatively less than the 
proposed project since less construction would occur. Similarly, operational-related GHG emissions 
from stationary and/or area source emissions generated by residences would be lower compared to 
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the proposed project. Furthermore, Alternative 3 would result in fewer trips and less VMT compared 
to the proposed project due to the reduction in units. 

Under the proposed project, GHG emissions would be considered potentially significant, and the 
majority of the proposed project’s annual operational GHG emissions would be generated by 
passenger vehicles (Draft EIR, Page 3.8-20–210). MM GHG-1 would be required to offset GHG 
emissions by incorporating GHG emission reduction design elements (such as on-site solar) and/or 
by obtaining carbon credits. Alternative 3 would reduce GHG emissions because there would be 
fewer vehicle passenger trips associated with the 22 residential units, as the proposed project would 
be reduced by 110 units; however, the proposed project’s GHG emissions are analyzed against a net-
zero threshold under the most current applicable thresholds. Therefore, under Alternative 3, mitigation 
measures would be required to achieve net-zero emissions, and the impacts would be less than 
significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Under the proposed project, impacts related to GHG emissions and cumulative GHG impacts would 
be less than significant with mitigation incorporated (see Section 3.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions of 
the Draft EIR). Because Alternative 3 would result net-zero emissions, its GHG impacts would be the 
same as the proposed project’s.  

Hazards and Hazardous Material 

Alternative 3 would result in reduced ground disturbance compared to the proposed project. Because 
this alternative would still result in residential development, Alternative 3 would use small quantities of 
hazardous materials during construction and operation. However, Alternative 3 may result in less 
hazardous materials use and waste due to reduced development. Furthermore, although Alternative 3 
would have a reduced evacuation time compared to the proposed project due to the reduced number 
of units, the addition of any traffic to the already constrained system would be considered significant. 
There would be significant and unavoidable impacts under Alternative 3. 

The proposed project would have a significant and unavoidable impact with respect to Impact HAZ-4 
and associated cumulative impacts because it would impair implementation of or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan (Section 3.9, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials.) 

Under Alternative 3, only 22 units would be developed, which would be a substantial reduction 
compared to the proposed project’s 132 units. Nonetheless, the addition of 22 units would have a 
significant and unavoidable contribution to the existing evacuation constraints, and mitigation would 
be required, but would not reduce impacts to less than significant. Impacts related to hazards and 
hazardous materials would be significant and unavoidable due to evacuation times (see Section 3.9, 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft EIR). Therefore, the impacts under Alternative 3 would 
be slightly reduced, but similar to the proposed project. 
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Hydrology and Water Quality 

Alternative 3 would result in reduced ground disturbance and fewer impervious surfaces compared to 
the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 3 would be located on the same 
property and would therefore be located in FEMA Zone X. Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 
3 would be required to comply with NPDES requirements and the Municipal Regional Stormwater 
Permit and Construction General Stormwater Permit and to incorporate LID techniques and erosion 
control during construction. Because of the reduced development, ground disturbance, and 
impervious area, impacts under this alternative related to erosion/siltation, additional sources of 
polluted runoff, exceedance of storm drainage capacity resulting in flooding, impedance of flood flows 
from alterations to the existing drainage pattern, surface and groundwater quality, groundwater 
supply/recharge, risk of pollutant release due to project site inundation, water quality control, and 
sustainable groundwater management plan consistency would remain less than significant but would 
be reduced compared to the proposed project. 

Under the proposed project, impacts related to hydrology and water quality would be less than 
significant because the proposed project would not substantially decrease groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge, would not significantly alter the drainage pattern 
such as there would be environmental impacts, and would not cause impacts related to being located 
in a flood hazard zone, tsunami, or seiche zone (see Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, of 
the Draft EIR). 

Under the proposed project, impacts related to hydrology and water quality would be less than 
significant (see Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR). As discussed above, 
Alternative 3 would have similar, but somewhat reduced impacts related to Hydrology and Water 
Quality compared to the proposed project. 

Land Use 

Alternative 3 would result in the development of 22 units, which would not physically divide an 
established community and would result in reduced density compared to the proposed project. 
Alternative 3 would be developed with a density bonus, which would allow the proposed project to 
exceed the maximum allowable density under the City’s General Plan and Zoning ordinances.  

