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Watson Park Remedial Action Plan
and Master Plan IS/MND

Proposed Watson Park Master Plan
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• Establish complete circulation systems throughout the park for vehicles and pedestrians; 

• Utilize both the Taylor Street and Jackson Street entrances for vehicular access; 

• Emphasize Coyote Creek as a main feature of the park; 

• Replace the existing community buildings with buildings that more closely support proposed 
facilities; 

• Recognize the presence of the 100-year floodplain within the park; 

• Provide shaded parking areas throughout the park at convenient locations to serve all facilities; 

• Increase the number of group picnic areas and provide a variety of experiences by locating them in 
different park settings; 

• Maintain most neighborhood-serving facilities that existed when the park was closed in 2005, and 
add additional facilities that serve all age groups; 

• Locate soccer fields together to form a defined use area; 

• Locate the community gardens on “clean” soil outside of the former burn dump and adjacent to 
residential homes on Monferino Drive as a compatible land use; 

• Locate parking lots adjacent to U.S. 101 as a compatible land use; 

• Add lighting to the dog park, soccer fields, basketball courts and skate park to activate the park in 
the evening as a public safety strategy to deter inappropriate and illegal evening activity; and  

• Implement a landscape concept that creates a distinctive San Jose character, reduces water usage, 
and limits maintenance demands. 

 
Each component of the proposed Master Plan is discussed below and depicted in Figure 6. Please refer 
to the Master Plan for a more detailed discussion of proposed uses. Table 1 shows a comparison of 
existing and proposed park uses. 

• Community Facilities. Community facilities would be concentrated in the northern and central 
portion of the site. Facilities in this area would include the dog park, two soccer fields, a new skate 
park, and the community gardens, which would be relocated west of the soccer fields. A new 
soccer field house would be constructed and would include restrooms, changing rooms, 
concessions, storage, and an office for City staff. Three group picnic areas would be located in the 
central portion of the park near the soccer fields, one group picnic area and gazebo would be 
located north of the basketball courts, and one picnic area would be located next to the youth play 
areas. The soccer fields, dog park, basketball courts, and skate park would be lit during the 
evening hours. 

• Neighborhood Facilities. Neighborhood facilities would be concentrated in the southern portion of 
the site. These facilities would be surrounded by open space areas and connected by a system of 
pedestrian pathways. Hard courts for basketball and adjacent turf volleyball courts would be 
located south of the proposed skate park. A par course and senior game area would be located near 
the Jackson Street entrance. Children’s play lots would be located adjacent to E. 22nd Street. A 
restroom building would be located in this portion of the site.  
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Table 1: Number of Existing and Proposed Park Facilities 
Park Use Existing  Proposed 

Neighborhood Facilities 

Hard Courts 2 2 

Volleyball 0 2 

Play Lots 2 2 

Skate Park --- 8,000 square feet 

Senior Game Area 0 1 

Par Course 0 1 

Public Pathways 0 1 

Open Space 2 acres 2 acres 

Restrooms 1 (530 sq. ft.) 2 

Parking 42 spaces 37 spaces 
Community Facilities 

Soccer Bowl 1 0 

Soccer Field 2 2 (81,000 Sq. ft.) 

Soccer Field House 0 1 (1,370 sq. ft.) 

Dog Park 1.6 acres 1.5 acres 

Community Gardens 93 plots 50 plots 

Community Buildings 2 (2,670 sq. ft.) 0 

Group Picnic Area 1  2 

Maintenance Area 0 1 

Public Pathways 0 1 

Pedestrian Bridge 0 1 

Roadways 0 1 loop road 

Parking 233 spaces 292 spaces 
Source: City of San Jose, Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood Services. 2007. 

 

• Parking Areas. Three parking areas would be provided in addition to street parking that would be 
available along project roadways. Existing parking areas along E. 22nd Street and north of Jackson 
Street would remain and would provide 37 spaces. A total of 292 spaces would be provided after 
full implementation of the Master Plan.    

• Circulation. Vehicular site access would continue to be provided by E. Taylor Street from the 
north and Jackson Street from the west. Both park entrances would provide access throughout the 
site. The Jackson Street roadway would continue east across the project site and then north to 
additional parking areas. The E. Taylor Street entrance would provide access to parking areas at 
the eastern and western portions of the site and would provide improved access throughout the site 
from the north. 

The Master Plan proposes to improve pedestrian circulation throughout the site. Public pathways 
would be located along the Coyote Creek riparian corridor and at the eastern and southern portions 
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of the site. Circular public pathways would also be located throughout the southern portion of the 
site. Pedestrian access from the elementary school may also be provided.  

• Pedestrian Bridge. A pedestrian bridge would be constructed across Coyote Creek at the southern 
portion of the site to connect Watson Park with the planned Coyote Creek and Lower Silver Creek 
trails. Although the pedestrian bridge has not yet been designed, the bridge would likely consist of 
an approximately 10-foot to 12-foot-wide prefabricated, clear span, steel truss bridge with a wood 
or concrete deck, supported by abutments located outside of the top of bank. Designs for the 
bridge are conceptual at this stage of development; subsequent environmental analysis of the 
bridge will be conducted based on the final design.  

• Landscaping and Riparian Setback. Landscaping would be provided throughout the project site. 
Due to the change in grade over much of the site outside of the riparian corridor approximately 
432 trees would be removed during the remediation process. These trees would be replaced with 
new landscaping, including new trees. Some trees in the project area are native oaks. As of 
October 2007, acorns from these trees have been collected and will be used to grow new trees for 
replanting at the park. No-mow lawn areas would be located in the open space areas of the site. 
Landscape design themes would include riparian plantings featuring native plants, agrarian 
plantings, and the provision of shade.  

• Utilities and Infrastructure. The park would rely on existing recycled water, potable water, 
sanitary sewer, storm sewer, natural gas, phone, cable, and electric connections. There are two 
drainage systems that include drain pipes, inlets, and outfalls, which traverse the park and 
discharge into Coyote Creek. Changes to the storm drainage infrastructure include replacing the 
existing catch basins, drain pipes, and outfalls and incorporating a system of bioswales and 
detention ponds. The two new outfalls to Coyote Creek would be located at the existing outfall 
locations.  

 
The analysis in this Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration assumes a baseline condition of the 
use levels associated with the park when it was open and operating. As described above, remediation 
activities must occur prior to development of new park facilities at the project site.  
 
A portion of private property (APN 249-64-010) would be purchased or its use secured by an easement 
for construction of the pedestrian bridge, one outfall, and the trail alignment. The City is currently 
exploring various options for acquiring or securing use of the property.  
 
The construction and reconfiguration of recreational facilities would be scheduled to begin as early as 
2009 and as late as 2011 once site soils have been capped. Since significant funding will be required to 
fully implement the Master Plan, the park would be constructed in multiple phases. It is anticipated 
that Phase I of construction would last approximately six months.7 When the final amount of project 
funding is established, final drawings will be modified to include only those facilities for which 
funding is available. The final phasing plan would be prepared near the time of bid and award of the 
construction contract and would include both site remediation and Phase I park construction.   
 
 

                                                      
7 Carter, Marybeth, 2007. Senior Landscape Architect, City of San Jose Parks, Recreation, and Neighborhood 

Services Department. Personal Communication with LSA Associates, Inc. December. 
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D. PROJECTS OCCURRING WITHIN THE PROJECT VICINITY 
Implementation of the proposed Master Plan would be influenced by several other projects occurring 
within the vicinity of Watson Park. These projects, and their relationship to the Master Plan 
implementation process, are discussed below. 

• U.S. 101 Taylor - Mabury Interchange. The U.S. Route 101 North Corridor Study identifies the 
need for a U.S. 101 interchange at E. Taylor Street. The interchange would remove some land 
from the northern portion of the park and eliminate the E. Taylor Street entrance to the park. The 
study identifies the interchange as a long-term project. This interchange is tied to the build out of 
several long term projects such as BART, North San Jose, and Downtown. The City has currently 
adopted the U.S. 101/Oakland/Mabury Transportation Development Policy which creates a 
funding mechanism for both the U.S. 101/Taylor/Mabury and the U.S. 101/Oakland interchanges 
by assessing development projects in the area a traffic impact fee when they send traffic through 
the U.S. 101/Oakland interchange. It is anticipated that construction of one of the interchanges 
would occur within the next 5 to 10 years (likely to be the U.S 101/Oakland interchange) and both 
interchanges would be constructed conservatively in a 15 to 20 year time frame. Until that time, 
the E. Taylor Street entrance to the park would remain open until construction of the U.S. 
101/Taylor/Mabury interchange begins. 

• Coyote Creek Flood Control Project. The Santa Clara Valley Water District is studying the Mid-
Coyote Creek corridor as part of a future flood control project. Coyote Creek flood control projects 
are a series of projects intended to provide protection from major flooding along Coyote Creek. 
The Coyote Creek Montague Expressway to Interstate 280 flood control project includes the 
portion of the creek east of, and adjacent to, the project site. 

• Lower Silver Creek Flood Protection Project. Due to repeated flooding in the Lower Silver Creek 
area, the Santa Clara Valley Water District plans to make improvements to Lower Silver Creek 
from its confluence with Coyote Creek to Lake Cunningham. The project would provide flood 
protection from the 100-year flood event, restore and enhance stream habitat, beautify the creek’s 
banks, and provide opportunities for the use of maintenance roads as public trails. Lower Silver 
Creek flows to Coyote Creek immediately east of, and adjacent to, the project site. 
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3. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST RESPONSES 

1. Project Title:   
 Watson Park Remedial Action Plan and Master Plan  
 
2. Lead Agency Name and Address:   
 City of San Jose 
 Department of Planning, Building, and Code Enforcement 
 200 East Santa Clara Street, 3rd Floor 
 San Jose, California 95113 
 
3. Contact Person and Phone Number:   
 Michael Rhoades, Senior Planner 
 Phone: 408-535-7821 
 
4. Project Location:   
 The project site comprises Watson Park, Empire Gardens Elementary School, and a small area of 

a privately owned parcel located in central San Jose (see Figure 1).  
Assessor’s Parcel Numbers: 249-64-001, 249-21-005, 249-63-44, -45, and -46; 249-64-010 

 
5. Project Sponsor's Name and Address:   
 Marybeth Carter, Sr. Landscape Architect  
 City of San Jose 
 Parks, Recreation & Neighborhood Services 
 200 East Santa Clara Street, Ninth Floor 
 San Jose, California 95113 
 (408) 793-4183 
 
6. General Plan Designation:   
 Watson Park: Public Park and Open Space   

Empire Gardens Elementary School: Public/Quasi-Public 
 
7. Zoning:   
 Commercial Office (CO), Single-Family Residential (R-1-8) 
  
8. Description of the Project: 

The proposed project involves implementation of a proposed Remedial Action Plan and Master 
Plan for Watson Park as described in Section 2, Project Description of this document. 
 

9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting: 
Surrounding land use is predominantly residential. In addition to residences, nearby uses include 
a school and industrial facilities. The Coyote Creek riparian corridor is also adjacent to the site. 
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10. Other Agencies whose Approval is Required:  
Department of Toxic Substances Control, Federal Emergency Management Agency, Bay Area 
Air Quality Management District, Santa Clara Valley Water District, California Department of 
Fish and Game, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Regional Water Quality Control Board. Other 
agencies may also be identified during the planning process.  
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 Potentially 
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Impact 

Potentially 
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Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

I. AESTHETICS. Would the project:    
 

    

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 
 

  �  
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not 

limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings 
within a State scenic highway?  

 

   � 

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of the site and its surroundings?  

 

  �  

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

 

  �  

 
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? (Less-than-Significant Impact) 
 
No views within or around the project site are designated as scenic views by State or federal agencies 
or the City’s General Plan.8 Views from Watson Park are currently constrained by surrounding 
development and existing mature trees. U.S. 101 is elevated adjacent to the site and blocks views to 
the north. As such, remediation of soil contamination and redevelopment of the park with new 
recreational facilities and landscaping would not adversely affect the views of any surrounding areas. 
The regrading of the site as proposed in the RAP followed by the installation of new landscaping and 
infrastructure is intended to improve views of and from the park. 
 
The Master Plan proposes to establish and maintain clear views to and from all areas of the park and 
adjacent residential neighborhoods. For example, the proposed Master Plan seeks to capitalize on the 
riparian edge of the Coyote Creek by leaving views to the creek edge open. Views into and out of the 
park would be improved along 22nd Street, where the regrading of the site as proposed would establish 
a new at-grade, neighborhood-serving area that would eliminate the slope down to the park that 
currently exists. Thus, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact on scenic vistas. 
 
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, 

and historic buildings within a State scenic highway? (No Impact) 
 
The project site is not located within the viewshed of a designated State scenic highway. The only 
officially designated State scenic highway in Santa Clara County is State Route 9, which is not in the 
vicinity of the project site.9 In addition, the project is not near any Rural Scenic Corridors.  

                                                      
8 San Jose, City of, 2007. San Jose General Plan 2020. Chapter V: Land Use and Transportation Diagram. June 5.  
9 California Department of Transportation, 2007. California Scenic Highways Program. Website: 

www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/scenic_highways/index.htm 
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c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings? 
(Less-than-Significant Impact) 

 
Several characteristics of the park detract from its overall visual character and quality. Large expanses 
of gravel paving that serve as parking lots provide little visual relief in the northwest corner of the park 
near the soccer fields. Some areas within the park, such as the community gardens and the Our City 
Forest facility, are enclosed by chain-link fences. Because of poor visibility into the park, security and 
police personnel have had difficulty patrolling the park. The lack of adequate surveillance has led to 
vandalism and littering, which further contribute to the park’s deteriorated appearance. While some 
features of the park are unattractive, those that might provide positive visual character are not 
accessible for viewing. For example, there is currently no formal physical access to Coyote Creek that 
allows visual enjoyment of the creek and its riparian corridor. The proposed Master Plan would 
improve the visual character and quality of the park, and among other things, would provide better 
access to the existing positive features of the park, such as the Coyote Creek riparian corridor. 
 
Implementation of the RAP would remove most trees in the park because removal of the trees is 
necessary to allow for capping of contaminated soil at the site. In addition, approximately 25 trees 
within the riparian corridor would be removed to accommodate the pedestrian bridge and outfalls. An 
additional four trees would need to be trimmed to accommodate the bridge. All trees within the area 
that would be regraded during consolidation and capping activities were identified by a certified 
arborist (see Appendix C).10 Approximately 432 trees would be removed, including approximately186 
ordinance sized trees (18 inch or greater diameter measured at 24 inches above grade). Trees would be 
replaced to the maximum extent practicable, as required by Mitigation Measure BIO-7.  
 
The City examined the possibility of retaining or transplanting mature oak trees that would be removed 
for remediation activities. However, due to the proposed change in grade and the low probability of 
successful transplantation resulting from both the health and size of the trees and from the measures 
required to protect the public from contaminated soils, preservation would be infeasible.11 The tree 
preservation analysis is included as Appendix D.  
 
The removal of existing mature trees during site clearing and capping would alter the existing visual 
character and quality of the site; however, the park is located in an urban setting, trees and other 
greenery would be replanted as part of the new landscaping of the site, and the completed project 
would enhance views of Coyote Creek. Therefore, implementation of the Master Plan and replacement 
planting per Mitigation Measure BIO-7 would reduce any impacts to visual character of the site to a 
less-than-significant level.  
 
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime 

views in the area?  (Less-than-Significant Impact) 
 
The dog park, skate park, basketball courts, and soccer fields would be lighted for nighttime use. In 
addition, security lighting would be provided at low lighting levels in an evenly distributed pattern. 

                                                      
10 LSA Associates, Inc., 2007. Arborist Survey Report for the Watson Park Redevelopment Project prepared by 

Timothy Milliken, International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) Certified Arborist WC-5539. August 31.  
11 LSA Associates, Inc., 2007. Tree Preservation Analysis and Assessment, Watson Park Project. September 28. 
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Each facility lit for evening use would also include adequate lighting for the vehicular drives and the 
parking areas that serve them. Although the site would have new nighttime light sources, the addition 
of the lighting would generally blend in with surrounding urban development. In addition, the project 
would be designed in accordance with the City’s Outdoor Lighting Policy and Riparian Corridor 
Policy Study. All lighting would be pointed downward and either partially or fully shielded, depending 
on the lumens produced by the lighting. The Riparian Corridor Policy Study requires that lighting is 
located at least 200 feet from riparian corridors. A photometric analysis will be prepared prior to 
installation of lighting to ensure that the introduction of new sources of light within the park, 
particularly lighting associated with the soccer fields, would not create new sources of light and glare 
that would intrude into surrounding residential uses or riparian habitat. The photometric analysis will 
be referred to the Lick Observatory for review and comment. In addition, the bridge crossing Coyote 
Creek would not be lighted.  
 
 

 Potentially 
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Unless 
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No 
Impact 

II. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES. In determining whether 
impacts to agricultural resources are significant 
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the 
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment 
Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept. of 
Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts 
on agriculture and farmland. Would the project: 

 

    

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

 

   � 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract?  

 

   � 

c) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, 
due to their location or nature, could result in conversion 
of Farmland to non-agricultural use?  

