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Key Terminology

Beneficial Impact:

A project impact is considered beneficial if it would result in the enhancement or improvement of an
existing physical condition in the environment — no mitigation is required when an impact is determined
to be beneficial.

Best Management Practices:

Measures typically derived from standardized Valley Water operating procedures. These practices
have been identified as methods, activities, procedures, or other management practices for the
avoidance or minimization of potential adverse environmental effects. They have been designed for
routine incorporation into project designs and represent the “state of the art” impact prevention
practices.

Less-than-significant Impact:

This is indicated in the Initial Study checklist where the impact does not reach the standard of
significance set for that factor and the project would therefore cause no substantial change in the
environment (no mitigation needed).

Less-than-significant Impact with Mitigation:

This is indicated in the Initial Study checklist where the impact is determined to exceed the applicable
significance criteria, but for which feasible mitigation measure(s) are available to reduce the impact to
a level of less-than-significant.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation includes: (a) avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an
action; (b) minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation;
(c) rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted environment; (d)
reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations during the
life of the action; and (e) compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources
or environments.*

No Impact:
This is indicated in the Initial Study where, based on the environmental setting, the stated
environmental factor does not apply to the proposed project.

Potentially Significant Impact:

This is indicated in the Initial Study where the project impact may cause a substantial adverse change
in the environment, but for which (1) no feasible mitigation is available to reduce the impact to a less-
than-significant level, or (2) feasible mitigation has been identified but the residual impact remains
significant after mitigation is applied.

Significance Criteria:

A set of criteria used by the lead agency to determine whether an impact would be considered
significant. Valley Water relied upon the significance criteria set forth in the CEQA Guidelines and
criteria based on the regulatory standards of local, state and federal agencies.

1 Authority cited: Sections 21083 and 21087, Public Resources Code; Reference: Sections 21002,
21002.1, 21081, and 21100(c), Public Resources Code.
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Section 1: Introduction

Organization of this Document

This document is organized to assist the reader in understanding the potential impacts that the
Project may have on the environment and to fulfill the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.). Section 1 indicates the purpose under
CEQA, sets forth the public participation process, and summarizes applicable state and federal
regulatory requirements. Section 2 describes the location and features of the Project and
Section 3 describes the environmental setting. Section 4 evaluates the potential impacts through
the application of the CEQA Initial Study Checklist questions to Project implementation. Section 5
lists the contributors, and Section 6 supplies the references used in its preparation.

Responses to comments received during the 30-day public review period are provided in
Appendix F. Responses to comments did not result in revisions to the draft MND. A few minor
edits were made for clarification purposes, and those changes are tracked in this document using
strike-through format for text deletions and underline for text additions.

Purpose of the Mitigated Negative Declaration

The Santa Clara Valley Water District (Valley Water), acting as the Lead Agency, prepared a draft
Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) to provide the public, responsible agencies and trustee
agencies with information about the potential environmental effects of the proposed Saratoga
Creek Hazard Tree Removal and Restoration Project (proposed Project).

This MND was prepared consistent with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines (Title 14, California Code
of Regulations 15000 et seq.), and Valley Water procedures for implementation of CEQA
(Environmental Management System - Environmental Planning Q520D01). CEQA requires that
public agencies such as Valley Water identify the significant adverse impacts and beneficial
environmental effects of their actions. Beneficial impacts should be encouraged and expanded
where possible and adverse impacts should be avoided or minimized, or mitigated in cases where
avoidance and minimization are not possible.

In addition to acting as the CEQA Lead Agency for its projects; Valley Water’'s mission includes
objectives to conduct its activities in an environmentally sensitive manner as a steward of Santa
Clara Valley watersheds. Valley Water strives to preserve the natural qualities, scenic beauty and
recreational uses of Santa Clara Valley's waterways by using methods that reflect an ongoing
commitment to conserving the environment.

Decision to Prepare a Mitigated Negative Declaration for this Project

The Initial Study (Section 4) for the Project identifies potentially significant effects on biological
resources and hydrology and water quality. Mitigation measures have been proposed for the
Project to reduce such effects to less-than-significant levels; and therefore, the proposed MND is
consistent with CEQA Guidelines 815070 which indicates that an MND is appropriate when:

The Project Initial Study identifies potentially significant effects, but:

a. Revisions to the Project plan were made that would avoid, or reduce the effects to a point
where clearly no significant effects would occur, and

b. There is no substantial evidence that the Project, as revised, may have a significant effect
on the environment.
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Public Review Process

This draft MND will was be-circulated to the State Clearinghouse, local and state agencies,
interested organizations, and individuals who may wish to review and provide comments on the
project description, the proposed mitigation measures or other aspects of the report. The
availability of the draft MND and opportunity for public comment was announced in
advertisements published in two newspapers of general circulation. The publication will
commenced the 30-day public review period per CEQA Guidelines §15105(b) beginning which
began on August 16, 2019 and endirg ended on September 16, 2019.

The draft MND and supporting documents are were made available for review at:

e Santa Clara Valley Water District
Headquarters Building
5700 Almaden Expressway
San Jose, CA 95118

Copies of the report are were also made available for review at:

e Saratoga Public Library
13650 Saratoga Ave,
Saratoga, CA 95070

o Posted on the Valley Water website:
http:/www.valleywater.org/PublicReviewDocuments.aspx, or

o Via written request for a copy from Valley Water.

Written comments or questions regarding the draft MND sheuld-be were submitted to the name
and address indicated below.

Todd Sexauer

Senior Environmental Planner
Valley Water

5750 Almaden Expressway

San Jose, CA 95118-3614
Phone: (408) 630-3149

e-mail: tsexauer@valleywater.org

Valley Water received letters or emails commenting on the draft MND from the following
individuals during the public review period:

e Saratoga Woods Riparian Association

e Mr. and Mrs. John Hemiup

isi ject: Prior to making a decision on the project, Valley Water considered all
comments made during the public review period and made necessary changes to the document
in_response to comments. None of these revisions are considered substantial under Section
15073.5 of the CEQA Guidelines and the new information added merely clarifies, amplifies, or
makes insignificant modifications to the draft MND.

Interagency Collaboration and Regulatory Review

The CEQA review process is intended to provide both trustee and responsible agencies with an
opportunity to provide input into the Project. Trustee agencies are state agencies that have authority

Page 2



Saratoga Creek Hazard Tree Removal and Restoration Project
Final Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration December 2019

by law for the protection of natural resources held in trust for the public. Responsible agencies are
those that have some responsibility or authority for carrying out or approving a project; in many
instances these public agencies must make a discretionary decision to issue a local permit; provide
right-of-way, funding or resources that are critical to the Project’'s proceeding. In this instance the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB), U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), and the City of Saratoga are
considered responsible agencies. Valley Water will work with the CDFW, RWQCB, USACE, and
City of Saratoga to ensure that the proposed Project meets applicable policies and requirements.

This MND is intended to assist state and local agencies to carry out their responsibilities for permit
review or approval authority over various aspects of the Project. The proposed Project would likely
require Project-specific permitting and/or review as summarized in Table 1-1 below.

Table 1-1: Summary of Applicable Regulatory Requirements

Agency Permit/Review Required
_ Tree Removal Permit Section 15-50.070 of the City
City of Saratoga of Saratoga Municipal Code
o ) o Fish and Game Code Section 1602 Lake and
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality

) Clean Water Act Section 404 Nationwide Permit 33
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Non-reporting)

Source: Valley Water, 2019.
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Section 2: Project Description
Project Background

Valley Water owns several parcels that encompass much of Saratoga Creek between Cox
Avenue and Prospect Road within the City of Saratoga, which is managed by Valley Water for
both groundwater recharge and flood protection. The regional location is shown on Figure 2-1.
Figure 2-2 shows the Project area and existing site access.

The portion of Saratoga Creek located within the Project area has vegetation characteristics
similar to other riparian corridors in California as a whole, where native trees and shrubs are
paired with introduced ornamental and invasive vegetation. Within blue gum eucalyptus
(Eucalyptus globulus) groves, biological diversity is lost due to displacement of native plant
communities and corresponding wildlife habitat. Abundance and diversity of understory
vegetation is dependent on stand density. Understory establishment is inhibited by the production
of allelopathic chemicals and by the physical barrier formed by high volumes of forest debris
consisting of bark strips, limbs, and branches (Cal IPC, 2019).

The eastern creek bank is characterized by several blue gum eucalyptus groves, likely remnants
of a wind break, or shelterbelt, planted to protect the stone fruit and walnut orchards that once
thrived there. Eucalyptus trees in the groves are located along the top of the creek bank on a
relatively steep slope above Saratoga Creek channel. Many of the oldest trees are estimated to
be at least 90 years of age and stand over 100 feet in height. Figures 2-3a and 3b provide a map
of the existing vegetation occurring within the Project area. Approximately 1.8 acres of blue gum
eucalyptus grove is located within the Project area with 2.55 acres of native coast live oak
woodland.

Valley Water has been releasing water from the Stevens Creek Pipeline (SCP) into Saratoga
Creek as part of Valley Water's groundwater recharge program for approximately 40 years. The
Stevens Creek Pipeline Saratoga Creek turnout is just upstream of State Highway 85,
approximately 2,200 feet upstream of the Project area. Normal releases from the pipeline occur
in the summer and are typically 8-10 cubic feet per second. Valley Water has the ability to shut
off or modify releases depending on available water, groundwater levels, and percolation rates.
When imported water is not being released, this reach of Saratoga Creek is naturally episodic,
with flow timing and magnitude in direct response to rainfall runoff patterns. Surface water in the
vicinity of the project area originates from drainages along the eastern slope of the Santa Cruz
Mountains and runoff from adjacent urban/suburban developments. No other major tributaries join
Saratoga Creek upstream of the project area; and historically, the creek was likely intermittent in
years of normal or below normal rainfall. The eucalyptus trees, known for their high transpiration
rates and rapid growth where sufficient water is available, have thrived for decades with the
augmented water supply in Saratoga Creek

In 2014, drought stress in the eucalyptus stands became evident and trees that were previously
healthy quickly succumbed to outbreaks of eucalyptus long-horned beetle (Phoracantha sp.) and
wood decay fungi as their resilience to such pests was impacted by drought. In 2015, an
investigation by West Coast Arborists highlighted the need for corrective action on many of the
eucalyptus in the Project area (WCA 2015) and several dead trees were removed in the interest
of public safety. Incidence of eucalyptus canopy die-back, branch failure, root failure, and tree
mortality increased in the Project area during this time. Above average precipitation during 2017
and 2019 also contributed to increased bank erosion near those eucalyptus trees rooted on the
lower banks in the Project area. Bank erosion in the root zone was cited in the West Coast Arborist
report as a major consideration for risks associated with the eucalyptus (WCA 2015).

Between 2016 and 2018, wood decaying fungi were observed in eucalyptus throughout the
Project area. In January 2018, nine dead eucalyptus were removed from the upstream portion of
the Project area. In February 2018, the Forest Pathology and Mycology Lab at UC Berkeley
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Figure 2-1: Regional Location Map and Project Vicinity
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Figure 2-2: ‘ %
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detected wood decay fungi in all 10 random core samples submitted from the Project area and
gave a tree risk rating of “High” to “Very High” for all 10 trees sampled given their proximity to
targets in the fall line (UCB 2018). In April 2018, 26 hazardous eucalyptus were removed from
one of the areas with obvious wood decay fungi. During a Level 1 tree risk assessment conducted
in July 2018, several other eucalyptus trees in the Project area were found to be in “poor”
condition, and several were given a “moderate to high” risk rating (HortScience/Bartlett Tree
2018).

Many of the eucalyptus trees in the project area are either dying, diseased, poorly structured,
and/or leaning toward existing residential homes and Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) powerlines
to the east. As further described below, the proposed project would involve removal of 104
eucalyptus trees and subsequent restoration of the Project area.

Project Goals

The goals of the Project, which would remove 104 hazard eucalyptus trees and two non-native
invasive ash trees, and subsequently restore the entire Project reach, are:

e Ensure public safety from eucalyptus tree failures;
¢ Expand and enhance native coast live oak woodland mixed-riparian habitat

¢ Reduce water consumption by the existing eucalyptus trees along Saratoga Creek;

o Reduce the risk of bank erosion or destabilization and associated potential for streambank
hardening;

¢ Reduce fire risk in the area by reducing volume of ladder fuels on the ground and
combustible material in the canopy adjacent to utility lines;

e Reduce the future need to repeatedly access Saratoga Creek and remove hazardous
eucalyptus trees;

e Contribute to regional understanding of post-eucalyptus restoration science.

Project Objectives
To achieve these goals, the Project’'s more specific objectives are to:

e Remove 104 hazard eucalyptus trees from the Project area, over a three to four-year
period

e Control eucalyptus stump re-sprouting and colonization by secondary invasive plant
species

o Re-establish native, coast live oak woodland mixed-riparian-under- and overstory cover
throughout the Project Area using a combination of active revegetation, passive
revegetation, seeding, and weed control

¢ Maintain the native planting and natural recruits until they have established and do not
require further supplemental irrigation

e Monitor the Project area for vegetation changes and creek bank stability issues

Project Scope of Work
Project Methods

Valley Water is proposing a phased removal of the 104 eucalyptus within the Project area over
three to four-years (2019-2022) in a series of work areas as provided in Table 2-1. Nearly half of
the eucalyptus may be accessible by mobile crane staged on the top of bank opposite the
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eucalyptus groves. The remaining eucalyptus and two non-native invasive ash trees would be
removed using traditional climbing techniques coupled with hand-based or equipment-based
transport of debris out of the creek area. No more than 50 eucalyptus trees would be removed in
any year.

Work Areas

The Project area is divided into three work areas based on the location of eucalyptus stands, the
techniques that would be used to remove the eucalyptus, and site access. Work areas are
summarized in Table 2-1 and mapped in Figures 2-4a—c.

Table 2-1: Work Areas within the Project Footprint
No. of
Eucalyptus
Work | Creek Station Location within Trees in Tree Removal
Area | To/From Project Alignment Work Areal Method Access?
Upstream stand closest Crane, Hand, Ramp 1; AS1,
A 346+60 to 352+30 | to Cox Avenue 49 Equipment in channel | AS4, and AS5
Mid-reach area adjacent Crane, Hand, Ramp 1; AS1
B 337+00 to 345+30 | to Brookside Club 32 Equipment in channel | and AS2
Downstream stands
near Prospect High Crane, Hand,
C 322+90 to 327+70 | School 23 Equipment in channel | Ramp 2; AS3
Notes:
1. Access routes and staging areas are described in more details in the following sections.
Source: Valley Water, 2019.

Dewatering

Although unlikely, creek dewatering may be necessary prior to equipment entering the creek for
each phase of work. In-channel work would occur when the creek is naturally dry, and the only
source of water in the channel would be from upstream managed releases. Releases from SCP
would be shut off by Valley Water a few days prior to equipment entering the channel to allow
time for residual water to percolate and drain from the Project area.

Valley Water would coordinate with the San Jose Water Company to preclude maintenance-
related releases into Saratoga Creek from their facility 3.5 miles upstream of the Project area
during the eucalyptus removal work periods. Maintenance-related releases may result in water
reaching the Project site during tree removal efforts. However, if such releases must occur, they
are typically small and are not expected to reach the Project area.

A small temporary cofferdam would be installed beneath the bridge at Cox Avenue to ensure that
any San Jose Water Company maintenance releases do not reach the Project area during in-
channel work. The total dry-back time for Saratoga Creek during the Project is anticipated to range
from 60-90 calendar days per working season. The method for dewatering, should water be
present, would be as follows:

1. Valley Water would use a simple bypass pumping operation to intercept surface flows in the
existing waterway impounded at the cofferdam and pump the water around the work area in
order for work to be conducted in a dry environment. Valley Water would procure a pump and
discharge hose of a suitable size to ensure adequate capacity is available. The primary pump
system would be an electric submersible pump powered by a generator. If this pump
unexpectedly fails, a backup diesel or gasoline powered trash pump system would be utilized.
Both systems would be tested prior to the start of in-channel work.
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Figure 2-4a: Work Area A (South)
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Figure 2-4b: Work Area B (Central)
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2. In order to minimize the time dewatering is required, additional preparatory work prior to
initiating the bypass procedure would include having all materials, equipment, and personnel
on site.

3. Once pump bypass materials are on site, the contractor would construct a temporary
cofferdam lined with visqueen at the upstream edge of the work site to prevent water from
entering the work area. The District will then install the pump immediately upstream of the
cofferdam and begin pumping. The discharge hose will extend around the work site to the
downstream end of the work area.

4. The pump intake would be screened to prevent harm to any aquatic life present. Water
diversion pipe flow velocity dissipaters would be installed downstream of the cofferdam to
prevent scour of the creek bed.

Temporary Access Ramps and Staging Areas

Access to the Saratoga Creek channel for light equipment (i.e., rubber tracked excavators and
loaders) would be required to remove cut logs and limbs from the creek bed for trees that cannot
be reached by crane. Access ramps constructed of engineered fill would be required at two
locations to provide this access. Ramp 1 would be constructed from the Brookside Club tennis
parking lot and down the west creek bank (Figure 2-5a) to allow access to Work Area A in year 1.
Additional access points (AS1, AS4 and AS5) would provide additional access for workers without
the placement of fill; however, they would not provide for equipment access. A total of three coast
live oak trees would be removed and one pruned within Work Areas A and B (Table 2-2). At
access point AS2, engineered fill would be placed along the creek channel and banks to construct
the ramp. One native oak tree is anticipated to be removed to create the temporary access ramp.
Ramp 1 would be partially decommissioned at the end of the year 1 work season by removing all
temporary fill material from the channel to allow fall and winter surface flows to flow unimpeded.
The decommissioned access ramp area would be winterized to avoid erosion following removal
of the temporary fill from the channel (i.e., the placement of fabric, straw, native understory seed
mix to prevent erosion). Ramp 1 would be reconstructed to allow access to Work Area B in year
2, and fully decommissioned at the end of the year 2 work season and restored to preconstruction
conditions.

Table 2-2: Project Area Access and Staging Areas
Access/
Staging Area' Description Approx. Size (ft?) | Work Areas Potential Vegetation Removal
Brookside Club
AS1 main parking lot 10,000 A, B No vegetation removal
Brookside Club
AS2 tennis parking lot 8,500 A, B Remove 1 coast live oak (10.5” dbh)
Remove 2 nonnative ash (14" and 130" dbh)
Prune 2 elderberry (6” and 8” dbh)
Remove 4 coast live oak (3.5” 6.5", 6.5”, and
Prospect High 11.5” dbh)
AS3 School 5,000 C Prune 1 coast live oak (8" limb)
Prune 1 coast live oak (two 12" limbs, < 25%
AS4 Scott Property 3,000 A canopy)
East Bank Cox
AS5 Avenue 10,000 A Remove 2 coast live oak (10" and 12" dbh)
Notes:
1. See Figures 2-5a and 5b for locations.
Source: Valley Water, 2019.

For AS3, Ramp 2 would be similarly constructed from the southwest corner of Prospect High
School down the east bank of Saratoga Creek to allow access to Work Area C in year 3
(Figure 2- 5b). The ramp would also be constructed from engineered fill and run along the creek
bank upstream as it descends to the creek channel. Aside from the eucalyptus trees, two non-
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Figure 2-5a: Work Area A and B
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Figure 2-5b: Work Area C - Access,
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native ash trees, and four coast live oak trees would need to be removed to construct Ramp 2
(see Table 2-2). An additional coast live oak and two elderberry shrubs would be pruned. Ramp
2 would be removed and winterized (i.e., fabric, straw, native understory seed mix) after year 3
work.

Staging areas and developed access routes that would be used in one or more years are mapped
in Figures 2-5a and 2-5b, and summarized in Table 2-2. Staging areas would be used for
overnight and weekend storage of equipment outside of the creek within paved areas only. No
storage of equipment would occur within unpaved areas.

Eucalyptus Removal and Debris Disposal

Eucalyptus trees would be removed using either traditional tree climbing techniques or crane-
assisted removal. There is no access for a bucket truck or a place to park a street vehicle
immediately beneath the eucalyptus stands. Debris would be removed from the creek area either
by crane or using light equipment accessing the dry creek channel from one of two temporary
ramps. This equipment would include tracked, low ground pressure machines including track
loader, skid steer, small excavator, and/or mobile wood chipper.

During removal using either method, eucalyptus would be harvested initially down to within 36
inches from grade and all resulting stumps would be left intact (until post-removal activities are
undertaken — see Post-Removal Treatments). No stump grinding or mechanical stump removal
is planned for any of the eucalyptus removed from the Project area. The root mass would be
retained and used to support the creek bank during the revegetation process.

At the staging areas, tree logs and debris would be loaded into trucks for disposal off-site.
Branches and smaller logs may be chipped on site and loaded into a covered truck. Some chipped
material may remain on-site for interim erosion protection.

Post-Removal Treatments

Once the eucalyptus trees and debris in each Work Area have been removed, further work would
be required. The heavy layer of bark debris that has accumulated beneath the eucalyptus for
decades would be gathered and removed. This effort would involve hand crews raking and
gathering the bark with hand tools. Loads of bark would be removed from the channel by the
same methods used for tree debris removal (crane, light equipment, or by hand). A minimum of
six inches of finer eucalyptus mulch would be retained in eucalyptus removal areas to protect
soils and the creek bank from erosion.

Eucalyptus stumps would be re-cut 12—-24 inches above grade using chainsaws and treated
immediately with a concentrated herbicide to prevent stump re-sprouting. The cut portions would
be removed using the same methods previously described. Herbicide would be applied onto the
tree cambium using spray bottles, brushes, or similar application equipment. Separating the tree
removal activities from the cut stump treatments would help to ensure that each stump is treated
effectively.

Site Preparation, Revegetation, and Habitat Restoration

Prior to revegetation, portions of the Project area that are currently fenced and/or planted with
ornamental landscaping, or containing temporary structures, would require additional site
preparation. Working with adjacent property owners, fences would be removed and relocated to
the property line, ornamental landscaping cleared and grubbed, and temporary structures
relocated or removed.

Following the removal of the 104 eucalyptus trees, two non-native invasive ash trees, and seven
oak trees (necessary for equipment access) in the Project area, Valley Water would revegetate
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the Project area to sufficiently stabilize the streambanks where trees have been removed
(approximately 1.8 acres of eucalyptus), as well as provide for a broader enhancement with native
coast live oak woodland mixed-riparian habitat. Conditions onsite are currently degraded by the
prevalence and density of non-native, invasive species, resulting in the lack of understory habitat.
There is potential for up to 3.4 acres of revegetation and habitat enhancement within the Project
area. This would be sufficient area to replace the number of removed eucalyptus, ash, and oak
trees with an equivalent number of native trees and shrubs at a density that is appropriate for,
and can be supported by, the physical conditions of the Project area. Replacement plantings for
tree removal work undertaken in April of 2018, which is pursuant to Lake and Streambed
Alteration Agreement (CDFW Notification No. 1600-2018-0066-R3), would also be incorporated
into the revegetation Project design and account for an additional 26 trees to be planted in the
Project area. Figures 2-6a and 6b provide the conceptual planting plan for Saratoga Creek from
Cox Avenue to Prospect High School.

Each year of Project implementation after eucalyptus and debris are removed, disturbed areas
would be hydro- or hand-seeded before the rainy season starts to, reduce the potential for bank
erosion. Valley Water’'s recommended seed mix for erosion control in natural areas, or a variation
thereof, would be used. This includes native grass/forb blends and sterile wheat grass and would
facilitate the development of a native understory in the Project area. If rainfall is limited or delayed,
seeded areas may be watered as feasible to promote seed germination and vegetated cover
establishment. Desirable native plants that recruit naturally in the Project area after eucalyptus
removal would be protected and retained as feasible. Several native plants, including poison oak,
bee plant, and wild cucumber, have already established in the area where 26 eucalyptus were
removed in April 2018. This location within the Project area would continue to provide valuable
information regarding natural recruitment and applicability of various native plant species post-
eucalyptus.

Other elements of the Project’s revegetation effort would begin between one and two years
following each phase of eucalyptus removal. Planting in each phase would be initiated once it has
been demonstrated that eucalyptus stump sprouting and other invasive plant populations have
been sufficiently controlled in the Project area (see Figures 2-6a and 6b). This delay would also
allow soil chemistry and water absorption potential to recover from the effects of eucalyptus, and
for native species to potentially recruit naturally. Once initiated, revegetation planting would occur
annually in early winter.

The Project’'s conceptual revegetation plan as depicted in Figures 6a and 6b, consists of four
primary planting zones. The plant species that are proposed to be planted or seeded in each of
these zones are listed in Table 2-3. Revegetation in the Project area is complicated by water
availability—surface water is episodic and groundwater is relatively deep; channel incision—
streambanks are steep and there are no bar surfaces along the channel; uncertain soil conditions
following eucalyptus removal; and constrained access that limits the potential for irrigation and
maintenance. The planting zones have been selected to be as successful as possible under these
challenges.

o “Toe of Slope” plantings would be located along the bottom of streambanks, on the outer-
most edges of the Saratoga Creek channel, primarily downslope of where stands of
eucalyptus are removed. This is the primary area where riparian hydrophytes, such as
willows, are most likely to successfully establish in the Project reach, due to the proximity
to surface and subsurface water availability. These planting zones would be linear and
narrow to avoid conflicting with channel capacity and flood protection needs. The main
objective of this planting zone is to stabilize streambanks in the Project reach, although it
would also help improve aquatic habitat conditions and contribute to riparian habitat
diversity.

e “Slope” plantings would be located on the relatively steep banks of Saratoga Creek.
Species proposed for this planting zone should grow well on steep slopes, but would not
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be as heavy and potentially destabilizing as native oaks and other coast live oak woodland

mixedriparian trees at

Planting Area

Terrace

Slope

Toe of Slope

Table 2-3: Restoration Area Planting Zone Species

Scientific Name
Aesculus californica
Platanus racemosa
Quercus agrifolia
Quercus lobata
Sambucus nigra
Eriophyllum confertiflorum
Garrya elliptica
Heteromeles arbutifolia
Rhamnus crocea

Rosa californica
Symphoricarpos albus
Achillea millefolium
Asclepias fascicularis

Clarkia spp. (purpurea, concinna,
unguiculata)

Epilobium canum
Lupinus bicolor
Monardella villosa
Scrophularia californica
Bromus carinatus
Elymus glaucus

Melica spp. (californica, imperfecta,
torreyana)

Stipa spp. (lepida, pulchra)
Aesculus californica
Sambucus nigra

Ribes sanguineum

Rubus parviflorus

Rubus ursinus
Symphoricarpos albus
Artemisia douglasiana
Euthamia occidentalis
Scrophularia californica
Symphyotrichum chilense
Salix spp. (lasiolepis, laevigata, exigua)
Baccharis salicifolia

Carex barbarae

Cyperus eragrostis

Juncus spp. (balticus, effusus, patens,
xiphioides)

Source: Valley Water, 2019.

Common Name
California buckeye
western sycamore
coast live oak
valley oak

blue elderberry
yellow yarrow

silk tassel bush
toyon

spiny redberry
California rose
snowberry

yarrow
narrow-leaved milkweed

clarkia

California fuchsia
bicolored lupine
coyote mint

California bee plant
California bromegrass
blue wild rye

melica

needle grass
California buckeye
blue elderberry
red-flowering currant
thimbleberry
California blackberry
snowberry

mugwort

western goldenrod
California bee plant
Pacific aster

willows

mulefat

valley sedge

tall flatsedge

rushes

Growth Form

tree
tree
tree
tree
shrub
shrub
shrub
shrub
shrub
shrub
shrub
herb
herb

herb

herb
herb
herb
herb
grass
grass

grass

grass
tree
tree
shrub
shrub
shrub
shrub
herb
herb
herb
herb
tree
shrub
herb
herb

herb
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maturity. The main objectives of this planting zone are to stabilize streambanks, provide
tree canopy cover, and create understory habitat.

e ‘“Terrace” plantings would be on the top of the Saratoga Creek banks, between the channel
and adjacent residential properties. Species proposed for this planting zone are drought-
tolerant since groundwater would be very deep relative to the terrace elevation. The main
objectives of this planting zone are to provide tree canopy cover and create understory
habitat, provide a buffer between the creek and residences, and connect with and expand
the coast live oak woodland mixed+iparian habitat that is upstream of the Project area.
Native trees would be planted at an ecologically appropriate density for the target habitats,
including oak savanna/grassland (SFEI 2015) and coast live oak mixed-riparian woodland.
This planting density would necessarily be lower than that of the existing eucalyptus
stands, where high planting density for windbreak purposes contributed to high
competition for light and space, development of poor tree structure, and eventually tree
disease, decline, and failure (HortScience 2018, WCA 2015).

¢ “Native understory” plantings or seeding would occur under and around the canopies of
native trees that are retained along the terrace and slopes of the Project area. Species
that may be used in this planting zone include the shrub, herb, and grass species listed
for the Slope and Terrace planting zones that are more tolerant of low to moderate light
conditions. The main objectives of this planting zone are to create understory habitat that
benefits native wildlife, birds, and pollinators. The reestablishment of native understory
vegetation proposed by the Project would assist Valley Water's Invasive Plant
Management Program (IPMP) in its ongoing treatment efforts to control invasive
understory vegetation within the Project reach of Saratoga Creek.

The species in Table 2-3 are all regionally native and have been selected because they are
anticipated to establish and grow in the Project area conditions following eucalyptus removal. The
list of species in Table 2-3 is not exhaustive nor would every species be planted. Selection of
species from these palettes would be performed by a qualified restoration biologist based on site-
specific criteria including slope and aspect of planting area, soil characteristics, and availability of
appropriately local stock of plants or seed. Substitutions may be made if appropriate.