Alternative 3 would reduce the density from 13.42 dwelling units per acre (du/acre) under the 
proposed project, to 2.24 du/ac under Alternative 3, which is not consistent with the RVLD 
designation’s allowable density of 1.09 du/acre, but is lower than the proposed project. However, 
because Alternative 3 would be consistent with the State density bonus laws, Alternative 3 would be 
considered consistent with the General Plan and therefore would have a less than significant impact 
related to land use and planning, similar to the proposed project. 

The proposed project’s impacts related to land use and planning would be less than significant, as 
discussed in Section 3.11, Land Use and Planning, because the proposed project qualifies as a 
Builder’s Remedy project pursuant to AB 1893 (specifically Government Code Section 
65589.5(f)(6)(D)(iii)). Pursuant to AB 1893, qualified projects are deemed consistent, compliant, and 
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in conformity with the General Plan, zoning, and other planning documents “for all purposes.” 
Accordingly, the project would be deemed “consistent’ with applicable land use regulations for 
purposes of CEQA. Additionally, the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively considerable 
impact with respect to conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. The impacts related to land use would be similar under 
Alternative 3 as compared to the proposed project.  

Noise 

Alternative 3 would result in reduced development compared to the proposed project, which would 
reduce construction noise impacts. As with the proposed project, construction-related activities would 
be less than significant. Operational stationary noise impacts would also be less than significant 
under Alternative 3, and there would be no impacts related to groundborne vibration. While impacts 
would remain less than significant under Alternative 3, noise impacts would be slightly reduced 
compared to the proposed project.  

Under the proposed project, impacts related to noise would be less than significant because the 
proposed project would not generate a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels and would not result in generation of excessive groundborne vibration (see Section 3.12, 
Noise). Overall, Alternative 3 would have slightly reduced impacts related to construction and 
operational noise impacts compared to the proposed project due to the reduced number of units and 
reduced construction duration. Therefore, noise impacts under Alternative 3 would be similar to but 
slightly reduced compared to the proposed project. 

Population and Housing 

Under the existing conditions, the project site is largely undeveloped and does not include any active 
housing or residents. Under Alternative 3, 22 new units would be constructed; however, because no 
residents or homes would be displaced, and because the 22 residential units would not induce 
substantial unplanned population growth, there would be less than significant impacts related to 
population and housing. 

Under the proposed project, impacts related to population and housing would be less than significant 
because the growth would be within the regional growth assumptions (see Section 3.13, Population 
and Housing, of the Draft EIR). Because Alternative 3 would not result in unplanned population 
growth and would not displace any residents, impacts would be the same as the proposed project. 

Public Services and Utilities 

Alternative 3 would result in reduced density and fewer residents compared to the proposed project. 
Therefore, the overall demand on public services would be reduced under Alternative 3. The distance 
from police and fire stations would remain the same; however, the lower number of residents would 
reduce demand for police and fire services and related facilities. Additionally, Alternative 3 would 
generate fewer public school students and would reduce the demand for parks and other public 
facilities. Alternative 3 would be subject to the same applicable impact fees as the proposed project, 
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contributing to public service funding. Impacts related to public services would be less than significant 
under Alternative 3. 

Under the proposed project, impacts to public services would be less than significant (see Section 
3.14, Public Services); however, because Alternative 3 would reduce development and population 
that would create a demand for public services, impacts to public services would be slightly reduced 
compared to the proposed project. 

Recreation 

Under Alternative 3, fewer residential units would be developed, resulting in reduced demand for 
recreation facilities. Under the existing conditions, the City currently falls slightly short of the parkland 
ratio of 0.005 acres of parkland per person established in the General Plan. The proposed project’s 
132 residential units would result in an increase of approximately 369 people, generating a need for 
approximately 1.8 acres of parks and open space facilities to maintain the City’s existing parkland-
per-person ratio of 0.0048. The proposed project would provide approximately 2 acres of designated 
open space, resulting in less than significant impacts. Under Alternative 3, there would be a small 
increase in the demand for existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities, 
and the project under Alternative 3 would be required to dedicate its fair share of fees for dedicated 
parkland. The incremental increase in new residents associated with Alternative 3 would not result in 
a significant increase in demand on existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 
facilities resulting in substantial physical deterioration. Less than significant impacts would occur 
related to recreation facilities under Alternative 3. 