 

   � 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), 
as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of 
the California Resources Agency, to a non-agricultural use? (No Impact) 

 
According to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Department of 
Conservation, the project site is located in an area known to be Urban and Built-up Land. This 
designation indicates the surrounding area is occupied by structures with a building density of at least 
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one unit per every 1.5 acres, including residential, commercial, and/or industrial uses.12 The proposed 
project would not convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to 
a non-agricultural use. 
 
b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract? (No Impact) 
 
The project site is zoned Commercial Office (CO) and Single-Family Residential (R-1-8) on the San 
Jose Zoning Map and is not under a Williamson Act contract. Development of the proposed project 
would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract. 
 
c) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could 

result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use? (No Impact) 
 
The project site is not used for agricultural production and no intensive agricultural activity occurs 
within or in the vicinity of the project site. There is a remnant orchard along Old Taylor Street to the 
north of the site; however, the orchard is not in active production. Thus, development of the proposed 
project would not result in the conversion of adjacent agricultural lands to non-agricultural use.  
 

 Potentially 
Significant 
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Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
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Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

III. AIR QUALITY. Where available, the significance criteria 
established by the applicable air quality management or air 
pollution control district may be relied upon to make the 
following determinations. Would the project: 

 

    

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable 
air quality plan?  

 

 �   

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially 
to an existing or projected air quality violation?  

 

 �   

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any 
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or State ambient air 
quality standard (including releasing emissions which 
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?  

 

 �   

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations?  

 

  �  

                                                      
12  California Department of Conservation, 2007. Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program. “Regional Maps of 

1984-2004 Urbanization and Important Farmland.” Website: ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp/FMMP/pdf/urban_ 
change/bayarea_urban_change1984_2004.pdf. October 18. 
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e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number 
of people?  

 

  �  

Implementation of the proposed RAP and Master Plan for Watson Park could affect air quality in the 
following key ways: 1) release of dust and vehicle and equipment exhaust during the project 
construction period; and 2) release of exhaust from vehicles driven by people traveling to and from 
park facilities. However, as discussed below, implementation of the proposed RAP and Master Plan 
would not result in a significant adverse effect to air quality or conflict with the latest Clean Air Plan. 
Implementation of the proposed RAP and Master Plan would also not release soil containing 
potentially toxic materials into the atmosphere, as discussed in Section VII, Hazards.  
 
This introduction provides background air quality information that is referenced in the responses to the 
Initial Study checklist questions below.  
 
Existing Air Quality. The City of San Jose is within the jurisdiction of the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District (BAAQMD), which regulates air quality in the San Francisco Bay Area. Air 
quality conditions in the San Francisco Bay Area have improved significantly since the BAAQMD 
was created in 1955. Ambient concentrations of air pollutants and the number of days during which 
the region exceeds air quality standards have fallen substantially. In San Jose and the rest of the air 
basin, exceedances of air quality standards occur primarily during meteorological conditions conducive 
to high pollution levels, such as cold, windless winter nights or hot, sunny summer afternoons. 
 
Ozone levels, as measured by peak concentrations and the number of days over the State one-hour 
standard, have declined substantially as a result of aggressive programs by the BAAQMD and other 
regional, State and federal agencies. The reduction of peak concentrations represents progress in 
improving public health; however the Bay Area still exceeds the State standard for 1-hour ozone 
levels. Twenty-four hour levels of particulate matter-large (PM10) in the Bay Area have exceeded State 
standards at least several times per year from 2004 to 2006 (the latest year for which data is avail-
able).13 The area is considered a nonattainment area for this pollutant relative to the State standards. 
The Bay Area is an unclassified area for the federal PM10 standard. An “unclassified” designation 
signifies that data does not support either an attainment or nonattainment status. No exceedances of the 
State or federal carbon monoxide (CO) standards have been recorded at any of the region’s monitoring 
stations since 1991. The Bay Area is currently considered a maintenance area for State and federal CO 
standards.  
 
New national and State standards for fine particulate matter (diameter 2.5 microns or less, PM2.5) have 
been adopted for 24-hour and annual averaging periods. Fine particulate matter, because of the small 
size of individual particles, can be especially harmful to human health. Fine particulate matter is 
emitted by common combustion sources such as cars, trucks, buses and power plants, in addition to 

                                                      
13 Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), 2007. Ten Year Bay Area Air Quality Summary. 

Website: www.baaqmd.gov/pio/aq_summaries/pollsum06.pdf. July. 



 
L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  W A T S O N  P A R K  R E M E D I A L  A C T I O N  P L A N  A N D  M A S T E R  P L A N   
S E P T E M B E R  2 0 0 8  I N I T I A L  S T U D Y / M I T I G A T E D  N E G A T I V E  D E C L A R A T I O N  
  

 

P:\SJO0701 Watson MND\Products\IS-MND\Final Screen\Final Screen IS MND rev.doc (9/16/2008)   FINAL 26

ground disturbing activities. The Bay Area is considered an attainment area for PM2.5 at the national 
level and a nonattainment area for PM2.5 at the State level.14  
 
Clean Air Plan. The most recent BAAQMD plan for attaining California Ambient Air Quality Stand-
ards, the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy, was adopted by BAAQMD on January 4, 2006. The 2005 
Ozone Strategy is the fourth triennial update of the BAAQMD’s original 1991 Clean Air Plan (CAP). 
The 2005 Ozone Strategy demonstrates how the San Francisco Bay Area will achieve compliance with 
the State 1-hour air quality standard for ozone and how the region will reduce transport of ozone and 
ozone precursors to neighboring air basins. The Ozone Strategy also includes stationary source control 
measures, mobile source control measures and transportation control measures. Although it is only 
required to address ozone pollution and associated control measures, the Ozone Strategy also discusses 
particulate matter pollution and reduction measures.  
 
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? (Potentially 

Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated) 
 
As noted above, the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy, which also addresses particulate matter, is the air 
quality plan that applies to Watson Park. The primary sources of ozone are internal combustion 
engines and power plants. Therefore, the proposed RAP and Master Plan would contribute to regional 
ozone emissions in the form of emissions from construction vehicles and emissions from motor 
vehicles driven to and from the park by visitors.  The proposed RAP and Master Plan would contribute 
to particulate matter emissions (both PM10 and PM2.5) through construction vehicle emissions and the 
disturbance of soil within the park during the construction period.  
 
Construction activities would include grading and earthmoving during RAP implementation to 
consolidate contaminated soil on the south side of the park and cover it with a cap of clean soil taken 
from borrow areas located on the north side of the park. Relatively minor grading and earthmoving 
would occur during park development to construct new recreational facilities, such as the soccer fields, 
basketball courts and other facilities and to install landscaping. These activities, which include ground 
disturbance and the operation of motorized construction vehicles, would incrementally increase ozone 
and particulate matter emissions in the region during the project construction period, which is antici-
pated to be about four months for consolidation and capping and approximately six months for 
development of Phase I of the Master Plan. Except for the riparian corridor, most of the park site 
would be disturbed by remediation activities and redevelopment of the park.   
 
As part of the remediation process site and community health and safety plans are required to be 
prepared in accordance with federal Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) and 
California Division of Occupational Safety and Health (DOSH) regulations. The health and safety 
plans shall be submitted to DTSC for review and approval. Implementation of the health and safety 
plans would ensure the safety of workers, nearby residents, and teachers and students at the Empire 
Gardens Elementary School. The health and safety plans would include measures to control and 
monitor dust and other potential environmental hazards. Dust control measures would be implemented 
during earth moving activities. 
 
                                                      

14 Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), 2007. Ambient Air Quality and Bay Area Attainment 
Status. Website: www.baaqmd.gov/pln/air_quality/ambient_air_quality. July. 
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According to BAAQMD, temporary, construction period air quality impacts (for all pollutants) are 
considered less-than-significant if standard BAAQMD particulate matter control measures are 
implemented. The BAAQMD does not maintain significance thresholds for PM2.5; however, mitigation 
measures for large particulate matter (PM10) would also be effective at reducing emissions of small 
particulate matter (PM2.5). During implementation of the RAP, air monitoring would be conducted and 
would include monitoring on site and at the fence line in upwind and multiple downwind locations to 
ensure that dust is not blowing off site. Implementation of the following mitigation measure, which 
includes the required BAAQMD control measures outlined in the agency’s CEQA Guidelines, would 
reduce the proposed RAP’s and Master Plan’s construction period air quality impacts (including 
construction period conflicts with the 2005 Ozone Strategy) to a less-than-significant level.  
 

Mitigation Measure AIR-1: The construction contractor shall implement the following 
measures at the park during the site remediation (RAP) and site preparation and construction 
(Master Plan) phases of the project:  

• Water all active construction sites at least twice daily. 

• Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials or require all trucks to 
maintain at least 2 feet of freeboard. 

• Apply water three times daily or apply non-toxic soil stabilizers on all unpaved access 
roads, parking areas, and staging areas at construction sites.  

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

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

• Hydroseed or apply non-toxic soil stabilizers to inactive construction areas (previously dis-
turbed areas inactive for ten days or more).  

• Enclose, cover, water twice daily, or apply non-toxic soil binders to exposed stockpiles 
(dirt, sand, etc.) 

• Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour. 

• Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to public 
roadways. 

• Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible. 

• Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) exceed 25 
miles per hour.  

• Minimize idling time (to 5 minutes or less). 

• Maintain properly-tuned equipment.  
 
Vehicle Emissions. Implementation of the RAP would be a temporary source of vehicle emissions 
during the 4-month implementation process. Due to the temporary nature of these emission sources the 
BAAQMD does not have significance thresholds for construction emissions. The Master Plan is not 
expected to significantly increase trips generated by the project site. Therefore, the proposed Master 
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Plan’s operational-period ozone contribution would be less-than-significant, and the proposed RAP 
and Master Plan would not conflict with the 2005 Ozone Strategy.  
 
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air 

quality violation? (Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated) 
 
Implementation of the proposed RAP and Master Plan could expose residential land uses around 
Watson Park to marginally increased levels of particulate matter (including both PM10 and PM2.5) 
during the construction period, due to fuel combustion by construction equipment and ground 
disturbance. Exposure of sensitive receptors to particulate matter associated with project construction 
activities is expected to be relatively low due to the presence of winds (which often disperse air 
pollutants) and the limited duration of construction activities (a total of 4 months for consolidation and 
capping and six months for the first phase of park redevelopment). Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure AIR-1 would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.  
 
In 1998, the California Air Resources Board (ARB) identified particulate matter from diesel-fueled 
engines as a toxic air contaminant. After this identification process, the ARB completed a risk 
management process that determined potential cancer risks for a range of activities using diesel-fueled 
engines. High volume freeways, stationary diesel engines, and facilities attracting heavy and constant 
diesel traffic (e.g., distribution centers and truck stops) were identified as having the highest risk to 
adjacent receptors. Other facilities associated with increased risk include warehouse distribution 
centers, large retail or industrial facilities, high volume transit centers, and schools with a high volume 
of bus traffic. Health risks from diesel fuel-generated particulate matter are a function of both 
concentration and duration of exposure.   
 
As discussed in the introduction to this section, the San Francisco Bay air basin is considered a 
nonattainment area for particulate matter and for 4-hour ozone levels, under State standards. As 
discussed in Section III.a, construction activities associated with implementation of the proposed RAP 
and Master Plan would result in a short-term release of particulate matter into the atmosphere, and 
could contribute to existing future particulate matter violations. However, according to BAAQMD, 
temporary, construction period air quality impacts (for all pollutants) are considered less-than-
significant if standard BAAQMD particulate matter control measures are implemented. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-1 would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 
Impacts associated with exposure of park users to diesel exhaust from U.S. 101 are discussed in 
Section III.d.  
 
Vehicle Emissions - Master Plan. As discussed in Section III.a, implementation of the proposed 
Master Plan is not expected to substantially increase in the number of motorized vehicle trips. The 
ozone precursors released by park-related car trips would not comprise a significant contribution to the 
air basin’s violation of the 1-hour ozone standard.  
 
c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project 

region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or State ambient air quality standard 
(including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)? 
(Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated) 
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As discussed in Section III.b, the proposed RAP and Master Plan would not result in significant 
emissions of ozone during the short-term construction period or the long-term park operation period. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-1 would ensure that the proposed RAP and Master Plan 
do not make a significant short-term contribution to the air basin’s non-attainment status for particulate 
matter: 
 
d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? (Less-than-Significant 

Impact) 
 
U.S. 101 is located adjacent to the park. Vehicles on the freeway release various air emissions, 
including diesel engine exhaust. The concentration of vehicle emissions is usually highest within 300 
feet of a freeway; at 500 feet away from the freeway, pollutant concentrations are substantially 
dispersed. Approximately one-quarter of Watson Park is located within the 300-foot zone of higher 
pollutant concentrations. This portion of Watson Park would continue to be used as a dog park and a 
parking lot. Therefore, implementation of the RAP and Master Plan would not expose additional 
individuals to these elevated pollutant concentrations. 
 
Sensitive receptors located in the vicinity of the park include residential uses to the west of the project 
site and the Empire Gardens Elementary School. Students, teachers, and other workers at the Empire 
Gardens Elementary School could potentially be affected by contaminants from the park site. 
However, implementation of dust control, perimeter air monitoring, and other site control measures 
required in the health and safety plan, noted above, would prevent contamination at the park site from 
migrating off-site during remedial activities. In addition, construction activities near the school could 
be executed during times when school is not in session. Long-term monitoring of the cap and Land 
Use Covenants would prevent the contamination from migrating or affecting the school following 
remediation activities. 
 
Residents and other sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the park would be temporarily exposed to 
diesel engine exhaust during the RAP implementation and redevelopment phases due to the operation 
of construction equipment. It is anticipated that several construction vehicles, including track hoes, 
bulldozers, scrapers, compactors, and end dump trucks would be operating within the park at any 
given time. Site clearance and capping, the most intensive construction activity, would be expected to 
last approximately four months and Phase I of the redevelopment construction would last about six 
months.  
 
Therefore, construction period diesel emissions would be released at the project site for only a limited 
time. The only toxic air pollution emissions of potentially significant quantity would be those 
associated with the construction of the proposed project from large, heavy-duty diesel-powered 
equipment exhaust. The State of California, Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment 
(OEHHA) currently describes the health risk from diesel exhaust entirely in terms of the amount of 
particulate, or PM10, that is emitted. The health risk associated with diesel exhaust PM10 only has a 
carcinogenic and chronic effect; no short-term acute effects are recognized. The construction period of 
the project lasts only a short time, relative to the length of time required for carcinogenic and chronic 
health impacts. Therefore the health risk associated with construction emissions would be less than 
significant. The concentration of diesel emissions on the site and the duration of exposure to these 
emissions by sensitive receptors near the park would not result in significant adverse health effects. 
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e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? (Less-than-Significant 
Impact) 

 
Implementation of the proposed RAP and Master Plan would not result in the removal or disturbance 
of large quantities of saturated or hydric soils with high proportions of organic matter that would cause 
objectionable odors when the soil dries. Other components of the proposed Master Plan, including the 
installation of landscaping, the development of recreational facilities, and the re-routing of storm 
drainage and sewer lines would not create long-term objectionable odors.  
 
 

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project: 
 

    

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
through habitat modifications, on any species identified as 
a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service?  

 

    

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

 

    

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected 
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water 
Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, 
coastal, etc.) Through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means?  

 

    

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, 
or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?  

 

    

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

 

    

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan 
or other approved local, regional, or State habitat 
conservation plan?  
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Information in this section relies on the Biological Resources Assessment prepared for the project site 
and included as Appendix E of this report. The assessment was prepared on the basis of several field 
visits, a search of the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), and review of previous studies 
conducted within and in the vicinity of the project site. Formal protocol level surveys have not been 
conducted at the project site. 
 
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any 

species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, 
policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service? (Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated) 

 
Existing Vegetation. The majority of vegetation on the site consists of ornamental trees planted as 
park landscaping, with coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia), coast redwood (Sequoia sempervirens), and 
California black walnut (Juglans californica) the most abundant. Although all three of these species 
are native to California, coast live oak is the only one native to San Jose. The most abundant non-
native trees in the park are tree-of-heaven (Ailanthus altissima), London plane tree (Platanus x. 
acerifolia), and Chinese pistache (Pistachia chinensis). Additional trees present include red gum 
(Eucalyptus camaldulensis), incense cedar (Libocedrus decurrens), Japanese privet (Ligustrum 
japonicum), tupelo (Nyssa sylvatica), Italian stone pine (Pinus pinea), black locust (Robinia 
pseudoacacia), and Chinese elm (Ulmus parviflora). The area between the Community building 
parking lot and the Coyote Creek riparian corridor contains numerous dead as well as live Monterey 
pines (Pinus radiata). Most of the unpaved ground surface in the park is covered by either landscaped 
turf (soccer fields, dog park) or un-maintained non-native annual grassland dominated by bromes 
(Bromus sp.), Italian ryegrass (Lolium multiflorum), and wild oat (Avena fatua). A small patch of 
coyote brush (Baccharis pilularis) is present adjacent to the riparian corridor just north of the Empire 
Gardens Elementary School. 
 
The Coyote Creek riparian corridor along the eastern edge of the site supports a structurally diverse 
woodland co-dominated by Fremont cottonwood (Populus fremontii ssp. fremontii) and arroyo willow 
(Salix lasiolepis), with California black walnut, box elder (Acer negundo), and red willow (S. 
laevigata) comprising the majority of the remaining tree cover. Much of the riparian woodland’s 
structural diversity can be attributed to an approximately 20-foot-wide bench along the western edge of 
the creek channel, which enables the growth of shrubby understory vegetation such as Himalayan 
blackberry (Rubus discolor), wild grape (Vitis sp.), California rose (Rosa californica), and saplings of 
willow and box elder. The ground layer is comprised primarily of grasses mixed with curly dock 
(Rumex crispus), willowherb (Epilobium sp.), and other herbaceous species. Canopy cover averages 90 
percent, with most of the trees averaging 70 to 80 feet in height. 
 