Since revegetation and habitat enhancement would occur one to two years after eucalyptus
removal, the access and staging areas used for eucalyptus removal are not likely to be available
for planting efforts. As such, it is anticipated that existing Valley Water gated access points (Figure
2-2) and those restored when existing misaligned property line fences are replaced, would be
utilized to access the planting zones. New access ramps would not be established and vehicle
access in the channel would not be used for planting. Because of the challenging physical
conditions in the Project area, a temporary irrigation system may be installed during the plant
establishment period, or hand watering would be provided, to facilitate plant survival and
establishment.

A final revegetation design would be prepared for the Project that accounts for and/or includes:

¢ Results of soil nutrient and fertility testing

e Available access and rights for irrigation, maintenance, and monitoring

e Any necessary setbacks adjacent to infrastructure and/or under existing overhead
powerlines

o Anticipated availability of native plant propagules

o Propagule types, planting densities, and planting locations appropriate for planting zone
slope, soil conditions, access, etc.

o Sufficient acreage and planting density to replace the number of removed eucalyptus, ash,
and oaks with an equivalent number of native trees and shrubs, and to satisfy the planting
requirements for the 26 eucalyptus trees removed in April 2018
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Maintenance and Monitoring

Revegetation maintenance and monitoring would occur in the Project area for a period of at least
five years following planting. Ongoing maintenance and monitoring of the revegetation area would
occur following the five-year revegetation maintenance and monitoring period. Monitoring would
include:

Observations of eucalyptus re-sprouting stumps

Extent of other nonnative invasive plants

Survival/growth of container plantings

Percent native understory and overstory cover

Qualitative assessment of streambank and soil stability, native plant health and vigor,
irrigation/watering sufficiency, etc.

Monitoring methods and revegetation success criteria would be based on the final revegetation
design and be documented in a Project monitoring plan.

Monitoring would be documented in monitoring reports and provide the basis for maintenance
and adaptive management. Primary maintenance activities are expected to include: herbicide
treatment of eucalyptus stump regrowth and other secondary weed species; watering and/or
repair of irrigation system; replacement of container plantings and/or additional seeding; and
protective caging around naturally recruited and container plantings. Adaptive management,
including revisions to species, planting zones, and/or monitoring methods, may be necessary due
to the challenging growing conditions in the Project area.

Schedule

The tree removal component of the Project would be phased over a period of three years with an
option to extend into a fourth year if needed. The Project is currently anticipated to begin in late
summer 2019. Project phasing is necessary due to seasonal restrictions for in-channel access,
nesting birds, and when access through the high school is available (i.e., when school is not in
session). Each phase would be focused on a particular Work Area:

Phase 1 = Work Area A (anticipated September—December 2019)

Phase 2 = Work Area B (anticipated July—December 2020)

Phase 3 = Work Area C (anticipated July—December 2021)

Phase 4 = Work Area C (Phase 3 extended into July—December 2022 if necessary)

Table 2-4 summarizes the anticipated schedule of activities during each phase. While it is possible
that the Project can be completed in three years, additional time may be needed to allow time for
securing permits, special equipment, and other unexpected delays. In-channel work would only
be conducted while the creek is dry between July/August and October of each year (unless
otherwise approved by applicable regulatory agencies) when there is minimal chance of local
precipitation. This late summer start time also takes into consideration local nesting birds that may
be using the eucalyptus trees earlier in the season. Temporary ramps that are below ordinary
high water or could potentially impact water quality during the rainy season would be removed at
the conclusion of each work season.

Work Hours

Work would be conducted between the hours of 7:30 a.m. to 5 p.m., Monday through Friday and
9 a.m. to 5 p.m. on Saturday.
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Table 2-4: Anticipated Annual Schedule of Project Activities

Activity

Month

Jul

Aug

Sep

Oct

Nov

Dec

Ramp construction

Years 2, 3 (& 4,
if needed)

Creek dewatering (if needed)

Eucalyptus and thatch removal

Cut-stump treatment

Ramp removal

Seeding, winterization

Revegetation
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Section 3: Environmental Setting
Project Location

The Project occurs on a narrow reach of Saratoga Creek that runs through the highly-developed
valley floor, approximately half-way between the Santa Cruz Mountains, where the creek
originates, and San Tomas Aquino Creek, into which Saratoga Creek discharges. The Project
area includes the east bank and portions of the west bank of Saratoga Creek, beginning
immediately downstream of the Cox Avenue bridge and ending at the southwest corner of
Prospect High School, within the City of Saratoga. The Project area is located within the limits of
five Valley Water-owned parcels located within and adjacent to Saratoga Creek (see Table 3-1),
and adjacent to several private and public parcels with easement used for access and managing
flood control. The Project Vicinity Map and the location of the trees proposed for removal are
shown on Figure 2-1, and Figures 2-5a and 2-5b, respectively.

Table 3-1: Parcels and Easements within the Proposed Project Alignment
Assessor Parcel Number Acreage of Parcel Ownership/Easement
386-22-001 0.08 Valley Water
386-22-010 2.68 Private
386-21-043 1.20 Valley Water
386-21-037 1.84 Valley Water
386-070-69 0.53 Private with Easement
386-07-070 0.50 Valley Water
386-09-015 0.45 Private with Easement
386-19-089 1.17 Valley Water
386-22-009 3.06 Private with Easement
386-10-038 33.03 Campbell Union School District
386-07-077 0.53 Valley Water
Source: Valley Water 2019.

Surrounding Land Uses

Surrounding land uses include primarily medium density single-family residential uses, as well as
Prospect High School, which is located at the northeast portion of the Project area. Other uses in
the Project area include the Brookside Club of Saratoga, Saratoga Woods Swim club, and the
Brookglen Park.

Physical Environment

There are currently 104 standing, live eucalyptus trees in the Project area and all are proposed
for removal. Several of the oldest trees are over 100 feet tall and trunk diameters in the stands
range from 12 inches to 84 inches. The eucalyptus stands are unnaturally dense and there is little
to no understory vegetation present. A heavy accumulation of thatch and debris has accumulated
beneath the eucalyptus stands for decades, increasing the potential for wildfires. Many of the
eucalyptus trees are either dying, diseased, poorly structured, and/or leaning toward existing
residential homes and PG&E powerlines (Figure 3-1).

Some of the eucalyptus trees in the Project area are isolated from the creek by private fences,
outbuildings, and landscaping. Existing Valley Water access points used to enter the Project area
are personnel gates located on Valley Water easement behind the tennis courts at the Brookside
Club of Saratoga, and adjacent to Prospect High School at the downstream Project limit
(Figure 2- 2).
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Figure 3-1: Photos Showing Existing Site Conditions

TR

Photo 2. Examples of proximity of eucalyptus to powerlines and residences. Note

Photo 1. Example of eucalyptus grove in the Project area (looking upstream toward

Cox Avenue). Dense eucalyptus on left (east) bank and mixture of native and the diseased and dying trees, which are in the Project area.
nonnative cover on right (west) bank. Note leaning eucalyptus trees, dead branches
and new sprouting.
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Best Management Practices

Best Management Practices (BMPs) are practices that prevent, avoid, or minimize potentially
adverse effects associated with construction and other activities. Valley Water routinely
incorporates a wide range of BMPs into Project design as described in detail in its Best
Management Practices Handbook (SCVWD 2014). The proposed Project would include many of
Valley Water’'s standard BMPs, as summarized in Table 3-2. Table 3-2 is intended to give an
overview, focusing on the BMPs most relevant to the Project; additional measures from the BMP
Handbook may also apply. Additional environmental measures developed to mitigate specific
impacts associated with Project implementation and not avoidable through standard construction
BMPs are identified in Section 4 of this Initial Study.

All BMPs for Project implementation activities would be incorporated into the construction
documents (plans and specifications) so contractors employed on the proposed Project would be
contractually required to adhere to them.

Table 3-2: Best Management Practices Incorporated into the Proposed Project

Number Title Description

Air Quality

AQ-1 Use Dust Control The following Bay Area Air Quality Management District
Measures (BAAQMD) Dust Control Measures will be implemented:

1. All exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas,
soil piles, graded areas, and unpaved access roads) shall
be watered two times per day;

2. All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose
material off-site shall be covered;

3. Allvisible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads
shall be removed using wet power vacuum street
sweepers at least once per day. The use of dry power
sweeping is prohibited;

4.  Water used to wash the various exposed surfaces (e.g.,
parking areas, staging areas, soil piles, graded areas, etc.)
will not be allowed to enter waterways;

5.  All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15
mph;

6. All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved shall
be completed as soon as possible. Building pads shall be
laid as soon as possible after grading unless seeding or
soil binders are used;

7. ldling times shall be minimized either by shutting
equipment off when not in use or reducing the maximum
idling time to 5 minutes (as required by the California
airborne toxics control measure Title 13, Section 2485 of
California Code of Regulations), and this requirement shall
be clearly communicated to construction workers (such as
verbiage in contracts and clear signage at all access
points);

8.  All construction equipment shall be maintained and
properly tuned in accordance with manufacturer's
specifications, and all equipment shall be checked by a
certified visible emissions evaluator;

9. Correct tire inflation shall be maintained in accordance with
manufacturer's specifications on wheeled equipment and
vehicles to prevent excessive rolling resistance; and,

10. Post a publicly visible sign with a telephone number and
contact person at the lead agency to address dust
complaints; any complaints shall be responded to and take
corrective action within 48 hours. In addition, a BAAQMD

Page 27



Saratoga Creek Hazard Tree Removal and Restoration Project

Final Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration

December 2019

telephone number with any applicable regulations will be
included.

AQ-2

Avoid Stockpiling Odorous
Materials

Materials with decaying organic material, or other potentially
odorous materials, will be handled in a manner that avoids
impacting residential areas and other sensitive receptors,
including:

1. Avoid stockpiling potentially odorous materials within
1,000 feet of residential areas or other odor sensitive land
uses; and

2. Odorous stockpiles will be disposed of at an appropriate
landfill.

Biological Resources

BI-2

Avoid and Minimize
Impacts on Native Aquatic
Vertebrates

Native aquatic vertebrates (fish, amphibians and reptiles) are
important components of stream ecosystems. Native aquatic
vertebrates may or may not be able to rapidly re-colonize a
stream reach if the population is eliminated from that stream
reach. If native aquatic vertebrates are present when
cofferdams, water bypass structures, and silt barriers are to be
installed, an evaluation of the stream and the native aquatic
vertebrates will be conducted by a qualified biologist. The
qualified biologist will consider:

1. Which native aquatic species are present;

2. The ability of the species to naturally re-colonize the
stream reach;

3. The life stages of the native aquatic vertebrates present;

4. The flow, depth, topography, substrate, chemistry and
temperature of the stream reach;

5. The feasibility of relocating the aquatic species present;
and

6. The likelihood the stream reach will naturally dry up during
the work season.

Based on consideration of these factors the qualified biologist
may make a decision to relocate native aquatic vertebrates. The
qualified biologist will document in writing the reasons to
relocate native aquatic species, or not to relocate native aquatic
species, prior to installation of cofferdams, water bypass
structures or silt barriers.

If the decision is made to relocate the native aquatic species,
then the operation will be based on Valley Water's Fish
Relocation Guidelines.

BI-3

Remove Temporary Fill

Temporary fill materials, such as for diversion structures or
cofferdams, will be removed upon finishing the work or as
appropriate. The creek channels and banks will be re-contoured
to match pre-construction conditions to the extent possible. Low-
flow channels within non-tidal streams will be contoured to
facilitate fish passage and will emulate the preconstruction
conditions as closely as possible, within the finished channel
topography.

Bl-4

Minimize Adverse Effects
of Pesticides on Non-target
Species

“Pesticides” refers to any herbicide, insecticide, rodenticide,
algaecide, fungicide, or any combination of substances
intended to prevent, destroy, or repel any pest. Pesticides will
be handled, stored, transported, and used in compliance with
any established directions and in a manner that minimizes
negative environmental effects on non-target species and
sensitive habitats.

The proposed project plan for handling, storing, transporting
and using pesticides must be reviewed and approved by both
of the following subject matter experts:
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1. Valley Water's Pest Control Advisor (a State-certified
Qualified Applicator) — the plan will be reviewed, and
modified as deemed appropriate, for compliance with:
Valley Water policy, label restrictions and any advisories
published by the California Department of Pesticide
Regulation, the Santa Clara County Division of Agriculture,
and the U.S. EPA bulletin Protecting Endangered Species,
Interim Measures for Use of Pesticides in Santa Clara
County (USEPA 2000).

2. Qualified Valley Water Biologist (as defined in EMAP-30264)
— the plan will be reviewed, and modified as deemed
appropriate, for compliance with: Valley Water policy,
approved environmental review documents, project permits,
and avoidance of all known listed (Threatened or
Endangered) and sensitive species. Information sources for
determination of all known locations of species that may be
harmed by pesticides include Valley Water’'s GIS system and
California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB).

Either Valley Water’s Pest Control Advisor or the Qualified
Valley Water Biologist may modify the proposed pesticide plan,
such as establishing buffer areas or prohibiting the use of
pesticides outright, based on site-specific data, current
regulatory requirements, and Valley Water policy.

The purchase of all pesticides must be approved by Valley
Water's Pest Control Advisor to ensure compliance with Valley
Water's Control and Oversight of Pesticide Use policy and
appropriate regulatory agency reporting requirements.

BI-5

Avoid Impacts to Nesting
Migratory Birds

Nesting birds are protected by state and federal laws. Valley
Water will protect nesting birds and their nests from
abandonment, loss, damage, or destruction. Nesting bird
surveys will be performed by a qualified biologist prior to any
activity that could result in the abandonment, loss, damage, or
destruction of birds, bird nests, or nesting migratory birds.
Inactive bird nests may be removed with the exception of
raptor nests. Birds, nests with eggs, or nest with hatchlings will
be left undisturbed.

BI-6

Avoid Impacts to Nesting
Migratory Birds from
Pending Construction

Nesting exclusion devises may be installed to prevent potential
establishment or occurrence of nests in areas where
construction activities would occur. All nesting exclusion
devices will be maintained throughout the nesting season or
until completion of work in an area makes the devices
unnecessary. All exclusion devices will be removed and
disposed of when work in the area is complete.

BI-8

Choose Local Ecotypes of
Native Plants and
Appropriate Erosion-
Control Seed Mixes

Whenever native species are prescribed for installation the

following steps will be taken by a qualified biologist or vegetation

specialist:

1. Evaluate whether the plant species currently grows wild in
Santa Clara County; and,

2. If so, the qualified biologist or vegetation specialist will
determine if any need to be local natives, i.e. grown from
propagules collected in the same or adjacent watershed,
and as close to the project site as feasible.

Also, consult a qualified biologist or vegetation specialist to
determine which seeding option is ecologically appropriate and
effective, specifically:

1. For areas that are disturbed, an erosion control seed mix
may be used consistent with the SCYWD Guidelines and
Standards for Land Use Near Streams, Design Guide 5,
‘Temporary Erosion Control Options.’
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In areas with remnant native plants, the qualified biologist
or vegetation specialist may choose an abiotic application
instead, such as an erosion control blanket or seedless
hydro-mulch and tackifier to facilitate passive revegetation
of local native species.

Temporary earthen access roads may be seeded when site
and horticultural conditions are suitable.

If a gravel or wood mulch has been used to prevent soil
compaction per BI-11, this material may be left in place [if
ecologically appropriate] instead of seeding.

Seed selection shall be ecologically appropriate as determined
by a qualified biologist, per Guidelines and Standards for Land
Use Near Streams, Design Guide 2: Use of Local Native
Species.

BI-9 Restore Riffle/Pool
Configuration of Channel

Bottom

The channel bottom shall be re-graded at the end of the work
project to as close to original conditions as possible.

In salmonid streams, restore pool and riffle configurations to
emulate pre-project instream conditions, taking into account
channel morphological features (i.e., slope), which affects
riffle/pool sequence.

BI-10 Avoid Animal Entry and

Entrapment

All pipes, hoses, or similar structures less than 12 inches
diameter will be closed or covered to prevent animal entry. All
construction pipes, culverts, or similar structures, greater than
2-inches diameter, stored at a construction site overnight, will
be inspected thoroughly for wildlife by a qualified biologist or
properly trained construction personnel before the pipe is
buried, capped, used, or moved. If inspection indicates
presence of sensitive or state- or federally-listed species inside
stored materials or equipment, work on those materials will
cease until a qualified biologist determines the appropriate
course of action.

To prevent entrapment of animals, all excavations, steep-
walled holes or trenches more than 6-inches deep will be
secured against animal entry at the close of each day. Any of
the following measures may be employed, depending on the
size of the hole and method feasibility:

1. Hole to be securely covered (no gaps) with plywood,
or similar materials, at the close of each working day,
or any time the opening will be left unattended for
more than one hour; or

In the absence of covers, the excavation will be
provided with escape ramps constructed of earth or
untreated wood, sloped no steeper than 2:1, and
located no farther than 15 feet apart; or

In situations where escape ramps are infeasible, the
hole or trench will be surrounded by filter fabric
fencing or a similar barrier with the bottom edge
buried to prevent entry.

BI-11 Minimize Predator-

Attraction

Remove trash daily from the worksite to avoid attracting
potential predators to the site.

Cultural Resources

Cu-1 Accidental Discovery of
Archaeological Artifacts,
Tribal Cultural Resources,

or Burial Remains

If historical or unique archaeological artifacts, or tribal cultural
resources, are accidentally discovered during construction,
work in affected areas will be restricted or stopped until proper
protocols are met. Work at the location of the find will halt
immediately within 100 feet of the find. A “no work” zone shall
be established utilizing appropriate flagging to delineate the
boundary of this zone. A Consulting Archaeologist will visit the
discovery site as soon as practicable for identification and
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evaluation pursuant to Section 21083.2 of the Public
Resources Code and Section 15126.4 of the California Code
of Regulations. If the archaeologist determines that the artifact
is not significant, construction may resume. If the archaeologist
determines that the artifact or resource is significant, the
archaeologist will determine if the artifact or resource can be
avoided and, if so, will detail avoidance procedures. If the
artifact cannot be avoided, the archaeologist will develop within
48 hours an Action Plan which will include provisions to
minimize impacts and, if required, a Data Recovery Plan for
recovery of artifacts in accordance with Public Resources
Code Section 21083.2 and Section 15126.4 of the CEQA
Guidelines. If a tribal cultural resource cannot be avoided, the
Action Plan will include notification of the appropriate Native
American tribe, and consultation with the tribe regarding
acceptable recovery options.

If burial finds are accidentally discovered during construction,
work in affected areas will be restricted or stopped until proper
protocols are met. Upon discovering any burial site as
evidenced by human skeletal remains, the County Coroner will
be immediately notified and the field crew supervisor shall take
immediate steps to secure and protect such remains from
vandalism during periods when work crews are absent. No
further excavation or disturbance within 100 feet of the site or
any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent
remains may be made except as authorized by the County
Coroner, California Native American Heritage Commission,
and/or the County Coordinator of Indian Affairs.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

HM-1

Comply with All Pesticide
Application Restrictions
and Policies

Pesticide products are to be used only after an assessment has
been made regarding environmental, economic, and public
health aspects of each of the alternatives by Valley Water’'s
Pest Control Advisor (PCA). All pesticide use will be consistent
with approved product specifications. Applications will be made
by, or under the direct supervision of, State Certified applicators
under the direction of, or in a manner approved by the PCA.
Refer to Q751D02, Control and Oversight of Pesticide Use.

HM-2

Minimize use of Pesticides

In all cases, where some form of pest control is deemed
necessary by the PCA; evaluate alternative pest control
methods and pesticides. Refer to Q751D02: Control and
Oversight of Pesticide Use.

HM-3

Post Areas Where
Pesticides Will Be Used

Posting of areas where pesticides are to be used shall be
performed in compliance with Q751D02: Control and Oversight
of Pesticide Use. Posting shall be performed in compliance with
the label requirements of the product being applied.

In addition, Valley Water shall provide posting for any products
applied in areas used by the public for recreational purposes,
and areas readily accessible to the public, regardless of
whether the label requires such notification (the posting method
may be modified to avoid destruction of bait stations or
scattering of rodenticide), including:

1. Sign postings shall notify staff and the general public of the
date and time of application; the product’s active
ingredients, and common name; and, the time of allowable
re-entry into the treated area.

2. A Valley Water staff contact phone number shall be posted
on the sign.

3. Signs shall not be removed until after the end of the
specified re-entry interval.
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4. Right-to-know literature on the product shall be made
available upon request to anyone in the area.

5. Notification will take into account neighbors with specific
needs prior to treatment of an adjacent area to ensure such
needs are met. Such requests are maintained by Valley
Water under Q751D02.

HM-4

Comply with All Pesticide
Usage Requirements

All projects that propose ongoing use of pesticides will comply
with all provisions of Q751D02: Control and Oversight of
Pesticide Use, including, but not necessarily limited to the
following:

1. All pest control methods will be performed only after a
written Pest Control Recommendation for use has been
prepared by Valley Water's PCA in accordance with
requirements of the California Food and Agricultural Code.

2. F751D01 — Pest Control Recommendation & Spray

Operators Report will be completed for each pesticide
application.

HM-5

Comply with Restrictions
on Herbicide Use in
Upland Areas

Consistent with provisions of Q751D02: Control and Oversight
of Pesticide Use, application of pre-emergence (residual)
herbicides to upland areas will not be made within 72 hours of
predicted significant rainfall. Predicted significant rainfall for the
purposes of this BMP will be described as local rainfall greater
than 0.5 inch in a 24-hour period with greater than a 50%
probability of precipitation according to the National Weather
Service.

HM-6

Comply with Restrictions
on Herbicide Use in
Aquatic Areas

Consistent with provisions of Q751D02: Control and Oversight
of Pesticide Use, only herbicides and surfactants registered for
aquatic use will be applied within the banks of channels within

20 feet of any water present.

Furthermore, aquatic herbicide use will be limited to June 15th
through October 31st with an extension through December 31
or until the first occurrence of any of the following conditions;
whichever happens first:

1. local rainfall greater than 0.5 inches is forecasted within a
24-hour period from planned application events
according to the National Weather Service; or

2. when steelhead begin upmigrating and spawning in the
14 steelhead creeks, as determined by a qualified
biologist (typically in November/December).

If rain is forecast then application of aquatic herbicide will be
rescheduled.

HM-7

Restrict Vehicle and
Equipment Cleaning to
Appropriate Locations

Vehicles and equipment may be washed only at approved
areas. No washing of vehicles or equipment will occur at job
sites.

HM-8

Ensure Proper Vehicle and
Equipment Fueling and
Maintenance

No fueling or servicing will be done in a waterway or immediate
flood plain, unless equipment stationed in these locations is not
readily relocated (i.e., pumps, generators).

1. For stationary equipment that must be fueled or serviced
on-site, containment will be provided in such a manner that
any accidental spill will not be able to come in direct contac
with soil, surface water, or the storm drainage system.

2. All fueling or servicing done at the job site will provide
containment to the degree that any spill will be unable to
enter any waterway or damage riparian vegetation.

3. All vehicles and equipment will be kept clean. Excessive
build-up of oil and grease will be prevented.

4.  All equipment used in the creek channel will be inspected
for leaks each day prior to initiation of work. Maintenance,
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repairs, or other necessary actions will be taken to prevent
or repair leaks, prior to use.

If emergency repairs are required in the field, only those
repairs necessary to move equipment to a more secure
location will be done in a channel or flood plain.

HM-9

Ensure Proper Hazardous
Materials Management

Measures will be implemented to ensure that hazardous
materials are properly handled and the quality of water
resources is protected by all reasonable means.

1.

Prior to entering the work site, all field personnel will know
how to respond when toxic materials are discovered.

Contact of chemicals with precipitation will be minimized
by storing chemicals in watertight containers with
appropriate secondary containment to prevent any
spillage or leakage.

Petroleum products, chemicals, cement, fuels, lubricants,
and non-storm drainage water or water contaminated with
the aforementioned materials will not contact soil and not
be allowed to enter surface waters or the storm drainage

system.

All toxic materials, including waste disposal containers,
will be covered when they are not in use, and located as
far away as possible from a direct connection to the storm
drainage system or surface water.

Quantities of toxic materials, such as equipment fuels and
lubricants, will be stored with secondary containment that
is capable of containing 110% of the primary container(s).

The discharge of any hazardous or non-hazardous waste
as defined in Division 2, Subdivision 1, Chapter 2 of the
California Code of Regulations will be conducted in
accordance with applicable State and federal regulations.

In the event of any hazardous material emergencies or
spills, personnel will call the Chemical Emergencies/Spills
Hotline at 1-800-510-5151.

HM-10

Utilize Spill Prevention
Measures

Prevent the accidental release of chemicals, fuels, lubricants,
and non-storm drainage water following these measures:

1.

Field personnel will be appropriately trained in spill
prevention, hazardous material control, and cleanup of
accidental spills;

Equipment and materials for cleanup of spills will be
available on site, and spills and leaks will be cleaned up
immediately and disposed of according to applicable
regulatory requirements;

Field personnel will ensure that hazardous materials are
properly handled and natural resources are protected by
all reasonable means;

Spill prevention kits will always be in close proximity when
using hazardous materials (e.g., at crew trucks and other
logical locations), and all field personnel will be advised of
these locations; and,

The work site will be routinely inspected to verify that spill
prevention and response measures are properly
implemented and maintained.

HM-12

Incorporate Fire
Prevention Measures

All earthmoving and portable equipment with internal
combustion engines will be equipped with spark arrestors.

During the high fire danger period (April 1-December 1),
work crews will have appropriate fire suppression
equipment available at the work site.

An extinguisher shall be available at the project site at all
times when welding or other repair activities that can
generate sparks (such as metal grinding) is occurring.
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4. Smoking shall be prohibited except in designated staging
areas and at least 20 feet from any combustible chemicals
or vegetation.

Hydrology and Water Quality

wQ-1

Conduct Work from Top
of Bank

For work activities that will occur in the channel, work will be
conducted from the top of the bank if access is available and
there are flows in the channel.

wQ-2

Evaluate Use of Wheel
and Track Mounted
Vehicles in Stream
Bottoms

Field personnel will use the appropriate equipment for the job
that minimizes disturbance to the stream bottom. Appropriately
tired vehicles, either tracked or wheeled, will be used
depending on the situation. Tracked vehicles (bulldozers,
loaders) may cause scarification. Wheeled vehicles may cause
compaction. Heavy equipment will not operate in the live
stream.

WQ-4

Limit Impacts from
Staging and Stockpiling
Materials

1. To protect on-site vegetation and water quality, staging
areas should occur on access roads, surface streets, or
other disturbed areas that are already compacted and
only support ruderal vegetation. Similarly, all equipment
and materials (e.g., road rock and project spoil) will be
contained within the existing service roads, paved roads,
or other pre-determined staging areas.

2. Building materials and other project-related materials,
including chemicals and sediment, will not be stockpiled
or stored where they could spill into water bodies or
storm drains.

3. No runoff from the staging areas may be allowed to enter
water ways, including the creek channel or storm drains,
without being subjected to adequate filtration (e.g.,
vegetated buffer, swale, hay wattles or bales, silt
screens).

4.  The discharge of decant water to water ways from any
on-site temporary sediment stockpile or storage areas is
prohibited.

5.  During the wet season, no stockpiled soils will remain
exposed, unless surrounded by properly installed and
maintained silt fencing or other means of erosion control.
During the dry season; exposed, dry stockpiles will be
watered, enclosed, covered, or sprayed with non-toxic
soil stabilizers.

WQ-5

Stabilize Construction
Entrances and Exits

Measures will be implemented to minimize soil from being
tracked onto streets near work sites:

1. Methods used to prevent mud from being tracked out of
work sites onto roadways include installing a layer of
geotextile mat, followed by a 4-inch thick layer of 1 to
3-inch diameter gravel on unsurfaced access roads.

2. Access will be provided as close to the work area as
possible, using existing ramps where available and
planning work site access so as to minimize disturbance
to the water body bed and banks, and the surrounding
land uses.

WQ-9

Use Seeding for Erosion
Control, Weed
Suppression, and Site
Improvement

Disturbed areas shall be seeded with native seed as soon as is
appropriate after activities are complete. An erosion control
seed mix will be applied to exposed soils down to the ordinary
high water mark in streams.

1. The seed mix should consist of California native grasses,
(for example Hordeum brachyantherum; Elymus glaucus;
and annual Vulpia microstachyes) or annual, sterile
hybrid seed mix (e.g., Regreen™, a wheat x wheatgrass
hybrid).
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2. Temporary earthen access roads may be seeded when
site and horticultural conditions are suitable, or have
other appropriate erosion control measures in place.

WQ-11 Maintain Clean The work site, areas adjacent to the work site, and access
Conditions at Work Sites | roads will be maintained in an orderly condition, free and clear
from debris and discarded materials on a daily basis.
Personnel will not sweep, grade, or flush surplus materials,
rubbish, debris, or dust into storm drains or waterways.

For activities that last more than one day, materials or
equipment left on the site overnight will be stored as
inconspicuously as possible, and will be neatly arranged. Any
materials and equipment left on the site overnight will be
stored to avoid erosion, leaks, or other potential impacts to
water quality

Upon completion of work, all building materials, debris, unused

materials, concrete forms, and other construction-related
materials will be removed from the work site.

WQ-15 Prevent Water Pollution Qily, greasy, or sediment laden substances or other material
that originate from the project operations and may degrade the
quality of surface water or adversely affect aquatic life, fish, or
wildlife will not be allowed to enter, or be placed where they
may later enter, any waterway.

The project will not increase the turbidity of any watercourse
flowing past the construction site by taking all necessary
precautions to limit the increase in turbidity as follows:

1. where natural turbidity is between 0 and
50 Nephelometric Turbidity Units (NTU), increases will
not exceed 5 percent;

2. where natural turbidity is greater than 50 NTU, increases
will not exceed 10 percent;

3.  where the receiving water body is a dry creek bed or
storm drain, waters in excess of 50 NTU will not be
discharged from the project.