Under the proposed project, impacts to recreation would be less than significant (see Section 3.15, 
Recreation). Because Alternative 3 would reduce demand for recreation services and because it 
would be required to pay fair share parkland fees, impacts to recreation would be reduced compared 
to the proposed project. 

Transportation 

Alternative 3 would result in the development of 22 residential units, resulting in reduced density 
compared to the proposed project and a corresponding reduction in vehicles on-site during operation. 
The reduced population associated with Alternative 3 is not anticipated to result in a significant 
amount of transit ridership, bicycle travel, or pedestrian travel, similar to the proposed project.  

Roadway circulation under Alternative 3 would be designed consistent with applicable requirements 
of the Municipal Code and General Plan. Therefore, Alternative 3 would have a less than significant 
impact and would not conflict with a program plan, ordinance, or policy of the circulation system, 
including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities, similar to but less than the proposed 
project. 

Under the proposed project, VMT would exceed the City’s adopted thresholds even with 
implementation of TDM measures. Alternative 3 does not meet any of the City’s VMT screening 
criteria as described in the Draft EIR section 16, Transportation. However, as described in the 
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Transportation Analysis prepared for the proposed project (see Appendix I of the Draft EIR), the 
proposed project is estimated to generate about 864 daily vehicle trips, including 59 AM peak-hour 
and 71 PM peak-hour net new trips. Development under Alternative 3 would significantly reduce daily 
trips because Alternative 3 would result in 110 fewer units than the proposed project. However, VMT 
under Alternative 3 would still have the potential to exceed the City’s adopted thresholds. 

Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 3 would not substantially increase hazards due to a 
geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., 
farm equipment) and impacts would be less than significant in this respect. 

As discussed in the Draft EIR Section 3.16, Transportation, since the proposed project’s VMT would 
not be reduced below the City’s adopted significance threshold of 15 percent below the County 
average, even with implementation of all feasible Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 
measures under MM TRANS-2, the proposed project would have a significant and unavoidable 
impact related to VMT. Additionally, the proposed project’s cumulative impacts related to VMT would 
be significant and unavoidable. Because Alternative 3 would still have the potential to exceed the 
City’s adopted thresholds and would still require TDM measures to reduce VMT, impacts to 
transportation would remain significant and unavoidable, similar to the proposed project. 

Tribal Cultural Resources 

Alternative 3 would result in the development of 22 residential units, resulting in reduced ground 
disturbance compared to the proposed project. Ground-disturbing activities could lead to the 
uncovering and disturbance of TCRs. As such, MM CUL-1a through MM CUL-1c and MM CUL-2 
would be required to ensure that undiscovered TCRs are not adversely affected. Impacts related to 
TCRs under Alternative 3 would be less than significant with mitigation, similar to the proposed 
project. 

Under the proposed project, impacts related to TCRs would be less than significant with incorporation 
of MM CUL1-a through MM CUL-1c and MM CUL-2, which would ensure that undiscovered TCRs are 
not adversely affected by project-related construction activities (see Section 3.17, Tribal Cultural 
Resources). Because ground-disturbing activities would still occur under Alternative 3, the potential 
for impacts to TCRs associated with Alternative 3 would be reduced compared to the proposed 
project, but would still require mitigation due to the possibility of inadvertent discovery of tribal cultural 
resources during ground-disturbing activities. Therefore, impacts under Alternative 3 would be similar, 
but slightly reduced compared to the proposed project. 

Utilities and Service Systems 

Alternative 3 would result in reduced density and fewer residents compared to the proposed project. 
Alternative 3 would result in approximately 62 residents, compared to approximately 368 residents 
under the proposed project.4 Therefore, the demand for utilities and service systems would be 

 
4  Assuming 2.79 persons per household. Persons per household obtained from California Department of Finance for the 

City of Saratoga (2025); see Draft EIR Section 3.18, Utilities and Service Systems. 
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reduced under Alternative 3. Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 3 would be served by existing 
utilities including water, wastewater treatment, solid waste disposal, and electricity. Also similar to the 
proposed project, Alternative 3 would not require the expansion or relocation of new or expanded 
facilities. There would be less than significant impacts under Alternative 3. 