Special-Status Species. The California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) contains records for 13 
special-status plant species potentially occurring in the vicinity of the site, although only seven have 
been recorded since 1900 or are still considered extant in the area: big-scale balsamroot (Balsamorhiza 
macrolepis var. macroplepis; California Native Plant Society [CNPS] List 1B), Congdon’s tarplant 
(Centromedia parryi ssp. congdonii; CNPS List 1B), Mt. Hamilton thistle (Cirsium fontinale var. 
campylon; CNPS List 1B), Santa Clara Valley dudleya (Dudleya setchellii; federally endangered, 
CNPS List 1B), fragrant fritillary (Fritillaria liliacea; CNPS List 1B), Hall’s bush mallow 
(Malacothamnus hallii; CNPS List 1B), and Metcalf Canyon jewelflower (Streptanthus albidus ssp. 
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albidus; federally endangered, CNPS List 1B).15 None of these species have been observed or are 
expected to occur on site due to its history of disturbance and consequent lack of suitable native soils 
or substrates. Most rare plants in the San Jose region are associated with serpentine soils and/or rock 
outcrops, and the lack of such features is the primary limiting factor for special-status plants at Watson 
Park. 
 
The CNDDB reports eight special-status animal species occurring within the general vicinity of the 
site: Bay checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryas editha bayensis), California tiger salamander (Ambystoma 
californiense), western pond turtle (Actinemys marmorata), Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperi), 
American peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum), burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), hoary bat 
(Lasiurus cinereus), and pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus).16 Five additional species were also considered 
based on the presence of marginal or suitable habitat: steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss; Central 
California Coast ESU17), California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii), yellow warbler (Dendroica 
petechia), Townsend’s big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii), and western red bat (Lasiurus 
blossevillii). Bay checkerspot butterfly, steelhead, California tiger salamander, and California red-
legged frog are listed as threatened under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA), and American 
peregrine falcon is listed as endangered under the California ESA. The eight remaining species are 
considered Species of Special Concern by the CDFG. 
 
Bay checkerspot butterfly and California tiger salamander are not expected to occur due to the site’s 
urban setting and consequent lack of suitable habitat. Coyote Creek contains marginal dispersal and 
hydration habitat for California red-legged frog, but the lack of emergent vegetation and pools in the 
channel, as well as the presence of predatory fishes and bullfrogs, severely reduce the likelihood of its 
occurrence. Moreover, this species is considered extirpated from most streams in lowland urban areas 
in the Santa Clara Valley.18, 19 A pair of American peregrine falcons is known to nest at City Hall in 
downtown San Jose;20 this pair may occasionally fly over the site, but are not expected to forage or 
nest there. Townsend’s big-eared bat may occasionally forage along the Coyote Creek riparian 
corridor, but is not expected to roost on site due to the absence of abandoned buildings (the existing 
buildings on site lack suitable openings through which roosting bats could enter). 
 
Steelhead are known to occur in the upper reaches of Coyote Creek,21 and thus are highly likely to 
move through the site while migrating to known spawning areas upstream. Coyote Creek is also 

                                                      
15 California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), 2007. Special-status Species Occurrences from the San Jose 

East and San Jose West 7.5-minute USGS quadrangles. Biogeographic Data Branch, California Department of Fish and 
Game, Sacramento. 

16 Ibid. 
17 ESU = Evolutionarily Significant Unit 
18 H.T. Harvey and Associates. 1997. Santa Clara Valley Water District: California red-legged frog distribution and 

status – 1997. Project No. 1164-01. 
19 Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD), 2001. Revised stream maintenance program biological assessment. 

San Jose, California. 
20 CNDDB 2007, op. cit. 
21 Leidy, R.A., G.S. Becker, and B.N. Harvey. 2005. Historical distribution and current status of steelhead/rainbow 

trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss) in streams of the San Francisco Estuary, California. Center for Ecosystem Management and 
Restoration, Oakland, California. 
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included in the Santa Clara Hydrologic Unit of critical habitat for Central California Coast steelhead 
designated by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS).22 Western pond turtles are also known 
to occur in Coyote Creek,23 and suitable aquatic habitat and basking sites are present within the 
Watson Park riparian corridor. Cooper’s hawk has been observed on site,24 and the numerous trees 
both within and adjacent to the riparian corridor provide suitable nesting habitat. Suitable nesting 
habitat for yellow warbler is present within the dense willows of the riparian corridor, although none 
have been detected on site to date. This species is more likely to occur during spring or fall migration 
than during the nesting season.  
 
Steelhead. As mentioned above, Central California Coast steelhead are known to occur in Coyote 
Creek, which has been designated as critical habitat for the species. Since the proposed storm drain 
replacements would require working adjacent to, and possibly within, Coyote Creek, the project could 
result in impacts to steelhead. Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce this 
potential impact to a less-than-significant level: 
 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1: The City shall implement the following measures to avoid or 
minimize potential impacts to steelhead and, if present western pond turtle: 
 
• All construction activities in or adjacent to Coyote Creek (i.e., below top-of-bank) shall be 

conducted between June 15 and October 15, when steelhead are less likely to be migrating 
through the project area. Should the contractor demonstrate a need to conduct activities 
outside this time period, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) may authorize such 
activities after obtaining NMFS approval. 

• The number of access routes, number and size of staging areas, and total area of activity 
shall be limited to the minimum necessary to complete the project. When possible, existing 
ingress or egress points shall be used and the contours of the work area shall be returned to 
pre-construction condition or better. 

• All fueling and maintenance of vehicles and other equipment, as well as staging areas, shall 
be located at least 60 feet from the creek. The City shall ensure that the contractor has 
prepared a plan to allow prompt and effective response to any accidental spills in the 
riparian corridor. All workers shall be informed of the importance of preventing spills and 
the appropriate measures to take should a spill occur. 

• To control erosion during and after construction activities, the contractor shall implement 
best management practices (BMPs) in accordance with Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (RWQCB) guidelines and the project’s Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP). (also see Mitigation Measure BIO-6c below) 

• If either of the work areas will require temporary dewatering by pumping, intakes shall be 
completely screened with wire mesh not larger than 5 millimeters to prevent steelhead from 

                                                      
22 National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). 2005. Endangered and threatened species; designation of critical 

habitat for seven Evolutionarily Significant Units of Pacific salmon and steelhead in California. Federal Register 
70(170):52488–52627. 

23 EDAW, Inc. 2006. Final Biological Resources Assessment for the Santa Clara Valley Water District’s Mid-
Coyote Creek Project. Prepared for the Santa Clara Valley Water District, San Jose, California. August. 

24 LSA observation, July 27, 2007 



 
L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  W A T S O N  P A R K  R E M E D I A L  A C T I O N  P L A N  A N D  M A S T E R  P L A N   
S E P T E M B E R  2 0 0 8  I N I T I A L  S T U D Y / M I T I G A T E D  N E G A T I V E  D E C L A R A T I O N  
  

 

P:\SJO0701 Watson MND\Products\IS-MND\Final Screen\Final Screen IS MND rev.doc (9/16/2008)   FINAL 34

entering. A NMFS-approved biologist shall capture and relocate any native fish or other 
vertebrate species found in the work area prior to dewatering. Captured animals shall be 
relocated to a suitable pool or other location above or below the work area. 

 
Burrowing Owls. Although burrowing owls have not previously been observed on or in the immediate 
vicinity of the site, suitable habitat is present due to the presence of California ground squirrels and 
their burrows, primarily in the berm that surrounds the soccer bowl and the former orchard. Burrowing 
owls are a California Species of Special Concern and their nest burrows are protected by the federal 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and California Fish and Game Code. Although the likelihood of 
burrowing owls occurring on site is somewhat low due to surrounding high-density development, there 
is a slight potential that migrating or dispersing owls could occur. If present, burrowing owls could be 
directly impacted through the destruction or disturbance of occupied burrows during construction 
activities in the vicinity of the soccer bowl. The following mitigation measure would reduce this 
impact to a less-than-significant level: 

 
Mitigation Measure BIO-2: A preconstruction survey to determine the presence or absence of 
burrowing owls in the vicinity of the soccer bowl shall be conducted by a qualified biologist no 
more than 30 days prior to the initiation of any construction on or within 100 feet of the 
perimeter of the soccer field. If burrowing owls are observed on or near the construction area 
during these surveys, the City shall implement an exclusion zone (i.e., an area in which no 
project-related activities are allowed) around the occupied burrow. During the breeding season 
of February 1 to August 31, exclusion zones shall consist of a 250-foot radius from the nest 
burrow. No project activity shall occur within the exclusion area until the young have fledged. 
During the non-breeding season of September 1 to January 31, exclusion zones shall consist of a 
160-foot radius from occupied burrows. Passive relocation of owls, involving the exclusion of 
owls from burrows through the placement of one-way doors into burrow entrances, may be 
implemented during the non-breeding season, provided that the California Department of Fish 
and Game (CDFG) has reviewed and authorized the relocation plan. 

 
Nesting Birds/Roosting Bats. The numerous trees on and adjacent to the site provide nesting habitat for 
Cooper’s hawk, a California Species of Special Concern. The site also contains suitable roosting (i.e., 
tree cavities or foliage) and foraging habitat for hoary bat, pallid bat, and western red bat, all three of 
which are California Species of Special Concern. If conducted during the breeding season (March 
through August), tree removals associated with implementation of the RAP (and potentially with 
construction of the Coyote Creek pedestrian bridge) could directly impact nesting Cooper’s hawks by 
removing trees that support active nests. Prolonged loud construction noises associated with other 
aspects of the project could also disturb Cooper’s hawks nesting adjacent to the site, resulting in 
nesting failure. Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce potential impacts to 
nesting Cooper’s hawks and roosting bats to a less-than-significant level. 
 

Mitigation Measure BIO-3: If feasible, all tree removals shall be conducted during the non-
breeding season (September through February) to avoid direct impacts to nesting Cooper’s 
hawks and nesting native birds protected by the MBTA. If tree removals are scheduled outside 
of this period (during the breeding season), a qualified ornithologist shall conduct a 
preconstruction survey of all trees to be removed to determine if any contain active nests. The 
preconstruction survey shall be conducted within 15 days prior to the start of work from March 
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through May (since there is higher potential for birds to initiate nesting during this period), and 
within 30 days prior to the start of work from June through August. If active nests are found, the 
ornithologist shall determine an appropriately sized buffer around the nest in which no work will 
be allowed until the young have successfully fledged. The size of the nest buffer will be 
determined by the biologist in consultation with the CDFG, and will be based to a large extent 
on the nesting species and its sensitivity to disturbance.  
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-4: Preconstruction surveys for bat roosts shall be conducted in all trees 
that will be removed or limbed. The survey shall take place no more than 30 days prior to 
removal activities. Preconstruction surveys shall be repeated if demolition or construction 
activities are delayed more than 30 days. If a bat roost is found in a tree cavity, the species of bat 
using the roost shall be identified and methods to encourage the bats to leave the roost or to 
prevent them from returning to the roost shall be implemented prior to roost removal. A 
mitigation plan shall be developed to specify the methods to be used and the timing of the 
activities, and this mitigation plan shall be submitted to the City of San Jose’s Environmental 
Principal Planner for review and approval. 

 
b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community 

identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of 
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? (Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation 
Incorporated) 

 
The project could impact the riparian habitat of Coyote Creek through direct (construction related) or 
indirect (nighttime lighting) impacts. However, project lighting would be designed in accordance with 
the City’s Riparian Corridor Policy Study, which requires that lighting is located at least 200 feet from 
riparian corridors. The soccer field lighting would be designed to prevent light spillover from entering 
the riparian corridor. Compliance with the City’s Outdoor Lighting Policy and the City’s Riparian 
Corridor Policy Study would ensure that nighttime lighting impacts on the riparian habitat are reduced 
to a less-than-significant level.  
 
Construction of the pedestrian bridge over Coyote Creek would likely involve trimming and removal 
of existing trees within the riparian corridor. Eleven native trees (nine Fremont cottonwoods, two 
California black walnuts) were identified in the approximate bridge work area.25 Seven of these trees 
would likely have to be removed to accommodate a 10-foot to 12-foot-wide bridge and facilitate 
equipment access, and an additional four would have to be trimmed based on the current design and 
likely construction requirements. 
 
In addition, the proposed replacement of the two storm drain outfalls would require working within 
CDFG jurisdiction (i.e., below top-of-bank) under Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game 
Code, and would require the removal of approximately 18 native trees.26  
 

                                                      
25 LSA Associates, Inc. 2008. Watson Park Storm Drain Outfall/Pedestrian Bridge Tree Impacts. Memo from 

Timothy Milliken to Matt Ricketts, February 18. 
26 Ibid. 
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Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce potential impacts to the riparian 
corridor associated with construction of park facilities to a less-than-significant level.  
 

Mitigation Measure BIO-5: The City shall prepare and submit a Notification of Lake or 
Streambed Alteration application form (Form FG2023) to the CDFG for working within the bed 
and bank of Coyote Creek. The application shall include a Habitat Mitigation Monitoring Plan 
prepared by a qualified restoration ecologist for any vegetation removal within the riparian 
corridor. This plan shall be reviewed and approved by the CDFG and implemented by the City. 
The amount of riparian vegetation trimmed, removed, or disturbed shall be kept to a minimum. 
Native trees (> 6 inches diameter-at-breast-height [dbh]) that are removed shall be replaced at a 
3:1 ratio on site using locally native riparian trees. Any revegetation efforts will be completed 
prior to the rainy season. Plantings will be maintained and monitored until successfully 
established, under the supervision of a qualified restoration ecologist, to the satisfaction of 
CDFG. 

 
c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of 

the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through 
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? (Potentially Significant 
Unless Mitigation Incorporated) 

 
Reconnaissance-level surveys have not identified any potential wetlands in the upland portions of the 
site. Coyote Creek is a designated “other water” of the United States (U.S.) under jurisdiction of the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), which is responsible for enforcing Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act. Although the pedestrian bridge has not yet been designed, the bridge would likely consist 
of an approximately 10-foot to 12-foot-wide prefabricated, clear span, steel truss bridge supported by 
abutments located outside of the top bank. The location of the bridge is identified in the Watson Park 
Master Plan (based on minimizing habitat impacts), however the specific locations of the bridge 
foundations have not yet been identified, therefore it is unknown whether they would fall within the 
Corps’ jurisdiction (i.e., whether fill would be placed below the Ordinary High Water Mark [OHWM] 
of Coyote Creek). Depending on the placement of the bridge abutments and what bank stabilization 
activities are proposed, construction of the bridge could directly impact jurisdictional waters of the 
U.S. It should be noted that the City will conduct additional analysis of the environmental impacts of 
the bridge once the final design is completed. 
 
The proposed replacement of the two storm drain outfalls involves the placement of approximately 250 
square feet of rock riprap at each outfall location. Direct impacts to jurisdictional waters of the U.S. 
would occur if any of the riprap were placed below the OHWM of Coyote Creek. 
 
Construction may also inadvertently impact jurisdictional waters if oil or grease from heavy equipment 
inadvertently enters the streams. Uncured or wet concrete could also enter the stream during 
construction of the bridge foundations. Such runoff would cause degradation of stream water quality 
and negatively affect aquatic biota, including western pond turtles, if present. Implementation of the 
following three-part mitigation measure would ensure that potential impacts to jurisdictional waters are 
reduced to a less-than-significant level. 
 

Mitigation Measure BIO-6a: To determine the extent of Corps jurisdiction at the proposed 
bridge location and storm drain outfalls, a qualified wetland scientist shall delineate waters of 
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the U.S. at these areas using Corps methodology.27 This delineation shall be verified by the 
Corps. The delineation waters of the U.S. potentially affected by the bridge shall be based on the 
final bridge design. 
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-6b: The City shall obtain the appropriate federal and State permits for 
any construction activities and/or structures located below the OHWM of Coyote Creek.  
Assuming that the total area impacted would be less than 0.5 acre (21,780 square feet), 
construction of the pedestrian bridge would likely qualify for authorization under Nationwide 
Permit (NWP) 14 (Linear Transportation Projects), which regulates “activities required for the 
construction, expansion, modification, or improvement of linear transportation crossings (e.g., 
roads, highways, railways, trails, airport runways, and taxiways) in waters of the U.S…” 
Replacement of the storm drain outfalls would likely qualify for authorization under NWP 7 
(Outfall Structures and Associated Intake Structures), which regulates “activities related to the 
construction or modification of outfall structures and associated intake structures, where the 
effluent from the outfall is authorized, conditionally authorized, or specifically exempted by, or 
that are otherwise in compliance with regulations issued under the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System Program.”  
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-6c: All activities within or adjacent to (i.e., within 50 feet) the Coyote 
Creek riparian corridor shall implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) and erosion control 
measures in accordance with Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) guidelines. 

 
d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife 

species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of 
native wildlife nursery sites? (Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated) 

 
No wildlife corridors would be adversely affected by the proposed project. Coyote Creek and its 
associated riparian woodland is a major movement corridor for wildlife in San Jose, and would remain 
unaltered by project activities. The addition of the pedestrian bridge would introduce a small amount 
of human foot traffic across the creek, but would not affect species’ ability to move up and down the 
creek. Furthermore, most of the species that likely use the site are "generalists" that are adept at 
moving through urban landscapes. 
 