Water turbidity changes will be monitored. The discharge water
measurements will be made at the point where the discharge
water exits the water control system for tidal sites and 100 feet
downstream of the discharge point for non-tidal sites. Natural
watercourse turbidity measurements will be made in the
receiving water 100 feet upstream of the discharge site.
Natural watercourse turbidity measurements will be made prior
to initiation of project discharges, preferably at least 2 days
prior to commencement of operations.

WQ-16 Prevent Storm Water To prevent storm water pollution, the applicable measures
Pollution from the following list will be implemented:

1. Soils exposed due to project activities will be seeded and
stabilized using hydroseeding, straw placement, mulching,
and/or erosion control fabric. These measures will be
implemented such that the site is stabilized and water
quality protected prior to significant rainfall. In creeks, the
channel bed and areas below the Ordinary High Water
Mark are exempt from this BMP.

2. The preference for erosion control fabrics will be to consist
of natural fibers; however, steeper slopes and areas that
are highly erodible may require more structured erosion
control methods. No non-porous fabric will be used as part
of a permanent erosion control approach. Plastic sheeting
may be used to temporarily protect a slope from runoff, but
only if there are no indications that special-status species
would be impacted by the application.
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3. Erosion control measures will be installed according to

manufacturer’s specifications.

4. To prevent storm water pollution, the appropriate

measures from, but not limited to, the following list will be
implemented:

Silt Fences

Straw Bale Barriers

Brush or Rock Filters

Storm Drain Inlet Protection

Sediment Traps or Sediment Basins

Erosion Control Blankets and/or Mats

Soil Stabilization (i.e. tackified straw with seed, jute or
geotextile blankets, etc.)

e  Straw mulch.

5. All temporary construction-related erosion control methods
shall be removed at the completion of the project (e.g., silt
fences).

6. Surface barrier applications installed as a method of
animal conflict management, such as chain- link fencing,
woven geotextiles, and other similar materials, will be
installed no longer than 300 feet, with at least an equal
amount of open area prior to another linear installation.

Traffic and Transportation

TR-1 Incorporate Public Safety
Measures

Fences, barriers, lights, flagging, guards, and signs will be
installed as determined appropriate by the public agency
having jurisdiction, to give adequate warning to the public of
the construction and of any dangerous condition to be
encountered as a result thereof.
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Section 4; Environmental Evaluation

Initial Study Checklist

In accordance with CEQA, the following Initial Study Checklist is an analysis of the Project’s
potential environmental effects to determine whether an Environmental Impact Report is needed.
Answers to the checklist questions provide factual evidence and Valley Water rationale for
determinations of the potential significance of impacts resulting from the proposed Project.

The Initial Study checklist shows that the proposed Project may have potentially significant effects
on biological resources and hydrology and water quality. Mitigation measures have been
proposed for the Project to reduce potential effects to less-than-significant levels; and therefore,
the proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration is consistent with CEQA Guidelines §15070.
Descriptions of the BMPs and/or mitigation measures to be incorporated in the proposed Project

are included.
ENVIRONMENAL CHECKLIST FORM

1. Project Title: Saratoga Creek Hazard Tree Removal and Restoration Project

2. Lead Agency Name and Santa Clara Valley Water District
Address: 5750 Almaden Expressway

San Jose CA 95118

3. Contact Person and Phone | Todd Sexauer
Number: (408) 630-3149

4. Project Location: Saratoga Creek between Cox Avenue and Prospect High School

in the City of Saratoga

5. Project Sponsor’s Name Santa Clara Valley Water District
and Address: 5750 Almaden Expressway

San Jose CA 95118

General Plan Designation: Medium Density Residential (M-10)

Zoning: Single-Family Res. 1-10,000 (R-1-10,000)

Description of the Project: Removal of 104 diseased hazard eucalyptus trees and two non-
native invasive ash trees from Saratoga Creek followed by creek
restoration with native riparian species.

9. Surrounding Land Uses and | Medium Density Residential and Community Facility Sites such
Setting: as Prospect High School

10. Other public agencies o0 City of Saratoga - Tree Removal Permit under Section 15-
whose approval is required: 50.070 of the City of Saratoga Municipal Code

0 California Department of Fish and Wildlife — Section 1602
Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement

0 Regional Water Quality Control Board — Section 401 Water
Quality Certification

o U.S. Army Corps of Engineers — Section 404 Nationwide
Permit 33 (Temporary Construction, Access, and
Dewatering)

11. Have California Native The Muwekma Ohlone Indian Tribe of the San Francisco Bay
American tribes Area Region was notified of the proposed Project by Valley Water
traditionally and culturally on May 13, 2019. No request for consultation was received by
affiliated with the project Valley Water pursuant to Public Resources Code Section
area requested consultation | 21080.3.1.
pursuant to Public
Resources Code Section
21080.3.1?
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this Project, involving
at least one impact that is a "Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated" as
indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

Agriculture and Forestry

|:| Aesthetics |:| ResoUrces |:| Air Quality
|E Biological Resources |:| Cultural Resources |:| Energy
. Greenhouse Gas Hazards and
D Geology and Soils D Emissions D Hazardous Materials
Hydrology and : .
|:| Water Quality |:| Land Use and Planning |:| Mineral Resources
|:| Noise |:| Population and Housing |:| Public Services
|:| Recreation |:| Transportation |:| Tribal Cultural Resources
|:| Utilities and |:| Wildfire |:| Mandatory Findings of

Service Systems Significance

DETERMINATION:

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

| find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a |:|
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there
will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or
agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

X

| find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment and an |:|
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially
significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect (1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and (2) has |:|
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects
that remain to be addressed.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or |:|
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

Signature Date
Todd Sexauer

Senior Environmental Planner

Valley Water
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1. AESTHETICS

Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099,

Potentially Less Than
Significant Significant Less Than No
Would the project: Impact with Significant | |
L mpact
Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? |:| |:| |:| |E
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic |:| |:| |:| |X|

buildings within a state scenic highway?

¢) Innonurbanized areas, substantially degrade the
existing visual character or quality of public views of
the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those
that are experienced from publicly accessible vantage |:| |:| & |:|
point). If the project is in an urbanized area, would the
project conflict with applicable zoning and other
regulations governing scenic quality?

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

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The Project site is located in the City of Saratoga within a highly-urbanized residential
neighborhood dominated by single-family residences, including tennis and swim clubs, and a
neighborhood park. The creek alignment within the Project area begins at Cox Avenue and ends
at Prospect High School near the athletic fields. The majority of Saratoga Creek along the Project
alignment is not visible from public rights-of-way due to adjacent residences fronting both sides
of the Project alignment. Residences fronting the Project area are located on Saratoga Creek
Drive, Raleigh Place, and Brookglen Drive. Aside from views of the mature eucalyptus trees
above the single-story ranch homes, only limited public views of Saratoga Creek are available
along the Project alignment. Views of Saratoga Creek within the Project area are available
primarily from the Cox Avenue Bridge, Brookglen Park, and from the Prospect High School
athletic fields. The City of Saratoga General Plan Open Space and Conservation Element does
not identify the Project area as a scenic vista or as a protected view shed. In addition, none of the
Project area roadway segments have been identified as scenic roadways in section 3.30.050 of
the Santa Clara County Municipal Code. Also, no Heritage Trees identified in the City of Saratoga
Heritage Tree Inventory Guidebook 2017 are located within the Project area (City of Saratoga,
2017).

Discussion

a) No Impact. According to the City of Saratoga General Plan, no scenic vista has been
identified in the Project area. Therefore, the removal of 104 mature blue gum eucalyptus trees
and two non-native ash trees that are visible from Cox Avenue, Brookglen Park, Saratoga
Creek Drive and Brookglen Drive would not impact a scenic vista. It should be noted that the
Project also proposes to revegetate areas within the Project alignment where tree removal is
being proposed with native riparian species to include coast live oak, valley oak, and western
sycamore. Therefore, the proposed Project would not impact a scenic vista.

b) No Impact. The nearest officially designated and unofficially designated state scenic
highways to the Project area are State Route 9 and Interstate 280, respectively. In addition,
no rock outcroppings or historic buildings would be impacted by the proposed Project. The
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proposed Project alignment is located several miles from both Highway 9 and Interstate 280;
and therefore, would not be visible. Therefore, no significant impacts to trees, rock
outcroppings, or historic buildings would occur within a state scenic highway.

c) Less Than Significant Impact. The Project proposes the removal of 104 blue gum
eucalyptus trees and two non-native ash trees from the east bank of Saratoga Creek, which
is located in a highly-urbanized area. Although the proposed removal of the trees would
change in the vegetational structure within the reach of Saratoga Creek between Cox Avenue
and Prospect High School, it would not degrade the existing visual character of the creek and
its surroundings from public viewsheds. The remaining trees are native endemic riparian trees
that provide a more diverse visual character than the existing homogenous stand of taller blue
gum eucalyptus. Specifically, the coast live oak, valley oak, and western sycamore trees
would become the focal point of the riparian corridor rather than the much taller and denser
blue gum eucalyptus trees. In addition, the Project also proposes to restore the Project area
with additional native endemic riparian trees and shrubs that would mature and ultimately
provide additional cover. A tree removal permit would be acquired from the City of Saratoga
for the proposed tree removal efforts. Site restoration would be reviewed by the City of
Saratoga to ensure consistency with City tree removal and replacement requirements.
Compliance with the City’s tree ordinance requirements would further minimize any impact on
visual character. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

d) No Impact. The proposed Project to remove hazardous eucalyptus trees, two non-native ash
trees, and to restore native riparian habitat, would not include nighttime work that would
require a new source of light. Work would be conducted between the hours of 7:30 a.m. to
5 p.m., Monday through Friday, and 9 a.m. to 5 p.m. on Saturday. Once the trees are removed
and the Project area is revegetated, revegetation maintenance and monitoring activities would
also not create a new source of light or glare. Therefore, no impact would occur.

BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (See details in Table 3-2)
Not applicable.

MITIGATION MEASURES

No mitigation measures are required.

2. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY 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 Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in
assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest
resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to
information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the
state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the
Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in
Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board.
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
) Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
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 D D D |X|
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural
use?

b)

Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contract? D D |:| |X|

Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning
of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code
section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public

Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned D D D &
Timberland Production (as defined by Government
Code section 51104(g))?

d)

Result in the loss of forest land conversion of forest
land to non-forest use? D D D |E

e)

Involve other changes in the existing environment
which, due to their location or nature, could result in |:| |:| |:| |E
conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

Environmental Setting

The Project area contains Saratoga Creek and the associated riparian vegetation. Surrounding
areas are built up lands developed primarily with single-family residential units. According to the
Santa Clara County Important Farmland map (Department of Conservation 2016), the Project site
and the surrounding land uses are designated as “Urban and Built-up Land.”

Discussion

a)

b)

d)

No Impact. No prime farmland, unique farmland, or farmland of statewide importance is
located within the Project. Area. Therefore, no conversion to prime farmland, unique farmland,
or farmland of statewide importance would occur from Project implementation. No impact from
Project implementation would occur.

No Impact. According to the Santa Clara County Williamson Act Contract Map 2015/2016
(Department of Conservation 2016), the Project site is not under a Williamson Act contract.
The Project area is mapped as Urban Built-up land. The affected properties are part of a
natural creek system that supports both native and non-native riparian vegetation, which is
located in a highly-urbanized area. Therefore, the proposed Project would not result in
farmland conversion, conflict with a Williamson Act contract, or conflict with existing
agricultural zoning. As a result, the proposed Project would have no impact on land zoned for
agricultural use or land under a Williamson Act Contract.

No Impact. The Project site is located in a highly-urbanized area within the City of Saratoga.
No forest land as defined in Public Resources Code 84526 or timberland as zoned by
Government Code 851104(g) is located within the Project area. Therefore, no impact would
occur to forest land or timberland.

No Impact. No forest land occurs on the Project site or in the immediate vicinity. Although the
site contains blue gum eucalyptus trees that would be removed, blue gum eucalyptus trees
are not considered a commercial species under the California Forest Practices Rules and
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would not be considered forest land (CalFire 2017). The surrounding area is highly urbanized.
No impact is anticipated.

e) No Impact. See discussions under “a” and “c” above. No impact would occur.

BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (See details in Table 3-2)
Not applicable.

MITIGATION MEASURES
No mitigation measures are required.

3. 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.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
. Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of |:| |:| |:| &

applicable air quality plans?

b) Resultin 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?

[] []
c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant |:| |:|
[] []

concentrations?

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to
odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of
people?

X | O
X O
X | O

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The Project area is located within the San Francisco Bay Air Basin, which is under the jurisdiction
of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). Regional and local air quality in the
basin is impacted by topography, dominant airflows, atmospheric inversions, location, and
season.

Both state and federal governments have established health-based Ambient Air Quality
Standards for six criteria air pollutants including carbon monoxide (CO), ozone (Os), nitrogen
dioxide (NOy), sulfur dioxide (SO,), lead (Pb), and suspended particulate matter (PM). These
standards are designed to protect the health and welfare of the populace with a reasonable margin
of safety. Reactive organic gases (ROG) are formed from combustion of fuels and evaporation of
organic solvents. ROG is an ozone precursor and a prime component of the photochemical
reaction that forms ozone. NOxy refers to the compounds of NO;, a reddish-brown gas, and nitric
oxide (NO), a colorless, odorless gas, are formed from fuel combustion under high temperature
or pressure. NOy is a primary component of the photochemical smog reaction. Fine suspended
particulate matter (PM.s) has an aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 microns or less, and particulate
matter (PMaio) which refers to coarse particles that are larger than 2.5 microns but smaller than 10
microns.

Toxic air contaminants (TACs) are a defined set of airborne pollutants that may pose a present
or potential hazard to human health. A wide range of sources from industrial plants to motor
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vehicles emit TACs. TACs are generally regulated through state and local risk management
programs designed to eliminate, avoid, or minimize the risk of adverse health effects from
exposure to TACs. One TAC of concern for the proposed Project is diesel particulate matter
(DPM). TACs are regulated by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) with various airborne
toxic control measures (ATCMs). These ATCMs are aimed at minimizing the risk of exposure.

Sensitive Receptors

Those who are considered sensitive to air pollution include children, the elderly, and persons with
pre-existing respiratory or cardiovascular iliness. Therefore, sensitive receptors are defined as
residential uses, schools, daycare centers, nursing homes, and medical centers. The nearest
sensitive receptors include single family residential homes that are located approximately 40 feet
from the proposed limits of construction, as well as Prospect High School, which has
classrooms/buildings located approximately 600 feet northeast of the Project area, south of
Prospect Road.

Attainment Status

The CARB is required to designate areas of the state as attainment, nonattainment or unclassified
for all state standards. An attainment designation for an area signifies that pollutant
concentrations did not violate the standard for that pollutant in that area. A nonattainment
designation indicates that a pollutant concentration violated the standard at least once, excluding
those occasions when a violation was caused by an exceptional event, as defined in the criteria.
An unclassified designation signifies that data does not support either an attainment or
nonattainment status. The California Clean Air Act divides districts into moderate, serious, and
severe air pollution categories, with increasingly stringent control requirements mandated for each
category.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) also designates areas as attainment,
nonattainment, or classified. The San Francisco Bay Area is classified as non-attainment under
the state and federal 8-hour ozone standard; non-attainment for both the annual arithmetic mean
and the 24-hour standard for course particulate matter standard (PM1o) under the state standard,;
and non-attainment for fine particulate matter (PM.s) under the annual arithmetic mean under the
state standard and non-attainment under the federal 24-hour standard.

Regulatory Framework

The USEPA and CARB regulate direct emissions from motor vehicles. The BAAQMD is the
regional agency primarily responsible for regulating air pollution emissions from stationary
sources (e.g., factories) and indirect sources (e.g., traffic associated with new development), as
well as monitoring ambient pollutant concentrations.

Federal Clean Air Act.

The federal Clean Air Act (CAA) of 1970 authorized the establishment of national health-based
air quality standards and also set deadlines for their attainment. The CAA Amendments of 1990
changed deadlines for attaining national standards as well as the remedial actions required of
areas of the nation that exceed the standards. Under the CAA, state and local agencies in areas
that exceed the national standards are required to develop State Implementation Plans to
demonstrate how they will achieve the national standards by specified dates.

California Clean Air Act.

In 1988, the California Clean Air Act required that all air districts in the state endeavor to achieve
and maintain California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) for carbon monoxide, ozone,
sulfur dioxide and nitrogen dioxide by the earliest practical date. The California Clean Air Act
provides districts with authority to regulate indirect sources and mandates that air quality districts
focus particular attention on reducing emissions from transportation and area-wide emission
sources. Each nonattainment district is required to adopt a plan to achieve a 5 percent annual
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reduction, averaged over consecutive 3-year periods, in district-wide emissions of each
nonattainment pollutant or its precursors. A Clean Air Plan (CAP) shows how a district would
reduce emissions to achieve air quality standards. Generally, the State standards for these
pollutants are more stringent than the national standards.

Bay Area Air Quality Management District.

In June 2010, the BAAQMD adopted significance thresholds for agencies to use to assist with
environmental review of projects under CEQA. These thresholds were designed to establish the
level at which the BAAQMD believed air pollutant emissions would cause significant impacts
under CEQA. A decision by the California Supreme Court in late 2015 confirmed that local
agencies may rely on BAAQMD’s thresholds when analyzing project impacts on air quality.

As outlined in the current BAAQMD Air Quality Guidelines (BAAQMD 2017), the first step in
determining the significance of construction-related criteria air pollutants and precursors is to
compare the attributes of a proposed project with the applicable Screening Criteria listed in
Chapter 3 of the Air Quality Guidelines. If all of the Screening Criteria are met by a proposed
project, then the lead agency would not need to perform a detailed air quality assessment of its
project’s air pollutant emissions, and the lead agency may conclude that the proposed project
would not result in a significant impact to air quality.

This preliminary screening provides the Lead Agency with a conservative indication of whether
the proposed Project would result in the generation of construction-related criteria air pollutants
and/or precursors that exceed the Thresholds of Significance for Construction-Related Criteria Air
Pollutants and Precursors shown in Table 4-1.

Table 4-1: Thresholds of Significance for Construction-Related
Criteria Air Pollutants and Precursors

Pollutant/Precursor Daily Average Emissions (Ibs./day)
ROG 54
NOx 54
PMz1o 82*
PMz2.s 54%*

Notes:

* Applies to construction exhaust emissions only.

CO = carbon monoxide; Ibs./day = pounds per day

NO = oxides of nitrogen

PM. s = fine particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less.
PM;o = respirable particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of 10 micrometers or less
ROG = reactive organic gases

Source: BAAQMD 2017.

BAAQMD Screening Criteria. For construction-related impacts, if all of the following BAAQMD
Screening Criteria are met, the construction of a proposed project would result in a less-than-
significant impact from criteria air pollutant and precursor emissions.

1. The project is below the applicable screening level size shown in Table 3-1 of the
BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines; and

2. All Basic Construction Mitigation Measures would be included in the project design and
implemented during construction; and

3. Construction-related activities would not include any of the following:
a. Demolition;
b. Simultaneous occurrence of more than two construction phases (e.g., paving and

building construction would occur simultaneously);
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c. Simultaneous construction of more than one land use type (e.qg., project would develop

residential and commercial uses on the same site) (not applicable to high density infill
development);

d. Extensive site preparation (i.e., greater than default assumptions used by the Urban
Land Use Emissions Model [URBEMIS] for grading, cutffill, or earth movement); or
e. Extensive material transport (e.g., greater than 10,000 cubic yards of soil
import/export) requiring a considerable amount of haul truck activity.
Discussion

This air quality impact analysis considers vegetation removal and associated revegetation
impacts to air quality associated with the proposed Project against the BAAQMD thresholds of
significance. Equipment, trucks, worker vehicles, and ground-disturbing activities associated with
access ramp construction, vegetation removal, and revegetation efforts, would generate
temporary emissions of criteria air pollutants and precursors.

a) No Impact. The most recently adopted BAAQMD air quality plan is the Spare the Air —
Cool the Climate 2017 Clean Air Plan (2017 Plan). The 2017 Plan, focuses on two closely-
related goals: protecting impacted communities and promoting social equity, and
protecting the climate. Consistency with the BAAQMD 2017 Plan can be determined if the
Project does the following: 1) supports the goals of the 2017 Plan; 2) includes applicable
control measures from the 2017 Plan; and 3) would not disrupt or hinder implementation
of any control measures from the 2017 Plan. Consistency with the mobile source
measures, land use and local impact measures, and energy measures is described below:

Mobile Source and Transportation Control Measures. The BAAQMD identifies control
measures as part of the 2017 Plan to reduce ozone precursor emissions from
stationary, area, mobile, and transportation sources. The Transportation Control
Measures are designed to reduce emissions from motor vehicles by reducing vehicle
trips and vehicle miles traveled (VMT) in addition to vehicle idling and traffic
congestion. The proposed Project would remove 104 hazard eucalyptus trees and two
non-native ash trees followed by creek restoration activities, and would not result in
an increase in operational VMT once construction is complete. Therefore, the
proposed Project would not conflict with the transportation and mobile source control
measures from the 2017 Plan.

Land Use and Local Impacts Measures. The Clean Air Plan includes Land Use and
Local Impacts Measures (LUMs) to achieve the following: promote mixed-use,
compact development to reduce motor vehicle travel and emissions; and ensure that
planned growth is focused in a way that protects people from exposure to air pollution
from stationary and mobile sources of emissions. The proposed Project would not
conflict with the LUMs identified in the Clean Air Plan.

Energy and Climate Measures. The Clean Air Plan also includes Energy and Climate
Measures, which are designed to reduce ambient concentrations of criteria pollutants
and reduce emissions of CO,. Implementation of these measures is intended to
promote energy conservation and efficiency in buildings, promote renewable forms of
energy production, reduce the “urban heat island” effect by increasing reflectivity of
roofs and parking lots, and promote the planting of (low-VOC-emitting) trees to reduce
biogenic emissions, lower air temperatures, provide shade, and absorb air pollutants.
The energy measures of the Clean Air Plan are not applicable to the proposed Project.

As discussed above, implementation of the proposed Project would not disrupt or hinder
implementation of the applicable measures outlined in the 2017 Plan, including Mobile
Source and Transportation Control Measures, Land Use and Local Impact Measures, and
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b)

Energy and Climate Measures. Therefore, implementation of the proposed Project would
have no impact.

Less than Significant Impact. Project emissions would be short-term construction
emissions and would be considered less than significant as described below. In addition,
all of the BAAQMD Screening Criteria outlined above would be met.

Construction Emissions

During ramp construction, tree removal, and creek restoration, short-term degradation of
air quality may occur due to the release of particulate emissions generated by minor
grading, tree cutting and removal, hauling, creek restoration and other activities. In
addition to dust-related PMio emissions, heavy trucks and construction equipment
powered by gasoline and diesel engines would generate CO, SO,, NOyx, VOCs and some
soot particulate (PM25 and PMjo) in exhaust emissions. If construction and tree removal
activities were to increase traffic congestion in the area, CO and other emissions from
traffic would increase slightly. These emissions would be temporary and limited to the
immediate area surrounding construction activities.

The proposed Project would result in temporary emissions from access ramp construction,
vegetation removal, and revegetation efforts. Temporary air emissions would result from
exhaust emissions form the construction equipment, (e.g., loader, excavators, chain saws,
etc.) utilized during Project implementation, including motor vehicles of the construction
crews. Although construction emissions are expected to be well below the BAAQMD
screening criteria discussed above, construction emissions were calculated using
CalEEMo0d.2016.3.2 to document the anticipated emissions (Appendix A). Pounds per day
of construction-related emissions are presented in Table 4-2: Short-term Temporary
Project Emissions during Tree Removal/Restoration.

Table 4-2: Short-term Temporary Project Emissions
during Tree Removal/Restoration

Pollutants (pounds/day)
Emission Sources ROG NOx PMuo PMzs
Tree Removal /Restoration Emissions 1.59 16.30 1.28 0.96
Total 1.59 16.30 1.28 0.96
BAAQMD Thresholds of Significance 54.0 54.0 82.0 54.0
Exceed BAAQMD Threshold? No No No No

Source: Valley Water 2019.

As noted in Table 4-2, the CalEEMod analysis indicates that construction related
emissions for criteria pollutants ROG, NOy, PMj, and PM:s would not exceed the
BAAQAMD significance thresholds. As a result, potential impacts associated with
emissions from ramp construction, tree removal, and revegetation efforts would be less
than significant. In addition, BMP AQ-1 (Use Dust Control Measures) and AQ-2 (Avoid
Stockpiling Odorous Materials), would further reduce short-term air quality impacts. No
operational emissions would be produced following revegetation establishment.

Operational Emissions

Operational emissions impacts are long-term air emission impacts associated with area
sources and mobile sources involving any change related to the proposed Project. Once
tree ramp construction, tree removal, ramp removal, and creek restoration is complete
and the proposed Project is operational, maintenance activities would be similar to the
existing conditions; and therefore, the proposed Project is not expected to result in the
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d)

generation of additional operational emissions beyond the current baseline. Therefore, the
proposed Project would result in no impact to operational emissions.

Localized Carbon Monoxide

The proposed Project would not generate additional vehicle trips over existing conditions
for maintenance once the proposed Project is operational. In addition, the proposed
Project would not conflict with the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority’s
Congestion Management Plan or other agency plans. Therefore, the proposed Project
would not result in localized CO concentrations that exceed State or federal standards,
which would be considered a less than significant impact.

Less than Significant Impact. Sensitive receptors are defined as residential uses,
schools, daycare centers, nursing homes, and medical centers. Individuals particularly
vulnerable to diesel particulate matter (DPM) and substantial pollutant concentrations are
children, whose lung tissue is still developing, and the elderly, who may have serious
health problems that can be aggravated by exposure to DPM. Exposure from diesel
exhaust associated with construction activity could contribute to both cancer and chronic
non-cancer health risks.

During construction, various diesel-powered vehicles and equipment would be in use. In
1998, the ARB identified particulate matter from diesel-fueled engines as a TAC. The
CARB has completed a risk management process that identifies 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 vehicle traffic (e.g., distribution
centers and truck stops) were identified as having the highest associated risk.

Health risks from TACs are a function of both concentration and duration of exposure.
Unlike the above types of sources, construction diesel emissions are temporary, affecting
an area for a period of days or perhaps weeks, whereas health risks are based on a 70-
year risk duration. Additionally, construction-related emissions sources are mobile and
transient in nature, and are generated within the Project area. The nearest sensitive
receptors include medium density residential homes located approximately 40 feet from
the Project area, as well as Prospect High School, which has buildings located
approximately 600 feet northeast of the Project area, south of Prospect Road.

The Project would be phased over a period of three years, with ramp construction, tree
removal, and creek restoration occurring over a six-month period beginning in July and
ending in December. This Project construction period is considered short relative to the
70-year health risk exposure analysis period, especially given that each receptor would
only be exposed during a small period during the overall construction activities. In addition,
as shown in Table 4-2, Project construction PM1o exhaust emissions (the primary source
of construction TAC emissions) would be 1.28 pounds per day, which is below the
BAAQMD'’s threshold for PMio exhaust emissions. Implementation of BMP AQ-1 (Dust
Control Measures), would further reduce health risks from construction emissions of diesel
particulate by limiting the amount of idling that would occur. Therefore, impacts to sensitive
receptors from DPM and TACs would be less than significant.

Less than Significant Impact. Odors are generally regarded as an annoyance rather
than a health hazard and the ability to detect odors varies considerably and overall is
considered subjective. Once operational, the proposed Project does not include any
activities that would generate objectionable odors. However, during construction activities
within the Project area, odors may occur related to decaying organic material disturbed
during the excavation or construction equipment. These odors are expected to be short-
term and dispersed over a wide area. In addition, BMP AQ-2 (Dust Control Measures)
would require that odorous materials are handled in a manner that avoids impacting the
surrounding receptors (e.g. single family homes or Prospect High School). Therefore, the
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proposed Project would not create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of
people and the impact would be considered less than significant.

BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (See details in Table 3-2)

AQ-1: Dust Control Measures
AQ-2: Avoid Stockpiling of Odorous Materials

MITIGATION MEASURES
None required.

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
. Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

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

¢) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally
protected wetlands (including, but not limited to,
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other
means?

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?

] X ]

] ] X | O

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?

] ] L X

The following evaluation of potential impacts to biological resources within the Project area is
based on a Biological Site Assessment prepared by the Valley Water, Environmental Mitigation
and Monitoring Unit that was prepared in June 2019 to evaluate potential impacts to sensitive
biological resources associated with the proposed Project (Appendix B).

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Saratoga Creek, historically known as Campbell Creek, originates on the northeastern slopes of
the Santa Cruz Mountains along Castle Rock Ridge and flows through the cities of Saratoga, San
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Jose, and Santa Clara and then joins with San Tomas Aquino Creek, which drains into the San
Francisco Bay at Guadalupe Slough. It is part of the West Valley Watershed. The approximate
15-mile channel includes the tributaries of Bonjetti Creek and Booker Creek and drains an area
of approximately 16.5 square miles before its confluence with San Tomas Aquino Creek.

Vegetation Communities

The proposed Project alignment that is located along Saratoga Creek, consists of a riparian
corridor that is constrained by encroaching residential development with a notable channel
incision. This Project area generally consists of three vegetation communities: Eucalyptus Grove,
Coast Live Oak Woodland Alliance, and Landscaped/Developed.