San Jose Water would have adequate water supplies during normal dry, single dry, and multiple dry 
years to serve Alternative 3, similar to the proposed project. However, because Alternative 3 would 
result in a reduction of residents, Alternative 3 would result in less water demand compared to the 
proposed project. Therefore, impacts related to water supply would be less than significant under 
Alternative 3, but slightly less than the proposed project. 

Similar to the proposed project, Cupertino Sanitary District (CUSD) would have adequate wastewater 
treatment capacity to serve Alternative 3 as wastewater generation would be reduced; therefore, 
wastewater impacts under Alternative 3 would be less than significant, bust slightly less than the 
proposed project.  

Finally, Alternative 3 would have a less than significant impact and would comply with federal, State, 
and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste and would not 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. Solid waste generated by Alternative 3 would be reduced, 
as compared to the proposed project, due to the reduction in development. Under Alternative 3, there 
would be a less than significant impact, which would be similar, but slightly less than the proposed 
project. 

Under the proposed project, impacts related to utilities and service systems would be less than 
significant (see Section 3.18, Utilities and Service Systems). Because Alternative 3 requires fewer 
utilities and services systems, impacts to utilities and service systems would be similar, but somewhat 
reduced compared to the proposed project. 

Wildfire 

Alternative 3 would be constructed on the same site as the proposed project, which is located outside 
of any Fire Hazard Severity Zones (FHSZ) within a Local Responsibility Area (LRA) or State 
Responsibility Area (SRA), and is not located within a WUI. The closest FHSZ is located 
approximately 1.4 miles southwest. Therefore, Alternative 3 would not expose future residents or 
structures to direct or indirect wildfire hazards or exacerbate wildfire risk through the installation of 
infrastructure. Because it would be adding wildfire evacuation traffic to an already constrained 
system, Alternative 3 would have the potential to impair or interfere with an emergency plan.  

The proposed project has a less than significant environmental impact related to exposing project 
occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire, as discussed in Section 3.19, Wildfire. However, 
it has a significant and unavoidable impact related to wildfire evacuation impacts. Wildfire impacts 
under Alternative 3 would be less than significant, with the exception of evacuation impacts, which 
would be significant and unavoidable. Implementation of mitigation measures such as evacuation 
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time reduction strategies would reduce the project’s contribution to evacuation delays compared to 
the proposed project, but its contribution would still be significant and unavoidable. Accordingly, 
Alternative 3 would still be required to implement these mitigation measures; however, because 
Alternative 3 would contribute additional traffic to the already constrained system, impacts under 
Alternative 3 would remain significant and unavoidable. Therefore, impacts would be similar but 
slightly reduced compared to the proposed project. 

6.5.2 - Conclusion 
Reductions in environmental impacts under Alternative 3 would be the result of reduced development 
intensity compared to the proposed project, including a reduction of 110 residential units. This 
reduction would result in fewer residents, reduced ground disturbance, reduced vehicle trips, and 
reduced impervious surface area compared to the proposed project. 

As compared to the proposed project, Alternative 3 would result in reduced impacts to almost all 
environmental resource areas when compared to the proposed project, including aesthetics, air 
quality, biological resources, cultural resources, energy, geology and soils, greenhouse gas 
emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, noise, population and 
housing, public services, recreation, transportation, tribal cultural resources, utilities and service 
systems, and wildfire. 

Alternative 3 would result in similar impacts as the proposed project with respect to Agriculture and 
Forestry Resources and Land Use and Planning. Alternative 3 would, however, more fully realize the 
site’s existing zoning standards and associated land use policies due to its reduced density, building 
intensity, and closer alignment with the scale of development anticipated under existing regulations. 

Although Alternative 3 would reduce the level of impacts in several resource areas, mitigation 
measures related to biological resources, cultural resources, tribal cultural resources, geology and 
soils, greenhouse gas emissions, air quality, and transportation would still be required to reduce 
impacts to less than significant levels. 

With respect to transportation, Alternative 3 would reduce daily vehicle trips compared to the 
proposed project due to the reduction in residential units. While the proposed project would result in 
significant and unavoidable project-level and cumulative VMT impacts, Alternative 3 would have the 
potential to increase the VMT impacts and would remain significant and unavoidable. 