Temporary dewatering of the Coyote Creek channel may be necessary to facilitate the proposed storm 
drain replacements. Dewatering would temporarily affect the movement of aquatic species along 
Coyote Creek, but such impacts are expected to be minor and short-term in duration. Implementation 
of Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would reduce potential impacts to steelhead and other aquatic species to 
a less-than-significant level. Native fish and wildlife species would still be able to move through the 
Coyote Creek riparian corridor after the project is completed.  
 
Project construction would involve the removal of all existing trees and shrubs within the footprint of 
the soil cap and soil borrow area proposed by the RAP. Trees and shrubs have the potential to support 
nests of common native bird species. All native birds and their nests, regardless of their regulatory 
status, are protected under the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act and California Fish and Game Code. 
                                                      

27 Environmental Laboratory. 1987. Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual. Technical report Y-87-1, 
U.S. Army Engineers Waterways Experiment Station, Vicksburg, Mississippi. 
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If conducted during the breeding season (March through August), vegetation removal activities could 
directly impact nesting birds by removing trees and/or vegetation that support active nests. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-2 (i.e., preconstruction surveys) will reduce potential 
impacts to nesting birds to a less-than-significant level. 
 
e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree 

preservation policy or ordinance? (Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated) 
 
The Arborist Survey Report prepared for the project site, and included as Appendix C of this report, 
identified 186 ordinance-sized trees28 in accordance with the City’s municipal code (§13.32.20.1). No 
trees within Watson Park are on the City’s Heritage Tree List (municipal code §13.28.330 and 
13.32.090). Although most of the trees proposed for removal are dead or dying non-native species, 
several native coast live oaks would also be removed.  
 
In the interest of restoring existing trees native to the project site, a total of approximately 1,000 acorns 
have been collected from three of the coast live oaks located at the project site. Viable acorns were 
processed to allow germination and were transported to a nursery for planting. The seedlings will be 
held at the nursery for an establishment period of at least one year. After the seedlings have become 
established at the nursery they will be delivered to Watson Park for fall planting. It is anticipated that 
approximately 750 of the seedlings will be viable for planting at the park, or elsewhere within the City.  
 
Table 2 shows the City’s standard tree replacement ratios. Implementation of the following mitigation 
measure would ensure that the removal of 432 trees, including 186 ordinance size trees is reduced to a 
less-than-significant level.  
 

Mitigation Measure BIO-7:  Trees removed from the site as part of the proposed project shall be 
replaced at the ratios listed in Table 2, to the maximum extent feasible. Trees planted as 
mitigation for impacts to riparian habitat will not count towards the mitigation for removal of 
trees outside of the riparian area.  

 
 
Table 2: City of San Jose Tree Replacement Ratios 

Type of Tree to be Removed Diameter of Tree to be 
Removed Native Non-Native Orchard 

Minimum Size of Each 
Replacement Tree 

18 inches or greater 5:1 4:1 3:1 24-inch box 
12 - 18 inches 3:1 2:1 none 24-inch box 
less than 12 inches 1:1 1:1 none 15-gallon container 
x:x = tree replacement to tree loss ratio 
Source: City of San Jose, 2008. 

 
 
 

                                                      
28 Trees having a diameter equal to or greater than 17.83 inches (56-inch circumference) at 24 inches above natural 

grade. 
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f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan or other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan? (No 
Impact) 

 
The project site is not located within any lands covered by a local, regional, or State habitat 
conservation plan. 
 

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project: 
 

    

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 
of a historical resource as defined in '15064.5?  

 

 �   

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 
of an archaeological resource pursuant to '15064.5?  

 

 �   

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature?  

 

   � 

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries?  

 

 �   

Information in this section relies on the Cultural Resources Study prepared for the project site and 
included as Appendix F of this report. The cultural resources evaluation consisted of a records search, 
literature review, consultation with potentially interested parties, and a field survey.  
 
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in 

'15064.5? (Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated) 
 
The project site does not contain any recorded historical resources listed in the California Office of 
Historic Preservation’s Historic Properties Directory, the National Register of Historic Places, the 
California Register of Historical Resources, or the City of San Jose Historic Resources Inventory. A 
surface historical trash scatter associated with a trash incinerator and disposal site was identified on the 
project site as part of the cultural resources study. This site contains a variety of ceramic and glass 
fragments. The trash scatter has been previously disturbed by the construction of Watson Park and 
associated infrastructure and lacks the necessary integrity to qualify for listing in the California 
Register of Historical Resources and does not otherwise qualify as an historical resource as defined in 
Section 15064.5. In addition, the three buildings proposed for demolition within Watson Park (a 
restroom, Lower Watson Community Building, and Annex Building) are less than 45 years old and do 
not meet the minimum age requirements to qualify for listing in the California Register of Historical 
Resources.  
 
Although no known historical resources have been identified on the project site, there is the possibility 
that intact subsurface historical deposits or features associated with the trash incinerator and disposal 
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site are within the project area. These resources, as well as any other previously unidentified 
prehistoric archeological sites within the project area, could qualify as historical resources. 
Implementation of the following mitigation measure would ensure that any potential impacts to 
historical resources that may occur with demolition and excavation activities associated with 
implementation of the proposed RAP and Master Plan are reduced to a less-than-significant level. 
 

Mitigation Measure CULT-1: Any ground disturbance associated with project activities shall be 
monitored by a qualified archaeologist. Archaeological monitors must be empowered to halt 
construction activities at the location of the discovery to review possible archaeological material 
and to protect the resource while the finds are being evaluated. Monitoring shall continue until, 
in the archaeologist’s judgment, cultural resources are not likely to be encountered. Placement of 
fill required to achieve the soil cap requirements of the RAP and Master Plan shall be excluded 
from archeological monitoring. 
 
If deposits of prehistoric29 or historical archaeological deposits or features, other than deposits/ 
features associated with the burn ash/dump debris (unless intact), are discovered during project 
activities, all work within 25 feet of the discovery shall be redirected until the archaeological 
monitor assesses the situation and provides recommendations. A qualified archeologist shall 
determine whether deposits are historical resources as defined in Section 15064.5. If these 
deposits do not qualify as historical resources a determination will be made if they qualify as 
unique archaeological resources, pursuant to Section 15064.5(3)(c). Adverse effects to 
archaeological deposits should be avoided by project activities. If such deposits cannot be 
avoided, they shall be evaluated for their California Register of Historical Resources eligibility. 
If the resources are not eligible, avoidance is not necessary. If the resources are eligible, they will 
need to be avoided by adverse effects or such effects must be mitigated. Mitigation may consist 
of, but is not necessarily limited to, systematic recovery and analysis of archaeological deposits; 
recording the resource; preparation of a report of findings; accessioning recovered 
archaeological materials at an appropriate curation facility; and public outreach, such as 
brochures or displays at libraries and museums. Upon completion of the assessment, the 
archaeologist shall prepare a report documenting the methods and results, and provide 
recommendations for the treatment of the archaeological materials discovered. The report shall 
be submitted to the City of San Jose and the Northwest Information Center. 

 
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant 

to §15064.5? (Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated) 
 
Numerous prehistoric archeological sites have been recorded along Coyote Creek, many of which have 
little or no surface manifestations. Archeological excavations at sites along Coyote Creek have 
identified hundreds of artifacts and numerous Native American burials. As previously described, the 
surface historical trash scatter in the project site is not an archaeological resource pursuant to 

                                                      
29 Prehistoric materials include flaked-stone tools (e.g., projectile points, knives, choppers) or obsidian, chert, or 

quartzite toolmaking debris; culturally darkened soil (i.e., midden soil often containing heat affected rock, ash and charcoal, 
shellfish remains, and cultural materials); and stone milling equipment (e.g., mortars, pestles, handstones). Historical 
materials can include wood, stone, concrete, or adobe footings, walls and other structural remains; debris-filled wells or 
privies; and deposits of wood, glass, ceramics, and other refuse. 
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§15064.5. The project site itself does not contain any recorded archaeological resources as defined in 
§15064.5(3)(c) and §21083.2.  
 
Given the use of the project site as an early 20th-century trash disposal site and the presence of 
numerous prehistoric archaeological sites along Coyote Creek, it is possible that intact subsurface 
historic-period and prehistoric archaeological deposits that may qualify as archaeological resources are 
present within the project site. Implementation of Mitigation Measure CULT-1 would ensure that any 
potential impacts to unidentified archeological resources that may occur with implementation of the 
proposed RAP and Master Plan are reduced to a less-than-significant level.  
 
c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 

feature? (No Impact) 
 
A geologic and paleontological review was conducted for the project site and vicinity to assess the 
likelihood of encountering fossil resources and unique geologic features during the project 
construction period. Review of geologic maps did not identify paleontological resources or unique 
geologic features within or near the project site. A fossil locality search of the project area did not 
identify any recorded paleontological resources in or adjacent to the project area. Geologic maps 
indicate that the project area is underlain by Holocene (present to 10,000 years old) alluvial deposits. 
In proximity to the project area there are also levee deposits, stream terrace deposits, alluvial fan 
deposits, and basin deposits. All of these deposits are Holocene in age, and are unlikely to contain 
paleontological resources. Furthermore, construction activities are not anticipated to reach depths that 
could impact such resources. It is therefore anticipated that implementation of the proposed project 
would not have an impact on paleontological resources or unique geologic features. 
 
d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries? (Potentially 

Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated) 
 
There are no recorded human remains within the project site. However, numerous Native American 
skeletal remains have been identified along Coyote Creek, and there is the possibility that such 
subsurface remains exist in the project area. Implementation of the following mitigation measure 
would ensure that potential impacts to human remains are reduced to a less-than-significant level. 
 

Mitigation Measure CULT-2: In the event that an archaeological monitor is not present and 
human remains are encountered, work within 25 feet of the discovery shall be redirected and the 
County Coroner notified immediately. At the same time, an archaeologist will be contacted, if an 
archaeological monitor is not present, to assess the situation and consult with agencies as 
appropriate. Project personnel should not collect or move any human remains and associated 
materials. If the human remains are of Native American origin, the Coroner must notify the 
Native American Heritage Commission within 24 hours of this identification. The Native 
American Heritage Commission will identify a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) to inspect the 
site and provide recommendations for the proper treatment of the remains and associated grave 
goods. Upon completion of the assessment, the archaeologist shall prepare a report documenting 
the methods and results, and provide recommendations for the treatment of the human remains 
and any associated cultural materials, as appropriate and in coordination with the 
recommendations of the MLD. The City of San Jose, as owner of the site will decide the final 
disposition of the remains, in consultation with the MLD and a professional archeologist.   
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No 
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VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project: 
 

    

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving:  

 

    

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated 
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the 
area or based on other substantial evidence of a 
known fault?  Refer to Division of Mines and 
Geology Special Publication 42.  

 

    

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?  
 

    
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 

liquefaction?  
 

    

iv) Landslides?  
 

    
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?  
 

    
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or 

that would become unstable as a result of the project, 
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?  

 

    

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-
B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating 
substantial risks to life or property?  

 

    

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

 

    

Information for this section was obtained from site-specific reports prepared for the proposed project 
as well as reports and maps published by the United States Geological Survey (USGS), California 
Geological Survey (CGS), Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), and the City of San Jose 
General Plan. 
 
a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, 

injury, or death involving:  i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most 
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area 
or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault?  Refer to Division of Mines and 
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Geology Special Publication 42; ii) Strong seismic ground shaking; iii) Seismic-related ground 
failure, including liquefaction; iv) Landslides? (Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation 
Incorporated) 

 
The project site is located within the Coast Ranges Geomorphic Province, a relatively geologically 
young and seismically-active region on the western margin of the North American plate. The regional 
structure of the Coast Ranges consists of northwest-trending folds and faults created by transitional 
shear along the San Andreas Fault Zone. As a result, northwest-southeast trending ranges of low 
mountains and intervening valleys dominate this region. In general, the Coast Ranges are composed of 
sedimentary bedrock with layers of recent alluvium fill the intervening valleys.30   
 
The project site is at the base of the San Francisco Peninsula in the Santa Clara Valley, a structural 
basin filled with marine and alluvial sediments of Holocene Age. These recent surficial deposits are 
underlain by more than a thousand feet of Pleistocene Age alluvial deposits, and finally by bedrock of 
the Franciscan Complex. These deeper alluvial deposits are built up in alternating layers of permeable 
sands and clays and generally divided into upper and lower aquifer zones, with an extensive regional 
aquitard (low permeability layer) at a depth of 100 to 250 feet below ground surface.31, 32, 33  A site-
specific geotechnical report determined that the site is underlain by heterogeneous fill containing burn 
ash and alluvial deposits of clay, silt, sand and gravel deposited by Coyote Creek. The upper layer of 
mixed fill and burn ash varied in depth from approximately 3 feet to at least 13.5 feet. The soils in the 
fill appeared to be of local origin but also contained ash and debris.  
 
Fault Rupture. The San Andreas Fault Zone (SAFZ) includes numerous faults found by the CGS 
under the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (A-PEFZA) to be “active” (i.e., to have 
evidence of surface rupture in the past 11,000 years). Potentially active faults are defined as those for 
which there is evidence of surface displacement within the Quaternary period (that is, within about the 
past 1.6 million years) but show no surface displacement within the past 11,000 years. The latest maps 
issued by CGS in conformance with the requirements of the A-PEFZA do not indicate that there are 
active or potentially active faults at or adjacent the project site.34  The nearest A-PEFZA fault zones are 
for the active South Extension of the Hayward fault, 2.5 miles east of the site, Calaveras fault, 6.2 
miles northeast, and the Peninsula Section of the San Andreas fault, 13.2 miles to the southwest as 
shown in Figure 7. There is little or no potential for impact associated with surface rupture at the site. 
 

                                                      
30 California Geographic Survey (CGS), 2002, California Geomorphic Provinces, Note 36. 
31 United States Geological Survey (USGS), 1979, Flatland Deposits – Their Geology and Engineering Properties 

and Their Importance to Comprehensive Planning – with maps, USGS Professional Paper #943. 
32 USGS, 1993, Quaternary Geologic Map of the San Francisco 4° x 6° Quadrangle. 
33 Sloan, Doris, 2006, Geology of the San Francisco Bay Region, University of California Press. 
34 The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act was passed in 1972 to mitigate the hazard of surface faulting to 

structures for human occupancy. The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act's main purpose is to prevent the 
construction of buildings used for human occupancy on the surface trace of active faults. The Act only addresses the hazard 
of surface fault rupture and is not directed toward other earthquake hazards. The Seismic Hazards Mapping Act, passed in 
1990, addresses non-surface fault rupture earthquake hazards, including liquefaction and seismically induced landslides.  
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Strong Seismic Groundshaking. Ground shaking is a general term referring to all aspects of motion 
of the earth’s surface resulting from an earthquake, and is normally the major cause of damage in 
seismic events. The extent of ground shaking is controlled by the magnitude and intensity of the 
earthquake, distance from the epicenter, and local geologic conditions. The entire San Francisco Bay 
Area is located in a region of active seismicity. Historically, numerous moderate to strong earthquakes 
have been generated in northern California by several major faults and fault zones in the SAFZ system. 
The level of active seismicity results in classification of the San Francisco Bay Area as seismic risk 
Zone 4 (the highest risk category) in the California Building Code. 
  
Ground shaking from earthquakes along the known active faults in the site vicinity and general region 
could cause damage to people and property unless properly mitigated. Ground shaking potential is 
estimated on a worst-case basis by taking the maximum expected earthquake and designing for the 
peak accelerations that it could generate. The adverse impacts of seismically-generated ground shaking 
on infrastructure, structures and people can be reduced to acceptable levels by completing the project 
seismic design and construction in conformance with, or by exceeding, current best standards for 
earthquake resistant construction in accordance with the CBC and City of San Jose Building Code. 
Appropriate grading and design elements prepared by a Certified Engineering Geologist would also 
reduce the potential impact to areas that have undergone extensive grading and are prone to the 
secondary effects of ground shaking, such as differential settlement or liquefaction. However, in the 
event of a major earthquake, some structural damage is likely to occur to some structures and 
infrastructure. 
 
Implementation of the proposed Master Plan would include construction of new structures including a 
field house supporting the area of the soccer fields, restroom facilities, permanent shade structures, 
garden shed, vehicle storage sheds, and bleachers. Strong to very strong ground shaking is expected at 
the project site during a large earthquake on the San Andreas, South Hayward or Calaveras faults. 
Very strong ground shaking corresponds to Modified Mercalli Intensity Scale (MMI)-VIII, during 
which some masonry and frame structures would be damaged, and unbolted structures shifted off their 
foundations. This level of seismic shaking could cause injuries and/or fatalities and structural and non-
structural damage to new buildings at the site. It is acknowledged that seismic hazards cannot be  
completely eliminated, even with site-specific geotechnical methods and advanced building practices. 
However, exposure to seismic hazards is a generally accepted part of living in the seismically active 
areas of California. Therefore, implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce the 
potential hazards associated with seismic activity affecting new structures under the proposed Master 
Plan to a less-than-significant level.  
 