Coast Live Oak Woodland Alliance

The Project site contains 2.55 acres of native riparian Coast Live Oak Woodland Alliance with a
tree canopy consisting of coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia), valley oak (Q. lobata), elderberry
(Sambucus nigra spp. caerulea), and western sycamore (Platanus racemosa). The understory
throughout this reach primarily consists of non-native species including English ivy (Hedera helix),
Himalayan blackberry (Rubus armeniacus), poison hemlock (Conium maculatum), periwinkle
(Vinca major), and non-native grasses to include Smilo grass (Stipa miliacea), wild oats (Avena
spp.), and barley (Hordeum spp.). Remnant native understory species include mugwort (Artemisia
douglasiana), poison oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum), and California blackberry (Rubus
ursinus).

Eucalyptus Grove

The Project site contains 1.81 acres of non-native Eucalyptus Grove dominated by mature blue
gum eucalyptus (Eucalyptus globulus) trees with a predominantly non-native and sparsely
vegetated understory. The eastern creek bank is characterized by several blue gum eucalyptus
groves, likely remnants of a wind break, or shelterbelt, planted to protect the stone fruit and walnut
orchards that once thrived in the adjacent areas. Eucalyptus trees in the grove are located along
the top of the creek bank on a relatively steep slope above Saratoga Creek channel, displacing
the native riparian vegetation. Many of the oldest trees are estimated to be at least 90 years of
age and stand over 100 feet in height.

The eucalyptus trees in the Project area once thrived where surface and subsurface water was
abundant closest to the creek channel. Supplemental flows of raw water released for percolation
from the Stevens Creek Pipeline contributed to natural runoff and allowed the creek to flow year-
round for over 40 years. The eucalyptus trees, a deep-rooted and water loving species, took
advantage of the readily available creek water, growing tall and healthy for decades. Several
years of drought has stressed the eucalyptus trees causing many of them to become weakened
and diseased primarily by sulphur shelf fungus (Laetiporus gilbertsonii) and white rot (Armillaria
mellea).

Landscaped/Developed

The remaining Project area is composed of Landscaped/Developed areas. Little to no native
vegetation occurs in this area nearest to the adjacent residential uses. The area classified as
Landscape/Developed currently contains fencing, lawns, horticultural plantings, hardscaping, and
several small temporary outbuildings.

Sensitive Natural Communities

Natural communities with state rankings of S1-S3 are considered sensitive by CDFW, and were
tracked in the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) until the mid-1990s when funding
was halted. CNDDB provides location and natural history information on occurrences of special-
status plants, animals, and sensitive natural communities.

For the purposes of this discussion, sensitive natural communities are defined as:
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e Natural communities with State Ranks of S1-S3 considered to be Sensitive Natural
Communities by CDFW,

o Natural communities and associated buffers protected pursuant to applicable plans,
policies, and regulations; and

¢ Critical Habitats designated by United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).
Coast Live Oak Woodland Alliance.

The Project site contains approximately 2.55 acres of Coast Live Oak Woodland Alliance (State
Rank S4) that consists of a mix of native riparian species, predominately coast live oak, valley
oak, elderberry, and western sycamores. The Coast Live Oak Woodland present in the Project
area is not considered to be a Sensitive Natural Community by CDFW, but is considered riparian
vegetation. Project activities that would result in impacts to the streambed and the associated
riparian habitat are regulated by CDFW.

Intermittent Streambed.

The 0.94 acre of Intermittent Streambed of Saratoga Creek contained within the Project area is
considered sensitive by various natural resource agencies to include CDFW, USACE, and
RWQCB. The channel bottom within the Project reach is dominated by cobbles with little to no
vegetation. The channel under the ordinary high water mark (OHWM) is considered to be waters
of the U.S. under the federal Clean Water Act and waters of the state under the Porter Cologne
Water Quality Control Act. As a result, Project activities are regulated by the USACE, CDFW, and
the RWQCB. In addition, work activities that would substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow
of, or substantially change or use any material from, the bed, channel, or bank of, any river,
stream, or lake, are subject to regulation under Section 1600 of the California Fish and Game
Code (CFGC).

Special-status Species

Valley Water biologists conducted a review of existing data sources, followed by a site
reconnaissance to determine onsite conditions. The following existing data sources were
reviewed:

e California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Rare Plant Inventory using the 9-quad search
function (CNPS 2018)

e Processed and unprocessed data layers of the CNDDB using a search radius of 2 miles
around the Project area (CNDDB 2018 & 2019)

e USFWS Information for Planning and Consultation tool (IPaC)
e Santa Clara County Breeding Bird Atlas (Bousman, W.G. 2007)

¢ Nesting Bird Reports submitted to CDFW in 2018 in compliance with LSAA #1600-2018-
0066-R3

For purposes of this analysis, “special-status” animals are those that are:

e listed under the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) as threatened, endangered,
proposed threatened, proposed endangered, or a candidate species;

¢ listed under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) as threatened, endangered
or a candidate threatened or endangered species;

¢ designated by the CDFW as a California species of special concern;

e listed in the California Fish and Game Code as a fully protected species (fully protected
birds are designated in 83511, mammals in 84700, reptiles and amphibians in 85050, and
fish in 85515); and
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e protected under the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Sections 3503 and 3503.5 of
the California Fish and Game Code.

For the purpose of this analysis, “special-status” plants include those:

o listed under FESA as threatened, endangered, proposed threatened, proposed
endangered, or a candidate species;

¢ listed under CESA as threatened, endangered, rare, or a candidate species; or

o ranked by the CNPS as rare, endangered or on the watch list in Ranks 1A, 1B, 2A, 2B or
4.3.

Following the review of the above listed existing data sources and biological surveys performed
by Valley Water botanists and Valley Water wildlife biologists, the following list of special-status
species was developed (Table 4-3). A total of six special-status plants, one amphibian, one reptile,
six birds, and three mammals have been identified to potentially occur within the Project area.
However, all six special-status plants were determined to be Absent in the Project area, the
California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii) and western pond turtle (Actinemys marmorata pallida)
are Not Expected to Occur in the Project area, the three special-status birds are considered
Absent as Breeders in the Project area, Townsend’s big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii) is
considered Absent as Rooster, western red bat (Lasiurus blossevillii) is considered Absent as
Maternity Rooster, and the San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat (Neotoma fuscipes annectens)
is considered Absent from the Project area. Three raptor species, specifically red-tailed hawk,
red-shouldered hawk, and coopers hawk, are considered Potential as Breeder. The reasoning for
these conclusions is provided in Table 4-3 and as described further below.

Regulatory Framework

Biological resources within the Project area are protected by numerous federal and state
regulations, including the CWA, Federal Endangered Species Act, Migratory Bird Treaty Act,
California Endangered Species Act, Native Plant Protection Act, and CFGC. Regulations for
biological resources are also established at the local level by the City of Saratoga.

Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA). The FESA (16 U.S. Government Code (USC) Sec.
1531 et seq.) protects fish and wildlife species that are listed as threatened or endangered and
their habitats. Endangered refers to species, subspecies, or distinct population segments that are
in danger of extinction in all or a significant portion of their range. Threatened refers to species,
subspecies, or distinct population segments that are considered likely to become endangered in
the future. The FESA is administered by the USFWS for terrestrial and freshwater species and
by the National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration’s National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS) for marine species and anadromous fishes. The FESA prohibits “take” of any fish
or wildlife species listed by the federal government as endangered or threatened.

Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). The MBTA (16 USC Sec. 703-712 et seq.) enacted the
provisions of treaties between the United States, Great Britain, Mexico, Japan, and the Soviet
Union, and authorizes the U.S. Secretary of the Interior to protect and regulate take of migratory
birds. The MBTA is administered by USFWS. It establishes seasons and bag limits for hunted
species, and renders taking, possession, import, export, transport, sale, purchase, and barter of
migratory birds, their occupied nests, and their eggs illegal except where authorized under the
terms of a valid federal permit. Activities for which permits may be issued include scientific
collecting; falconry and raptor propagation; “special purposes,” which include rehabilitation,
education, migratory game bird propagation, and miscellaneous other activities; control of
depredating birds; taxidermy; and waterfowl sale and disposal. More than 800 species of birds
are protected under the MBTA. Specific definitions of migratory bird are discussed in each of the
international treaties; in general, however, species protected under the MBTA are those that
migrate to complete different stages of their life history or to take advantage of different habitat
opportunities during different seasons.
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Table 4-3: Potential Occurrence of Special-status Species within the Project Area

Common and

Scientific Name Status Habitat Requirements Potential Occurrence in Project Area
Amphibians and Reptiles
California Red-legged Frog | FT, CSC Permanent or semi-permanent aquatic breeding areas and upland Not Expected to Occur; Suitable habitat is absent and there are no
(Rana draytonii) dispersal habitats. known occurrences of CRLF on the valley floor in the general area.
Western Pond Turtle CsC Ponds, lakes, perennial and intermittent streams, and wetlands with Not Expected to Occur; Suitable habitat is absent and WPT are not
(Actinemys marmorata vegetation, basking habitat, and upland areas for reproduction. known to inhabit Saratoga Creek.
pallida)
Birds
White-tailed Kite FP Coastal and valley lowlands. Forage in open grasslands, meadows, Absent as Breeder; Suitable nesting substrates are present but the
(Elanus leucurus) agricultural, and marsh habitats. Nest high in dense tree stands near necessary adjacent foraging habitat is absent.

foraging habitat.
Red-tailed Hawk CFGC Nest and forage in a wide array of habitats including riparian areas, Potential as Breeder; Suitable nesting habitat is present and these
(Buteo jamiacensis) woodlands, and residential areas. species will nest in residential areas such as the Project area.
Red-shouldered Hawk CFGC Nest and forage in a wide array of habitats including riparian areas, Potential as Breeder; Suitable nesting habitat is present and these
(Buteo lineatus) woodlands, and residential areas. species will nest in residential areas such as the Project area.
Cooper's Hawk CFGC Nest and forage in a wide array of habitats including riparian areas, Potential as Breeder; Suitable nesting habitat is present and these
(Accipiter cooperii) woodlands, and residential areas. species will nest in residential areas such as the Project area.
Yellow-breasted Chat CsC Riparian habitats with a mature overstory, an understory of willows Absent as Breeder; No suitable nesting habitat within the Project area.
(Icteria virens) with dense underbrush.
Yellow Warbler CsC Riparian habitats, often with an overstory of mature Absent as Breeder; No suitable nesting habitat within the Project area.
(Setophaga petechia) cottonwoods/sycamores, a mid-story willow and box elder, and a

substantial understory of vines, blackberries, and forbs.
Mammals
Western Red Bat CcscC Roosts primarily in trees, less often shrubs. Roost sites often in edge | Absent as Maternity Rooster; Migratory species. Does not raise young
(Lasiurus blossevillii) habitats. in Santa Clara County. Overwinters in the county generally from

November to February.

Townsend's Big-eared Bat | csc Roosts in caves, mines, tunnels, buildings, or other human-made Absent as Rooster; No suitable roosting habitat within the Project area.
(Corynorhinus townsendii) structures.
San Francisco Dusky- CsC Forest habitats of moderate canopy and moderate to dense Absent; No lodges or sign of activity in or within 500 meters upstream
footed Woodrat understory. and downstream of the Project area.
(Neotoma fuscipes
annectens)
Plants
Santa Clara Red Ribbons CRPR 4.3 Chaparral, Cismontane woodland Absent; Focused surveys were performed in June 2019, during the

(Clarkia concinna ssp.
Automixa)

blooming period. The species was determined to be absent.
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Table 4-3: Potential Occurrence of Special-status Species within the Project Area

Common and

Scientific Name Status Habitat Requirements Potential Occurrence in Project Area
Lewis' clarkia CRPR 4.3 Broad-leafed upland forest, Closed-cone coniferous forest, Absent; Focused surveys were performed in June 2019, during the
(Clarkia lewisii) Chaparral, Cismontane woodland, Coastal scrub blooming period.

The species was determined to be absent.
Western Leatherwood CRPR 1B.2 Broadleafed upland forest, Closed-cone coniferous forest, Chaparral, | Absent; Focused surveys were performed in February 2019, during the
(Dirca occidentalis) Cismontane woodland, North Coast coniferous forest, Riparian blooming period. The species was determined to be absent.

forest, Riparian woodland; mesic areas

Loma Prieta hoita CRPR 1B.1 Chaparral, Cismontane woodland, Riparian woodland; Absent; Focused surveys were performed in June 2019, during the
(Hoita strobilina) usually serpentinite or mesic areas blooming period.

The species was determined to be absent.
Arcuate Bush-mallow CRPR 1B.2 Chaparral, Cismontane woodland Absent; Focused surveys were performed in June 2019, during the
(Malacothamnus arcuatus) blooming period.

The species was determined to be absent.
White-flowered Rein CRPR 1B.2 Broad-leafed upland forest, Lower montane coniferous forest, North Absent; Focused surveys were performed in June 2019, during the
Orchid Coast coniferous forest; sometimes in serpentine areas blooming period.
(Piperia candida) The species was determined to be absent.

Notes: FP = State of California Fully Protected Species
SE = State Endangered Species
CSC = California Species of Special Concern
CFGC = California Fish and Game Code 3503.5
FT = Federally Threatened Species
FE = Federally Endangered Species
CRPR = California Native Plant Society, California Rare Plant Rank:
1B.1 - Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere - Seriously threatened in California (over 80% of occurrences threatened / high degree and immediacy of threat)
1B.2 - Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere - Moderately threatened in California (20-80% occurrences threatened / moderate degree and immediacy of threat)
4.3 — Waitch List: Plants of limited distribution - Not very threatened in California (less than 20% of occurrences threatened/low degree and immediacy of threat or no current threats known)
Source: Valley Water, 2019.
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The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act. The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (16
USC Sec. 668 et seq.) makes it unlawful to import, export, take, sell, purchase, or barter any bald
eagle or golden eagle, or their parts, products, nests, or eggs. Take includes pursuing, shooting,
poisoning, wounding, killing, capturing, trapping, collecting, molesting, or disturbance. Exceptions
may be granted by the USFWS for scientific or exhibition use, or for traditional and cultural use
by Native Americans. However, no permits may be issued for import, export, or commercial
activities involving eagles.

California Endangered Species Act (CESA). CESA protects wildlife and plants listed as
threatened and endangered by the California Fish and Game Commission, as well as species
identified as candidates for such listing. It is administered by the CDFW. CESA requires state
agencies to conserve threatened and endangered species (Sec. 2055) and thus restricts all
persons from taking listed species except under certain circumstances. CESA defines take as
any action or attempt to “hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill.” Under certain circumstances, CDFW
may authorize limited take, except for species designated as fully protected (see discussion of
fully protected species under California Fish and Game Code below). The requirements for an
application for an incidental take permit under CESA are described in Section 2081 of the
California Fish and Game Code and in final adopted regulations for implementing Sections 2080
and 2081.

California Species of Special Concern. A Species of Special Concern (SSC) is a species,
subspecies, or distinct population of an animal native to California that currently satisfies one or
more of the following (not necessarily mutually exclusive) criteria:

e s extirpated from the State or, in the case of birds, is extirpated in its primary season or
breeding role;

e s listed as Federally-, but not State-, threatened or endangered; meets the State definition of
threatened or endangered but has not formally been listed;

e s experiencing, or formerly experienced, serious (noncyclical) population declines or range
retractions (not reversed) that, if continued or resumed, could qualify it for State threatened or
endangered status;

e has naturally small populations exhibiting high susceptibility to risk from any factor(s), that if
realized, could lead to declines that would qualify it for State threatened or endangered status.

CDFW uses the administrative designation of Species of Special Concern to achieve conservation
and recovery of these animals before they meet the CESA criteria for listing. This administrative
designation carries no formal legal status; however, the following analysis also considers Project
impacts to designated Species of Special Concern.

California Fish and Game Code. The California Fish and Game Code provides protection from
take for a variety of species, separate from and in addition to the protection afforded under CESA.
The Code defines take as “hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch,
capture, or kill.” Species identified in the Code as fully protected may not be taken except for
scientific research. Fully protected species are listed in various sections of the Code. For instance,
fully protected birds in general are protected under Section 3511, nesting birds under Sections
3503.5 and 3513, and eggs and nests of all birds under Section 3503. Birds of prey are addressed
under Section 3503.5. All other birds that occur naturally in California and are not resident game
birds, migratory game birds, or fully protected birds are considered non-game birds and are
protected under Section 3800. Section 3515 lists protected fish species and Section 5050 lists
protected amphibians and reptiles. Section 4700 identifies fully protected mammals.

The California Fish and Game Code section 1602 requires an entity to notify CDFW before
commencing an activity that will: (1) Substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow, or
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substantially change or use any material from the bed, channel or bank of any river, stream, or
lake; or (2) Deposit or dispose of debris, waste or other material where it may pass into any river,
stream, or lake. Because the Project proposes to temporarily place fill material within the
streambed and bank of Saratoga Creek during access ramp construction, the Project would be
subject to a 1602 of the CFGC.

City of Saratoga

Tree Regulations. Article 15-50 of the City of Saratoga Municipal Code, defines the purpose of
the tree regulations as follows:

The City Council finds:
o that the City is primarily a residential community;

¢ that the economics of property values is inseparably connected with the rural attractiveness
of the area, much of which is attributable to the wooded hillsides and the native and
ornamental trees located throughout the City;

o that the preservation of such trees is necessary for the health, safety and welfare of the
residents of the City in order to preserve scenic beauty, prevent erosion of topsoil, protect
against flood hazards and the risk of landslides, counteract pollutants in the air, maintain the
climatic balance and decrease wind velocities.”

The following tree regulations apply to the proposed Project. Section 15-50.050 of the City of
Saratoga municipal code states, “Except as otherwise provided in Section 15-50.060, it is unlawful
for any person to remove, damage, prune, or encroach upon, or cause to be removed, damaged,
pruned, or encroached upon any protected tree, located on any private or public property in the
City without first having obtained a tree removal, pruning or encroachment permit issued pursuant
to this Article and authorizing the proposed action. A protected tree shall consist of any of the
following:

(&) Any native tree having a DBH of six inches or greater

(b) Any other tree having a DBH of ten inches or greater.

(c) Any street tree, as defined in Section 15-50.020(v), regardless of size.

(d) Any heritage tree, as defined in subsection 15-50.020(n) regardless of size.

(e) Any tree required to be planted or retained as a condition of any approval granted under this
Chapter or Chapter 14 of this Code.

() Any tree required to be planted as a replacement, as provided in Section 15-50.170 of this
Article.”

Discussion

a) Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. Following a review of existing
data sources, the following special-status animals have the potential to occur within the
Project vicinity: California red-legged frog; western pond turtle; yellow warbler (Setophaga
petechia); yellow-breasted chat (Icteria virens auricollis); white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus);
red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamiacensis); red-shouldered hawk (Buteo lineatus); Cooper’s hawk
(Accipiter cooperii); Townsend’s big-eared bat; western red bat; and San Francisco dusky-
footed woodrat. Surveys confirmed that there are no special-status plants in the Project area.
Potential impacts of the proposed Project on these species are described below.

Page 55



Saratoga Creek Hazard Tree Removal and Restoration Project
Final Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration December 2019

Special-status Animal Species
Amphibians and Reptiles

California Red-legged Frog. California red-legged frog (CRLF) chiefly inhabits ponds,
although it also uses marshes, streams, lagoons, and other waterways throughout most of its
range (Thomson et al. 2016). In the central and northern part of its range (e.g. Santa Clara
County), breeding primarily takes place in ponds, less frequently in quiet pools and streams
(Fellers 2005). Following the assessment of the onsite aquatic habitat, it was determined that
due the lack of deep pools, lack of backwaters, lack of emergent vegetation, and the
anthropogenic water regime throughout this reach, suitable breeding habitat is absent within
the Project area. The habitat assessment also considered the year-round occupation of
aguatic habitat by juveniles, and occupation by adults outside of the breeding season. It was
determined that the likelihood of CRLF presence within the aquatic habitat is very unlikely due
to very shallow water depths and the lack of emergent vegetation within the Project area that
would yield substantial risk of predation for frogs combined with the anthropogenic water
regime. Use of upland habitat by CRLF is strongly correlated with the proximity of suitable
aguatic habitat. Since the suitability of the aquatic habitat present is very low it was determined
that the likelihood of occurrence of CRLF presence within the upland habitat would be very
unlikely.

In addition, no amphibians known to occupy similar habitat such as Sierran tree frog
(Pseudacris sierrae) or California toad (Anaxyrus boreas halophilus) were observed within the
Project alignment. These amphibians are very common in other creeks throughout Santa
Clara County and are typically found co-inhabiting areas with CRLF.

Therefore, the primary concern of impacting CRLF comes from the possibility that itinerant
frogs may move through the Project area despite the lack of suitable habitat. Processed and
unprocessed California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) data layers were reviewed to
determine where the closest CRLF occurrences are located. The closest record (Occurrence
# 211) was of a juvenile ~3.1 miles upstream in the Saratoga Hills. This location is far outside
the one-mile (1.6-kilometer) search radius provided as a general guideline by USFWS when
performing site assessments (USFWS 2005). As a result, it has been determined that the
CRLF is not expected to occur within the Project area.

In addition, no CRLF or signs of their presence were observed during site surveys conducted
by Valley Water staff. It should also be noted that no CRLF were detected by the CDFW-
approved Biologists who conducted focused surveys in compliance with Notification No. 1600-
2018-0066-R3 in early 2018. Therefore, impacts associated with the proposed Project to
CRLF would be considered less than significant. In addition, Valley Water would implement
BMP BI-2 which would avoid/minimize Project impact on native aquatic vertebrates including
amphibians and reptiles, BMP BI-10 which avoid animal entry and entrapment, and BMP BI-11
which requires removal of trash daily at the work site to avoid attracting predators to the site;
these BMPs would further avoid or reduce any impact on CRLF.

Western Pond Turtle. The Western Pond Turtle (WPT) is generalized in its habitat
requirements, occurring in a broad range of permanent aquatic water bodies, but also
occupies seasonal streams (Bury and Germano 2008). In streams, they are found in greatest
concentrations in pool habitats (Bury 1972) where optimal habitat features such as deep
waters with low velocity and suitable refugia (Reese and Welsh 1998) are commonly found.
Adequate basking sites are also key components of optimal habitat (Ernst and Lovich 2009).
Despite its common name and its strong association with aquatic habitats, this species relies
heavily on terrestrial habitats for several crucial elements of its existence (Ernst and Lovich
2009). This includes nesting, hibernation, estivation, and refuge from flooding or drying
events. The habitat suitability within the Project area was assessed to determine the likelihood
of the presence of WPT. This reach of creek is very shallow overall, and only a few shallow
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(not deep) pools were observed within the Project alignment. Overall the Project alignment is
shaded by existing tree canopy, which significantly reduces suitable basking sites for WPT.
The only potential available food source observed during site visits was algae. No fish, aquatic
invertebrates, or aquatic plants were observed. It was also noted that minimal vegetative cover
along the creek was present. Therefore, due to very shallow water depths and lack of
vegetative cover yielding substantial risk of predation for turtles, lack of optimal habitat
features, low availability of food, and the anthropogenic water regime, it was determined that
the WPT is not expected to occur within the onsite aquatic habitat.

Use of upland habitat by turtles is strongly correlated with proximity of suitable aquatic habitat.
Since the suitability of the aquatic habitat present is very low it was determined that the
likelihood of occurrence of WPT presence within the upland habitat is very unlikely. Because
the presence of WPT within the habitats onsite is determined to be very unlikely, the primary
concern of impacting WPT would come from a wandering turtle moving through the Project
area. However, there are no records within the processed and unprocessed CNNDB data
layers of WPT occurring in Saratoga Creek. Nor have Valley Water Biologists ever observed
WPT in Saratoga Creek over the years conducting numerous biological surveys other Valley
Water activities. Therefore, the WPT is not expected to occur within the Project area.

In addition, no southern western pond turtles or signs of their presence were observed during
the surveys conducted for the proposed Project. It should also be noted that no WPT were
detected by the CDFW-approved biologists who conducted focused surveys in compliance
with Notification No. 1600-2018-0066-R3 in early 2018. Therefore, impacts associated with
the proposed Project to WPT would be considered less than significant. In addition, Valley
Water would implement BMP BI-2 which would avoid/minimize Project impacts on native
aqguatic vertebrates including amphibians and reptiles, BMP BI-10 which avoid animal entry
and entrapment, and BMP BI-11 which requires removal of trash daily at the work site to avoid
attracting predators to the site; these BMPs would further avoid or reduce any impact on WPT.

Birds: Non-Raptors

Nesting Birds. Nesting birds are protected under the MBTA and CFGC 3503. Although site
surveys were conducted outside of the nesting season, several species of bird were
documented during earlier site visits in 2018 as nesting in the Project Area. These species
included mourning dove (Zenaida macroura marginella), Anna’s hummingbird (Calypte anna),
acorn woodpecker (Melanerpes formicivorus bairdi), Steller’s jay (Cyanocitta stelleri), bushtit
(Psaltriparus minimus), California towhee (Melozone crissalis), and dark-eyed junco (Junco
hyemalis). The removal of eucalyptus trees during the nesting season (January 15" —
September 1%) could result in potentially significant impacts to nesting birds. While BMP BI- 4
(Minimize Adverse Effects of Pesticides on Non-target Species), BMP BI-5 (Avoid Impacts to
Nesting Migratory Birds), and BI-6 (Avoid Impacts to Nesting Migratory Birds from Pending
Construction) provide general guidance to minimize and avoid Project impacts on nesting
birds, undertaking construction during nesting season could result in harm of migratory birds
or destruction of their eggs, which would be considered a significant impact. Mitigation
Measure BI-1 is proposed to further reduce this potentially significant impact. This mitigation
measure requires that Valley Water avoid construction during nesting season to the extent
possible, perform nesting bird survey no more than 7 days prior to Project activities during
nesting season, implement specified buffer zone distances if an active nest is found, and
ensure that Project staff, contractors and other work crews are trained to implement these
avoidance measures. Implementation of Mitigation Measure BI-1 would reduce potentially
significant impacts to a less than significant level.

The following birds are considered special-status species.

Yellow Warbler. The yellow warbler is listed by CDFW as a California Species of Special
Concern for nesting. Although the onsite riparian vegetation may provide suitable foraging
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habitat for the yellow warbler, no suitable nesting habitat was found to be present on or
adjacent to the Project area. In addition, this species was not observed during site
reconnaissance surveys. Therefore, due to a lack of suitable onsite nesting habitat, and the
absence of the species during onsite surveys, impacts would be considered less than
significant.

Yellow-breasted Chat. The yellow-breasted chat is listed by CDFW as a California Species
of Special Concern for nesting. Although the onsite riparian vegetation may be considered
suitable foraging habitat for the yellow-breasted chat, no suitable nesting habitat was found
to be present on or adjacent to the Project area. In addition, this species was not observed
during site reconnaissance surveys. Therefore, due to a lack of suitable onsite nesting habitat,
and the absence of the species during onsite surveys, impacts would be considered less than
significant.

Birds: Raptors

Red-tailed Hawk. Raptor nests are protected year-round under CFGC 3503.5. Red-tailed
hawks are adapted to urban settings and potentially could nest in the Project area. Although
no red-tailed hawks were observed onsite, an inactive red-tailed hawk nest was observed
onsite at the top of hazard tree #317 during surveys conducted by a Valley Water biologist on
September 27 and November 14, 2018. Following a subsequent onsite survey, it was
confirmed that the onsite raptor nest was not active during the entire 2018 nesting season. If
it is confirmed by Valley Water biologists that the nest remains inactive, Valley Water would
request permission from CDFW to dismantle the nest in compliance with CFGC 3503.5 and
no significant impacts would occur. However, if it is determined that the nest has become
active prior to the start of tree removal efforts, the tree and nest would be avoided until the
young have fledged and a 300-foot no-work buffer zone surrounding the nest would be
established in compliance with Mitigation Measure BI-1. In addition, removal of eucalyptus
trees during the nesting season (January 15" — September 1%t could result in potentially
significant impacts to nesting red-tailed hawk. Implementation of BMP BI-5, BMP BI-6, and
Mitigation Measure Bl-1 would reduce impacts to the red-tailed hawk to a less than significant
level.

Red-shouldered Hawk. Raptor nests are protected year-round under CFGC 3503.5. Red-
shouldered hawks are adapted to urban settings and potentially could nest in the Project Area.
Although no red-shouldered hawks were observed onsite during surveys conducted by a
Valley Water biologist on September 27 and November 14, 2018, the removal of eucalyptus
trees during the nesting season (January 15" — September 1%t could result in potentially
significant impacts to nesting red-shouldered hawks. Implementation of BMP BI-5, BMP BI-6,
and Mitigation Measure BI-1 would reduce the potentially significant impacts on red-
shouldered hawk to a less than significant level through pre-construction surveys and the
establishment of a 300-foot no-work buffer zone around active nests.

Cooper’'s Hawk. Raptor nests are protected year-round under CFGC 3503.5. Cooper’s
hawks are adapted to urban settings and potentially could nest in the Project Area. Although
no Cooper's hawks were observed onsite during surveys conducted by a Valley Water
biologist on September 27 and November 14, 2018, the removal of eucalyptus trees during
the nesting season (January 15" — September 1%%) could result in potentially significant
impacts to nesting Cooper’s hawks. Implementation of BMP BI-5, BMP BI-6, and Mitigation
Measure Bl-1 would reduce potentially significant impacts on Cooper’'s Hawk to a less than
significant level through pre-construction surveys and the establishment of a 300-foot no-work
buffer zone around active nests.

White-tailed Kite. The white-tailed kite is listed by CDFW as a Fully Protected Species.
Although suitable nesting substrates are present within the Project area, the necessary
adjacent foraging habitat is absent to support nesting; therefore, no suitable nesting habitat
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was found to be present within or adjacent to the Project area. In addition, no white-tailed kites
were observed onsite during surveys conducted by a Valley Water biologist on September 27
and November 14, 2018; and therefore, no impact on white-tailed kite is expected.