There are three objectives for the proposed project. Alternative 3 would partially meet the objective 
related to facilitating development of underutilized infill areas through the provision of residential units 
on a site that does not contain existing housing. Alternative 3 would also partially meet the objective 
related to facilitating housing for a diversity of income levels through the inclusion of market-rate, 
very-low-income, and moderate-income units. However, because Alternative 3 would result in 
substantially fewer residential units than the proposed project, it would not fully meet the project 
objective of assisting the City in achieving its share of housing need under the 2023–2031 Regional 
Housing Needs Allocation to the same extent as the proposed project. 
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Overall, Alternative 3 would reduce most environmental impacts when compared to the proposed 
project, but it would increase VMT and would not fully meet all project objectives.  

6.6 - Environmentally Superior Alternative 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(e)(2) requires identification of an environmentally superior 
alternative. If the No Project Alternative is environmentally superior, CEQA requires selection of the 
“environmentally superior alternative other than the No Project Alternative” from among the project 
and the alternatives evaluated. 

The qualitative environmental effects of each alternative in relation to the proposed project are 
summarized in Table 6-1. 

Table 6-1: Summary of Alternatives 

Environmental Topic Area Proposed Project 

Alternative 1: 
No Project 
Alternative 

Alternative 2: 
Approved 9-lot 

Subdivision 
Alternative 

Alternative 3: 
Maximum Density 
Bonus Alternative 

Section 3.1: Aesthetics. Light, and Glare  

Impact AES-1: Scenic 
vistas 

LTS NI < LTS ≤ LTS ≤ 

Impact AES-2: Visual 
character  

LTS NI < LTS ≤ LTS ≤ 

Impact AES-3: Light and 
glare 

LTS NI < LTS ≤ LTS ≤ 

Cumulative impacts  LTS NI < LTS ≤ LTS ≤ 

Section 3.2: Agriculture and Forest Resources 

Impact AG-1: Conflict with 
Existing Zoning or 
Williamson Act Contract 

LTS NI < LTS = LTS = 

Cumulative Impacts LTS NI < LTS = LTS = 

Section 3.3: Air Quality  

Impact AQ-1: Consistency 
with Air Quality 
Management Plan 

LTSM NI < LTSM ≤ LTSM ≤ 

Impact AQ-2: Cumulative 
criteria pollutant emissions 
impacts 

LTSM NI < LTSM ≤ LTSM ≤ 
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Environmental Topic Area Proposed Project 

Alternative 1: 
No Project 
Alternative 

Alternative 2: 
Approved 9-lot 

Subdivision 
Alternative 

Alternative 3: 
Maximum Density 
Bonus Alternative 

Impact AQ-3: Sensitive 
receptors exposure to 
pollutant concentrations  

LTSM NI < LTSM ≤ LTSM ≤ 

Impact AQ-4: Objectionable 
Odors 

LTS NI < LTS = LTS = 

Cumulative Impacts  LTSM NI < LTSM ≤ LTSM ≤ 

Section 3.4: Biological Resources 

Impact BIO-1: Special-
status species  

LTSM NI < LTSM ≤ LTSM ≤ 

Impact BIO-2: Fish and 
wildlife movement 

LTSM NI < LTSM ≤ LTSM ≤ 

Impact BIO-3: Local 
policies or ordinances  

LTSM NI < LTSM ≤ LTSM ≤ 

Cumulative Impacts  LTS NI < LTS ≤ LTS ≤ 

Section 3.5: Cultural Resources  

Impact CUL-1: 
Archaeological resources  

LTSM NI < LTSM ≤ LTSM ≤ 

Impact CUL-2: Human 
remains 

LTSM NI < LTSM ≤ LTSM ≤ 

Cumulative Impacts  LTSM NI < LTSM ≤ LTSM ≤ 

Section 3.6: Energy  

Impact ENER-1: Energy 
use  

LTS NI < LTS ≤ LTS ≤ 

Impact ENER-2: Energy 
plan consistency  

LTS NI < LTS = LTS = 

Cumulative impacts  LTS NI < LTS ≤ LTS ≤ 

Section 3.7: Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 

Impact GEO-1: Seismic 
hazards  

LTSM NI < LTSM ≤ LTSM ≤ 

Impact GEO-2: Soil erosion 
or loss of topsoil 

LTS NI < LTS ≤ LTS ≤ 

Impact GEO-3: Unstable 
subsurface conditions 

LTSM NI < LTSM ≤ LTSM ≤ 
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Environmental Topic Area Proposed Project 