Mitigation Measure GEO-1:  Project design and construction shall be in conformance with, or 
exceed, current best standards for earthquake resistant construction in accordance with the 
California Building Code (Seismic Zone 4), applicable local codes, and in accordance with the 
generally accepted standards of geotechnical practice for seismic design in Northern California. 
In addition, building design shall follow the recommendations of a site-specific design-level 
geotechnical investigation report to be prepared by a Certified Engineering Geologist or 
Geotechnical Engineer. The City Engineer shall approve all final design and engineering plans. 

 
Liquefaction. Liquefaction is the temporary transformation of loose, saturated granular sediments 
from a solid state to a liquefied state as a result of seismic ground shaking. In the process, the soil 
undergoes transient loss of strength, which commonly causes ground displacement or ground failure to 



 
L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  W A T S O N  P A R K  R E M E D I A L  A C T I O N  P L A N  A N D  M A S T E R  P L A N   
S E P T E M B E R  2 0 0 8  I N I T I A L  S T U D Y / M I T I G A T E D  N E G A T I V E  D E C L A R A T I O N  
  

 

P:\SJO0701 Watson MND\Products\IS-MND\Final Screen\Final Screen IS MND rev.doc (9/16/2008)   FINAL 46

occur. Since saturated soils are a necessary condition for liquefaction, soil layers in areas where the 
groundwater table is near the surface have higher liquefaction potential than those in which the water 
table is located at greater depths.  
 
The depth to groundwater throughout the project site is not precisely known, as no monitoring wells 
were installed during the Preliminary Waste Characterization Study. However, groundwater was 
measured at a depth of approximately 11 feet below ground surface (bgs) on March 21, 2006 in the 
existing on-site monitoring well located near the center of the project area approximately 200 feet 
northeast of the tennis courts. The alluvium beneath the site is generally fine-grained, consisting of silt 
and clay, and it is anticipated that groundwater is present throughout the site consistent with the depth 
observed in the on-site monitoring well. Groundwater depth likely fluctuates at the site depending on 
seasonal conditions.35  

 
Lateral spreading is a form of horizontal displacement of soil toward an open channel or other “free” 
face, such as an excavation boundary. Lateral spreading can result from either the slump of low 
cohesion unconsolidated material or more commonly by liquefaction of either the soil layer or a 
subsurface layer underlying soil material on a slope, resulting in gravitationally driven movement.36 

Earthquake shaking leading to liquefaction of saturated soil can result in lateral spreading where the 
soil undergoes a temporary loss of strength. The project site topography is gently rolling to flat, with 
Coyote Creek adjacent to the project site. Regional liquefaction hazard mapping indicates that the 
project site is within a zone subject to moderate to low liquefaction hazards.37 
 
The California Geologic Survey’s Seismic Hazards Act mapping project includes the project area and 
the project site is mapped as having a potential for liquefaction hazard. A requirement of the act is that 
development at sites mapped for seismic hazards must have the potential for the mapped hazard 
evaluated in a site-specific geotechnical investigation. Implementation of the following mitigation 
measure would ensure that potential Master Plan related-impacts associated with liquefaction are 
reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

 
Mitigation Measure GEO-2:  The required site-specific geotechnical investigation for the 
proposed project will include an evaluation of the potential liquefaction hazards at the project 
site and recommendations for mitigation of the hazard. Building engineering and design shall 
follow the recommendations of a site-specific design-level geotechnical investigation report to 
be prepared by a Certified Engineering Geologist or Geotechnical Engineer. The City Engineer 
shall approve all final design and engineering plans. 

 
Landslides. Slope failure can occur as either rapid movement of large masses of soil (“landslide”) or 
slow, continuous movement (“creep”). The primary factors influencing the stability of a slope are: 1) 
the nature of the underlying soil or bedrock; 2) the geometry of the slope (height and steepness); 3) 
rainfall; and 4) the presence of previous landslide deposits. The relatively level project site is mapped 

                                                      
35 URS, 2006, Preliminary Waste Characterization Report (PWCR), Watson Park Burn Site, San Jose, Ca, prepared 

for the City of San Jose, URS project no. 28649733.00004, 29 November. 
36 Rauch, Alan F., 1997, EPOLLS: An Empirical Method for Predicting Surface Displacements due to Liquefaction-

Induced Lateral Spreading in Earthquakes, Ph. D. Dissertation, Virginia Tech, Blacksburg, VA.  
37  ABAG, 2004, Interactive Liquefaction Hazard Map, accessed at: gis.abag.ca.gov on 10/15/2007. 



 
L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  W A T S O N  P A R K  R E M E D I A L  A C T I O N  P L A N  A N D  M A S T E R  P L A N   
S E P T E M B E R  2 0 0 8  I N I T I A L  S T U D Y / M I T I G A T E D  N E G A T I V E  D E C L A R A T I O N  
  

 

P:\SJO0701 Watson MND\Products\IS-MND\Final Screen\Final Screen IS MND rev.doc (9/16/2008)   FINAL 47

as Category 1: “Stable areas of 0 to 5 percent slope, which are not underlain by known landslides”38  

Therefore, the potential for landslide activity at the project site is unlikely.  
 
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? (Less-than-Significant Impact) 
 
The project site would undergo extensive grading and filling activities as part of the activities 
associated with remediation and then the refurbishment and new development described in the Master 
Plan. Implementation of existing regulations as described in Section VIII.a below would reduce the 
potential impacts associated with soil erosion to a less-than-significant level. 
 
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result 

of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction or collapse? (Less-than-Significant Impact) 

 
The proposed RAP includes extensive grading activities, the introduction of new engineered fill to 
some areas, and capping the remaining burn ash and debris. Capping would encapsulate the hazardous 
materials of the site, and restrict the migration of the materials while limiting opportunity for human 
exposure. Periodic inspections for settlement, ponding of liquids, and erosion would be required with 
implementation of the RAP. Precautions would be taken to ensure that the cap integrity is not 
compromised by land use activities by instituting land use controls. Please also refer to the Hazardous 
Materials and Land Use sections of this Initial Study for further information on land use controls.39  As 
discussed above, the soils of the project site have a moderate to low potential for liquefaction, lateral 
spreading or landslide. Subsidence or collapse can result from the removal of subsurface water 
resulting in either a catastrophic or gradual depression of the surface elevation of the project site; 
however, activities associated with implementation of the proposed RAP and Master Plan would use 
municipal water utilities and would not remove groundwater. Therefore, subsidence or collapse of site 
soils would not be expected to occur. 
 
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), 

creating substantial risks to life or property? (Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation 
Incorporated) 

 
Surface soils at the project site are mapped by the Natural Resource Conservation Service as soils of 
the Yolo Association.40  The Yolo Association soils are characterized as well drained, medium and 
moderately fine textured soils developed in medium textured sedimentary alluvium. These soils have 
moderate to high shrink/swell potential (also known as linear extensibility or as expansive soils), low 
to moderate corrosivity and fair strength. In addition, extensive grading activities associated with the 
proposed RAP would result in areas of newly introduced engineered fill being adjacent these native 
undisturbed expansive soils, and/or areas where fills of different thickness underlies structures, utilities 
or flatwork (such as sidewalks and roadways). A surface soil quality evaluation and screening level 

                                                      
38  USGS, 1970. Regional Slope Stability Map of the Northeastern San Francisco Bay Region. 
39  URS, 2008b. Remedial Action Plan, Watson Park Burn Site, San Jose, California, May 9. 
40 U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), 1968. Soils of Santa Clara County, Soil Conservation Service 
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health risk assessment was performed for the project site.41 This work was performed to evaluate sur-
face soil quality and to assess potential health risks to park visitors. The results and recommendations 
in this study are discussed in Section VII, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of this report. Despite the 
level of study for the site, there is likely to be undocumented or un-engineered fill present on the site 
related to trash and burn pits.  
 
Where new structures and surface loads are introduced and overlie engineered fills, undocumented fills 
and/or adjoining native soils, soil expansion, settlement or differential settlement can result. Although 
rarely life-threatening, settlement and differential settlement can result in significant cosmetic and 
structural damage to structures and flatwork. Implementation of the following mitigation measure 
would reduce potential impacts related to expansive soils to a less-than-significant level. 
 

Mitigation Measure GEO-3: All of the recommendations of a final site-specific design-level 
geotechnical investigation as prepared by a licensed Geotechnical Engineer and approved by the 
City of San Jose shall be incorporated into all development plans, including recommendations 
for grading, placement of fill materials, pretreatment of expansive soils, and avoidance of 
settlement and/or differential settlement of infrastructure and buildings. 

 
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water 

disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water? (No Impact) 
 
On site treatment and disposal of waste water is not proposed by the project. As a result, there are no 
impacts related to this criterion.  
 

 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would 
the project: 

 

    

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

 

    

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment?  

 

    

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

 

    

                                                      
41 Lowney Associates, 2005, Surface Soil Quality Evaluation and Screen level Health Risk Appraisal, Watson 

Community Park, San Jose, CA. 28 March, Project No. 1409-13. 
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Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
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Less Than 
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No 
Impact 

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment?  

 

    

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles 
of a public airport or public use airport, would the 
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the project area?  

 

    

f) For a project located within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard for 
people residing or working in the project area?  

 

    

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan?  

 

    

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

    

 
Information for this section was obtained from environmental investigation reports for the project site 
and the RAP for the Watson Park Burn Site.42  Based on the findings of the Preliminary Waste 
Characterization Study (PWCS), the RAP evaluated three alternatives for remediation of the project 
site and selected a remedy that consists of consolidating the burn ash/dump debris, capping the debris 
on site with a minimum 3-foot-deep cap, and implementing institutional controls. Under the selected 
remedy, the surface of the burn site footprint would be capped with an engineered soil cover and/or 
membrane. The cap could include clean soil, building slabs, asphalt and/or concrete to minimize the 
potential for human exposure to burn ash/dump debris-containing materials present on the ground 
surface and in soils less than 3 feet deep. Institutional controls would include Land Use Covenants for 
parcels where residual burn ash/dump debris-containing soil has been capped. The Land Use 
Convenants would include provisions to limit the potential for future breaching of the cap and 
therefore control future human exposures to burn ash/dump debris.  
 
Because the site is a former burn dump site, it must comply with applicable regulations in California 
Code of Regulations Title 27. The regulations require regular monitoring, maintenance and reporting 
to an appropriate regulatory agency. The placement of the cap and grading activities would require a 
Construction Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and implementation of Best 

                                                      
42 URS, 2008b. Remedial Action Plan, Watson Park Burn Site, San Jose, California. May 9. 
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Management Practices (BMPs) to control stormwater runoff and erosion, as described in the 
Hydrology section of this Initial Study. 
 
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, 

or disposal of hazardous materials? (Less-than-Significant Impact) 
 
Site investigations at the project site have identified burn ash/dump debris containing lead and other 
constituents that present a potential hazard for the public or the environment.43, 44 A screening-level 
human health risk appraisal, which used DTSC guidance for exposures to park visitors,45 determined 
that the concentrations of contaminants in soils and soil vapor posed no immediate health risk to park 
users; however additional investigation of the extent of the burn ash/dump debris was recommended. 46 
In 2006, the City entered into a Voluntary Cleanup Agreement with DTSC for regulatory oversight and 
certification of the remediation of the burn ash/dump debris at the site. A PWCS was prepared in 
accordance with DTSC guidance for investigation of burn dump sites.47 The PWCS investigation 
included completion of 157 soil borings, 23 test pits/trenches, and surface soil sampling to delineate 
the extent of burn ash/dump debris present at the project site. An evaluation of groundwater, surface 
water and landfill gases were also included as part of the PWCS. 
  
Environmental site investigations conducted as part of the PWCS identified several classes of 
contaminants in site soils. The PWCS compared the concentrations of these constituents to DTSC 
California Human Health Screening Levels (CHHSLs) and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) Region IX Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) for residential land uses. CHHSLs and 
PRGs are conservative health risk based screening levels that are often used in the screening of 
laboratory data, in the absence of site-specific remedial goals.  
 
The PWCS found that a number of heavy metals, polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), 
organochlorine pesticides, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), dioxins, and furans exceeded their 
respective screening levels but that lead is the primary contributor to human health risk and also is the 
constituent that most frequently characterizes burn ash as a potential hazardous waste. Accordingly, 
lead served as the primary indicator of the presence of burn ash/dump debris. A site-specific cleanup 
level of 255 mg/kg was selected for lead, based on site-specific input parameters for the DTSC 
LeadSpread 7.0 model.48  This cleanup level for lead is higher than the CHHSL for residential sites of 
                                                      

43 URS, 2006, op cit. 
44 Lowney Associates, 2005a, op cit and Lowney Associates, 2005b, Surface Soil Quality Evaluation and Screening 

Level Health Risk Appraisal, Watson Community Park, San Jose, CA, March 28, revised May 24. 
45 DTSC, 1996, Supplemental Guidance for Human Health Multimedia Risk Assessments of Hazardous Waste Sites 

and Permitted Facilities, August. This guidance provides assumptions for the evaluation of health risks for children, who are 
assumed to be the most sensitive receptors at a community park. The guidance assumes that children visit the park on a 
periodic basis for 17 years:  four hours per week for 49 weeks per year through for children ages 1 through 5, and an 
average of approximately 6.75 hours per week (4 hours during the school year and 16 hours on school vacations) for 
children ages 6 through 17.  

46 Lowney Associates, 2005a, and 2005b, op cit. 
47 URS, 2006, op cit. Guidance for the PWCS is contained in DTSC, 2003, Protocol for Burn Dump Site 

Investigation and Characterization, June 30, which incorporates guidance from the California Integrated Waste Management 
Board (CIWMB) LEA Advisory No. 56. 

48 URS, 2007a, op cit. 
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150 mg/kg, but below the PRG for residential sites of 400 mg/kg. No other site-specific cleanup 
thresholds were established for the site.  
 
Using laboratory data from the soil samples and visual indications from soil borings and trenches, the 
PWCS mapped the extent of burn ash/dump debris at the site. Evidence of burn ash/dump debris and 
elevated concentrations of lead and other contaminants were identified in the southern portion of 
Watson Park, at the Empire Gardens Elementary School, and in the eastern portion of residential 
properties along Terrace Drive (Figure 5). Two isolated areas of soils with elevated lead concentrations 
were also identified in the northern portion of the site (Figure 5). 
 
Four stormwater samples and nine groundwater samples were collected from the project site during the 
PWCS investigation. Concentrations of metals in stormwater did not exceed the Maximum Contam-
inant Levels (MCLs; drinking water standards) used in the screening process. Groundwater samples 
did contain antimony, arsenic, lead, mercury, and thallium at concentrations above the MCLs, but a 
review of the distribution of results in comparison to the results for the soil samples was inconclusive 
as to whether groundwater has been affected by the metals in the burn ash/dump debris. 49  The PWCS 
concluded that the burn ash/dump debris-containing materials do not appear to be soluble under 
ambient conditions and therefore the solubility and mobility of the contaminants in the burn ash/dump 
debris would be expected to be low. 50 

 
Soil gas samples were collected at both the park and the school during the PWCS and other 
investigations. Soil gas can be generated by landfilled materials as they decompose and generally 
presents a potential hazard if it infiltrates building foundations and accumulates in interior spaces. At 
the park site, soil gas components (hydrocarbons) were either not detected or were present at 
concentrations well below their respective screening levels. A screening level health risk evaluation 
using the data collected from the field investigation concluded that there does not appear to be any 
immediate human health risk to park visitors.51 As part of the PWCS, soil gas was monitored in the 
open borings at the school where the site is covered with asphalt. The results indicated that methane is 
not present in soil at levels of concern; that is, methane is not present at concentrations that pose an 
imminent explosive hazard. In addition the PWCS notes that there is an absence of solid waste that 
could be readily consumed by bacteria resulting in generation of methane. 
 
Implementation of the RAP would consolidate burn ash/dump debris on the southern portion of the 
park site and cap it using clean fill from the northern portion of the park site. Disturbance of the burn 
ash/dump debris during these activities presents a potential health risk to construction workers and the 
general public at the nearby residences and school. As part of the remediation process, site and com-
munity health and safety plans are required to be prepared in accordance with federal Occupational 
Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) and California Division of Occupational Safety and Health 
(DOSH) regulations. The health and safety plans shall be submitted to DTSC for review and approval. 
Implementation of the health and safety plan would ensure the safety of workers, nearby residents, and 
teachers and students at the Empire Gardens Elementary School. The health and safety plan would in-

                                                      
49 Ibid. 
50 Ibid. 
51 Lowney Associates, 2005a, and 2005b, op cit. 
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clude measures to control and monitor dust and other potential environmental hazards. Dust control 
measures would be implemented during earth moving activities.  
 
A Soil Management Plan will be prepared to ensure that material used to cap burn ash/dump debris 
during capping activities is verified to be clean fill in accordance with DTSC Guidance (DTSC, 2001, 
Information Advisory, Clean Imported Fill Material, October). Samples will be analyzed for potential 
constituents of concern at the site in accordance with DTSC guidelines. The Soil Management Plan 
will be submitted to DTSC for review and approval. 
 