Mammals

Western Red Bat. The Western red bat is a CDFW Species of Special Concern. Western red
bat is a foliage roosting species that potentially could use the eucalyptus trees as day roost
sites. Western red bats are known to raise young in Santa Clara County (D. Johnston, pers.
comm. 2019, Johnston; D. S., and S. Whitford. 2009). This migratory species is known to
overwinter in the San Francisco Bay area, generally present from November to February
(Johnston, D. S., and S. Whitford. 2009; Cryan, P. M., 2003). The Project work is scheduled
to occur between July 1%t and December 31st each year when this species is migrating
between their summer ranges and winter ranges. Therefore, direct impacts to maternity or
winter day roosting bats are not anticipated. Temporal loss of winter day roost sites resulting
from the removal of the eucalyptus was evaluated. Since western red bats are solitary winter
roosting species (i.e. not colonial roosting species), the removal of the eucalyptus would not
cause a substantial adverse effect on the local populations that do overwinter in Santa Clara
County. Therefore, impacts to this species would be considered less than significant.

Townsend’s Big-eared Bat. Townsend's big-eared bat is a CDFW Species of Special
Concern. Townsend’s big-eared bat is a cave-dwelling species, but is also known to use old,
mostly-abandoned buildings with darkened and enclosed cave-like attics in addition to other
anthropogenic structures (Barbour and Davis 1969). No structures were identified in or
adjacent to the Project area that would be considered suitable roosting locations for
Townsend’s big-eared bat. Therefore, impacts to this species would be considered less than
significant.

San Francisco Dusky-footed Woodrat. The San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat (SFDF) is
a CDFW Species of Special Concern. Detection of the presence of the SFDFs is relatively
simple due to their behavior of constructing large nests (Ingles 1965), which are typically the
focal point of their home range (Linsdale and Tevis 1951). SFDWs are a non-migratory
species, (CWHR 2008) and since no nests are present within the Project area, the concern of
SFDWs occurring would come from the establishment of new territories by dispersing SFDWs.
There are high costs associated with female dispersal and their reproduction favors female
philopatry since they require nests for successful rearing of young. Female woodrats, unlike
males, usually spend their entire life in their area of birth (Kelly 1989). Therefore, a pioneering
male would be the only potential inhabitant of the area. The maximum dispersal distance
known for SFDWs is 1,423 feet (Penrod, Cabanero et al. 2004).

The site reconnaissance-level surveys conducted by Valley Water biologists concluded that
no SFDW nests or other signs of their presence occur inside or within 1,640 feet of the Project
alignment. In addition, no SFDWs or sign of their presence were detected by the CDFW
approved biologists who performed several focused surveys within a portion of the Project
alignment in compliance with Notification No. 1600-2018-0066-R3 in early 2018 for previous
tree removal work. For the reasons discussed above, the San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat
is considered to be absent within the Project alignment. Therefore, the proposed Project would
result in no impact to the SFDW.

Special-status Plant Species

No special-status plant species have been identified within the Project area as of June 2019,
and it has been determined that they are unlikely to occur based on a review of existing data
sources and recent site reconnaissance by Valley Water botanists (see Table 4-3). The
majority of Project-related impacts would occur under the canopy of non-native eucalyptus
trees, which for the most part has precluded the establishment of understory vegetation due
to allelopathic interactions. Additionally, the limited Project impact areas occurring beneath
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b)

the native overstory (temporary ramps/access points) are in areas with disturbed soils and
abundant non-native understory. To confirm special-status plants are absent, focused
botanical surveys were conducted during the appropriate blooming periods for each of the six
species (see Appendix B). All six special-status plant species were determined to be absent
from the Project area. Therefore, no impact to special-status plants is expected to occur from
Project implementation, and no mitigation measures would be required.

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The Project area contains
approximately 1.81 acres of Eucalyptus Grove, 2.55 acres of Coast Live Oak Woodland
Alliance, and 0.94 acre of Intermittent Streambed, all of which are contained within the riparian
corridor. Impacts of the proposed Project on these land cover types are described below.

Riparian Trees

The Project proposes the permanent removal of 1.81 acres of Eucalyptus Grove followed by
the planting of native riparian species, all within the riparian corridor of Saratoga Creek. The
Project would not only alleviate the safety concerns of the hazardous trees, it would also
restore the impacted areas of non-native eucalyptus and ash trees with up to 3.4 acres of
native riparian vegetation. As summarized in Table 4-4 and as discussed in the Project
Description, the removed eucalyptus and ash trees would be replaced with an equivalent
number of native trees and shrubs. Planting with native riparian species would occur the
following season, once the eucalyptus stumps are no longer sprouting and dead.
Implementation of BMP BI-8. (Choose Local Ecotypes of Native Plants and Appropriate
Erosion-Control Seed Mixes) would reduce bank erosion and facilitate the development of a
native understory in the Project area. The reestablishment of native riparian vegetation in the
former Eucalyptus Grove is expected to take a minimum of five years upon removal.

Table 4-4: Impacts to Riparian Vegetation Communities and Streambed

Coast Live Oak Woodland
Alliance Intermittent Streambed Eucalyptus Grove/Ash Trees
(No. Impacted Trees) (Acres of Channel Area) (No. of Impacted Trees)
Temporary 0 trees 0.94 acre 0 trees
Permanent 7 coast live oak trees 0 acres 106 trees
Total 7 trees and shrubs 0.94 acre 106 trees
Proposed Project Feature: Plant 7 oak BMP BI-9: Streambed will be Project Feature: Plant 106
Project Feature | trees and shrubs restored following tree removal | trees (plus 26 trees for
previously authorized project)
(see Section 2.0 Project
Description)

Source: Valley Water, 2019.

The Project would also remove seven, native coast live oak trees within the Coast Live Oak
Woodland Alliance to allow for the construction of the temporary access ramps (see Tables
4-4 and 4-5). Following completion of each stage of tree removal and the removal of the
access ramp, revegetation within the Coast Live Oak Woodland Alliance with native species
would occur. The seven removed oak trees would be replaced with an equivalent number of
either coast live oaks Quercus agrifolia or valley oaks Q. lobata.

Although there would be a temporal loss of habitat prior to site restoration, impacts associated
with eucalyptus removal and the reestablishment of native riparian vegetation within the
Project area are considered to be ecologically beneficial. Considering the beneficial impact to
the habitat in the long term, the Project would not result in a substantial adverse impact on
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community. In addition, Valley Water would comply
with applicable requirements in the Saratoga tree ordinance as discussed in e) below and the

Page 60



Saratoga Creek Hazard Tree Removal and Restoration Project
Final Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration

December 2019

Section 1602 LSAA with CDFW. Therefore, the Project would not result in a substantial
adverse impact on riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community; the impact is
considered to be less than significant.

Table 4-5: Vegetation Impacts for EQuipment Access
Canopy cover

Species Access Point Pruning/ removal | DBH (inches) Removed (sq ft) | Work area
Native Species (Coast Live Oak Woodland Alliance)
Coast live oak AS5 remove 10 150 A
Coast live oak AS5 remove 12 200 A
Coast live oak AS4 prune 12 limbs (2) 500 A
Coast live oak AS2 remove 10.5 250 B
Coast live oak AS3 remove 35 20 C
Coast live oak AS3 remove 6.5 (multi stem) 50 C
Coast live oak AS3 remove 6.5 50 C
Coast live oak AS3 remove 115 600 C
Coast live oak AS3 prune 8 limb 75 C
Elderberry AS3 prune 6 6 C
Elderberry AS3 prune 8 (multi stem) 13 C
Non-native Species
Ash AS3 remove 14 750 C
Ash AS3 remove 130 (multi stem) 2000 C
Source: Valley Water, 2019.

Intermittent Streambed

The Project would result in temporary impacts to 0.94 acre of Intermittent Streambed for
construction access. Most of this impact would result from driving equipment along the
streambed for the three work seasons. In addition, the Project would require the placement
of 195 cubic yards of fill along with minor grading to construct two temporary equipment
access ramps and place 2 cofferdams during dewatering (if required). All fill material would
be removed from the Project area following the completion of each phase of tree removal
and/or prior to the onset of winter rains. Following construction, the streambed topography
and geometry would be restored to pre-Project conditions to the extent possible consistent
with BMP BI-3. Therefore, impacts to Intermittent Streambed is considered to be less than
significant.

No Impact. The reach of Saratoga Creek within the Project area contains 0.94 acre of
intermittent streambed/open water. An aquatic resource delineation was conducted for the
Project area on August 13, 2018 (see Appendix C). The delineation was conducted in
accordance with the 1987 “Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual” (USACE 1987).
Version 2.0 of the Arid West Regional Supplement (USACE 2008), and “A Field Guide to the
Identification of the OHWM in the Arid West Region of the Western United States” (Lichvar
and McColley 2008).

A total of 1.26 acres of waters of the state and waters of the U.S was mapped within the
project study area (Appendix C). However, it should be noted that a small portion of the 1.26-
acre area is now located outside of the project limits due to further refinement of the Project
area. It was found that the Project reach of Saratoga Creek only conveys flow episodically,
and is classified as an intermittent streambed. The intermittent streambed is single-thread,
with coarse channel substrates, and 16-20 feet wide and 2-3 feet deep at the OHWM. A review
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d)

f)

of the National Wetland Inventory (NWI) mapping for this reach of Saratoga Creek shows the
area as freshwater forested/shrub wetland, which is typically limited to estuarine and
palustrine wetlands (FGDC 2013). The Federal Geographic Data Committee (2013) notes that
forested shrub wetlands can occur on the floodplains of riverine systems, but this reach of
Saratoga Creek does not support floodplains upon which such wetland could establish. As
such, the classification in NWI does not reflect the existing site conditions. However, the
aguatic delineation report found that below the OHWM the channel is mostly unvegetated,
with just one white alder (Alnus rhombifolia; FACW), or sparse cover of species such as dotted
smartweed (Persicaria punctata; OBL), tall flat sedge (Cyperus eragrostis; FACW),
watercress (Nasturtium officinale; OBL), and rabbit’'s-foot grass (Polypogon monspeliensis;
FAC). As such, the aquatic resources delineation report concluded that no features in the
survey area are present that exhibit riverine or wetland characteristics. The more recent
aguatic resources delineation report’s conclusion reflects the Project site conditions more
accurately than the NWI's general mapping/classification. Therefore, no impact would occur
to state or federally protected wetlands.

Less than Significant Impact. Wildlife corridors are distinct, commonly linear features who
primary function is to connect two or more significant (or core) habitat areas (Beier and Loe
1992). Although Saratoga Creek originates in the west in the Santa Cruz Mountains, which is
considered a significant habitat area, it does not connect to another significant habitat area.
Once the creek reaches the valley floor it is surrounded by urban and residential development
until it terminates at its confluence with San Tomas Aquino Creek, a suburban area of the city
of Santa Clara. Saratoga Creek is not inhabited by anadromous (migratory) fish species and
is an ephemeral creek, typically dry in the summer months while the work would be occurring.
Thus, impacts to migratory wildlife, anadromous fish, or resident fish are not expected to
occur. Resident wildlife may avoid Project areas with temporarily high human activity and
noise, but as soon as the hazard tree removals have been completed, wildlife movement in
the Project area will return to its original condition. Further, the Project will restore the native
riparian habitat in the Project area, potentially improving the ability for wildlife movement.
Therefore, impacts to habitat connectivity and wildlife movement are considered to be less
than significant.

Less than Significant Impact. The Project proposes the removal of 104 non-native
hazardous blue gum eucalyptus trees, and seven native coast live oak trees, and two non-
native invasive ash trees for heavy equipment access (see Table 4-5). Two additional coast
live oak trees would also require pruning. Section 15-50.050 of the City of Saratoga municipal
code identifies these trees as requiring a permit for their removal. The tree regulations state
that the removal of “any native tree having a DBH of six inches or greater” and “any other tree
having a DBH of ten inches or greater” require a permit from the City of Saratoga. All of the
trees proposed for removal fall under one of these two categories (see Table 4-5). Therefore,
Valley Water would apply for tree removal permits for from the City of Saratoga prior to the
commencement of work on the site and would comply with the City’s permit requirements.
Thus, the Project would not conflict with any tree ordinance; impacts relating to conflict with
local policies and ordinances protecting biological resources are considered less than
significant. In addition, as described above, the Project impacts on riparian habitat/sensitive
natural community would be less than significant. The revegetation, and ultimately the
replacement with native tree canopy, would result in a beneficial impact in the long-term.

No Impact. There is no adopted habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation
plan that would apply to the proposed Project. Therefore, the proposed Project would not
conflict with the provisions of an adopted plan; there will be no impact.
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BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (See details in Table 3-2)

BI-2:
BI-3:
Bl-4:
BI-5:
BI-6:
BI-8:
BI-11;

Avoid and Minimize Impacts on Native Aquatic Vertebrates

Remove Temporary Fill

Minimize Adverse Effects of Pesticides on Non-target Species

Avoid Impacts to Nesting Migratory Birds

Avoid Imparts to Nesting Migratory Birds from Pending Construction

Choose Local Ecotypes of Native Plants and Appropriate Erosion-Control Seed Mixes
Minimize Predator-Attraction

MITIGATION MEASURES

MM BI-1: Nesting Birds. The following measures shall be implemented to avoid and minimize
Project impacts on nesting birds:

To the extent possible vegetation removal shall be conducted outside of the
nesting season (January 15" — September 1°).

A qualified biologist shall train all Project staff, contractors, and other work crews
regarding the following: 1) signs of nesting behavior and identification of active
nests; 2) the requirement to stop work if any active nests are found or suspected
until a qualified biologist inspects the area; and 3) compliance with avoiding the
no-work buffer zones.

During the nesting season, nesting bird surveys shall be performed by a qualified
biologist no more than 7 days prior to the start of Project activities. If a lapse in
Project related work of 7 days or longer occurs, a subsequent nesting bird survey
shall be conducted.

If an active nest is found, a 50-foot no-work buffer zone shall be implemented
surrounding the nest, with exception of raptors, herons, and egrets, which shall
have a 300-foot no-work buffer zone surrounding the nest.

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES
Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
. Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource pursuant to |:| |:| |:| |X|
Section 15064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant |:| |:| & |:|
to Section 15064.5?
c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred
outside of formal cemeteries? D D lE D

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The Santa Clara Valley floor is characterized by numerous stream channels. Over thousands of
years, alluvial flooding events have resulted in the deposition of sediments along stream banks,
resulting in the gradual formation of natural levees. These areas have yielded the greatest
concentrations of archaeological resources within the Santa Clara Valley and represent some the
most potentially sensitive areas for inadvertent discoveries (Hylkema 2010). Many archaeological
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deposits have also been capped or obscured over time by alluvial deposition, and it is notable
that many of the archaeological sites and isolated finds recorded throughout the valley have only
come to light through ground disturbing activities associated with urban development or
infrastructure projects.

The Santa Clara Valley represents the ancestral lands of the Ohlone Indians, whose descendants
continue to thrive in the region today. Prehistorically, the Santa Clara Valley offered a wide range
of ecological niches, including marine, tidal marsh, freshwater marsh, grassland prairie, oak
grassland savanna, riparian, chaparral, mixed hardwood, and evergreen forest communities
(Bocek 1990). Franciscan chert and sandstone were readily available for the manufacture of
flaked stone and groundstone tools, while other materials such as obsidian were obtained from
neighboring groups through trade. Acorns, a staple for the Ohlone and many other Native
Californians, were particularly important because they could be stored through the winter months
during times of resource scarcity. They were ground with stone pestles and mortars, which are
among the most frequently recorded archaeological finds in California.

Spanish exploration and missionization in the mid-to-late 18th century had a profound impact on
the Ohlone and on the natural landscape of Santa Clara Valley. By 1805, most of the Ohlone
within the valley had been brought within the mission system. Ultimately, the Ohlone population
was severely decimated through exposure to European diseases and malnutrition (Field, et al.
2007; Milliken 2007). The native landscape of the Santa Clara Valley also was transformed, and
agricultural development within the 19th century had profound effects upon the valley’s ecosystem
and the drainages that were integral to it. Though some creeks still flow within their original
channel alignments, the filling of mashes and vernal pools, the excavation of artificial channels,
and the construction of artificial levees has altered the landscape to the extent that many
archaeological sites have been inadvertently exposed while others have been subsumed by these
modern landscapes (Appendix D).

Discussion

a) No Impact. The proposed tree removal and creek restoration would involve minimal earth
disturbing activities on the banks of Saratoga Creek during the temporary ramp construction
and site revegetation to facilitate equipment access. No historic period cultural constituents
were identified in any areas of the survey corridor. In addition, no structures are located within
the Project alignment. As no historical resources are known or expected to occur,
implementation of the Project would result in no impact to historical resources.

b) Less than Significant Impact. Record search results revealed no previously recorded
cultural resources in the Project area or within a surrounding 0.25-mile radius. The Native
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) did not find any resources listed on the Sacred Lands
Inventory within the Project area. In addition, no artifacts, midden, or other evidence of
prehistoric habitation was noted during the pedestrian survey, and only modern trash was
observed (Appendix D). Therefore, the potential for the discovery of archaeological resources
is considered low. All Project excavation activities would comply with BMP CU-1 (Accidental
Discovery of Archeological Artifacts, Tribal Cultural Resources, or Burial Remains) as
included in the Environmental Setting in Section 3 (Table 3-2), which would require that work
at the location of the find will be halted immediately within 100 feet of the find and a “no work”
zone shall be established utilizing appropriate flagging to delineate the boundary of this zone.
A Consulting Archaeologist will visit the discovery site as soon as practicable for identification
and evaluation pursuant to Section 21083.2 of the Public Resources Code and Section 15126
of the California Code of Regulations. If the archaeologist determines that the artifact is not
significant, the archaeologist will determine if he artifact or resource can be avoided and, if so,
will detail avoidance procedures. If the artifact cannot be avoided, the archaeologist will
develop within 48 hours an Action Plan which will include provisions to minimize impacts and,
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c)

if required, a Data Recovery Plan for recovery of artifacts in accordance with Public Resources
Code Section 21083.2 and Section 15126.4 of the CEQA Guidelines.

Implementation of BMP CU-1 would avoid or minimize any potential impacts to archaeological
resources; the impact would therefore be less than significant.

Less than Significant Impact. Record search results revealed no previously recorded
cultural resources in the Project area or within a surrounding 0.25-mile radius. The Native
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) did not find any resources listed on the Sacred Lands
Inventory within the Project area. In addition, no intact prehistoric or historic period features
or artifacts were observed during the pedestrian survey of the Project area (Appendix D). As
such, the potential for encountering human remains during construction would be very low.
Though unlikely, human remains could be discovered during tree removal activities and site
restoration. Valley Water will comply with standard precautionary measures for the accidental
discovery of unknown finds consistent with BMP CU-1 (Accidental Discovery of Archeological
Artifacts, Tribal Cultural Resources, or Burial Remains). In the event human remains or burial
sites are discovered, the County Coroner will be immediately notified and no further
excavation or disturbance of the site would be allowed within 100 feet unless otherwise
authorized by the County Coroner, California Native American Heritage Commission, and/or
the County Coordinator of Indian Affairs. With the implementation of BMP CU-1, impacts to
unknown human remains would be less than significant impact.

BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (See details in Table 3-2)

CU-1: Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Artifacts, Tribal Cultural Resources, or Burial
Remains

MITIGATION MEASURES

No mitigation measures required.
6. ENERGY
Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
) Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Result in a potentially significant environmental
impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary |:| |:| |:| IE
consumption of energy resources, during project
construction or operation?
b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for |:| |:| |:| |E
renewable energy or energy efficiency?

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

California’s energy system includes electricity, natural gas, and petroleum. According to the
California Energy Commission (CEC), California’s energy system generates 71 percent of the
electricity, 10 percent of the natural gas, and 31 percent of the petroleum consumed or used in the
state. The rest of the state’s energy and energy sources are imported, and includes electricity from
the Pacific Northwest and the Southwest; natural gas purchases from Canada, the Rocky Mountain
states, and the southwest; and petroleum imported from Alaska and foreign sources (CEC, 2019a;
2019b; and 2019c). Construction and operation of the Project would require the use of
transportation fuels, primarily in the form of gasoline and diesel.
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Discussion

a)

b)

No Impact. The Project proposes to remove 104 hazard eucalyptus trees and two non-native
invasive ash trees from Saratoga Creek and restore the area with native riparian vegetation.
This Project would be phased over a period of three to four years. Once the trees are removed
and the site restored, only ongoing site maintenance would occur. The Project would not use
excessive amounts of fuel (i.e., gasoline and diesel fuel) that would constitute wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy. Only the required amount of fuel necessary
to complete the proposed work would be used. Therefore, the Project would not result in
significant impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy
resources, during Project tree removal and restoration efforts.

No Impact. The Project would not include the development or demolition of any buildings.
Therefore, no impact related to compliance with applicable energy and energy
efficiency/conservation standards or codes, such as the California Building Standards or
California Energy Code, would result. In addition, given the nature of the Project, it would have
no impact related to conflicting with or obstructing California’s Renewable Portfolio Standard.

BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (See details in Table 3-2)
Not applicable.
MITIGATION MEASURES

No mitigation measures required.

7.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Less Than
Significant

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a)

Directly or indirectly cause 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.

[]

[]

[]

X

i) Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

iv) Landslides?

b)

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil?

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?

O (O o)

O (O o)

O IXO XX

X (O X 0O
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
. Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or D D D IX'
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 D D D IX'
the disposal of waste water?
f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic |:| |:| |:| |Z|
feature?

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
Regulatory Setting

The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning (AP) Act was passed into law following the destructive
San Fernando earthquake in 1971. The AP Act provides a mechanism for reducing losses from
surface fault rupture on a statewide basis. The intent of the AP Act is to ensure public safety by
prohibiting the siting of most structures for human occupancy across traces of active faults that
constitute a potential hazard to structures from surface faulting or fault creep. The Project site is
located outside of the limits of the State Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone (California
Department of Conservation, California Division of Mines and Geology, 2018). The Project
alignment does not cross or come within an Alquist-Priolo Special Studies zone, thus indicating
the site is not very close to any known active faults(s) and the lack of observed historical faulting
in the site vicinity. The Project area is located approximately 4.2 miles northeast of the San
Andreas fault zone.

Regional Geologic Setting

The San Francisco Bay region is one of the most seismically active areas in North America and
is dominated by the San Andreas Fault system. This fault system movement is distributed across
a complex system of generally strike-slip right-lateral parallel and sub-parallel faults including San
Andreas, San Gregorio, Hayward and Calaveras. A major earthquake at any of these sites could
produce a strong ground shaking in the study area.

Liguefaction — Liquefaction is the transformation of saturated, loose, fine grained sediment to a
fluid-like state because of earthquake shaking or other rapid loading. Soils most susceptible to
liquefaction are loose to medium dense, saturated sands, silty sands, sandy silts, non-plastic silts
and gravels with poor drainage, or those capped by or containing seams of impermeable
sediment. According to the liquefaction hazard maps prepared for the USGS, the liquefaction
probability in the Project area for a magnitude 7.8 earthquake on the San Andreas Fault would be
between 0 and 5 percent (Holzer, T.L., et al., 2008).

Alguist-Priolo Fault Zone — The Project site is not located within the State-designated Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone, where site-specific studies addressing the potential for surface fault
rupture are required, and no known active faults traverse the site. The nearest Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zones are associated with the San Andreas Fault Zone, which is located
approximately 4.2 miles southwest of the Project site. The closest fault to the City of Saratoga is
the San Andreas (California Department of Conservation, 2018).

Seismicity - The Project site and the entire San Francisco Bay Area is in a seismically active
region subject to strong seismic ground shaking. Ground shaking is a general term referring to all
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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.

Soils — According to the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) web soil survey, soils
along the Saratoga Creek Project alignment are comprised of Urban Land-Still complex, 0 to 2
percent slopes, (NRCS, 2019). The Urban Land Still complex is found on alluvial fans and flood
plains. Urban land Still complex consists of well drained soils comprised of alluvium derived from
metamorphic and sedimentary rock and/or alluvium derived from metavolcanics.

Lateral Spreading - Liquefaction-induced lateral spreading has been defined as the “lateral
displacement of large surficial blocks of soil as a result of liquefaction in a subsurface layer.”
Lateral spreading refers to more moderate movements of gently sloping ground due to soil
liquefaction. Liquefaction-induced lateral spreading occurs on mild slopes of 0.3 to 5 percent
underlain by loose sand and shallow water. The geologic conditions conducive to lateral
spreading are frequently found along streams and other waterfronts in recent alluvial or deltaic
deposits, as well as in loosely packed, saturated, sandy fills. According to the Santa Clara County
Soil Survey, the depth to groundwater is greater than 80 inches with well drained soils. In addition,
the reach of Saratoga Creek located within the Project area is used for groundwater recharge.
Therefore, the conditions for lateral spreading to occur are not expected within the Project area.

Paleontological Resources

The UCMP database was searched for fossil locations in Santa Clara County. The results of the
UCMP record search identified numerous vertebrate fossil sites in Tertiary to Quaternary age
deposits in Santa Clara County. Fossils of comparable age have also been recovered from the
Santa Clara Formation, which is located approximately three miles south of the Project. According
to the Geologic Map of Palo Alto 15-Minute Quadrangle, California, the Project area is primarily
underlain by alluvium (Qa) (Recent; USGS 1963). Because alluvium is a recent formation that is
primarily composed of surficial sediments, it is not expected to produce paleontological resources.

Discussion

a-i) No Impact. Surface rupture occurs when the ground surface is broken due to fault
movement during an earthquake. The location of surface rupture generally can be assumed
to be along an active or potentially active major fault trace. The Project site is located outside
of the limits of the State Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone (California Department of
Conservation, California Division of Mines and Geology, 2018). According to the County
Geologic Hazard Zones, the Project site is located more than four miles from a fault rupture
hazard zone. In addition, no housing or structures are proposed to be located on the Project
site. The Project area is located approximately 4.2 miles northeast of the San Andreas fault
zone. Therefore, the proposed Project would result in no impact from a fault rupture.

a-ii) Less than Significant Impact. The major faults in the region that could cause ground
shaking within the Project area include the San Andreas fault, Hayward fault, and the
Calaveras fault, which are located 4.2 miles, 12.3 miles, and 15.7 miles from the Project
area, respectively. Although, seismic shaking may occur within the Project area, the
proposed Project consists of hazard tree removal and site revegetation. Temporary ramp
construction would not be significantly impacted by seismic shaking. In addition, workers
within the Project area during ramp construction, tree removal and revegetation activities
are not anticipated to be affected by strong ground shaking based on the distance to the
nearest faults. Therefore, this is considered a less than significant impact.

a-iii) Less than Significant Impact. According to Holzer, T.L., et al. (2008), there would be a 0
to 5 percent probability of liquefaction occurring within the Project area as a result of a
magnitude 7.8 earthquake on the San Andreas Fault. In addition, no structures are proposed
for the Project area with the exception of two temporary earthen access ramps. Therefore,
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a-iv)

b)

d)

f)

impacts associated with seismic-related ground failure including liquefaction would be
considered less than significant.

No Impact. The topography of the Project area and surrounding area is level and is not
located within a landslide hazard zone. Therefore, the proposed Project would result in no
impact from landslides.

Less than Significant Impact. Approximately 30 cubic yards of temporary fill material
would be placed in the creek below the OHWM for construction of the proposed ramp
located behind the Brookside Club. In addition, it is estimated that approximately 20 cubic
yards of temporary fill material would be placed in the creek below the OHWM for
construction of the proposed ramp near the Prospect High School athletic field. Additional
grading would occur above the OHWM. Because the Project would be phased over a period
of three years (2019, 2020, and 2021), the construction access ramps would be removed
by mid-October each year.

Construction of the proposed temporary access ramps, hazard tree removal, and
revegetation efforts may destabilize the soil and increase the erosion potential from water
and wind. As provided in Section 3, the proposed Project would implement Valley Water
Hydrology and Water Quality BMPs including: WQ-1 (Conduct Work from Top of Bank);
WQ-2 (Evaluate Use of Wheel and Track Mounted Vehicles in Stream Bottoms); WQ-4
(Limit impacts of from Staging and Stockpiling of Materials) and WQ-5 (Stabilize
construction and entrances and exits), which requires implementation of measures to
minimize soil from being tracked near work sites; WQ-9 (Use Seeding for Erosion Control,
Weed Suppression, and Site Improvement), which requires that disturbed areas are seeded
with native seed as soon as is appropriate after activities are complete; WQ-11 (Maintain
clean conditions at work sites), which requires that the work sites and access roads are
maintained in an orderly condition; WQ-15 (Prevent water pollution), which requires oily,
greasy, or sediment laden substances or other material that originates from Project
operations to not be allowed to enter or be placed where it may enter a waterway; and WQ-
16 (Prevent Storm Water Pollution), which requires that measures be implemented to
prevent storm water pollution. Therefore, the proposed Project would have a less than
significant impact on soil erosion and the loss of top soil.

No Impact. According to the Soil Survey of Santa Clara County, the Project area is not
located on a soil that is considered unstable or would become unstable with implementation
of the proposed Project. Therefore, the project would result in no impact.

No Impact. Expansion and contraction of volume can occur when expansive soils undergo
alternating cycles of wetting (swelling) and drying (shrinking). During these cycles, the
volume of the soil changes markedly. Expansive soils are common throughout California
and can cause damage unless properly treated during construction. According to the Santa
Clara County Soil Survey, site soils consist of loam to very fine sandy loam. No expansive
clay soils are known to occur within the Project area. In addition, the Project does not
propose the construction of any permanent structures that would be impacted by expansive
soils. Therefore, no impact associated with expansive soils is anticipated.

No Impact. The proposed Project does not include the installation of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems. Therefore, the proposed Project would not result
in soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or other waste water
disposal systems and would result in no impact from the proposed Project.