Alternative 1: 
No Project 
Alternative 

Alternative 2: 
Approved 9-lot 

Subdivision 
Alternative 

Alternative 3: 
Maximum Density 
Bonus Alternative 

Impact GEO-4: Expansive 
soil 

LTS NI < LTS ≤ LTS ≤ 

Impact GEO-5: 
Paleontological resources 
or unique geologic feature 

LTSM NI < LTSM ≤ LTSM ≤ 

Cumulative Impacts  LTS NI < LTS ≤ LTS ≤ 

Section 3.8: Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Impact GHG-1: GHG 
emissions 

LTSM NI < LTSM = LTSM = 

Impact GHG-2: Conflict 
with plan, policy, or 
regulation that reduces 
GHG emissions 

LTS NI < LTS = LTS = 

Cumulative impacts  LTSM NI < LTSM = LTSM = 

Section 3.9: Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Impact HAZ-1: Routine 
transport, use, or disposal 
of hazardous materials 

LTS NI < LTS ≤ LTS ≤ 

Impact HAZ-2: Risk of 
Upset  

LTS NI < LTS ≤ LTS ≤ 

Impact HAZ-3: Hazardous 
emissions proximate to a 
school  

LTS NI < LTS ≤ LTS = 

Impact HAZ-4: Emergency 
response and evacuation 

S/U NI < S/U ≤ S/U ≤ 

Impact HAZ-5: Wildland 
Fires 

LTS NI < LTS ≤ LTS ≤ 

Cumulative impacts  S/U NI < (HAZ-1, 

HAZ-2, HAZ-3, 

HAZ-4, HAZ-5) 

S/U ≤ S/U ≤ 

Section 3.10: Hydrology and Water Quality 

Impact HYD-1: Surface and 
groundwater quality  

LTS NI <  LTS < LTS ≤ 



A L T E R N A T I V E S  T O  1 8 5 0 0  &  1 8 5 2 0  M A R S H A L L  L A N E  T O W N H O M E  P R O J E C T  E I R  
T H E  P R O P O S E D  P R O J E C T  C I T Y  O F  S A R A T O G A  

 

 

6-34 FCS 
https://adecinnovations.sharepoint.com/sites/PublicationsSite/Shared Documents/Publications/Client (PN-JN)/1966/19660004/EIR/3 - Draft EIR/19660004 Sec06-00 Alternatives.docx 

Environmental Topic Area Proposed Project 

Alternative 1: 
No Project 
Alternative 

Alternative 2: 
Approved 9-lot 

Subdivision 
Alternative 

Alternative 3: 
Maximum Density 
Bonus Alternative 

Impact HYD-2: 
Groundwater 
supply/recharge 

LTS NI <  LTS < LTS ≤ 

Impact HYD-3: Drainage 
leading to erosion/siltation, 
flooding, additional sources 
of polluted runoff, or 
impedance of flood flows 

LTS NI <  LTS < LTS ≤ 

Impact HYD-4: Risk of 
pollutant release due to 
inundation 

LTS NI <  LTS < LTS ≤ 

Impact HYD-5: Water 
quality control or 
sustainable groundwater 
management plans 
consistency  

LTS NI <  LTS < LTS ≤ 

Cumulative impacts  LTS NI <  LTS < LTS ≤ 

Section 3.11: Land Use and Planning 

Impact LAND-1: Conflict 
with applicable plans, 
policies, or regulations 

LTS NI < LTS ≤ LTS = 

Cumulative impacts  LTS NI < LTS ≤ LTS = 

Section 3.12: Noise 

Impact NOI-1: Substantial 
noise increase in excess of 
standards  

LTS NI < LTS ≤ LTS ≤ 

Impact NOI-2: 
Groundborne 
vibration/noise levels 

LTS NI < NI < LTS ≤ 

Cumulative impacts  LTS NI < LTS ≤ LTS ≤ 

Section 3.13: Population and Housing 

Impact POP-1: Population 
growth 

LTS NI < LTS = LTS = 

Cumulative impacts  LTS NI < LTS = LTS = 
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Environmental Topic Area Proposed Project 