Following the construction of the cap, an Operations and Maintenance program will ensure the 
integrity of the cap, and Land Use Covenants will require Soil Management Plans for any activities 
that might breach the cap. These actions will prevent exposures to burn ash/dump debris contaminants 
following remediation. Operation of the park project would not involve the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of significant quantities of hazardous materials. Implementation of actions proposed as part of 
the project and compliance with regulatory requirements for health and safety and the handling of 
contaminated materials would reduce potential impacts to less-than-significant levels. 
 
b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable 

upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the 
environment? (Less-than-Significant Impact) 

 
Implementation of the site and community health and safety plans and soil management plan would 
reduce the impact of accidental releases of contaminants during remedial activities to a less-than-
significant level. Construction activities at the project site during development of the park project 
would be required to comply with stormwater permitting requirements, which would include 
preparation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), in accordance with existing 
regulations described in Section VIII.a of this Initial Study. The SWPPP would incorporate current 
Best Management Practices (BMPs) for construction, including site housekeeping practices, hazardous 
material storage, inspections, maintenance, worker training in pollution prevention measures, and 
containment of releases to prevent run off into existing storm drains and sewers. Although designed to 
protect stormwater quality, the SWPPP would also serve to mitigate potential hazardous material 
releases during construction that could potentially affect construction workers, the public, and the 
environment.  
 
c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or 

waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? (Less-than-Significant 
Impact) 

 
Empire Gardens Elementary School is located on the project site, and students, teachers, and other 
workers could potentially be affected by contaminants from the site. However, implementation of dust 
control, perimeter air monitoring, and other site control measures required in the community health 
and safety plan would prevent contamination at the site from migrating off-site during remedial 
activities. The installation of artificial turf over an area that is already covered by 3 feet of clean fill 
would not present a substantial hazard to students, teachers, and other workers at the site. Long-term 
monitoring of the cap and Land Use Covenants would prevent the contamination from migrating or 
affecting the school following remediation activities. 
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d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant 
to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment? (Less-than-Significant Impact) 

 
The project site is on the List of Hazardous Waste and Substances sites from the DTSC EnviroStor 
database, one of the components of the list of sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 
65962.5. However, the remedial action included in the proposed project would reduce the hazard from 
the contaminants at the site to a less-than-significant level. 
 
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 

adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a 
safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?(No Impact) 

 
The project site is located just over 2 miles east of San Jose International Airport. The project site is 
not located within the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) Land Use Referral Boundary for the 
Airport.52 
 
f) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety 

hazard for people residing or working in the project area? (No Impact) 
 
The proposed project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. 
 
g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or 

emergency evacuation plan? (No Impact) 
 
The proposed project involves the remediation and redevelopment of an existing City park. The project 
would not interfere with pedestrian or vehicular circulation, and therefore would not have the potential 
to impact emergency response or evacuation plans. The project will be required to conform to City 
standards to ensure that emergency services, response, and evacuation on and off the project site are 
consistent and coordinated with Citywide emergency response or evacuation plans.  
 
h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, 

including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed 
with wildlands? (No Impact) 

 
The project is located within an urbanized area, and no wildlands are located in the project vicinity. 
 
 

                                                      
52 Santa Clara County Planning Office, 2003, ALUC Land Use Referral Boundary Map, San Jose International 

Impact, prepared August 2003, adopted December 15, 2005. 
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VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the 
project: 
 

    

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

 

    

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there 
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering 
of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production 
rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level 
which would not support existing land uses or planned 
uses for which permits have been granted)?  

 

    

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 
site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, in a manner which would 
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?  

 

    

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 
site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the 
rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which 
would result in flooding on- or off-site?  

 

    

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed 
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage 
systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff?  

 

    

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?  
 

    
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as 

mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation 
map?  

 

    

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

 

    

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

 

    

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?  
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Information and analysis for this section was based on available materials provided by the City and 
from URS (the City’s consultant that prepared the RAP and hydraulic analysis), review of Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) maps, hazard maps prepared by the Association of Bay 
Area Governments (ABAG), the City of San Jose General Plan, published materials from the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention 
Program, other published materials, and a site reconnaissance.  
 
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements? (Less-than-Significant 

Impact) 
 
The proposed project consists of regrading of the park site during remediation to consolidate and cap 
residual soil contamination as proposed in the RAP and redevelopment of the park facility as proposed 
in the Master Plan. An Erosion Control Plan is being prepared for the construction phase of the 
project.53 The purpose of the erosion control measures described in the plan is to prevent erosion 
during the construction period that might carry sediments into nearby water bodies, such as Coyote 
Creek. Erosion control measures identified in the plan include: 

• During the rainy season, all paved areas will be kept clear of earth material and debris. The site 
will be maintained so as to minimize sediment-laden runoff to any storm drain system. 

• All erosion control facilities will be inspected and repaired daily during the rainy season. 

• All slopes will be repaired as soon as possible. Borrow pits and temporary stockpiles of soil will be 
protected with appropriate erosion control measures (tarps, silt fences, etc.) or covered with plastic 
to minimize the potential for sediment to leave the site or enter the storm drain system. 

• All vehicle tires will be cleaned prior to exiting the property to minimize tracking of sediment off 
the site. 

• During rainy periods soils will not be placed on streets or on paved areas, any excavated soils will 
be removed from the site by the end of the day, where stockpiling is necessary tarps, silt fence or 
other erosion controls will be implemented, inlet controls will be placed on storm drains adjacent 
to the stockpiled soil, and paved areas will be swept of loose soil.  

 
A Stormwater Control Plan and Drainage Plan are being prepared for the operational phase of the 
project.54 The plans include stormwater filters in the form of vegetated swales that would collect and 
treat stormwater to remove residual urban pollutants, including oil and grease, metals, pesticides, and 
nutrients prior to discharge to a new storm drain system that would convey stormwater to Coyote 
Creek. Most of the swales would be integrated into the new soccer fields and adjacent areas. Runoff 
from streets, parking lots, and other areas with impervious surfacing would be directed toward the 
swales where treatment would occur by filtration through the vegetation and also by infiltration.  
 
Runoff water quality is regulated by the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
program which was established by the Clean Water Act. The NPDES program objective is to control 
and reduce pollutants to water bodies from surface water discharges. Locally, the NPDES program is 
administered by the RWQCB, which has delegated responsibility for implementing stormwater 
                                                      

53 URS, 2008a. Watson Park 65% Submittal, February 29. 
54 Ibid. 
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regulations in Santa Clara County to the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention 
Program (SCVURPPP). The SCVURPPP administers an area-wide NPDES permit for the Santa Clara 
Valley that covers 15 co-permittees, including the City of San Jose.  
 
Participating agencies in the SCVURPPP must comply with the provisions of the NPDES permit by 
ensuring that new development and redevelopment mitigate water quality impacts to stormwater both 
during the construction and operation periods. Stormwater treatment requirements are described in the 
permit held by the SCVURPPP (RWQCB Order 01-024, NPDES Permit No. CAS029718, as 
amended by NPDES Permit Order No. R2-2005-0035). The proposed project is required to meet all 
the terms of the permit, including (but not limited to):   

• Numeric Sizing Criteria for Pollutant Removal Treatment Systems. The project must include 
source controls, design measures, and treatment controls to minimize stormwater pollutant 
discharges. Treatment controls must be sized to treat a specific amount – about 85 percent – of 
average annual runoff (in the Bay Area this is equivalent to a storm with precipitation measuring 1 
inch).  

• Operation and Maintenance of Treatment Measures. Treatment controls often do not work unless 
adequately maintained. The permit requires an operations and maintenance (O&M) program, 
which includes:  1) identifying the properties with treatment controls; 2) developing agreements 
with private entities to maintain the controls, and 3) periodic inspection, maintenance (as needed), 
and reporting. 

• Limitation on Increase of Peak Stormwater Runoff Discharge Rates. Urbanization creates 
impervious surfaces that reduce the landscape’s natural ability to absorb water and release it 
slowly to creeks. These impervious surfaces increase peak flows in creeks and can cause erosion. 
Projects must evaluate the potential for this to occur and provide mitigation as necessary. 

 
The City of San Jose has adopted a stormwater policy (Policy 6-29) to address post-construction urban 
runoff water quality. The Policy requires all new and redevelopment projects that create 10,000 square 
feet or more of impervious surface area to implement Post-Construction Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) and Treatment Control Measures (TCMs) to the maximum extent practicable. Projects are 
encouraged to minimize impervious surface through techniques such as those described in the Bay 
Area Storm Water Management Agencies Association’s (BASMAA’s) “Start at the Source Design 
Guidance Manual for Stormwater Quality protection,” 1999 edition, and the SCVURPPP Stormwater 
Handbook, including the use of permeable pavement, where appropriate. Vegetated swales or other 
biofilters are recommended as the preferred choice for Post-Construction TCMs for all projects with 
suitable stormwater quality and landscape areas. The project plans indicate that the project would 
comply with these requirements.55 
 
Projects disturbing more than 1.0 acre of land during construction are required to file a Notice of Intent 
(NOI) with the RWQCB to be covered under the State NPDES General Construction Permit for 
discharges of stormwater associated with construction activity. The City must utilize control measures 
that are consistent with the State General Construction Permit. A Stormwater Pollution Prevention 
Plan (SWPPP) must be developed and implemented for each site covered by the general permit. A 
SWPPP is required to include BMPs designed to reduce potential impacts to surface water quality 

                                                      
55 Ibid. 
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during the construction of the project. In compliance with NPDES requirements, the SWPPP must 
include specific and detailed BMPs designed to mitigate discharges of construction-related pollutants. 
At minimum, BMPs will include practices to minimize the contact of construction materials 
equipment, and maintenance supplies (e.g., fuels, lubricants, paints, solvents, and adhesives) with 
stormwater and the proper management of excavated areas and stockpiles to minimize erosion and 
sedimentation. 
 
The proposed project will fully comply with the provisions of the area-wide NPDES permit, the State 
NPDES General Construction Permit, and the City’s Policy 6-29. Compliance with existing 
regulations and requirements will reduce potential water quality impacts to a less-than-significant 
level. 

 
b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge 

such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater 
table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which 
would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)? 
(Less-than-Significant Impact) 

 
The project does not propose any use of local groundwater supplies (e.g., by installation and pumping 
of water supply wells), and therefore would not cause any lowering of the groundwater table as a result 
of groundwater extraction. The approximately 20-acre capped area would consist of a 3-foot clean soil 
cap that would permit water infiltration over much of its extent; however, some areas of the cap would 
be covered with asphalt, concrete, or building foundations and would be impervious to water 
infiltration. Although some portions of the cap would be impermeable, their limited size would not 
substantially affect groundwater levels.  
 
The Master Plan proposes the operation and maintenance of stormwater vegetated swales. The 
vegetated swales would enhance stormwater infiltration and further offset the potential reduction in 
infiltration associated with the increased impervious cover. The import of water for irrigation of lawns 
and gardens would be similar to historical uses and would not result in any net increase or decrease in 
local aquifer recharge. Implementation of an operations and maintenance program would ensure 
integrity of the cap and land use controls would require soil management plans for any activities that 
might breach the cap. No restrictions would be placed on activities occurring on top of the cap. 
 
The proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact on groundwater recharge and would 
not result in a net deficit in local aquifer volume.  
 
c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the 

alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial 
erosion or siltation on- or off-site? (Less-than-Significant Impact) 

 
The topography of the site, which ranges from 70 feet above mean sea level (msl) at the creek near 
U.S. 101 to approximately 90 feet msl at 22nd Street,56 is relatively level, but in general, slopes gently 
toward the east. The project site is approximately 6 to 8 feet lower than surrounding streets and 
                                                      

56 URS Corporation, 2006, Preliminary Waste Characterization Report, Watson Park Burn Site, San Jose, 
California, Figure 2, November, 29. 
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properties. The site drops down from an elevation of 89 feet msl at the existing parking area on 22nd 
Street to an elevation of 82 feet msl at the park facilities. The low-lying elevation of the project site 
and the proximity of Coyote Creek (near the confluence with Lower Silver Creek) at the site’s eastern 
boundary have contributed to frequent storm-related flooding of the site. As previously described, 
portions of the site are currently located within the FEMA-designated 100-year flood hazard boundary. 
 
Aside from Coyote Creek along the eastern boundary, no defined creeks or streams cross the project 
site. Drainage of the site interior occurs by sheet flow toward the low-lying areas. Two storm drain 
laterals, one located in the central portion of the site and the other in the southern area, convey runoff 
from west to east. In addition, some off-site drainage from Monferino Drive, East Jackson Street, 
North 22nd Street, East Empire Street, and Terrace Drive is conveyed in these underground pipes. 
After flowing into in-ground box drainage inlets, runoff is conveyed east and discharged to Coyote 
Creek. Coyote Creek, located adjacent to the project site to the east, flows north towards the San 
Francisco Bay. Because the two storm drains are in poor condition, the project will replace them and 
their outfalls at Coyote Creek. 
 
The proposed project would not alter the course of Coyote Creek or any of its tributaries. Re-grading 
of the project site would, however, alter the existing floodplain area within the park site. However, any 
resulting flooding impacts would only affect the park site and not adjacent properties.   

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

alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site? (Less-than-
Significant) 

 
The climate of the San Jose area is characterized as dry-summer subtropical (often referred to as 
Mediterranean), with cool wet winters and relatively warmer dry summers. The mean annual rainfall in 
the vicinity of the project site, for the period between 1948 and 2007, is approximately 14.7 inches.57  
Analysis of long-term precipitation records indicates that wetter and drier cycles lasting several years 
are common in the region. Severe, damaging rainstorms occur at a frequency of about once every three 
years.58  
 
A substantial portion of the project site is located within the FEMA-designated 100-year flood hazard 
boundary (see Figure 4). As stated above, re-grading of the project site would alter the existing 
floodplain area and create a new floodplain area within the park site. Due to the proposed additional 
100-year floodplain within the park site, the project is proposing to change the existing FEMA Flood 
Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) through the Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) process. 
However, during the CLOMR process, new topographical data collected for the Coyote Creek 
floodplain modeling, did reveal that the existing Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) inaccurately depicts the area's current 100-year flood hazard zone.  
Whenever the local agency and/or FEMA discover inaccuracies in the existing FIRM, the local agency 
                                                      

57 Western Regional Climate Center, 2005, Website: www.wrcc.dri.edu/elimsmsfo.html. 
58 Brown, William M. III, 1988, Historical Setting of the Storm:  Perspectives on Population, Development, and 

Damaging Rainstorms in the San Francisco Bay Region, in Landslides, Floods, and Marine Effects of the Storm of January 
3-5, 1982, in the San Francisco Bay Region, California, Stephen D. Ellen and Gerald F. Wieczorek, Eds., U.S. Geological 
Survey Professional Paper 1434. 
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and/or FEMA is bound by FEMA regulations to initiate changes to the FIRM. As a separate action, the 
City of San José is proposing a revision to the FIRM currently in use. According to the new 
topographical information, several properties located along Glithero Court that were outside the 
previously mapped FEMA 100-year floodplain could be flooded by a depth of up to 1 foot due to their 
existing elevation. It is important to note that any changes in the FIRM as a result of this new 
topographical information are not due to the project, as proposed, but are the direct result of more 
accurate topographical information for the existing 100-year flood condition. FEMA will make the 
final determination of any map revisions. 
 
e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 

stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? 
(Less-than-Significant Impact) 

 
Please refer to Sections VIII.c and VIII.d. Implementation of existing regulations would reduce 
potential impacts associated with increased runoff to a less-than-significant level. 
 
f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? (Less-than-Significant Impact) 
 
The proposed project does not include elements, such as industrial or commercial uses, that could 
contribute to a substantial degradation of water quality. The hydrologic and water quality impacts of 
the project as proposed would be adequately mitigated by compliance with SCVURPPP NPDES C.3 
and City of San Jose requirements as outlined in Section VIII.a above. 
 
Results of previous environmental investigations associated with the former burn site indicate that 
stormwater runoff chemical quality is not adversely affected by the residual soil contamination. 
Stormwater samples collected from drain inlet and outfall locations were analyzed for metals, 
polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), PCBs, and pesticides. Analytical results indicate that 
PAHs, PCBs, and pesticides were not identified above laboratory reporting limits. Metals were 
identified at low levels, but all below their respective EPA benchmarks for industrial stormwater 
runoff.59   
 
After implementation of the measures specified in the RAP, the contaminated soil material would be 
capped and no longer exposed to stormwater runoff and therefore, any affect on stormwater would be 
further reduced. Leaching studies performed during the PWCS clearly demonstrate that even if 
stormwater infiltrates the cap, contaminants would not be mobilized, and leaching of the residual 
pollutants would not affect groundwater quality.   
 
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 

Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?(No Impact) 
 
No housing would be constructed as part of the project, and therefore this criterion is not applicable to 
the proposed project. 
 

                                                      
59 URS, 2006, Preliminary Waste Characterization Report, Watson Park Burn Site, San Jose, California, Figure 2, 

November, 29. 
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h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood 
flows? (Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated) 

 
The project includes placement of a clearspan (i.e., no piers or other support structures in the creek 
channel) pedestrian bridge over Coyote Creek. The design for the bridge is still in the conceptual 
phase, but the abutments for the clearspan would be placed above the top of the creek banks and the 
bridge deck elevation would be above the 100-year flood water surface elevation.60  However, since 
this structure would represent an encroachment into the 100-year floodplain, it is possible that flood 
waters could back up at the bridge, causing a rise in the base flood elevation. This is a potentially 
significant impact. Implementation of the following measure would reduce the impact to a less-than-
significant level. 
 

Mitigation Measure HYD-1:  Prior to construction of the bridge, the City shall complete a 
detailed hydraulic analysis (using the existing HEC-RAS model) to confirm the construction 
and operation of the proposed pedestrian bridge would not result in a measurable increase in 
the base flood elevation. If the modeling indicates that the proposed bridge would result in a 
measurable base flood increase, the bridge will be redesigned until the modeling indicates that 
placement of the bridge would not cause an impact to flooding.  

 
i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, 

including flooding of as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? (Less-than-Significant 
Impact) 

 
The completed park would be a public place frequented by park users and would continue to be 
susceptible to flooding. The City would close the park when flooding is imminent or during flooding 
events, as has been the City’s standard procedure. This practice would prevent potential flood-related 
injuries to park users.  
 