No Impact. According to the UCMP database search, the Project site is not known to contain
paleontological resources. The Project site is underlain by recent alluvium that is not known
to produce paleontological resources. In addition, tree removal and site restoration would
involve only minor earth disturbing activities, so it is highly unlikely that Project
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implementation would encounter unknown paleontological resources. Therefore, the
proposed Project would result in no impact to paleontological resources.

BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (See details in Table 3-2)

WQ-1: Conduct Work from Top of Bank

WQ-2: Evaluate Use of Wheel and Track Mounted Vehicles in Stream Bottoms
WQ-4: Limit impacts of from Staging and Stockpiling of Materials

WQ-5: Stabilize construction and entrances and exits

WQ-9: Use Seeding for Erosion Control, Weed Suppression, and Site Improvement
WQ-11: Maintain clean conditions at work sites

WQ-15: Prevent water pollution

WQ-16: Prevent Storm Water Pollution

MITIGATION MEASURES

No mitigation measures required.

8. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
. Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly

or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on |:| |:| & |:|
the environment?

b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of [] [] [] X
greenhouse gases?

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Global climate change is the observed increase in the average temperature of the Earth’s
atmosphere and oceans in recent decades. The Earth’s average near-surface atmospheric
temperature rose 0.6 + 0.2 degrees Celsius (°C) or 1.1 + 0.4° Fahrenheit (°F) in the 20" century.
The prevailing scientific opinion on climate change is that most of the warming observed over the
last 50 years is attributable to human activities. The increased amounts of carbon dioxide (CO5)
and other greenhouse gases (GHGs) are the primary causes of the human-induced component
of warming. GHGs are released by the burning of fossil fuels, land clearing, agriculture, and other
activities, and lead to an increase in the greenhouse effect. GHGs are present in the atmosphere
naturally, are released by natural sources, or are formed from secondary reactions taking place
in the atmosphere. The gases that are widely seen as the principal contributors to human-induced
global climate change are the following:

Carbon dioxide (CO>)
Methane (CHa)

Nitrous oxide (N2O)
Hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs)
Perfluorocarbons (PFCs)
Sulfur Hexafluoride (SFe)

Over the last 200 years, humans have caused substantial quantities of GHGs to be released into
the atmosphere. These extra emissions are increasing GHG concentrations in the atmosphere,
and enhancing the natural greenhouse effect, which is believed to be causing global warming.
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While manmade GHGs include naturally-occurring GHGs such as CO,, methane, and N,O, some
gases, like HFCs, PFCs, and SF6 are completely new to the atmosphere.

Certain gases, such as water vapor, are short-lived in the atmosphere. Others remain in the
atmosphere for significant periods of time, contributing to climate change in the long term. Water
vapor is excluded from the list of GHGs above because it is short-lived in the atmosphere and its
atmospheric concentrations are largely determined by natural processes, such as oceanic
evaporation.

These gases vary considerably in terms of Global Warming Potential (GWP), which is a concept
developed to compare the ability of each greenhouse gas to trap heat in the atmosphere relative
to another gas. The global warming potential is based on several factors, including the relative
effectiveness of a gas to absorb infrared radiation and length of time that the gas remains in the
atmosphere (“atmospheric lifetime”). The GWP of each gas is measured relative to carbon
trapped by one unit mass of the GHG to the ratio of heat trapped by one unit mass of CO, over a
specified time period. GHG emissions are typically measured in terms of pounds or tons of “CO
equivalents” (CO.e). For example, sulfur hexafluoride is 22,800 times more potent at contributing
to global warming than carbon dioxide.

Regulatory Framework

Assembly Bill 32. The California State Legislature adopted AB 32 in 2006. AB 32 focuses on
reducing GHGs (carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons,
and sulfur hexafluoride) to 1990 levels by the year 2020. Pursuant to the requirements in AB 32,
the ARB adopted the Climate Change Scoping Plan (Scoping Plan) in 2008, which outlines
actions recommended to obtain that goal. The Scoping Plan calls for an “ambitious but
achievable” reduction in California’s GHG emissions, cutting approximately 30 percent from
business as usual emission levels projected for 2020, or about 10 percent from today’s levels.

On a per-capita basis, that means reducing annual emissions of 14 tons of carbon dioxide for
every man, woman, and child in California down to about 10 tons per person by 2020. In October
2010, ARB prepared an updated 2020 forecast to account for the recession and slower forecasted
growth. The forecasted inventory without the benefits of adopted regulation is now estimated at
545 million MTCO.e. Therefore, under the updated forecast, a 21.7 percent reduction from BAU
is required to achieve 1990 levels.

Bay Area Air Quality Management District. The BAAQMD has not adopted thresholds for
construction related GHG emissions. However, the BAAQMD has included in its CEQA
Guidelines stationary and operational-related thresholds for the emission of GHG shown in
Table 4-6.

Table 4-6: BAAQMD Greenhouse Gas Thresholds of Significance

Project Type Construction-Related Operational-Related?®
Projects other than Stationary None Compliance with Qualified GHG
Sources? Reduction Strategy

or
1,100 MT of CO2elyr.
or
4.6 MT CO2e/SPlyr.
(residents+employees)
Stationary Sources? None 10,000 MTCO.eq/yr.

Notes:

1. According to the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, a stationary source project is one that includes land uses that would accommodate processes and
equipment that emits GHG emissions and would require a BAAQMD permit to operate. Projects other than stationary sources are land use
development projects including residential, commercial, industrial, and public uses that do not require a BAAQMD permit to operate.

2. SP = service population (residents + employees)

3. If annual emissions of operational-related GHGs exceed these levels, the proposed project would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution
of GHG emissions and a cumulatively significant impact to global climate change.

Source: BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017.
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Discussion

a) Less than Significant Impact. Tree removal, ramp construction, and revegetation activities

b)

would produce combustion emissions from various sources. During tree removal, ramp
construction, and site revegetation, GHGs would be emitted through the operation of
construction equipment and from worker and vendor vehicles, each of which typically use
fossil-based fuels to operate. The combination of fossil-based fuels creates GHGs such as
CO2, CH4, and N2O. Furthermore, CH, is emitted during the fueling of heavy equipment.
Exhaust emissions from on-site tree removal and revegetation activities would vary daily as
construction levels change.

The BAAQMD does not have adopted thresholds of significance for construction related GHG
emissions. However, lead agencies are encouraged to quantify and disclose GHG emissions
that would occur during construction. Based on modeling conducted for the proposed Project,
the GHG emissions would be approximately 113 metric tons of CO, during the three-year tree
removal period. The proposed Project would not generate additional operational emissions as
maintenance activities would be similar to existing conditions. Implementation of BMP AQ-1
(Dust Control Measures) would further reduce GHG emissions during construction activities.
Therefore, the proposed Project would result in a less than significant impact to GHGs.

No Impact. City of Saratoga. The City of Saratoga is in the process of updating their General
Plan, however, no Climate Action Plan or climate action planning policies have currently been
adopted.

AB 32 Scoping Plan. The proposed Project is compared with the AB 32 Scoping Plan (scoping
plan) in order to determine compliance with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted
to reduce emissions of GHGs. The scoping plan contains a variety of strategies to reduce the
state’s emissions. The strategies in AB 32 are not applicable to the proposed Project as the
Project includes the removal of diseased eucalyptus trees and subsequent restoration of a
portion of Saratoga Creek, and would not result in additional operational emissions. Since no
strategies are applicable to the Project, the proposed Project would not conflict with the AB
32 scoping plan.

Therefore, the proposed Project would not conflict with the City of Saratoga General Plan or the
AB 32 Scoping Plan, and no impact is anticipated.

BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (See details in Table 3-2)
AQ-1: Use Dust Control Measures
MITIGATION MEASURES

No mitigation measures required.

9. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
. Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, |:| |:| |Z| |:|
storage 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 D D IX' D
hazardous materials into the environment?
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
. Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste |:| |:| & |:|

within ¥4 mile of an existing or proposed school?

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, |:| |:| |Z| |:|
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 plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, |:| |:| |:| |E
would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area?

f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with

an adopted emergency response plan or emergency |:| |:| & |:|
evacuation plan?

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or

indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or death |:| |:| |Z| |:|
involving wildland fires?

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The Project area is located within the channel bottom and adjacent riparian area of Saratoga
Creek behind existing single family residential properties between Cox Avenue and Prospect High
School. Some additional areas containing fencing and landscaping also fall within the Project
area.

Hazardous Materials

The Project area is not on a state-listed hazardous materials clean-up site. According to the
California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Geotracker website (SWRCB 2019),
there are no hazardous sites within or adjacent to the Project area. The nearest site is the Desert
Petroleum site (T0608500557), an underground storage tank located at 12600 Saratoga Avenue,
approximately 1,500 feet east of the Project site. The site is cleaned up and the case has been
closed.

According to the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) EnviroStor database, the
Orchard Farm Shopping Center located at 6150 Bollinger Road, at Miller Avenue in San Jose,
CA, approximately 1.5 miles from the Project area, which is a state response or national priority
list site. The site was operating as a dry-cleaning facility and now has land use restrictions on it
due to soil contamination. Activities are prohibited that disturb the remediation and monitoring
system without approval (DTSC 2019).

Fire Hazard Severity Zone

Per the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection maps of Very High Fire Hazard
Severity Zones for Santa Clara County, the Project area is located within the Local Responsibility
Area and is not considered a very high fire hazard severity zone (CalFire 2007). The Project area
is located within the Santa Clara County Central Fire Protection District.
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Sensitive Receptors

Sensitive receptors located in the Project vicinity include the single-family residential housing, and
Prospect High School. These parcels are directly adjacent to the Project area.

Emergency Evacuation Route

Per the County of Santa Clara Emergency Operations Plan, there are no designated emergency
evacuation routes within the Project area.

Airport

The nearest airport to the Project area is the Norman Y. Mineta San Jose International Airport,
located at 1701 Airport Boulevard, San Jose, CA 95110. This airport is located approximately
6.2 miles from the Project area.

Discussion

a) Less than Significant Impact. The proposed Project would construct two equipment access
ramps, remove 104 hazard eucalyptus trees and two non-native invasive ash trees within
Saratoga Creek, and restore the area with native riparian species. After tree removal and site
restoration, there would be no routine transportation or disposal of hazardous materials for
operation or maintenance. While gasoline and diesel fuel would typically be used by
construction vehicles, Valley Water would implement the following BMPs: BMP HM-7 (Restrict
Vehicle and Equipment Cleaning to Appropriate Locations) and HM-8 (Ensure Proper Vehicle
and Equipment Fueling and Maintenance), which would require that vehicles and equipment
are washed only at approved areas and that no fueling or servicing of vehicles is done in a
waterway or immediate floodplain, BMP HM-9 (Ensure Proper Hazardous Materials
Management), which includes measures to ensure that hazardous materials are properly
handled and the quality of water resources is protected; and BMP HM-10 (Utilize Spill
Prevention Measures), which includes measures to prevent the accidental release of
chemicals, lubricants, and non-storm drainage water measures as noted in the Environmental
Setting in Section 3 (Table 3-2) to minimize the potential of construction-related fuel hazards.
Also, herbicides would be used in the Project area during revegetation efforts. The following
BMPs would also be implemented to avoid/minimize adverse impacts associated with
herbicide use: BMP HM-5 (Comply with Restrictions on Herbicide Use in Upland Areas); and
BMP HM-6 (Comply with Restriction on Herbicide Use in Aquatic Areas). In addition, use,
storage, transport and disposal of hazardous materials (including any hazardous wastes)
during construction activities would be performed in accordance with existing local, state, and
federal hazardous materials regulations. Therefore, implementation of the proposed Project
would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. Therefore, this is considered a less than
significant impact.

b) Less than Significant Impact. As described in Response (a) above, Project
operation/maintenance would not require routine use of hazardous materials; therefore, no
hazards or hazardous materials impacts related to long-term operation of the proposed
Project are anticipated. However, construction and maintenance activities would include the
use of limited quantities of ordinary equipment fuels and fluids, and small amounts of herbicide
for invasive plant control. These materials would not be used in sufficient quantities to pose a
substantial threat to human or environmental health. Such materials would be kept at
construction staging areas or offsite with maintenance crews, and would be secured when not
in use. As described in Response a) above, in order to avoid or minimize potential of
accidental release of hazardous materials, Valley Water would implement BMPs HM-7
(Restrict Vehicle and Equipment Cleaning to Appropriate Locations) and HM-8 (Ensure
Proper Vehicle and Equipment Fueling and Maintenance); BMP HM-9 (Ensure Proper
Hazardous Materials Management); BMP HM-10 (Utilize Spill Prevention Measures); BMP
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d)

f)

9)

HM-5 (Comply with Restrictions on Herbicide Use in Upland Areas); and BMP HM-6 (Comply
with Restriction on Herbicide Use in Aquatic Areas). In the unlikely event of a spill, fuels and
or herbicides would be controlled and disposed of in accordance with applicable regulations.
Therefore, the proposed Project would not create a significant hazard to the public or
environment. This impact is considered less than significant.

Less Than Significant Impact. The athletic field at Prospect High School is located
immediately adjacent to the northern end of the Project area, while buildings/classrooms are
located approximately 450 feet north of the Project area. As described in Response a) and b)
above, operation of the proposed Project would not require the routine use, transport or
disposal of hazardous materials. During access ramp construction and tree removal activities,
gas and diesel fuel would typically be used by construction vehicles. Also, herbicides would
be used in the Project area during revegetation efforts. Therefore, with implementation of
Valley Water BMPs HM-7 (Restrict Vehicle and Equipment Cleaning to Appropriate
Locations), HM-8 (Ensure Proper Vehicle and Equipment Fueling and Maintenance, HM-9
(Ensure Proper Hazardous Materials Maintenance), HM-10 (Utilize Spill Prevention
Measures), BMP HM-5 (Comply with Restrictions on Herbicide Use in Upland Areas); and
BMP HM-6 (Comply with Restriction on Herbicide Use in Aquatic Areas), the potential for the
release of hazardous material from accidental spills and/or leaks during construction would
be minimized. Therefore, this impact would be considered less than significant.

Less than Significant Impact. Per the DTSC EnviroStor database, the Orchard Farm
Shopping Center located approximately 1.5 miles from the Project area, was operating as a
dry-cleaning facility and now has land use restrictions on it due to soil contamination. Activities
are prohibited that disturb the remediation and monitoring system without approval (DTSC
2019). There are no sites, including sites compiled pursuant to Government Code section
65962.5, in the Project vicinity. Therefore, implementation of the proposed Project is not
anticipated to result in impacts from hazardous materials, which would be considered a less
than significant impact.

No Impact. The Norman Y. Mineta San Jose International Airport is located approximately
6.2 miles northeast of the Project area. According to the Comprehensive Land Use Plan for
the Norman Y. Mineta San Jose International Airport (County of Santa Clara 2016), the Project
area is outside of the Airport Influence Area and would not result in a safety hazard to people
working within the Project area. Therefore, the proposed Project would not result in a
substantial safety hazard for people residing or working in the Project area, which would result
in no impact.

Less than Significant Impact. According to the County of Santa Clara Emergency
Operations Plan, there are no designated emergency evacuation routes within the Project
area. The proposed Project would result in minimal vehicle trips related to worker commute
traffic; haul trips for the import and export of fill material, logs, and brush from the Project area;
and the movement of construction equipment to the Project site. As described in Subsection
16: Transportation/Traffic, the proposed Project would not result in substantial traffic delays,
as traffic flow would be maintained within the Project area. Valley Water would coordinate with
surrounding uses (e.g. Prospect High School and residential uses) to ensure that access for
emergency vehicles is maintained at all times during construction activities. Therefore,
implementation of the proposed Project is not anticipated to impede emergency access to the
Project area and/or surrounding area, which would be considered a less than significant
impact.

Less than Significant Impact. The Project area is dominated by single-family residential
uses. Per the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection maps of Very High Fire
Hazard Severity Zones for Santa Clara County, the Project area is located within the Local
Responsibility Area and is not considered a very high fire hazard severity zone (Cal FIRE
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2016). However, the proposed Project would implement Valley Water BMP HM-12
(Incorporate Fire Prevention Measures) as noted in the Environmental Setting in Section 3,
which requires that equipment be equipped with spark arrestors, fire suppression equipment
is available to the workers, and that smoking is prohibited in order to prevent surrounding
vegetation from igniting during construction activities. Therefore, the proposed Project would
not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland

fires, which would be considered a less than significant impact.

BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (See details in Table 3-2)

HM-5: Comply with Restrictions on Herbicide Use in Upland Areas
HM-6: Comply with Restriction on Herbicide Use in Aquatic Areas

HM-7: Restrict Vehicle and Equipment Cleaning to Appropriate Locations
HM-8: Ensure Proper Vehicle and Equipment Fueling and Maintenance
HM-9: Ensure Proper Hazardous Materials Management

HM-10: Utilize Spill Prevention Measures
HM-12: Incorporate Fire Prevention Measures

MITIGATION MEASURES

No mitigation measures required.

10.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements or otherwise
substantially degrade surface or ground water
quality?

[]

[]

X

[]

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that the project may impede
sustainable groundwater management of the
basin?

[]

[]

X

[]

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern
of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river or
through the addition of impervious surfaces, in
a manner which would:

i) resultin a substantial erosion or siltation
on- or off-site;

i) substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would
result in flooding on- or offsite;

iii) create or contribute runoff water which
would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems or
provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff; or

iv) impede or redirect flood flows?
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk D D IE D

release of pollutants due to project inundation?

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a

water quality control plan or sustainable [] [] [] X
groundwater management plan?

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
Santa Clara Subbasin

The Santa Clara Subbasin covers a surface area of 297 square miles and forms a northwest-
trending, elongated valley bounded by the Santa Cruz Mountains to the west and the Diablo
Range to the east (see Figure 4-1). The Santa Clara Subbasin is a trough-like depression filled
with Quaternary alluvium deposits of unconsolidated gravel, sand, silt and clay that eroded from
adjacent mountain ranges by flowing water, and deposited into the valley. The alluvium comprises
interfingering alluvial fans, stream deposits and terrace deposits.

Groundwater movement in the Santa Clara Subbasin generally follows topographical and surface
water patterns, flowing to the north/northwest toward the interior of the subbasin and San
Francisco Bay. Groundwater also moves toward areas of intense pumping at the local scale.
Groundwater occurs at different depths in the unconfined aquifer throughout the subbasin, and
under artesian conditions in the Santa Clara Plain confined aquifer (SCVWD 2016).

Saratoga Creek Watershed

The Project area is located in the Saratoga Creek watershed within the West Valley Watersheds
area. The West Valley Watersheds comprise an 85-square-mile area of several small watersheds,
including San Tomas Aquino Creek (of which Saratoga Creek is a major tributary), Calabazas
Creek, and the Sunnyvale East and Sunnyvale West channels. These watersheds are primarily
characterized by channelized creeks on the valley floor and more natural streams in the hillsides,
such as Saratoga Creek, which supports a native rainbow trout population. Agricultural and flood
control drainage efforts in the 19th century connected all of the West Valley waterways to
Guadalupe Slough at the southern end of San Francisco Bay. Valley Water does not own or
operate any reservoirs in the West Valley Watersheds area.

Flooding

According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map,
the majority of the Project area is located within the 100-year floodplain (i.e., an area in which
there is a one percent chance per annum of a one hundred-year storm event) (FEMA 2009).

Regulatory Framework
Clean Water Act and Porter Cologne Water Quality Control Act

Water quality is regulated under the federal Clean Water Act (CWA) and California Porter Cologne
Water Quality Control Act. The Project area is located in the San Francisco Bay Region of the
Regional Water Quality Control Board and is subject to the Water Quality Control Plan (Basin
Plan) for the San Francisco Bay Basin. Any proposed dredge and fill activities within waters of
U.S. including wetlands would require a CWA Section 404 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of
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Figure 4-1: Santa Clara Subbasin

Engineers (USACE). Section 404 of the CWA prohibits discharge of dredged or fill materials into
the waters of U.S. without a permit from USACE. If a Section 404 permit is required, a project
proponent may apply for an individual permit or rely on a general permit. Section 404 of the CWA
authorizes USACE to issue general permits on a regional, programmatic, or nationwide basis.
General permits are designed to apply to categories of discharge activities that are similar in
nature and will cause only minor adverse environmental effects. When a Section 404 permit is
required, Section 401 of the CWA requires that an applicant for a federal license or permit (which
includes a Section 404 permit) to provide the federal agency with a certification from the state
stating that the discharge will comply with the state’'s water quality plan. The State Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) has certified a number of nationwide permits (NWPs) for all
of California. The regional boards are responsible for issuing 401 certification for all NWPs not
certified by SWRCB.

The Porter Cologne Act, which is codified in the State Water Code, establishes the responsibilities
and authorities of the nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards and the State Water Resources
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Control Board (SWRCB) whose primary responsibility is for the coordination and control of water
guality. Each Regional Board is directed to prepare a water quality control plan (aka “Basin Plan”)
that includes the following components: beneficial uses which are to be protected, water quality
objectives which protect those uses, and an implementation plan which accomplishes those
objectives. The state law also authorizes the SWRCB and RWQCBS to issue and enforce permits
containing requirements for the discharge of waste to surface waters and land. The federal Clean
Water Act (Public Law 92-500, as amended) provides for the delegation of certain responsibilities
in water quality control and water quality planning to the states. Where the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) and the SWRCB have agreed to such delegation, the Regional Boards
implement portions of the Clean Water Act, such as the National Pollution Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) program.

National Pollution Discharge Elimination System

The NPDES controls the discharge of pollutants to water bodies from point and non-point sources.
In the Bay Area, the program is administered by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB), which was expanded in 1990 to include permitting of storm water
discharges from construction sites that disturb more than one acre. Because the proposed Project
would disturb more than one acre of land during construction activities, Valley Water would need
to comply with the requirements of the NPDES General Permit for construction activities.

The general permit for construction activities requires that an applicant file a public notice of intent
(NOI) with the applicable RWQCB and prepare and implement a storm water pollution and
prevention plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP would include a site map, description of storm water
discharge activities, and best management practices that would be employed to prevent water
pollution. The SWPPP BMPs would be used to control soil erosion and discharges of other
construction-related pollutants that could contaminate nearby water resources.

Discussion

a) Less than Significant Impact. Activities required to complete the Project, including minor
grading and fill placement for access ramp construction, tree removal, dewatering, and
temporary placement of fill material, have the potential to expose soils and mobilize sediments
in storm water. Additionally, hazardous materials such as fuels, oils, grease, and lubricants
from construction equipment could be accidentally released during temporary fill placement,
tree removal, and creek restoration efforts. Accidental discharge of these materials into
Saratoga Creek could adversely affect water quality and/or result in violation of water quality
standards. The proposed Project would include humerous BMPs to avoid and minimize any
water quality related impacts.

BMP BI-3 (Remove Temporary Fill), which provides that diversion structures and/or
cofferdams are removed upon finishing the work or as appropriate, would remove any
temporary impact from the fill. The proposed Project also incorporates the following BMPs to
avoid or minimize water quality impact associated with storage and release of hazardous
materials: HM-5 (Comply with Restrictions on Herbicide Use in Upland Areas) and HM-6
(Comply with Restrictions on Herbicide Use in Aguatic Areas), which control oversight of
herbicide use; HM-7 (Restrict Vehicle and Equipment Cleaning to Appropriate Locations) and
HM-8 (Ensure Proper Vehicle and Equipment Fueling and Maintenance), which requires that
vehicles and equipment are washed only in approved areas and that no fueling or servicing
of vehicles occurs in a waterway or immediate floodplain; and HM-9 (Ensure Proper
Hazardous Materials Management) and HM-10 (Utilize Spill Prevention Measures), which
includes measures that ensure that hazardous materials are properly handled and the quality
of water resources is protected and that spill prevention measures are incorporated to prevent
the accidental release of chemicals, fuels, lubricants, and non-storm drainage water. Finally,
the proposed Project also incorporates the following water quality BMPs including: WQ-1
(Conduct Work from Top of Bank), which requires that work activities be conducted from top
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b)

of bank if there are flows in the channel; WQ-2 (Evaluate Use of Wheel and Track Mounted
Vehicles in Stream Bottoms), which is intended to use the appropriate equipment for the job
that minimizes disturbance to the stream bottom; WQ-4 (Limit Impacts from Staging and
Stockpiling Materials), which requires implementation of measures to minimize soil from being
tracked onto streets near work sites; WQ-5 (Stabilize Construction Entrances and Exits),
which requires measures are implemented to minimize soil from being tracked into streets
near work sites; WQ-9 (Use Seeding for Erosion Control, Weed Suppression, and Site
Improvement), which requires disturbed areas are seeded with native seed as soon as it is
appropriate after activities are complete; WQ-11 (Maintain Clean Conditions at Work Sites),
which requires that the work sites and access roads are maintained in an orderly condition;
WQ-15 (Prevent Water Pollution), which requires oily, greasy, or sediment laden substances
or other material that originates from Project operations not be allowed to enter or be placed
where it may enter a waterway; and WQ-16 (Prevent Storm Water Pollution), which requires
that measures be implemented to prevent storm water pollution. Implementation of these
BMPs would minimize impacts on water quality.

The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System General Permit (GP) for Construction
(Order 2009-009-DWQ) requires construction sites over one acre that do not qualify for a
waiver to prepare and implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). As
project construction would exceed one acre of ground disturbance, Valley Water would
prepare and implement a SWPPP and file a Notice of Intent with the RWQCB to obtain
coverage under the GP. The SWPPP would incorporate BMPs to control sedimentation and
runoff. A spill prevention and countermeasure plan would be incorporated into the SWPPP.

Although unlikely during the dry season, creek dewatering may be necessary prior to
equipment entering the creek for each phase of work. In-channel work would occur when the
creek is naturally dry, and the only source of water in the channel would be from upstream
managed releases. Releases from SCP would be shut off by Valley Water a few days prior to
equipment entering the channel to allow time for residual water to percolate and drain from
the Project area.

Valley Water would coordinate with the San Jose Water Company to preclude maintenance-
related releases into Saratoga Creek from their facility 3.5 miles upstream of the Project area
during the eucalyptus removal work periods. If such releases must occur, they are typically
small and are not expected to reach the Project area. However, a small temporary cofferdam
would be installed beneath the bridge at Cox Avenue to ensure that any San Jose Water
Company maintenance releases do not reach the Project area during in-channel work. Much
of the potential surface water impounded by the cofferdam is expected to infiltrate. However,
a bypass pipeline would be installed to ensure that no water reaches the Project area as
described in Section 2 above. The total dry-back time for Saratoga Creek during the Project
is anticipated to range from 60-90 days per working season. Implementation of best
management practices and compliance with the construction general permit would reduce
potentially significant impacts to water quality to a less than significant level.

Less than Significant Impact. No groundwater supplies would be used or impacted by the
proposed Project. The reach of Saratoga Creek within the Project area is used for
groundwater recharge via water from the Stevens Creek Pipeline during the dry season.
Groundwater recharge in this reach of Saratoga Creek would not occur during Project
activities. Because the project area is composed of a small fraction of the Santa Clara Plain
Recharge Area (Figure 4-1), the short-term temporary hold on groundwater recharge within
the Project area would not interfere substantially such that the project would impede the
overall sustainable groundwater management of the basin. Therefore, impacts would be
considered less than significant.
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c-i)

c-ii)

c-iii)

c-iv)

d)

Less than Significant Impact. Construction activities associated with the proposed Project
could temporarily increase the potential for erosion from the construction of temporary access
ramps. In addition, the removal of 104 large hazard eucalyptus trees and two non-native ash
trees from the channel banks of Saratoga Creek could also expose bare soil resulting in an
increased potential for erosion or siltation within the Project area. BMPs outlined in the
discussion under (a) above would be implemented during Project activities to reduce impacts
from erosion and siltation. For example, BMP WQ-5 requires measures to minimize soil from
being tracked onto streets near work sites; BMP WQ-9 requires disturbed areas to be seeded
with native seed as soon as is appropriate after activities have been completed and requires
erosion control seed mix to be applied to exposed soils. BMP WQ-16 requires stormwater
pollution and erosion control measures during construction. With these measures, the impact
would be less than significant.

No Impact. The proposed Project would not increase the amount of impervious surface area.
Following hazard tree removal, all temporary fill material from ramp construction would be
removed, and the site revegetated with native riparian species. Therefore, no increase in the
amount of surface runoff would occur; and no impact would result.

No Impact. See response to C-ii above. No increase in storm water runoff would occur as a
result of the proposed Project. No impact would occur.

Less than Significant Impact. A total of 100 cubic yards of temporary fill would be placed in
Saratoga Creek, 30 cubic yards of which would be placed below the OHWM for construction
of the proposed ramp located behind the Brookside Club. It is estimated that approximately
75 cubic yards of fill would be placed in the creek, 20 cubic yards of which would be placed
below the OHWM for construction of the proposed ramp near the Prospect High School soccer
field. An additional 20 cubic yards of temporary fill would be placed below the OHWM for the
construction of two cofferdams. The fill would be placed no earlier than July 1st and removed
no later than October 15th. Because all work is proposed to be completed outside of the rainy
season for each of the four years of tree removal (2019, 2020, 2021, and 2022), the temporary
fill material is not expected to impede or redirect flows. However, if water begins to flow during
tree removal work, the temporary cofferdam would be used to redirect creek water around the
work area. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

Less than Significant Impact. Although the topography in the Project area is fairly level, the
Project occurs within and immediately adjacent to Saratoga Creek. Construction activities
would occur primarily within the banks and channel bottom of Saratoga. Because the Project
is located within Saratoga Creek, it is located within a flood hazard area. However, all work
within the channel would occur outside of the rainy season when flooding is expected to occur.
No fill structures or potential pollutants would remain in the project area during the rainy
season that could be released during site inundation. Therefore, impacts would be considered
less than significant.