Alternative 1: 
No Project 
Alternative 

Alternative 2: 
Approved 9-lot 

Subdivision 
Alternative 

Alternative 3: 
Maximum Density 
Bonus Alternative 

Section 3.14: Public Services 

Impact PUB-1: Fire 
protection 

LTS NI < LTS ≤ LTS ≤ 

Impact PUB-2: Police 
protection 

LTS NI < LTS ≤ LTS ≤ 

Impact PUB-3: Schools LTS NI < LTS ≤ LTS ≤ 

Impact PUB-4: Parks LTS NI < LTS ≤ LTS ≤ 

Impact PUB-5: Libraries  LTS NI < LTS ≤ LTS ≤ 

Cumulative impacts  LTS NI < LTS ≤ LTS ≤ 

Section 3.15: Recreation  

Impact REC-1: Increase 
use of parks 

LTS NI <  LTS < LTS ≤ 

Impact REC-2: 
Recreational Facilities 
Physical Effect on 
Environment 

LTS NI < LTS < LTS ≤ 

Cumulative impacts  LTS NI < LTS ≤ LTS ≤ 

Section 3.16: Transportation 

Impact TRANS-1: Effect to 
circulation system 

LTS NI < LTS ≤ LTS ≤ 

Impact TRANS-2: Conflict 
with CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.3 
Subdivision (b) 

SU NI < SU ≥ SU ≥ 

Impact TRANS-3: Hazards LTS NI < LTS ≤ LTS ≤ 

Impact TRANS-4: 
Emergency access 

LTS NI < LTS ≤ LTS ≤ 

Cumulative impacts  SU (VMT) NI < SU ≥ 
(TRANS=2) 

SU ≥ 

Section 3.17: Tribal Cultural Resources  

Impact TCR-1: Listed or 
eligible Tribal Cultural 
Resources  

LTSM NI < LTSM ≤ LTSM ≤ 
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Environmental Topic Area Proposed Project 

Alternative 1: 
No Project 
Alternative 

Alternative 2: 
Approved 9-lot 

Subdivision 
Alternative 

Alternative 3: 
Maximum Density 
Bonus Alternative 

Impact TCR-2: Lead 
Agency determined Tribal 
Cultural Resources  

LTSM  NI < LTSM ≤ LTSM ≤ 

Cumulative Impacts  LTS NI < LTS ≤ LTS ≤ 

Section 3.18: Utilities and Service Systems 

Impact UTIL-1: Water or 
wastewater treatment 
facilities  

LTS NI < LTS ≤ LTS ≤ 

Impact UTIL-2: Water 
supplies 

LTS NI < LTS ≤ LTS ≤ 

Impact UTIL-3: Wastewater 
treatment capacity  

LTS NI < LTS ≤ LTS ≤ 

Impact UTIL-4: Attainment 
of solid waste reduction 
goals 

LTS NI < LTS ≤ LTS ≤ 

Impact UTIL-5: Solid waste 
regulations 

LTS NI ≤ LTS ≤ LTS ≤ 

Cumulative impacts  LTS NI < LTS ≤ LTS ≤ 

Section 3.19: Wildfire 

Impact WILD-1: Emergency 
response/evacuation plan 
consistency  

S/U NI < S/U ≤ S/U ≤ 

Impact WILD-2: Expose 
project occupants to 
pollutant concentrations 
from wildfire  

LTS NI < LTS = LTS = 

Impact WILD-3: 
Infrastructure that 
exacerbates wildfire risk 

LTS NI < LTS = LTS = 

Impact WILD-4: Flooding 
and landslide hazards due 
to post-fire slope 
instability/drainage 
changes 

LTS NI < LTS = LTS = 

Cumulative impacts  S/U  NI < 
NI < (WILD-1) 

S/U ≤ S/U ≤ 
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Environmental Topic Area Proposed Project 

Alternative 1: 
No Project 
Alternative 

Alternative 2: 
Approved 9-lot 

Subdivision 
Alternative 

Alternative 3: 
Maximum Density 
Bonus Alternative 

Notes: 
NI = No impact 
LTS = Less than significant impact 
LTSM = Less than significant with mitigation incorporated 
S/U = Significant and unavoidable impact 
< Impacts would be reduced compared to the proposed project.  
≤ Impacts would be similar to, but slightly reduced, compared to the proposed project.  
> Impacts would be greater than the proposed project.  
≥ Impacts would be similar to, but slightly increased, compared to the proposed project.  
= Impacts would be the same as the proposed project.  
 