The project site could be impacted if one or more of the several dams in the vicinity were to fail 
catastrophically. Catastrophic structural dam failure can be caused by an earthquake or overflow. The 
main dam that could affect the project site is the Leroy Anderson dam.61  This dam is under the 
jurisdiction of the California Department of Water Resources, Division of Safety of Dams (DWR). 
Existing dams under DWR’s jurisdiction are periodically inspected to assure that they are adequately 
maintained and to direct the owner to correct any identified deficiencies. Regular inspections and 
required maintenance of the dams substantially reduces the potential for catastrophic failure.  
 
j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? (No Impact) 
 
The project site is not located near any large open bodies of water; therefore impacts associated with 
seiches would not occur. Based on the distance from the project site to the San Francisco Bay 
(approximately 10 miles) and the elevation of the site (ranging from about 70 to about 90 feet above 
mean sea level), coastal hazards, such as tsunamis, extreme high tides, and sea level rise would not be 

                                                      
60 Carter, Marybeth, 2008. Senior Landscape Architect, City of San Jose Parks, Recreation, and Neighborhood 

Services Department. Personal Communication with LSA Associates, Inc. June. 
61 Association of Bay Area Governments website (http://www.abag.ca.gov). 
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a hazard of concern. In addition, the proposed project is not adjacent to steep slopes, and so is not 
subject to mudflow hazards. 
 

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project: 
 

    

a) Physically divide an established community?  
 

  �  
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or 

regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project 
(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific 
plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted 
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental 
effect?  

 

  �  

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or 
natural community conservation plan?  

 

   � 

 
a) Physically divide an established community? (Less-than-Significant Impact) 
 
The project site is bounded by U.S. 101 and Coyote Creek to the east, residential homes to the south 
and west and a remnant orchard along Old Taylor Street to the north. In addition, there are heavy and 
light industrial buildings to the north of the site. Interstate 880 and State Route 87 are located about 2 
miles west, while Interstate 280 is located approximately 3 miles south of the site.  
 
The proposed uses would not create a physical barrier to travel in the vicinity of the project site. 
Redevelopment of the site under the proposed Master Plan would improve circulation throughout the 
site by adding a loop road around the site. Since the 1970s, the site has been used as a Community 
Serving Park by the City of San Jose. Community parks typically provide amenities beyond the types 
of facilities found in neighborhood serving parks and attempt to serve neighborhoods within a two-
mile radius of the site. The proposed project would provide services and amenities for the residents of 
the surrounding neighborhoods and would not physically divide an established community. 
 
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction 

over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal 
program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect? (Less-than-Significant Impact) 

 
The City of San Jose’s General Plan designates the Watson Park site as Public Park and Open Space 
and the Empire Gardens Elementary School site as Public/Quasi-Public. According to the General 
Plan, the City has not been able to acquire enough open space and park land to meet its service level 
objectives. As such, one of the goals of the General Plan is to “Provide park lands and recreation areas 
which enhance the livability of the urban environment by providing parks for residential 
neighborhoods, preserving significant natural, historic, scenic and other open space resources, and 
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meeting the open space and recreation service needs of the community residents.”62 In addition, the 
General Plan includes the following policies applicable to the proposed project: 
 
Parks and Recreation Policy 1: The City should consider as an objective the provision of 
neighborhood or community park within reasonable distance for each resident. 
 
Parks and Recreation Policy 2: Public parks, open space lands and other similar public areas should 
be located, oriented and designated in such a way as to facilitate their security and policing.63  
 
The proposed project meets both of the objectives and the overarching goal of providing park lands 
and recreation areas to residential neighborhoods. Currently, the site is closed to the public due to 
concerns about soil contamination, and with the closure many community recreational opportunities 
have been taken away from the surrounding neighborhoods. The proposed project would remediate 
contaminated soils at the site, rebuild many of the existing facilities, and provide recreational 
opportunities. The location of some of the uses would be moved in order to increase security and 
policing and to move high use activities further from the adjacent residential neighborhood. The 
proposed project would benefit the surrounding community by decreasing the risk of exposure to 
harmful chemical substances in the soil, and by reinstating a community park.  
The project site is located within the 13th Street Strong Neighborhood Initiative (SNI) area and borders 
the Five Wounds SNI area neighborhoods. Both SNI Neighborhood Improvement Plans mention 
Watson Park as serving their neighborhoods. According to the proposed Master Plan, the 13th Street 
SNI found that in 2002 Watson Park was well utilized and drew users from a wide area. Both the 
neighborhood improvement plans called for Watson Park to provide trail improvements along Coyote 
Creek in order to help the overall design of the park and to make it a major destination and connection 
point for trail users. One of the goals of the proposed park plan is to emphasize Coyote Creek as a 
main feature of the park by establishing a trail system and group picnic area along its edge while also 
planning for future trail alignment throughout the park. The proposed project does not conflict with 
any applicable land use plan or policy.  
 
c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation 

plan? (No Impact) 
 
The project site is not located within any lands covered by a local, regional, or State habitat 
conservation plans.  

                                                      
62 San Jose, City of, 2007. General Plan, Chapter 4: Aesthetic, Cultural and Recreational Resources, pg 107. June 

5. 
63 Ibid.  
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X. MINERAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 
 

    

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the State?  

 

   � 

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

 

   � 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the 
region and the residents of the State? (No Impact) 

 
The project site is not located in an area that has a known mineral resource. The Communications Hill 
Area (Sector EE), bounded by the Southern Pacific Railroad, Curtner Avenue, State Route 87, and 
Hillsdale Avenue, is the only area in San Jose subject to the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act. 
Communications Hill is the only place in San Jose that contains mineral deposits of regional 
significance and is about 7 miles south of the project site. The proposed project would not have an 
impact on the availability of a known mineral source of regional value. 
 
b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated 

on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? (No Impact) 
 
Please refer to Section X.a.  
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XI. NOISE.  Would the project result in: 
 

    

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in 
excess of standards established in the local general plan 
or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies?  

 

 �   

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 
ground borne vibration or ground borne noise levels?  

 

 �   

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project?  

 

  �  
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d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project?  

 

 �   

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the 
project expose people residing or working in the project 
area to excessive noise levels?  

 

   � 

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project expose people residing or working in 
the project area to excessive noise levels?  

 

   � 

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the 
local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? (Potentially 
Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated) 

 
The City of San Jose addresses noise in the 2020 General Plan Noise Element.64 Provisions in the 
Municipal Code, the City of San Jose restrict the hours of construction for all major construction 
projects to mitigate the effect of construction noise. The municipal code further establishes policies for 
park operational noise sources that, through use of the permitting process, restricts users of the park 
from generating excessive noise. 
Potential noise impacts associated with implementation of the proposed Master Plan, and their 
relationship to standards set forth in the Noise Element and City Ordinances, are discussed below.  
 
Construction Noise Impacts. Construction associated with the park improvements could expose 
persons to noise levels in excess of established standards. Construction activities would include 
earthwork and grading, and would involve the use of tractors, dump trucks, and graders. In addition, 
chainsaws would be used to remove vegetation. Remediation is scheduled to extend over a period of 
four months, while construction of the proposed projects within Phase I of the Master Plan is 
scheduled to extend over a period of six months. Construction related short-term noise levels would be 
higher than existing ambient noise levels in the project vicinity but would no longer occur once 
construction is completed. The site preparation phase, which includes excavation and grading of the 
site, tends to generate the highest noise levels, because the noisiest construction equipment is 
earthmoving equipment. Typical operating cycles for these types of construction equipment may 
involve 1 or 2 minutes of full-power operation followed by 3 or 4 minutes at lower power settings. 
 
Extensive fill and grading is proposed for the southern portion of the park as part of the remediation of 
the burn ash/dump debris that is present in surface and subsurface soil at this location on the site. The 
closest noise sensitive receptors would be the residences bordering the park to the west on Houghton 

                                                      
64 San Jose, City of, 2005. Focus on the Future, San Jose 2020 General Plan. May 4. 
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Court, Calumet Court, and Glithero Court, and the Empire Gardens Elementary School located at 1060 
East Empire Street. These properties are located within 50 feet of sites where grading could occur. At 
this distance these sensitive receptors would be exposed to construction noise levels of up to 91 dBA 
Lmax.  
 
Implementation of the following mitigation measures, which includes the requirements in the City’s 
Noise Ordinance and is intended to address construction noise in residential districts, would reduce 
temporary construction-period noise impacts to a less-than-significant level:  
 

Mitigation Measure NOI-1a: All construction vehicles or equipment, fixed or mobile, shall be 
equipped with properly operating and maintained mufflers. 

Mitigation Measure NOI-1b: The project contractor shall place all stationary construction 
equipment so that emitted noise is directed away from sensitive receptors nearest the project site. 

Mitigation Measure NOI-1c: The construction contractor shall locate equipment staging in areas 
that would create the greatest feasible distance between construction-related noise sources and 
noise-sensitive receptors nearest the project site during all project construction. 

Mitigation Measure NOI-1d: Except as otherwise permitted, construction activities shall be 
restricted to between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. Monday through Saturday. No construction shall 
be permitted on Sundays or federal holidays. To the extent feasible, no noise producing 
construction activity shall be permitted within 300 feet of the Empire Gardens Elementary 
School during school hours (from 8:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m. Monday through Friday) on days when 
children are in attendance. 

Mitigation Measure NOI-1e: The project contractor shall equip all construction workers with 
personal noise protective equipment to prevent hearing loss pursuant to California Occupational 
Safety and Health standards. 

Traffic Noise Impacts. Traffic noise levels associated with implementation of the proposed Master 
Plan will not significantly affect sensitive receptors along surrounding roadways because 
implementation of the project will result in approximately the same amount of people using the park at 
approximately the same level of activity as before the project. Existing traffic noise levels on U.S. 101 
are not expected to increase by a perceptible amount. Due to the expected small increase in traffic 
volumes on roadways adjacent to the park, ambient noise levels along these roadway segments would 
not increase by a perceptible amount with implementation of the project; traffic volumes would have to 
double to increase traffic noise levels by 3 dBA. Therefore, traffic noise levels associated with 
implementation of the proposed Master Plan would not expose persons to noise levels in excess of 
established standards and would result in a less-than-significant impact. 
 
Railroad Noise Impacts. The Union Pacific rail line runs past the southeastern corner of the park. The 
rail line passes within 720 feet of the park’s eastern boundary. The closest at grade crossing where 
warning horns must be sounded is located on Mabury Road, on the opposite side of U.S. 101 
approximately 1,600 feet from the park’s northeastern boundary. Although warning horns may be 
audible on the park site, at this distance noise levels from warning horns would not increase the 
ambient noise levels in the park vicinity by a perceptible amount. The closest noise sensitive land uses 
(areas that would see frequent human use) to the rail line within the park would be located 
approximately 775 feet from the railroad track centerline. At this distance noise associated with 
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railroad operations would not expose persons to noise levels in excess of established standards and 
would be reduced to less-than-significant levels.  
 
Operational Noise Impacts. Park uses would include passive and active recreation, including 
organized sports practices and games. Park facilities would include two soccer fields, a children’s 
playground, open turf area, hard courts, volley ball courts, a skate park, a dog park, and picnic areas. 
The park improvements would also include a soccer field house, restrooms, and additional on-site 
parking. 
 
Noise generating activities within the park made by park users are regulated by Title 13 of the City’s 
Municipal Code and controlled through the park’s permitting process. The park director shall attach 
reasonable restrictions and conditions on all activities (including restrictions on sound levels) which 
could cause annoyance to park users or the public.65 Active recreation areas within the park that would 
see the largest concentrations of human use (such as the soccer fields and the skate park) would be the 
primary source of operational noise associated with park use. The closest sensitive receptors would be 
located approximately 250 feet from these areas. The Master Plan proposes reducing the number of 
parking spaces in parking areas closest to off-site sensitive receptors and adding new parking facilities 
in the western portion of the park further away from adjacent sensitive land uses. Nighttime use of the 
soccer fields would not extend beyond 9:30 PM.66 General park use is not expected to increase 
significantly with implementation of the proposed Master Plan, since the number of people using the 
park and intensity of park use would remain approximately at pre-project conditions. Therefore, due to 
distance and ground cover attenuation, impacts from the primary operational noise sources within the 
park would not expose persons to noise levels in excess of established standards and would be reduced 
to less-than-significant levels.  
 
b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive ground borne vibration or ground borne 

noise levels? (Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated) 
 
Refer to Section XI.a. Residents adjacent to the park could be exposed to temporary increased levels of 
ground borne vibration and ground borne noise when construction occurs near the park boundaries. 
These increases are expected to occur infrequently, and for only short durations during the site 
preparation period, which is expected to extend for four months. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure NOI-1 (see Section XI.a) would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 
 
c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 

existing without the project? (Less-than-Significant Impact) 
 
Refer to Section XI.a. Park use is not expected to result in substantial permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels with implementation of the proposed Master Plan. In addition, due to distance and ground 
cover attenuation, impacts from primary sources of operational noise within the park would be reduced 
to less-than-significant levels. 
 
 

                                                      
65 San Jose, City of, 2005. City of San Jose Municipal Code, Title 13, 13.44.070. December 13. 
66 San Jose, City of, 2008. Final Draft Master Plan Report: Watson Park. January. 
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d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project? (Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated) 

 
Refer to Section XI.a. Construction activities on the site could increase ambient noise levels. 
Construction of projects included in Phase I of the Master Plan is scheduled to extend over a period of 
approximately six months. Construction related short-term noise levels would be higher than existing 
ambient noise levels in the park vicinity but would no longer occur once construction is completed. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1 (see Section XI.a) would reduce the expected short-term 
increase in ambient noise to a less-than-significant level.  
 
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 

adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose 
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?(No Impact) 
 

The park is not located within an airport land use plan. However, the park is located approximately 2 
miles east of Mineta San Jose International Airport. Noise exposure information in the community is 
developed for airport operations by the City of San Jose on a quarterly basis, based on current airport 
operations data and continuously measured noise levels. According to the most recent available 
quarterly report on existing noise contours and according to the projected 2010 conditions, the park 
would not be located within the 65 dBA CNEL contour of the airport.67 Therefore, implementation of 
the proposed Master Plan would not expose persons within the park to high levels of airport-related 
noise.  
 
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people residing 

or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?(No Impact) 
 
The park is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, implementation of the 
proposed Master Plan would not expose site users to high levels of airstrip-related noise.  
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XII.  POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project: 
 

    

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

 

  �  

                                                      
67 Mineta San Jose International Airport, 2007. Fourth Quarter 2006 Noise Monitoring Report, Contour Map and 

2010 65dB Contour Map.. http://www.sjc.org/community/noise.html. July 16. 
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b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere?  

 

   � 

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?  

 
 

   � 

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new 
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other 
infrastructure)? (Less-than-Significant Impact) 

 
The proposed project would not result in direct population growth in the area because the project 
would retain the site’s existing uses and does not include plans for new homes or businesses. In 
addition, the project would not indirectly lead to population growth because the project would not 
require the extension of any new roads, pipelines, or other infrastructure. The site is located in an 
existing urban neighborhood and would not extend any new or expanded services into rural or 
undeveloped land 
 
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement 

housing elsewhere? (No Impact) 
 
The project site currently contains community and recreational facilities, in addition to open space. 
The project site does not contain any existing housing, would not cause the displacement of housing 
stock or residents, and would not necessitate the need for replacement housing.  
 
c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing 

elsewhere? (No Impact)  
 
Please refer to Section XXI.b 
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XIII. PUBLIC SERVICES.  
 

    

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical 
impacts associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, need for new 
or physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times or other performance 
objectives for any of the public services:  

 

  �  

Fire protection?  
 

  �  
Police protection?  

 
  �  

Schools?  
 

  �  
Parks?  
 

  �  
Other public facilities?  
 

 

  �  

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of 
new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance 
objectives for any of the public services: Fire protection, police protection, schools, parks, other 
public facilities?(Less-than-Significant Impact) 

 
Fire Protection. The San Jose Fire Department serves the greater San Jose area, including the project 
site. The Department has a total of 758 employees, 32 engines (soon to be 33 when Station 35 opens), 
eight trucks, and three Urban Search and Rescue vehicles (USR).68 Station 8 would be the first station 
to respond to the project site and has a response time of less than 8 minutes, 80 percent of the time.69 
Station 8 is located approximately 2 miles from the project site at 802 East Santa Clara Street in San 
Jose.  
 
The proposed project does not include the development of any residential or commercial uses, and the 
site would continue to be used in the same manner that it has been for the past 30 years. The proposed 
project would not result in an increase in demand for fire protection services.70 
                                                      

68 Geoff Cady, 2007. Administrative Officer, City of San Jose Fire Department. Personal Communication with LSA 
Associates, Inc. October 22. 