Based on the distance of the Project area from the San Francisco Bay and the relatively flat
topography, the Project area would not be exposed to inundation by seiche, tsunami or
mudflow. According to the Department of Conservation Tsunami Inundation Maps
(Department of Conservation 2009), the Project area is not located in a tsunami inundation
zone. Therefore, potential pollutants used during tree removal and site restoration within the
Project area would not be subject to inundation by a tsunami; and therefore, no impact would
occur.

No Impact. The proposed Project would remove 104 hazard eucalyptus trees and two non-
native invasive ash trees, and restore the creek banks within the Project area with native
riparian trees and shrubs. The Project would not conflict with either the San Francisco Bay
Basin Water Quality Control Plan or the Groundwater Management Plan for the Santa Clara
Subbasin. No impact would occur.
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BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (See details in Table 3-2)

BI-3: Remove Temporary Fill

HM-5:  Comply with Restrictions on Herbicide Use in Upland Areas

HM-6: Comply with Restrictions on Herbicide Use in Aquatic Areas

HM-7:  Restrict Vehicle and Equipment Cleaning to Appropriate Locations
HM-8: Ensure Proper Vehicle and Equipment Fueling and Maintenance

HM-9:  Ensure Proper Hazardous Materials Management

HM-10: Utilize Spill Prevention Measures

WQ-1: Conduct Work from Top of Bank

WQ-2: Evaluate Use of Wheel and Track Mounted Vehicles in Stream Bottoms
WQ-3: Limit Impact of Pump and Generator Operations and Maintenance
WQ-4: Limit Impacts from Staging and Stockpiling Materials

WQ-5: Stabilize Construction Entrances and Exits

WQ-9: Use Seeding for Erosion Control, Weed Suppression, and Site Improvement
WQ-11: Maintain Clean Conditions at Work Sites

WQ-15: Prevent Water Pollution

WQ-16: Prevent Storm Water Pollution

MITIGATION MEASURES

No mitigation measures required.

11. LAND USE AND PLANNING

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
. Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Physically divide an established community? [] [] [] X
b) Cause a significant environmental impact due
to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding D D D &
or mitigating an environmental effect?

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The Project alignment is located within the City of Saratoga, within the limits of five Valley Water-
owned parcels located within and adjacent to Saratoga Creek. The Project site begins
immediately downstream of the Cox Avenue Bridge and ends at the southwest corner of the
Prospect High School athletic field.

Development adjacent to the Project area did not begin until the late 1950s. The Project area is
currently surrounded by suburban development including dozens of private residences, a private
swim and racquet club, and high voltage power lines, all of which could be jeopardized by a falling
eucalyptus branch or entire tree.

Surrounding Sensitive Receptors. The site is surrounded by sensitive receptors to include
single-family residential, and Prospect High School, which has an athletic field located adjacent
to the Project area.

Surrounding Land Used Designations. According to the City of Saratoga General Plan,
surrounding land use designations in the Project area include: Medium Density Residential (M-
10; single-family 4.35 du/net acre or 13.5 people/acre) to the east and west, Medium Density
Residential 12.5 (M-12.5; single-family 3.48 du/net acre or 10.8 people/acre) to the west,
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Community Facility Sites (CFS; Prospect High School) to the north, and Professional
Administrative (PA) to the south.

According to the City of Saratoga Zoning Map, surrounding areas are zoned: R-1-10,000 (Single
Family Residential 1-10,000 and with Single Story Overlay) to the east and west, R-1-12,500
(Single Family Residential 1-12,500) to the west, and PA (Professional and Administrative) to the
south.

Discussion

a) No Impact. The physical division of an established community typically refers to the
construction of a physical feature (such as an interstate highway or railroad tracks) or removal
of a means of access (such as a local road or bridge) that would impair mobility within an
existing community or between a community and an outlying area. The Project area is located
in a primarily single-family residential area within the City of Saratoga. The proposed Project
would remove 104 hazard eucalyptus trees and two non-native invasive ash trees, and
revegetate the Project area with native riparian vegetation. As such, the proposed Project
would not divide an established community and would have no impact.

b) No Impact. The proposed Project would not change the existing land use within the Project
area or result in the development of land uses that would be incompatible with surrounding
land uses. The proposed Project would remove hazardous exotic trees from Saratoga Creek
and restore it with native riparian vegetation. Existing land uses would remain unchanged and
the post-project conditions would not conflict with existing or future designated uses of
surrounding land uses. Therefore, the proposed Project would result in no impact.

BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (See details in Table 3-2)
Not applicable.

MITIGATION MEASURES

No mitigation measures required.

12. MINERAL RESOURCES

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
. Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known
mineral resource that would be of value to the [] [] [] X

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 D D D &
plan, or other land use plan?

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Minerals are any naturally occurring chemical element or compound, or groups of elements and
compounds, formed from inorganic processes and organic substances including, but not limited
to, coal, peat and oil bearing rock, but excluding geothermal resources, natural gas and
petroleum. Rock, sand, gravel and earth are also considered minerals by the Department of
Conservation when extracted by surface mining operations. According to the Geologic Map of
Santa Clara County, which shows mineral deposits within the City of Saratoga, the Project area
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does not contain any mineral resources. Neither the State Geologist nor the State Mining and
Geology Board has classified any areas except the Communications Hill area in the City of San
Jose as containing mineral deposits that are of statewide significance or for which the significant
requires further evaluation.

Discussion

a) No Impact. Since the Project area does not contain any mineral resources, the proposed
hazard tree removal and site revegetation would not 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 within the
Project area. Therefore, the proposed Project would have no impact on mineral resources.

b) No Impact. Since the Project area does not contain any mineral resources, the proposed
hazard tree removal and site revegetation would not 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 within the Project area. Therefore, the proposed Project would have no
impact on mineral resources.

BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (See details in Table 3-2)
Not applicable.
MITIGATION MEASURES

No mitigation measures required.

13. NOISE
Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
. Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in
the vicinity of the project in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise D D & D
ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies?

b) Generation of excessive ground borne vibration
or ground borne noise levels? D D & D

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

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Noise is usually defined as unwanted sound. Noise consists of any sound that may produce
physiological or psychological damage and/or interfere with communication, work, rest,
recreation, or sleep.

To the human ear, sound has two significant characteristics: pitch and loudness. Pitch is generally
an annoyance, while loudness can affect our ability to hear. Pitch is the number of complete
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vibrations, or cycles per second, of a wave resulting in the tone’s range from high to low. Loudness
is the strength of a sound that describes a noisy or quiet environment and is measured by the
amplitude of the sound wave. Loudness is determined by the intensity of the sound waves,
combined with the reception characteristics of the human ear. Sound intensity refers to how hard
the sound wave strikes an object, which in turn produces the sound’s effect. This characteristic of
sound can be measured precisely with instruments. The analysis of a project defines the noise
environment of the Project area in terms of sound intensity and the Project’s effect on adjacent
sensitive land uses.

Measurement of Sound

Sound intensity is measured through the A-weighted scale to correct for the relative frequency
response of the human ear. That is, an A-weighted noise level de-emphasizes low and very high
frequencies of sound similar to the human ear’s de-emphasis of these frequencies. Unlike linear
units (e.g., inches or pounds), decibels are measured on a logarithmic scale representing points
on a sharply rising curve.

For example, 10 decibels (dB) are 10 times more intense than 1 dB; 20 dB are 100 times more
intense than 1 dB; and 30 dB are 1,000 times more intense than 1 dB. Thirty decibels (30 dB)
represent 1,000 times as much acoustic energy as 1 dB. The decibel scale increases as the
square of the change, representing the sound pressure energy. A sound as soft as human
breathing is about 10 times greater than 0 dB. The decibel system of measuring sound gives a
rough connection between the physical intensity of sound and its perceived loudness to the
human ear. A 10 dB increase in sound level is perceived by the human ear as only a doubling of
the loudness of the sound. Ambient sounds generally range from 30 A-weighted decibels (dBA)
(very quiet) to 100 dBA (very loud).

Sound levels are generated from a source, and their decibel level decreases as the distance from
that source increases. Sound dissipates exponentially with distance from the noise source. For a
single point source, sound levels decrease approximately 6 dBA for each doubling of distance
from the source. This drop-off rate is appropriate for noise generated by stationary equipment. If
noise is produced by a line source (e.g., highway traffic or railroad operations), the sound
decreases 3 dBA for each doubling of distance in a hard-site environment. Line source (noise in
a relatively flat environment with absorptive vegetation) decreases 4.5 dBA for each doubling of
distance.

There are many ways to rate noise for various time periods, but an appropriate rating of ambient
noise affecting humans also accounts for the annoying effects of sound. Equivalent continuous
sound level (Leq) is the total sound energy of time varying noise over a sample period. However,
the predominant rating scales for communities in the State of California are the Leqg and
Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) or the day-night average level (Ldn) based on dBA.
CNEL is the time varying noise over a 24-hour period, with a 5 dBA weighting factor applied to
the hourly Leq for noises occurring from 7 p.m. to 10 p.m. (defined as relaxation hours) and a
10 dBA weighting factor applied to noise occurring from 10 p.m. to 7 a.m. (defined as sleeping
hours). Ldn is similar to the CNEL scale, but without the adjustment for events occurring during
the evening hours. CNEL and Ldn are within 1 dBA of each other and are normally exchangeable.

It should also be noted that Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) is the standard federal metric
for determining cumulative exposure of individuals to noise, and is also used by the City of
Saratoga. DNL is the 24-hour average sound level in decibels. The average is derived from noise
measurements taken during a 24-hour period. DNL adds a 10 dB noise penalty to each aircraft
operation occurring during nighttime hours (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.). DNL includes that penalty to
compensate for people’s heightened sensitivity to noise during this period.

Other noise rating scales of importance when assessing the annoyance factor include the
maximum noise level (Lmax), which is the highest exponential time averaged sound level that
occurs during a stated time period. The noise environments discussed in this analysis for short-
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term noise impacts are specified in terms of maximum levels denoted by Lmax, which reflects
peak operating conditions and addresses the annoying aspects of intermittent noise. It is often
used together with another noise scale, or noise standards in terms of percentile noise levels, in
noise ordinances for enforcement purposes. For example, the L10 noise level represents the
noise level exceeded 10 percent of the time during a stated period. The L50 noise level represents
the median noise level. Half of the time the noise level exceeds this level, and half of the time it
is less than this level. The L90 noise level represents the noise level exceeded 90 percent of the
time and is considered the background noise level during a monitoring period. For a relatively
constant noise source, the Leq and L50 are approximately the same.

Noise impacts can be described in three categories. The first category includes audible impacts
that refer to increases in noise levels noticeable to humans. Audible increases in noise levels
generally refer to a change of 3.0 dB or greater since this level has been found to be barely
perceptible in exterior environments. The second category, potentially audible, refers to a change
in the noise level between 1.0 and 3.0 dB. This range of noise levels has been found to be
noticeable only in laboratory environments. The last category includes changes in noise level of
less than 1.0 dB, which are inaudible to the human ear. Only audible changes in existing ambient
or background noise levels are considered potentially significant.

Surrounding Land Uses

The Project alignment containing Saratoga Creek is located in the northeastern portion of the City
of Saratoga within a highly urbanized single-family residential neighborhood. Other uses adjacent
to the Project alignment include the Brookside Club (swim and tennis) and the Saratoga Woods
Swim Club. In addition, the Brookglen Park (neighborhood park) is located on the west bank of
Saratoga Creek just north of Cox Avenue. Prospect High School is located on the east bank of
Saratoga Creek at the north end of the Project alignment.

Existing Noise Levels

The primary source of noise in the Project vicinity is from vehicular traffic on the surrounding roads
including Cox Avenue, Saratoga Avenue, Prospect Road, California State Route 85, and
Lawrence Expressway. According to the noise contour mapping provided in the Updated City of
Saratoga General Plan Noise Element, noise levels in the Project area range from below 55 dB
DNL in the northern portion of the Project alignment, to 65 dB DNL in the southern portion of the
Project alignment, which represents the 24-hour average sound level with a 10 dB “penalty” for
noise occurring at night (City of Saratoga, 2014).

Sensitive Receptors

In the Project vicinity, noise sensitive land uses include residential properties along the entire
alignment and Prospect High School located immediately northeast of the Project site. The
residential properties are located approximately 40 feet from the nearest residence, and
classrooms/buildings located approximately 600 feet northeast of the Project area.

Regulatory Framework
City of Saratoga Municipal Code Noise Ordinance

The applicable noise standards governing the proposed tree removal and restoration activities
are the noise criteria listed in the City’s Municipal Code. Section 7-30.040 sets out noise standards
for all uses and developments in the City. Section 7-30.060 - Exceptions for specific activities is
permitted to exceed the standards set forth in Section 7-30.040 for construction activities, the use
of chainsaws, and the use of wood chippers.

Section 7-30.060 (a) states, “Construction, alteration, repair, and grading activities shall not
exceed 100 dBA measured at any point 25 feet or more from the source of noise. Such activities
may be conducted between the hours of 7:30 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. Monday through Friday and
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between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. on Saturday. Construction activities shall be
prohibited on Sundays and weekday holidays...”

Section 7-30.060 (c) states, “Powered garden tools shall not exceed 78 dBA at any point 25 feet
or more from the source of noise. Such tools may be utilized during the following days and times:
(2) Gasoline powered chainsaws may be utilized between 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. Monday
through Friday and between 10:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays and Sundays.”

Section 7-30.060 (d) states, “Wood chippers shall not exceed 100 dBA at any point 25 feet or
more from the source of noise. Wood chippers may be utilized between 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m.
Monday through Friday and Saturdays between 10:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. Use of wood chippers
shall not be allowed on Sundays.”

City of Saratoga General Plan Noise Element.

The City of Saratoga Noise Element contains goals, policies, and implementing actions to regulate
noise levels within the City. Policy 2.7 states that “noise generated by equipment, animals and
amplified sound shall meet adopted standards.” The City of Saratoga General Plan does not
contain specific policies for construction activities.

Discussion

a) Less Than Significant Impact. As described in the Regulatory Framework, the City’s noise
ordinance provides the following specific day/hour restrictions and noise standards for
construction/grading activities and the use of chainsaws and wood chippers under Municipal
Code Section 7-30.060: 100 dBA measured at any point 25 feet from the noise source for
construction activities, and restricts hours of construction to 7:30 a.m. to 6 p.m., Monday
through Friday and 9 a.m. to 5 p.m. on Saturday. Construction activities are prohibited on
Sundays and weekday holidays; 78 dBA at any point 25 feet or more from the source of noise
for chainsaws. Chainsaws may be utilized between 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. Monday through
Friday and between 10:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays and Sundays; 100 dBA at any
point 25 feet or more from the source of noise for wood chippers; wood chippers may be used
between 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, and Saturdays between 10:00 a.m.
and 5:00 p.m.; use of wood chippers shall not be allowed on Sundays.

As described in the Project Description, construction activities for the proposed Project would
occur from 7:30 a.m. to 5 p.m. Monday through Friday, and 9 a.m. to 5 p.m. on Saturday as
needed. However, if chainsaws or wood chippers are utilized during Project activities, such
equipment would only be operated within the allowable hours specified in the City of Saratoga
Noise Ordinance. Once tree removal and revegetation is completed, future maintenance
activities would be undertaken similar to those that are currently occurring. Thus, the proposed
Project would not expose persons to or generate noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local ordinance.

Over a three-year period (with an option to extend to a fourth year), ramp construction and
tree cutting activities would begin August 1 (July 1 in years 2 and 3) and end on October 31.
Access ramp removal and site restoration would take place from October 1 through
December 31 of each year. Therefore, these impacts would be considered short-term and
temporary. Although noise levels would be higher during access ramp construction and
removal, tree cutting, and restoration, than existing ambient noise levels in the Project area,
noise levels would return to existing ambient levels when the Project is complete. Noise
generated during tree removal and site restoration activities would not exceed the noise
standards under Section 7-30 of the City’s Municipal Code. Therefore, Project-generated
noise impacts are considered to be less than significant.

b) Less than Significant Impact. Vibration refers to groundborne noise and perceptible motion.
Groundborne vibration is almost exclusively a concern inside buildings and is rarely perceived
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as a problem outdoors, where the motion may be discernable. However, without the effects
associated with the shaking of a building, there is less adverse reaction.

The proposed Project would not use pile driving equipment or heavy equipment that would
generate discernable vibrations, but would use smaller construction equipment to include
loaders and excavators. Although a large mobile crane would be used, it would operate from
a stationary position and not generate discernable vibrations. Therefore, groundborne
vibration associated with the proposed Project would be less than significant.

No Impact. The Norman Y. Mineta San Jose International Airport is located approximately
seven miles northeast of the Project area. According to the Comprehensive Land Use Plan
for the Norman Y. Mineta San Jose International Airport, the Project area is well outside of
the noise contours for the airport (Santa Clara County Airport Land Use Commission, 2016);
and therefore, would not expose people working within the Project area to excessive noise
levels. Therefore, no impact would occur from Project implementation.

BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (See details in Table 3-2)
Not applicable.
MITIGATION MEASURES

No mitigation measures required.
14. POPULATION AND HOUSING
Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
. Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth
in an area, either directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses) or [] [] [] X
indirectly (for example, through extension of
roads or other infrastructure)?
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people
or housing, necessitating the construction of [] [] [] X
replacement housing elsewhere?

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The Project area is located in the City of Saratoga. The Project area consists primarily of suburban
medium density residential uses, swim and tennis clubs, and Prospect High School.

Discussion

a)

No Impact. The proposed Project would not include any new housing, commercial or
industrial space, result in the conversion of adjacent land uses, or provide access to
previously inaccessible areas. The proposed Project was initiated to remove 104 hazardous
trees from the Project area and to revegetate the area with native riparian species.
Therefore, the proposed Project would not directly or indirectly induce substantial population
growth. Thus, the proposed Project would have no impact.

b, ¢) No Impact. The proposed Project would not include the demolition of existing housing or

displace existing housing or residents, which would necessitate the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere. Therefore, the proposed Project would have no impact.
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BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (See details in Table 3-2)
Not applicable.

MITIGATION MEASURES

No mitigation measures are required.

15. PUBLIC SERVICES

Would the project result in substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with the provision of
new or physically altered governmental facilities or
need for new or physical altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause

significant environmental impacts, in order to Less Than
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, . Sl
. . Potentially with Less Than
or other performance objectives for any of the Significant | Mitigation | Significant | No
public services: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

a) Fire protection?

b) Police protection?

¢) Schools?

d) Parks?

e) Other public facilities?

N O
N O
N O
D o o=

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Fire Protection

The Project area is located within the City of Saratoga and is served by Santa Clara County
Central Fire Protection District (CCFD). The CCFD has grown to include 15 fire stations, an
administrative headquarters, a maintenance facility, five other support facilities, 19 pieces of
apparatus and 3 command vehicles, to cover 128.3 square miles (267 square km) and a
population of over 226,700.

Police Protection

The Santa Clara County Sheriff's Office provides law enforcement to the City of Saratoga. The
Sheriff's Office serves the communities of Saratoga, Cupertino, Los Altos Hills, and the
unincorporated areas of the County with a service population of 197,000.

Schools

The Saratoga Union School District serves students in grades K-8 and presently operates three
elementary schools and one middle school. Our student population consists of approximately
1050 elementary school aged students and 850 middle school students.

Most of the Project area is located within the Campbell Union High School District, which
encompasses five comprehensive high schools: Branham, Del Mar, Leigh, Prospect and
Westmont.

A portion of the Project area is located within the Los Gatos-Saratoga Union High School District,
which serves students in grades 9-12. The Los Gatos-Saratoga Union High School District
operates both the Los Gatos High School and the Saratoga High School.
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Parks

The City of Saratoga Recreation Department operates 17 parks according to the City of Saratoga
General Plan Open Space/Conservation Element. The City of Saratoga controls approximately
87 acres of parkland, of which 63 acres have been improved for park purposes (City of Saratoga
2007). In addition, the City of Saratoga has since opened Quarry Park, a 64-acre located at 22000
Congress Springs Road.

Other Public Facilities
No other public facilities are located in the Project area.
Discussion

a, b) No Impact. Project activities would not contribute to an increased need for fire or police
protection services, since the proposed Project would not contribute to population growth or
other long-term land use modifications. Therefore, the proposed Project would have no
impact to fire and police protection services.

c) No Impact. Classrooms at the Prospect High School are located within 600 feet of the
Project area. However, the proposed Project would result in short-term construction
activities and is not anticipated to result in long-term effects to existing school facilities, nor
would it contribute to any change in population, or other land use modifications that would
impact the Campbell Union High School District, Los Gatos-Saratoga Union High School
District, or the Saratoga Union School District. Therefore, would be no impacts associated
with the need to expand any school facilities.

d) No Impact. The proposed Project would not result in substantial impacts associated with
new or physically altered park facilities in order to maintain adequate recreational facilities
for residents. Therefore, no impact would occur as a result of Project implementation.

e) No Impact. Since the proposed activity would not contribute to population growth or other
long-term land use modifications, the proposed Project is not anticipated to affect other
public facilities. Therefore, no impact would occur as a result of Project implementation.

BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (See details in Table 3-2)
Not applicable.

MITIGATION MEASURES

No mitigation measures are required.

16. RECREATION

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and
regional parks or other recreational facilities D D D &

such that substantial physical deterioration of
the facility would occur or be accelerated?

b) Include recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational
facilities which might have an adverse physical D D D &
effect on the environment?
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ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The Project area is located along Saratoga Creek from Cox Avenue to Prospect High School in
the City of Saratoga. Brookglen Park, a 0.7-acre neighborhood park, is located immediately to the
west of the Project alignment. According to the Countywide Trails Master Plan Map, the San
Tomas Aquino/Saratoga Creeks Trail is located to the north of Prospect Road (County of Santa
Clara 1995). However, no existing or proposed trails are located in the Project vicinity (City of
Saratoga 2007; County of Santa Clara 1995).

Discussion

a) No Impact. Brookglen Park is located immediately west of the Project area. The park would
not be utilized for Project activities and tree removal, and revegetation efforts would not
directly impact park users during Project implementation. However, park users may be
temporarily disturbed by ramp construction, tree removal, and revegetation efforts in the
southern portion of the Project alignment. This disturbance would be short-term and
intermittent and would not be expected to drive potential park users to other recreational
facilities causing substantial physical deterioration.

The proposed Project would not result in a substantial increase in the use of existing
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would occur
or be accelerated. Therefore, this would be considered a less than significant impact.

b) No Impact. The proposed Project does not include construction or expansion of recreational
facilities and would have no impact.

BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (See details in Table 3-2)
Not applicable.

MITIGATION MEASURES

No mitigation measures are required.

17. TRANSPORTATION

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or
policy addressing the circulation system, D D IE D

including transit, roadway, bicycle and
pedestrian facilities?

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA
Guidelines § 15064.3, subdivision (b)?

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a

[] []
geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or D D
[ ] [ ]

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

d) Result in inadequate emergency access?

O O O

X
X
X
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ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
Existing Roadway Network

Regional roadway access to Saratoga is provided by three major freeways: State Route (SR) 85,
Interstate 280 (I-280), and SR 17. Only SR 85 provides direct access to Saratoga via interchanges
at Saratoga Avenue and South De Anza Boulevard (in Cupertino). Access to SR 17 is provided
by Saratoga-Los Gatos Road, which is designated as SR 9, and via SR 85. Lawrence Expressway
also serves regional traffic and links Saratoga to Santa Clara and Sunnyvale.

State Route 85 (SR 85) is six-lane freeway linking U.S. Highway 101 (US 101) in Mountain View
to US 101 in south San Jose. The median lane in both directions is designated for use by High
Occupancy Vehicles (HOVs) and motorcycles during peak periods. HOVs include carpools,
vanpools and buses. Full-access via ramps is provided at Saratoga Avenue between Fruitvale
and Cox Avenues.

Saratoga Avenue is a two- to six-lane street linking Saratoga-Los Gatos Road (SR 9) with Scott
Boulevard in the City of Santa Clara. In Saratoga, this street includes two lanes between SR 9
and Fruitvale Avenue, and four lanes north of this point to the City limits.

Prospect Road is a two- to four-lane east-west roadway extending between Stevens Creek
County Park and Saratoga Avenue. Several north-south collector streets connect to Prospect
Road through Cupertino including Blaney Avenue, Miller Avenue, and Johnson Avenue. The
majority of Prospect Road forms the boundary between Saratoga and the Cities of San Jose and
Cupertino. A short segment of this road includes five through lanes between Saratoga Avenue
and Lawrence Expressway.

Cox Avenue is an east-west street extending between Saratoga-Sunnyvale Road and Quito
Road. The majority of this street includes two travel lanes, with a four-lane segment between
Saratoga Avenue and Paseo Presado. As part of the City’s neighborhood traffic management
speed table to discourage speeding. Between Prospect Road and Saratoga-Los Gatos Road,
Cox Avenue is the only east-west street providing a direct connection across Saratoga between
Saratoga-Sunnyvale Road and Quito Road (City of Saratoga 2010).

Regulatory Framework

The City of Saratoga General Plan Circulation and Scenic Highway Element maintains Level of
Service (LOS) D as the minimal acceptable operation level for intersections that are under the
City’s jurisdiction. LOS A (indicating free flow operations with little or no delay experienced by
motorists), to LOS F (indicating congested and oversaturated conditions where traffic flows
exceed design capacity and result in long queues and delays). The City does not regulate the
temporary construction impacts on local intersections.

Section 15064.3 of the CEQA Guidelines considers a Project’'s transportation impacts by
evaluating the vehicle miles travelled (VMT) that are attributable to the Project rather than looking
at LOS. However, the City of Saratoga has not yet adopted this policy and has no currently
adopted VMT thresholds of significance. Additionally, this metric only applies to operational VMT
generated by the Project, and not construction VMT.

Discussion

a) Less than Significant Impact. Construction activity associated with the proposed Project
would generate short-term increase in vehicle trips from construction workers and haul trucks
transporting materials to and from the Project site on area roadways. Additional trips would
occur during access ramp construction to deliver and ultimately haul off the approximately
195 cubic yards of temporary fill material, during tree removal, and creek restoration. It is
anticipated that no more than 30 additional vehicle trips per day would occur during tree
removal activities. Daily vehicle trips would likely be lower during site restoration.
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b)

c)

d)

Access to Project site during tree removal and creek restoration would be accomplished using
existing roads including State Route 85, Saratoga Avenue, Cox Avenue, Saratoga Creek
Drive, and the driveway access to the Brookside Club. The Project-generated traffic would be
temporary and therefore would not result in any long-term degradation in traffic operating
conditions (i.e., permanent increases in congestion) on any roadway segments or
intersections in the Project vicinity. The minimal number of vehicle trips would not substantially
add to local congestion in the Project area. Therefore, although Project-generated traffic
would contribute to localized congestion near the Project site, impacts to the performance of
the circulation system and travel demands would be temporary and short-term in nature.

Construction-related truck traffic during the a.m. (8:00 to 9:00 a.m.) and p.m. (4:00 to 6:00
p.m.) peak hours would coincide with peak-period traffic volumes on area roadways; and
therefore, have the greatest potential to impede traffic flow. Project-related hauling and
deliveries would be dispersed throughout the day, which would lessen the effect on peak-hour
traffic on the roadway segments and intersections in the Project vicinity with the exception of
worker commute trips, which would typically occur during the a.m. and p.m. peak hour.

Due to the minimum number of trips per day that the Project is expected to generate, and the
temporary nature of the trips that would be generated, impacts are expected to be less than
significant.

Less than Significant Impact. The Project would not conflict or be inconsistent with Section
15064.3 of the CEQA Guidelines, which considers a Project’'s transportation impacts by
evaluating the vehicle miles travelled (VMT) that are attributable to the Project. The Project
would only generate a temporary increase in VMT during access ramp construction and
removal, tree removal, and creek restoration. Following Project implementation and
completion of the plant establishment period, no additional maintenance would be required
beyond what is already occurring. Therefore, no permanent increase in VMT would occur as
a result of the proposed Project. Therefore, impacts would be considered less than significant.

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed Project would not include new design features
(e.g., new facilities or obstructions within public roadways) or alterations of existing features
(e.g., road realignment). No incompatible uses or hazardous design features are associated
with operation of the proposed Project. However, construction of the proposed Project would
result in heavy vehicles and equipment accessing the Project area via local roadways,
including Cox Avenue, Saratoga Avenue, and Saratoga Creek Drive. The presence of large,
slow-moving equipment among the general-purpose traffic on roadways in the Project area
could result in temporary safety hazards. However, given the limited amount of equipment
needed to implement the proposed Project, traffic safety hazards would not be substantially
increased. In addition, implementation of BMP TR-1, which requires fencing, barriers, lights,
flagging, guards and/or signs (as appropriate) to provide warning to the public of construction
activities, would minimize the effects from construction traffic within the Project area
Therefore, the proposed Project would result in a less than significant impact from an increase
in traffic hazards.

Less than Significant Impact. During construction, Valley Water would coordinate with
surrounding uses (e.g. Prospect High School, Brookside Club, and residential uses) to ensure
that access for emergency vehicles is maintained at all times during tree removal and
restoration activities. Therefore, the proposed Project would have a less than significant
impact on emergency access.

BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (See details in Table 3-2)
TR-1: Incorporate Public Safety Measures
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MITIGATION MEASURES

No mitigation measures are required.

18. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

Would the project cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource, defined in Public Resources Code Section
21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural

landscape that is geographically defined in terms of Less Than

; Significant
the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, , .