Source:  
FirstCarbon Solutions (FCS). 2025. 

 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(e)(2) requires an EIR to identify an environmentally superior 
alternative. As shown in Table 6-1, the No Project Alternative would result in reduced impacts 
compared to the proposed project under all impact areas, and thus would be considered the 
environmentally superior alternative. However, if the No Project Alternative is the environmentally 
superior alternative, the EIR must also identify an environmentally superior alternative from among 
the other alternatives. 

Alternative 2 would have lesser impacts compared to the proposed project in almost all impact areas 
and would reduce the significant and unavoidable VMT impact and would be more consistent with 
land use and zoning designations for the project site as compared to Alternative 3. While Alternative 3 
provides environmental benefits relative to the proposed project, it would not reduce impacts to the 
same extent as Alternative 2 and therefore would not be considered the environmentally superior 
alternative. 

As described previously, Alternative 2 does not include extremely low-income housing and therefore 
does not assist the City with meeting its share of RHNA allocation and would not meet this project 
objective. However, the environmentally superior alternative would be Alternative 2 because it would 
partially meet the other project objectives and would reduce most of the proposed project’s impacts. 

6.7 - Alternatives Rejected From Further Consideration 

6.7.1 - Proposed Alternatives that Do Not Reduce any Impacts 
During the Notice of Preparation (NOP) scoping period, the Lead Agency received comments 
suggesting a range of alternative project configurations. Consistent with CEQA, each suggested 
alternative was preliminarily considered to determine whether it would feasibly attain most of the 
basic project objectives while avoiding or substantially lessening one or more significant or potentially 
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significant environmental effects of the proposed project (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6). Based on this 
screening-level review, the alternatives identified below were determined not to reduce any significant 
or potentially significant impacts relative to the proposed project, or to do so only marginally, and 
therefore would not meaningfully contribute to the decision-making process. Accordingly, and 
consistent with CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(c), which allows lead agencies to eliminate alternatives 
from detailed analysis where they fail to meet these criteria, these alternatives are removed from 
further consideration and are not evaluated in detail in this EIR. 

• Alternative Site Layout 
• Alternative Lot Sizes 
• Primary Entry Point from Pollard Road  

6.7.2 - Alternative Site  
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(2) sets forth considerations to be used in evaluating an 
alternative location. The section states that the “key question” is whether any of the significant effects 
of the proposed project would be avoided or substantially lessened by relocating the proposed 
project. The CEQA Guidelines identify the following factors that may be taken into account when 
addressing the feasibility of an alternative location: 

1. Site suitability  
2. Economic viability  
3. Availability of infrastructure  
4. General Plan consistency  
5. Other plans or regulatory limitations  
6. Jurisdictional boundaries  
7. Whether the project applicant can reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to 

the alternative site  

Here, “General Plan consistency” is an important factor. CEQA case law is clear that EIRs for 
proposed private projects consistent with governing General Plan designations generally need not 
address alternative sites, given that such existing General Plan designations embody policy decisions 
already made by governing city councils and boards of supervisors. Pursuant to AB 1893, the 
proposed project is deemed consistent, compliant, and in conformity with the General Plan and 
zoning for all purposes. As a result, the EIR need not address an alternative site.  

The project site is an underutilized infill site that is already designated and zoned for residential 
development, and it would not be feasible for the project applicant to relocate the proposed land uses 
to another infill site in the City that is currently zoned and designated for residential uses. 
Furthermore, the proposed project is submitted under the Builder’s Remedy, which is no longer an 
option for application of development on a different site. Therefore, this alternative would fail to meet 
the project objectives because it would not utilize the full buildout potential of an infill site. This 
alternative would not be an effective way of meeting the project objectives of maximizing 
development of housing in the City and meeting the City’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation 
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through facilitating development of underutilized infill areas that the City has already designated and 
zoned for residential development. Therefore, this alternative was not considered feasible and, thus, it 
was rejected from further consideration.  
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