69 Ibid. 
70 Ibid.  
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Police Protection. The San Jose Police Department provides police protection services throughout the 
City. Police Headquarters are located at 201 W. Mission Street. The SJPD has a total of 1,383 sworn 
in police officers and a resident-to-police officer ratio of 14 officers for every 10,000 people.71 The 
project site is located within SJPD’s Patrol Beat Building Block (BBB) 145. The Beat Building Block 
is the smallest patrol beat within the Police Department. In total, the SJPD has 357 Patrol BBBs, 
making up 83 Patrol Beats, making up 16 Patrol Districts, all of which is encompassed in four patrol 
divisions.72 In 2006, there were 3,561 violent crimes and 24,240 property crimes throughout the 
Departments jurisdiction. In BBB 145, which includes the project site, between 2005 and 2006 there 
were a total of 149 reported incidences at the Watson Park site, with the highest number concerning 
vehicle theft and vandalism.73 For a priority one call, the average response time to the project site is 
7.61 minutes, while a priority three call has a response time of 28.58 minutes.74  
 
The proposed project would retain the same uses that are currently on the site and would not result in 
an increase demand for police services. Grading and redesign of the site would improve visibility and 
would result in improved security.  
 
Schools. The project site is located in the San Jose Unified School District. Empire Gardens 
Elementary School is located on the project site at 1060 East Empire Street. Burnett Academy Middle 
School and San Jose High Academy are nearby.75 Some existing community building functions, 
including community meeting space, would be moved to the Empire Gardens Elementary School 
through an established joint use agreement between the school and the City. The proposed project 
would not directly increase enrollment at any of the schools.  
 
Parks. Please refer to Section XIV. 
 
Other. There are 17 branches of the San Jose Public Library system. The Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. 
Library is the closest active Branch to the project site. It is located 2.5 miles away at 150 E. San 
Fernando Street. The new Joyce Ellington Branch opened in June, 2008 and is located 1.2 miles away 
at 491 E. Empire Street. Community meeting and recreation program space will be available at the 
Joyce Ellington Branch. The proposed project would not significantly impact these branches or any 
other public facilities in the project’s vicinity. 
 
 
 

                                                      
71 Kevin Sabella, 2007. Sergeant, San Jose Police Department. Written Communication with LSA Associates, Inc. 

October 25.  
72 San Jose Police Department website: www.sjpd.org/ October 25.  
73 Kevin Sabella, 2007. Sergeant, San Jose Police Department. Written Communication with LSA Associates, Inc. 

October 25. 
74 Ibid.  
75 San Jose Unified School District, 2007. SJUSD School Finder. http://www.schvision.com/schoolfinder2/ 

SJUSD/default.htm, October 18.  
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XIV.  RECREATION.      
 

a) Would the project increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the 
facility would occur or be accelerated?  

 

  �  

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require 
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities 
which might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment?  

  �  

 
a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other 

recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur 
or be accelerated? (Less-than-Significant Impact) 

 
According to the proposed Master Plan, other neighborhood and community service parks in the 
vicinity include the 13-acre Backesto Park 0.5 mile to the west, which offers a ballfield/soccer field, 
tennis, bocce and basketball courts, and a community building. One half mile to the south of the site is 
Roosevelt Park, which is 10.8 acres, and includes ballfields, play lots and a community building. 
Finally, 5.8-acre Bernal Park is located 0.75 mile from Watson Park and offers one formal ballfield, 
open turf for informal activities, play lots, and picnic areas. The re-opening of Watson Park would 
relieve the increased use of these parks, which has likely occurred while Watson Park has been closed. 
The proposed project is expected to restore the use of Watson Park to former levels and would not 
significantly increase the use or contribute substantially to the accelerated physical deterioration of 
other existing parks and facilities.  
 
In addition, closure of the Watson Park community building and annex could increase the use of 
surrounding community facilities. However, several community facilities are either currently under 
construction or will be available for use by the City to accommodate for the loss of community space. 
These include the Roosevelt Community Center, located approximately 1.1 miles from the site and the 
Joyce Ellington Library, which is located approximately 0.8 miles from the site. The Roosevelt 
Community Center is expected to be completed by December 2008 and will provide up to 30,000 
square feet of community space, including two multi-purpose rooms, two classrooms, a catering 
kitchen, early childhood resource center, fitness room, and dance room. The Joyce Ellington Library 
was completed in June 2008 and provides a 1,124 square feet community room. In addition, Empire 
Gardens Elementary School is available for community meetings by the City, through a joint use 
agreement between the City and the school.  
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b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? (Less-
than-Significant Impact) 

 
The proposed project involves the construction of several recreational facilities. These include one 
soccer field house, two soccer fields, three parking lots, restroom facilities, a dog park, group picnic 
area, and loop road. The new recreational facilities would generally replace the existing facilities. The 
site requires remediation in order to reduce the risk of human exposure to hazardous substances, and in 
the process, the site would be rebuilt and designed to provide a more functional community park site. 
The potential environmental effects resulting from implementation of the proposed Master Plan are 
evaluated in the appropriate topical sections of this Initial Study.  
 
 

 Potentially 
Significant 
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Potentially 
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Significant 
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No 
Impact 

XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. Would the project: 
 

    

a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation 
to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street 
system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the 
number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on 
roads, or congestion at intersections)?  

 

  �  

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of 
service standard established by the county congestion 
management agency or designated roads or highways?  

 

  �  

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either 
an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that 
results in substantial safety risks?  

 

   � 

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature 
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?  

 

   � 

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?  
 

   � 
f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?  

 
  �  

g) Conflict with adopted polices, plans, or programs 
supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, 
bicycle racks)?  

 

   � 
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a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and 
capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle 
trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)? (Less-than-
Significant Impact) 

 
Roadways and intersections in the vicinity of the project site are generally operating at an acceptable 
level of service (LOS). Based on LOS data from the City of San Jose, the intersections of Taylor/13th 
Street, Julian/13th Street and Julian/24th Street currently operate at LOS B during peak hours under 
both existing and future conditions.  
 
Implementation of the proposed RAP and Master Plan would not result in a substantial increase in 
traffic. All work for implementation of the RAP would be done in the fenced off sections of the park. 
Equipment would be delivered to the site and removed from the site when the project is completed and 
would therefore not cause a significant increase in traffic to the surrounding roadways from 
mobilization and demobilization activities.  
 
The proposed Master Plan would maintain most existing uses, including two soccer fields, two 
basketball courts, the dog park, community gardens, picnic areas, a community building, and 
restrooms. The new skate park would be completed. Three uses, the Our City Forest facility, a soccer 
field, and the smaller community building located on 22nd Street, would be eliminated. The Master 
Plan would relocate more intensive park uses, such as the soccer fields and basketball courts, further 
from adjacent residential areas, thereby directing any increases in traffic caused by these uses away 
from residential uses. 
 
The new skate park would accommodate approximately 20 skaters at one time. As part of the project, 
one soccer field would be eliminated. It is estimated that the number of skate park users would be 
comparable to the existing number of soccer field users. In addition, traffic effects of the skate park 
would be minimal, as most patrons would arrive by foot, skateboard, or bicycle. Therefore, the changes 
in use are not expected to cause a substantial increase in traffic.  
 
The size of the park would not change under the proposed Master Plan, and the recreational uses 
would generally be the same, therefore the increase in overall trip generation would be very low, and 
any off-site traffic impacts would be less than significant.  
 
b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by the county 

congestion management agency for designated roads or highways? (Less-than-Significant 
Impact) 

 
Refer to response XV.a above. The proposed RAP and Master Plan are not expected to substantially 
increase vehicle trips on any roads or highways in the vicinity of the project site. Implementation of the 
proposed project would not cause a designated roadway to exceed a level of service standard 
established by the Santa Clara County Congestion Management Agency (Level of Service E).  
 
c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a 

change in location that results in substantial safety risks?(No Impact) 
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The park is located approximately 2 miles east of Mineta San Jose International Airport. However, the 
park is not located within an airport land use plan and would have no effect on air traffic patterns.  
 
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 

intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? (No Impact) 
 
Implementation of the RAP would not increase hazards due to a design feature. The proposed Master 
Plan would redesign the on-site vehicle circulation to improve access to various parts of the project 
site. The improved circulation would not create design hazards. The project would result in the 
expansion of formal park uses over the entire park site; proposed uses would be compatible with 
existing park uses, and would not result in circulation-related conflicts. 
 
e) Result in inadequate emergency access? (No Impact) 
 
Emergency vehicle access through the project site would be unaffected by the proposed project. The 
proposed project would maintain all existing access routes around the site.  
 
f) Result in inadequate parking capacity? (Less-than-Significant Impact) 
 
During remediation, equipment and vehicles would be located throughout the project site as construc-
tion demands dictate. The Master Plan proposes to provide three parking areas in addition to street 
parking that would be available along the surrounding roadways. Existing parking areas along E. 22nd 
Street and north of Jackson Street would remain and would provide approximately 37 spaces. After 
full implementation of the Master Plan, there would be a total of 292 parking spaces. This represents 
an increase from the 233 parking spaces currently available under existing conditions.  
 
Based on the ITE Parking Generation Handbook,76 a parking survey for a similar park indicates that 
parking demand during peak usage would be 5.1 parking spaces per acre. Based on this rate, Watson 
Park would need a supply of 179 parking spaces to meet peak period demand. Thus, the proposed 292 
parking spaces would be adequate meet the parking demand created by the proposed Master Plan.  
 
g) Conflict with adopted polices, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., 

bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? (No Impact) 
 
The Master Plan proposes to improve pedestrian circulation throughout the site. Public pathways 
would be located along the Coyote Creek riparian corridor and at the eastern and southern portions of 
the project site. Circular public pathways would also be located throughout the southern portion of the 
site. A pedestrian bridge would be constructed across Coyote Creek at the southern portion of the site. 
This bridge would connect to the Lower Silver Creek Trail to the southeast. The bridge would be 
approximately 10-foot to 12-feet wide and would be made of steel, with a wood or concrete deck. 
Pedestrian access from the elementary school may also be provided. The project is consistent with all 
programs supporting alternative transportation. 
 
 

                                                      
76 Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2004. Parking Generation, 3rd Edition.  June. 
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XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the 
project: 
 

    

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the 
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?  

 

  �  

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects?  

 

  �  

c) Require or result in the construction of new stormwater 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects?  

 

  �  

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

 

  �  

e) 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?  

 

  �  

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity 
to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs? 

 

  �  

g) Comply with federal, State, and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste?  

  �  
 
a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control 

Board? (Less-than-Significant Impact) 
 
The Department of Public Works is in charge of the development, operation, and maintenance of the 
City’s wastewater system, while the San Jose-Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant provides 
wastewater treatment service to the project site. The use and number of restrooms at the site would not 
substantially increase. The Plant is currently functioning under capacity (167 mgd of influent flow), 
and any additional wastewater generated by the proposed project would not exceed the Plant’s 
capacity. As a result, the proposed project would comply with the wastewater treatment requirements 
established by the RWQCB. 
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b) Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
effects? (Less-than-Significant Impact) 

 
The Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD) provides water to the project site. The SCVWD 
operates three water treatment plants that clean and purify water imported from the Sacramento-San 
Joaquin Delta or captured in one of ten local reservoirs.77 The three plants have the capability of 
producing 210 million gallons of drinking water a day. Major disinfectant upgrades are currently 
underway at the Santa Teresa and Penitencia plants, and in 2013, there are plans to expand the 
Rinconada plant to increase capacity from 80 to 100 million gallons per day.78 The proposed plan 
would result in a similar demand for water and would not require the construction or expansion of new 
water treatment facilities. In addition, the reconstructed park would rely on existing recycled and 
potable water systems, and would not substantially expand water infrastructure at the site. 
 
Please refer to Section XVI.a. for a discussion of wastewater treatment facilities.  
 
c) Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of 

existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects? 
(Less-than-Significant Impact) 

 
The project will replace in kind two existing storm drains that are in poor condition. Please refer to 
Sections VIII.c. and VIII.d. Implementation of existing regulations as described therein would reduce 
impacts associated with new stormwater drainage facilities to a less-than-significant level.  
 
d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and 

resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed? (Less-than-Significant Impact) 
 
The project site is served by SCVWD which has an annual local water supply of 153,100 acre-feet 
(AF) and 730 AF of recycled water. In addition, there is 244,025 AF of available imported water per 
year. Of the 244,025 AF of imported water, the County was expected to use 156,800 AF. In total, there 
was 397,125 AF of water available in 2005 and 390,530 AF was used, creating an overage of 6,595 
AF of water in the County.79 Projections indicate that except in the case of a prolonged drought, there 
is adequate water supply to meet the demands of the service area through the year 2030.80 The 
SCVWD was generally able to meet the needs of Watson Park in 2005, and because the project would 
require approximately the same amount of water that the current site utilizes, the District would be able 
to meet the water demand of the proposed project. Sufficient water supplies would be available and 
would not require new or expanded entitlements.  
 
 

                                                      
77 Santa Clara Valley Water District, 2007. “How We Clean Your Water”. Website: 

www.valleywater.org/Water/Water_Quality/How_we_clean_your_water/index.shtm, October 25.  
78 Ibid. 
79 Santa Clara Valley Water District, 2005. Water Utility Enterprise Report. September. 
80 City of San Jose, 2005. Environmental Services Department. 2005 Urban Water Management Plan. 

http://www.sjmuniwater.com/PDFs/2005-UWMP.pdf. October 19. 
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e) 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? (Less-than-Significant Impact) 

 
Please refer to XVI.a. 
 
f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid 

waste disposal needs? (Less-than-Significant Impact) 
 
The Integrated Waste Management division (IWM) of the City of San Jose’s Environmental Services 
Department administers residential garbage and recycling collection services, commercial sold waste 
and recycling activities, the City of San Jose’s landfill contract and the Citywide solid waste collection 
services, among other activities. Four companies have contracts with the IWM to haul residential 
garbage, yard waste and recycling. Green Team of San Jose is the City Facilities contractor for garbage 
and recycling services, and they would be responsible for serving the Watson Park site and the 
surrounding neighborhoods. 
 
The City of San Jose has four landfills operating within its borders: Zanker Road Landfill 
(independent); Newby Island Landfill (BFW/Allied); Kirby Canyon Landfill (WM); and Guadalupe 
Landfill (WM). The Zanker Road Landfill is a recycling facility and is at 46.2 percent capacity. Kirby 
Canyon Landfill is at 57.3 percent capacity, while the Guadalupe Landfill and Newby Island Sanitary 
landfill are at 23 percent and 64 percent capacity, respectively.81 Once operational, the amount of 
waste generated at the proposed project site would not be significantly different than the amount of 
waste generated by Watson Park in the past and the proposed project would not cause a receiving 
landfill to exceed its permitted capacity. 
 
g) Comply with federal, State, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste? (Less-

than-Significant Impact) 
 
Green Team of San Jose would provide garbage and recycling and collection generated by the 
proposed project, thereby reducing solid waste generated by the proposed project. In addition, there 
would be an attempt to recycle some of the materials from the existing site, such as using the ground 
concrete for pavement and using the trees as construction materials. The proposed project would 
comply with all statutes and regulations related to solid waste. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                      
81 San Jose, City of. Environmental Services Department. “Landfills and Transfer Stations in Santa Clara County” 

http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Profiles/Facility/Landfill/LFProfile1.asp?COID=43&FACID=43-AN-0007. October 19. 
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XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. 
 

    

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

 

    

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually 
limited, but cumulatively considerable?  (“Cumulatively 
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a 
project are considerable when viewed in connection with 
the effects of past projects, the effects of other current 
projects, and the effects of probable future projects.)  

 

    

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will 
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly?  

 

    

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially 
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below 
self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of 
the major periods of California history or prehistory? (Potentially Significant Unless 
Mitigation Incorporated)  

 
Development of the proposed project could adversely affect protected wildlife and riparian habitats. 
However, implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-7 would ensure that potential 
impacts to protected wildlife and riparian habitats are reduced to less-than-significant levels. 
Implementation of mitigation Measures CULT-1 and CULT-2 would ensure that potential cultural and 
archaeological resources within the project site are evaluated and protected, as appropriate. With 
implementation of these mitigation measures, the proposed project would not: 1) degrade the quality of 
the environment; 2) substantially reduce the habitat of fish and wildlife species; 3) cause a fish or 
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining level; 4) threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community; 5) reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal; or 6) 
eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history. 
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b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? 
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable 
when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, 
and the effects of probable future projects.)  (Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation 
Incorporated) 

 
The proposed project consists of the remediation of contaminated site soils and re-construction/re-
configuration of Watson Park. Although the location and intensity of uses at the site would change 
slightly from existing conditions, the proposed project itself would not contribute to increased growth 
within the City. The project would not interfere with the Coyote Creek or Lower Silver Creek flood 
control projects, nor would it interfere with construction of improvements to the U.S. 101/Mabury 
interchange. Implementation of mitigation measures recommended in this report would reduce 
potentially significant impacts that could become cumulatively considerable when viewed in 
connection with the effects of past, current, and reasonably foreseeable future projects. 
 
c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on 

human beings, either directly or indirectly?  (Less-than-Significant Impact) 
 
Implementation of the proposed RAP includes preparation of a site health and safety plan, a soil 
management plan, and an Operations and Maintenance Program. Implementation of these required 
plans and programs would ensure that workers and the public are not exposed to contaminated soils 
during remediation activities. The proposed Master Plan for the redevelopment of Watson Park 
proposes new and reconfigured landscaping and recreational facilities, which are intended, in part, to 
make the park safer by improving lighting and sight lines. Thus the project would not have 
environmental effects which would cause adverse effects on humans, either directly or indirectly. 
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