. . . . . Potentially with Less Than
or object with cultural value to a California Native Significant | Mitigation | Significant | No
American tribe, and that is: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Listed or eligible for listing in the California

Register of Historical Resources, or in a local D D D &

register of historical resources as defined in
Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(k), or

b) A resource determined by the lead agency, in
its discretion and supported by substantial
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria
set forth in Subdivision (c) of Public Resources
Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria [] [] X []
set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources
Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall
consider the significance of the resource to a
California Native American tribe.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
Regulatory Framework

Effective July 1, 2015, Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52) requires (1) a lead agency to provide notice to
any California Native American tribes that have requested notice of projects proposed by the lead
agency, and (2) if a tribe requests consultation within 30 days upon receipt of the notice, the lead
agency must consult with the tribe. Topics that may be addressed during consultation include
tribal cultural resources, the potential significance of Project impacts, type of environmental
document that should be prepared, and possible mitigation measures and Project alternatives.

AB 52 creates a new category of resources, i.e., tribal cultural resources.
Section 21074(a) of the Public Resource Code defines Tribal Cultural Resources as:

1. Sites, features, places, cultural landscapes (geographically defined in terms of the size
and scope), sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native American
tribe that are either of the following:

a. included or determined to be eligible for inclusion in the California Register of Historical
Resources; and/or

b. included in a local register of historical resources as defined in subdivision (k) of
Section 5020.1; and/or

c. a resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by
substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of
Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Section 5024.1 for
the purposes of this paragraph, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the
resource to a California Native American tribe.
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Because criteria a and b also meet the definition of a Historical Resource under CEQA, a Tribal
Cultural Resource may also require additional consideration as a Historical Resource. Tribal
Cultural Resources may or may not exhibit archaeological, cultural, or physical indicators.

Section 21073 of the Public Resources Code defines California Native American tribes as “a
Native American tribe located in California that is on the contact list maintained by the NAHC for
the purposes of Chapter 905 of the Statutes of 2004.” This includes federally and non-federally
recognized tribes.

Recognizing that California tribes are experts in their tribal cultural resources and heritage, AB 52
requires that CEQA lead agencies carry out consultation with tribes at the commencement of the
CEQA process to identify Tribal Cultural Resources. Furthermore, because a significant effect on
a Tribal Cultural Resource is considered a significant impact on the environment under CEQA,
consultation is required to develop appropriate avoidance, impact minimization, and mitigation
measures.

Summary of Tribal Consultation

AB 52 consultation requirements went into effect on July 1, 2015 for all projects that have not
already published a Notice of Intent to Adopt a Negative Declaration or Mitigated Negative
Declaration, or published a Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report. To date,
Valley Water has received one written request from the Muwekma Oholone Indian Tribe of the
San Francisco Bay Area Region to receive notifications as specified in Public Resources Code
Sections 21080.3.1. Therefore, Valley Water emailed a Project notification letter to Charlene
Nijmeh, Chairwoman of the Muwekma Ohlone Indian Tribe of the San Francisco Bay Area Region
on May 13, 2019, which provided a brief description and location of the proposed Project (see
Appendix E). A hard copy of the notification letter was also sent via the U.S. Postal Service the
same day. A follow-up phone call was placed with Chairwoman Nijmeh on May 30, 2019, but no
message was left due to a full mailbox. A second email was sent and a phone message was left
on June 12, 2019, the end of the 30-day notification period. No request for consultation was
received within the 30-day response period. Therefore, AB 52 consultation was not required for
the Project.

Discussion

a) No Impact. According to the cultural resources investigation, there are two historic period
houses in the Project vicinity, but they have not been evaluated for the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP) or the California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR) and are not
included on any local register of historical resources. Therefore, there will be no impact to the
Tribal Cultural Resources that are listed or eligible for listing on the NRHP, CRHR, or the local
register of historical resources.

b) Less than Significant Impact. The cultural resources study conducted for the proposed
Project did not suggest presence of Tribal Cultural Resources within the Project area.
Therefore, no known Tribal Cultural Resources have been identified (as defined in Section
21074) within the Project area and the proposed Project would not cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a known Tribal Cultural Resource. In the event that
unknown Tribal Cultural Resources are encountered during construction activities, Valley
Water would implement BMP CU-1 (Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Artifacts, Tribal
Cultural Resources, or Burial Remains) as included in the Environmental Setting in Section 3
(Table 3-2), which would require that work at the location of the find will be halted immediately
within 100 feet of the find and a “no work” zone shall be established utilizing appropriate
flagging to delineate the boundary of this zone. A Consulting Archaeologist will visit the
discovery site as soon as practicable for identification and evaluation pursuant to Section
21083.2 of the Public Resources Code and Section 15126 of the California Code of
Regulations. If the archaeologist determines that the artifact or resource is significant, the
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archaeologist will determine if the artifact or resource can be avoided and, if so, will detail
avoidance procedures. If the artifact cannot be avoided, the archaeologist will develop within
48 hours an Action Plan which will include provisions to minimize impacts and, if required, a
Data Recovery Plan for recovery of artifacts in accordance with Public Resources Code
Section 21083.2 and Section 15126.4 of the CEQA Guidelines. If a tribal cultural resource
cannot be avoided, the Action Plan will include notification of the appropriate Native American
Tribe, and consultation with the tribe regarding acceptable recovery options.

Impacts resulting from the destruction of tribal cultural resources would therefore be

considered less than significant.

BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (See details in Table 3-2)

CU-1: Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Artifacts, Tribal Cultural Resources, or Burial
Remains

MITIGATION MEASURES

No

19.

mitigation measures are required.

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a)

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

[]

[]

[]

b)

Have sufficient water supplies available to
serve the project and reasonably foreseeable
future development during normal, dry and
multiple dry years?

Result in a determination by the waste water
treatment provider, which serves or may serve
the project that it has adequate capacity to
serve the project’s projected demand in
addition to the provider’s existing
commitments?

d)

Generate solid waste in excess of state or local
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the
attainment of solid waste reduction goals?

Comply with federal, state, and local
management and reduction statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?
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ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Valley Water manages an integrated water resources system that includes the supply of clean,
safe water, flood protection and stewardship of streams on behalf of Santa Clara County's 1.9
million residents. Valley Water manages ten dams and surface water reservoirs, three water
treatment plants, and more than 275 miles of streams.

Water

The San Jose Water Company provides potable water service to residential, commercial,
industrial, and institutional customers within the City of Saratoga. The San Jose Water Company
is a water utility processed, distribution, wholesale and retail company that is based in San Jose,
California. It served 228,000 connections that serves over 1 million residents.

Wastewater

The Project area is served by the West Valley Sanitation District (WVSD). The WVSD provides
sanitary sewer services to an area of approximately 28.2 square miles, encompassing the City of
Campbell, Town of Los Gatos, City of Monte Sereno, two-thirds of the City of Saratoga, and
unincorporated areas to the west of these cities. The WVSD owns, operates, and maintains the
collection system within its bounds, and contracts with the San Jose-Santa Clara Regional
Wastewater Facility for wastewater treatment and disposal. The WVSD also provides contract
storm water management and storm drain maintenance services to the cities of Campbell,
Saratoga, Monte Sereno and Los Gatos.

Storm Water Drainage

Surface water runoff from Project area roadways is collected by storm drains located along area
roadways surrounding the Project site. The area storm drain system is maintained by the City of
Saratoga Department of Public Works. Several storm drain outfalls located within the Project
alignment along Saratoga Creek between Cox Avenue and Prospect High School discharge
collected surface water into the creek (City of Saratoga 2015). Flood protection is provided by
Valley Water for the City of Saratoga.

Solid Waste

The nearest landfills to the Project area include Guadalupe Landfill located at 15999 Guadalupe
Mines Road, San Jose, California, which is located approximately 7.5 miles to the southeast of
the Project area, and the Kirby Canyon Recycling and Disposal Facility located at 910 Coyote
Creek Golf Drive, Morgan Hill, CA, which is located approximately 18 miles southeast of the
Project area. The Guadalupe Sanitary Landfill has a permitted capacity of 28,600,000 cubic yards
and approximately 11,055,000 cubic yards of remaining capacity. The landfill is permitted to
accept 2,600 tons per day. The Guadalupe Sanitary Landfill is permitted to accept up to 1,300
tons per day. The Kirby Canyon Landfill has a maximum permitted capacity of 36,400,000 cubic
yards with approximately 16,191,600 cubic yards of remaining capacity (CalRecycle 2019).

Discussion

a) No Impact. Temporary irrigation using a water truck is proposed to water the revegetation
area plantings for a period of 3 to 5 years. However, adequate sources of water are currently
available, and no new or expanded water treatment facilities would be required to provide the
minimal amount of irrigation water needed to sustain restoration plantings. In addition, the
proposed hazard tree removal and restoration Project would not require or result in the
relocation or construction of new or expanded wastewater treatment or storm water drainage,
electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities. Therefore, the proposed Project
would have no impact.

b) Less than Significant Impact. Construction of equipment access ramps for hazard tree
removal would require potable or reclaimed water for dust suppression. However, the amount
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d)

e)

of water required would be minimal and would be distributed to the Project area via water
trucks. After hazard tree removal is completed, and the Project site has been revegetated with
native riparian species, temporary irrigation would be required during the plant establishment
period of three to five years. A water truck would routinely connect into the irrigation system
providing water for irrigation during the plant establishment period. All water use at the site
would be temporary. Therefore, no new or expanded water supply entitlements would be
required to serve the proposed Project, which would be considered a less than significant
impact.

No Impact. The proposed Project does not include uses (e.g., residential, commercial, etc.)
that would result in wastewater discharge requiring treatment at the San Jose/Santa Clara
Regional Wastewater Facility. Therefore, the proposed Project would not result in a
determination by any wastewater treatment provider, which serves or may serve the proposed
Project, that it has inadequate capacity to serve the Project’s projected demand in addition to
the provider’'s existing commitments. As a result, the proposed Project would therefore have
no impact on wastewater treatment facilities.

Less Than Significant Impact. Implementation of the proposed Project would generate solid
waste associated with tree removal activities, including cut logs, limbs, branches and duff.
Most of the vegetation that is to be removed would be ground up into mulch and aged for re-
use at a local landfill. The Project is hot expected to produce substantial amounts of additional
solid waste that cannot be recycled. Given that most, if not all, of the cut logs and limbs would
be processed into mulch for re-use at a local landfill, less than significant impact to the
remaining landfill capacity would occur. Therefore, the proposed Project would be consistent
with state and local standards and would not impair the attachment of solid waste reduction
goals. In addition, the proposed Project would not generate additional waste once completed.
Impacts related to solid waste disposal are therefore considered less than significant.

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed Project would comply with all applicable federal,
state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste, including recycling programs.
Thus, impacts in this regard would be less than significant.

BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (See details in Table 3-2)
Not applicable.
MITIGATION MEASURES

No mitigation measures are required.
20. WILDFIRE
If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity
Zones.
Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
. Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency |:| |:| |:| |E

response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

b)

Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors,
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project

occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire D D D |X|
or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

c) Require the installation or maintenance of
associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel
breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or
other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that D D D |X|
may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the
environment?

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks,
including downslope, or downstream flooding or
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope D D D |X|
instability, or drainage changes?

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The State of California and Santa Clara County Fire Hazard Severity Zone (FHSZ) maps are based
on an evaluation of fire history, existing and potential fuel, flame length, blowing embers, terrain,
weather, and the likelihood of buildings igniting (CalFire, 2016). According to CalFire, the Project
site is located in an area designated as a non-very high fire hazard severity zone; and no areas of
very high fire hazard severity are near the Project site (CalFire, 2008). Further, the Project site is
not in an area of slope, prevailing winds, or areas subject to exacerbated wildfire risks or post-fire
slope instability.

Discussion

a-d) No Impact. The Project is not located in or near a state responsibility areas or lands classified
as very high fire hazard severity zones. Figure 4-2 provides the Project location in relation to
the wildfire hazard zones within the state responsibility areas. Since the proposed Project
would only involve construction of access ramps, removal of trees, and restoration of native
riparian species, the proposed Project would not substantially impair an emergency response
or evacuation plan, exacerbate fire risks, or expose people or structures to significant risks.
Implementation of BMP HM-12 would require Valley Water to incorporate fire prevention
measures which would further reduce wildfire risks.

BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (See details in Table 3-2)

HM-12: Incorporate Fire Prevention Measures
MITIGATION MEASURES

No mitigation measures would be required.
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21. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE
Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
. Significant Mitigation Significant No

Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) 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 [] X [] []
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)

Have impacts that are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively
considerable” means that the incremental
effects of a project are considerable when [] X [] []
viewed in connection with the effects of the past
projects, the effects of other current projects,
and the effects of probable future projects)?

Have environmental effects which will cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings, [] [] X []
either directly or indirectly?

Discussion

a)

b)

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The above analysis finds that the
Project would not result in significant impacts on cultural resources. While the Project would
result in potentially significant impacts on biological resources, implementation of applicable
biological BMPs and mitigation measures as proposed in this Initial Study/Mitigated Negative
Declaration would ensure that the proposed Project would not substantially degrade the
quality of the environment; substantially reduce the habitat, population, or range of a plant or
animal species; cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels,
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community; or reduce the number or restrict the range
or a rare or endangered plant or animal.

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. As defined by Section 15355(b) of the
CEQA Guidelines, the cumulative impact from several projects is “the change in the
environment which results from the incremental impact of the Project when added to other
closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects” and that
“Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant projects
taking place over a period of time.” In addition to Project specific impacts, this evaluation
considered incremental impact of the Project when added to the removal of a total of 26
hazard eucalyptus trees from the same reach of Saratoga Creek under Notification No. 1600-
2018-0066-R3 in 2018. While the above analysis finds that the Project would result in
potentially significant impacts on biological resources, the proposed mitigation would reduce
the Project impacts in these areas to a level of less-than-significant and to a level where the
Project’s contribution to a cumulative impact would not be cumulatively considerable.

Less than Significant. The above analysis shows that the Project would not result in
significant impacts in the resource areas relating to aesthetics, noise, recreation,
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utilities/service systems, air quality, GHG emissions, land use/planning, transportation, noise,
and wildlife. While the analysis finds that the Project would result in some adverse impacts to
biological resources and hydrology/water quality, the proposed mitigation would sufficiently
reduce those impacts to a level of less-than-significant. Therefore, this Project would not
cause substantial adverse effects to human beings directly or indirectly.
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Section 5: Report Preparation
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Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration.
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEM0d.2016.3.2

Saratoga Creek Hazard Tree and Restoration Project - Santa Clara County, Annual

Page 1 of 25

Saratoga Creek Hazard Tree and Restoration Project
Santa Clara County, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

Date: 4/30/2019 1:43 PM

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
User Defined Residential . 0.00 . Dwelling Unit ! 0.00 0.00 ! 0
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 58
Climate Zone 4 Operational Year 2021
Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company
CO2 Intensity 641.35 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.2 Page 2 of 25 Date: 4/30/2019 1:43 PM

Saratoga Creek Hazard Tree and Restoration Project - Santa Clara County, Annual

Project Characteristics -

Land Use - The combined parcel acreage is 4.79 acres.
The square feet is 209,000
The population of the project site is 0 because it is open space for Saratoga Creek.

Construction Phase - This is a hazard tree removal and creek restoration project. No construction will occur other than construction of two temporary earthen
access ramps for creek access of equipment.

Off-road Equipment - These will be used for tree removal and ramp construction.

Grading - Temporary impact for access ramp construction.

Vehicle Trips - This is a hazard tree removal project. No residential operational trips would occur.

Woodstoves - This is a hazard tree removal and creek restoration project. No wood stoves or fireplaces will be used.
Water And Wastewater -

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation -

Trips and VMT - Trucks will be hauling out logs and large limbs from the site to an offsite yard for disposal.

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
tbIConstructionPhase . NumbDays . 0.00 107.00
"""" tiConstrustionPhase x T Numbaye T 0.00 T X
"""" tiConstrusionPhase % T Numbaye T 0.00 T X
"""" tiConstructionPhase & T bhaseEndbae 8/412019 T TimizorsT T
"""" tiConstructionPhase & T bhaseEndbae 8/412019 B P V27 X
"""" tiConstructionPhase & T bhaseEndbae 8/412019 T T1muz020 T
"""" ticonstructionPhase % T Phasesmnbate 8/5/2019 T o
"""" ticonstructionPhase % T Phasesmnbate 8/5/2019 T oo T
""""" iFirepiaces TR Ereplasebayvear T 11.14 T 1
""""" iFirepiaces TR epmeetiouday Y 3.50 Y 1
""""" iFirepiaces TR Hreplcewoodvass T 228.80 Y 1
"""""" biGradng T AresOidrading T 66.00 T 1
"""""" biGradng T AresOidrading T 66.00 T 1
"""""" biGradng T Nateraspened T 0.00 T  Tee0 T
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Saratoga Creek Hazard Tree and Restoration Project - Santa Clara County, Annual

tbiGrading . MaterialExported . 0.00 ! 116.00
"""""" tIJI-G-r-at-JIi-n-g"-""""?"-"""I\;Iét:e;iél]r;wﬁc;r-te-ol-"""-";"-"""""(-).-OE)""-""""T"-""""1-1-6.-0-0"""-""
"""""" biGadng T Vaweraimpered 0.00 :11600
"""" biofRoadEqupment & T Thorsepower 231.00 :24700
"""" biofRoadEqupment & T Thorsepower 158.00 :9700
"""" biofRoadEqupment & T Voadractor T 0.29 =o4o
"""" biofRoadEqupment & T  Voadractor T 0.38 =037
"""" biofRoadEqupment + " OfRoadEquipmentType 4 Rubber Tired Dozers i"'""""c'r;r}és'
------- thOffRoaquwpment-'OffRoaquwpmentType Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes :Excavators
"""" biofRoadEqupment & OffReadEquipmentUnitamount 4 1.00 :200
"""" biofRoadEqupment & T Usagerours T 8.00 :600
""""" biTrpsAndvMT T T VadingTrpNamber 0.00 :200
""""" biTrpsAndvMT T T VadingTrpNamber 23.00 :200
""""" biTrpsAndvMT T T VadingTrpNamber 23.00 :200
""""" biTipsAndvMT T T orkerripNamber 13.00 :800
T oivehicleTrips HARR HoTL 5.70 : 1
T oivehicleTrips T Ho_Ttte 54.00 :ooo """"""
T ovehicleTrips HARR ns_TL 4.80 : 1
T ovehicleTrips Ty Ws_TTP 15.00 :ooo """"""
T  toivehicleTrips HA Aw T 10.80 :ooo """"""
T  toivehicleTrips TR 31.00 :ooo """"""
""""" iwoodstoves T E T WecdsioveDayver 1412 :ooo
""""" biwoodstoves T Woodstovewoodmass 582.40 A

2.0 Emissions Summary
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Saratoga Creek Hazard Tree and Restoration Project - Santa Clara County, Annual

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Year tons/yr MT/yr
2019 E: 0.0764 ! 0.8866 ! 0.5030 ! 1.0300e- ! 0.0318 ! 0.0404 ! 0.0722 ! 3.9700e- ! 0.0372 ! 0.0412 0.0000 ' 92.4086 ! 92.4086 ! 0.0284 ! 0.0000 ! 93.1173
u ' ' v 003, ' ' v 003 ' ' ' ' ' '
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B ST : e = m e a s
2020 = (0.0463 + 0.5575 1 0.2785 1 6.7000e- * 2.6800e- * 0.0222 + 0.0248 1 7.1000e- * 0.0204 +* 0.0211 0.0000 + 58.8113 * 58.8113 + 0.0183 +* 0.0000 ' 59.2695
L1} L} 1 L} 004 L} 003 1 L} L} 004 1 L} 1 L} L} L}
L1} L} 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B e LT - fm—————— e s
2021 - 0.0851 ! 0.8718 : 0.6359 ! 1.2900e- ! 0.0566 : 0.0393 ! 0.0959 ! 0.0291 : 0.0371 ! 0.0662 0.0000 ! 112.8304: 112.8304: 0.0254 ! 0.0000 ! 113.4644
L1} L} 1 1] 003 [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
- 1
Maximum 0.0851 0.8866 0.6359 1.2900e- 0.0566 0.0404 0.0959 0.0291 0.0372 0.0662 0.0000 112.8304 | 112.8304 | 0.0284 0.0000 113.4644
003
Mitigated Construction
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Year tonsl/yr MTlyr
2019 = 0.0764 ! 08866 ! 05030 1 1.0300e- : 00162 ! 0.0404 ' 0.0566 ' 2.2900e- ! 0.0372 : 0.0395 0.0000 : 92.4085 ! 92.4085 @' 0.0284 @' 0.0000 ! 93.1172
- ' ' {003 ' ' i 003 : : ' : : '
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B T : ————— = -
2020 = 00463 * 05575 '+ 0.2785 ' 6.7000e- ' 2.6500e- * 0.0222 + 0.0248 ' 7.0000e- * 0.0204 '+ 0.0211 0.0000 + 58.8112 ' 58.8112 * 0.0183 * 0.0000 ' 59.2695
- L] 1 L] 004 L] 003 1 L] L] 004 1 L] 1 L] L] 1
- L} 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 1 1] 1] 1
___________ L 1 ————a 1 1 ————a 1 1 ————a 1 ____‘________:______ 1 1 1 _____.:________
2021 = 00851 @ 08718 ! 0.6359 : 1.2900e- : 0.0292 ! 0.0393 : 0.0685 : 0.0141 ' 0.0371 '@ 0.0512 0.0000 : 112.8303 ! 112.8303 ¢+ 0.0254 + 0.0000 ! 113.4643
- L} 1 1] 003 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 1 1] 1] 1
Maximum 0.0851 0.8866 0.6359 1.2900e- 0.0292 0.0404 0.0685 0.0141 0.0372 0.0512 0.0000 112.8303 | 112.8303 | 0.0284 0.0000 113.4643

003
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ROG NOXx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 47.23 0.00 22.28 49.42 0.00 13.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)
1 8-5-2019 11-4-2019 0.5915 0.5915
2 11-5-2019 2-4-2020 0.3666 0.3666
4 5-5-2020 8-4-2020 0.1144 0.1144
5 8-5-2020 11-4-2020 0.3006 0.3006
6 11-5-2020 2-4-2021 0.1863 0.1863
8 5-5-2021 8-4-2021 0.1812 0.1812
9 8-5-2021 9-30-2021 0.2951 0.2951
Highest 0.5915 0.5915
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Saratoga Creek Hazard Tree and Restoration Project - Santa Clara County, Annual

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 ] [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ke m e ———egy : ————— e m - o
Energy - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 ] [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ot B et T : ————— e m o
Mobile - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 ] [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B et T : ————— e m e
Waste - ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 ] [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ke m e ———egy : ————— e m - o
Water - ! : ! ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 ] [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
- 1
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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2.2 Overall Operational

Mitigated Operational

Date: 4/30/2019 1:43 PM

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 ] ] 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : L T e - fm—————— ==
Energy = 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 - ' 0.0000 : 0.0000 - ' 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 *: 0.000 : 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 ] ] 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n - ———————n - ———————n : e R - fm——————p ==
Mobile = 0.0000 : 0.0000 ' 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 ] ] 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n - ———————— - ———————— : m——k s e jmm————eg - fm——————p == a s
Waste - ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 ] ] 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : L T e - fm—————— ==
Water " ! ! ! ! ' 0.0000 : 0.0000 - ' 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 *: 0.000 : 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 ] ] 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
- 1
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
3.0 Construction Detail
Construction Phase
Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days | Num Days Phase Description
Number Week
1 *Phase 1 :Site Preparation 18/5/2019 112/31/2019 ! 5! 107;
------- L il Dt e R et L et e e T T R P PP PP
2 *Phase 2 :Site Preparation :7/1/2020 112/31/2020 ! 5! 132}
------- R e } : : : R Ll
3 *Phase 3 :Site Preparation 17/1/2021 112/31/2021 ! 5 132!
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Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: O;

Coating - sqft)

OffRoad Equipment

Date: 4/30/2019 1:43 PM

Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 (Architectural

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Phase 1 *Graders ! 1 8.00! 187! 0.41

Phases Concrete/indusiral Saws FTTTTTTTTTTTTTTS 1 5.001 BT 0.73

Phase1 77 fCranes | TTTTTTTTTTTTTT FTTTTTTTTTTTTTTS 1 4001 7 A 0.40

Phase2 7 foraders TS FTTTTTTTTTTTTTTS 1 5.001 Ter T 0.41

Phase2 7 FraciorslLoadersBackhoes FTTTTTTTTTTTTTTS 1 5.001 g7 T 0.37

Phase1 77 SExcavators T TTTTTTTTTT e 6.00! g7 T 0.37

Phase1 77 FraciorslLoadersBackhoes FTTTTTTTTTTTTTTS 1 5.001 g7 T 0.37

Phases fRubber Tred Dozers FTTTTTTTTTTTTTTS 1 100! 7 A 0.40

Phases FraciorslLoadersBackhoes e 6.00! g7 T 0.37

Phases T Graders i T 550: T A ot

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment | Worker Trip | Vendor Trip | Hauling Trip | Worker Trip | Vendor Trip | Hauling Trip | Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling

Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Vehicle Class | Vehicle Class

Phase 1 . 5: 8.00; 0.00 2.00: 10.80: 7.SOE 20.00: LD_Mix tHDT_Mix EHHDT

Phase2 zf'"""s? Y. R 5.00; 1o.ao§' 7300 20000 Mx ot Mk ThRDT

Phase3 : 5 15.00; 0.00° 200" 16.601 7.3o§ 36.00:LD. Mix THOT Wix j;l-H:H-D:I' """

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
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Saratoga Creek Hazard Tree and Restoration Project - Santa Clara County, Annual

ROG NOx Cco S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust - ' ' ' v 0.0284 1+ 0.0000 '+ 0.0284 1 3.0600e- * 0.0000 * 3.0600e- 0.0000 s+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000
L 1] 1 L} 1 L} L} 1 L} 1 L} L] L} 1 L} L}
™ ' ' ' ' ' ' 003 ' 003 ' ' ' ' '
fe e ————— f———————— - ———————— ———————— : ———— e : ———————— - F -
Off-Road :: 0.0749 : 0.8852 : 0.4910 : 9.9000e- : : 0.0404 : 0.0404 : : 0.0372 : 0.0372 0.0000 : 89.3266 : 89.3266 : 0.0283 : 0.0000 ! 90.0331
- 1 1] 1 004 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Total 0.0749 0.8852 0.4910 9.9000e- 0.0284 0.0404 0.0688 3.0600e- 0.0372 0.0402 0.0000 89.3266 | 89.3266 0.0283 0.0000 90.0331
004 003
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Saratoga Creek Hazard Tree and Restoration Project - Santa Clara County, Annual

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling = 1.0000e- * 3.1000e- * 6.0000e- + 0.0000 + 2.0000e- + 0.0000 + 2.0000e- * 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 s+ 1.0000e- 0.0000 + 0.0771 + 0.0771 1+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0772
o005 4 004 . 005 Vo005 . \ 005 . ' \ 005 . : : : .
feee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
Vendor :: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————n - R L
Worker 1.5500e- * 1.1600e- * 0.0120 * 3.0000e- * 3.3900e- * 2.0000e- * 3.4200e- * 9.0000e- * 2.0000e- * 9.2000e- 0.0000 +* 3.0049 + 3.0049 1 8.0000e- * 0.0000 +* 3.0070
o003 , 003 . i 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . : \ 005 . .
Total 1.5600e- | 1.4700e- 0.0120 3.0000e- | 3.4100e- | 2.0000e- | 3.4400e- | 9.0000e- | 2.0000e- 9.3000e- 0.0000 3.0820 3.0820 8.0000e- 0.0000 3.0841
003 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust - ' ' ' '+ 0.0128 +* 0.0000 * 0.0128 ' 1.3800e- * 0.0000 ' 1.3800e- 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000
- 1 L] 1 L] L] 1 L] 1 L] L] L] 1 L] L]
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 003 1 1] 003 L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————— - ———————— ———————— : ——— ey ———————— - F =
Off-Road ! 0.8852 ! 0.4910 ! 9.9000e- ! ! 0.0404 ! 0.0404 ! ! 0.0372 ! 0.0372 0.0000 ! 89.3265 ! 89.3265 ! 0.0283 ! 0.0000 ! 90.0330
1 1] 1 004 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.0749 0.8852 0.4910 9.9000e- 0.0128 0.0404 0.0532 1.3800e- 0.0372 0.0385 0.0000 89.3265 89.3265 0.0283 0.0000 90.0330
004 003
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Saratoga Creek Hazard Tree and Restoration Project - Santa Clara County, Annual

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling = 1.0000e- * 3.1000e- * 6.0000e- + 0.0000 + 2.0000e- + 0.0000 + 2.0000e- * 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 s+ 1.0000e- 0.0000 + 0.0771 + 0.0771 1+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0772
o005 4 004 . 005 Vo005 . \ 005 . ' \ 005 . : : : .
feee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
Vendor :: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————n - R L
Worker 1.5500e- * 1.1600e- * 0.0120 * 3.0000e- * 3.3900e- * 2.0000e- * 3.4200e- * 9.0000e- * 2.0000e- * 9.2000e- 0.0000 +* 3.0049 + 3.0049 1 8.0000e- * 0.0000 +* 3.0070
o003 , 003 . i 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . : \ 005 . .
Total 1.5600e- | 1.4700e- 0.0120 3.0000e- | 3.4100e- | 2.0000e- | 3.4400e- | 9.0000e- | 2.0000e- 9.3000e- 0.0000 3.0820 3.0820 8.0000e- 0.0000 3.0841
003 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005
3.3 Phase 2 - 2020
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust - ' ' ' ' 4,0000e- * 0.0000 ' 4.0000e- * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000
- 1 L] 1 L] L] 1 L] 1 L] L] L] 1 L] L]
1 1] 1 1] 005 1] 1 005 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n - ———————— ———————— : ——— e mm ey ———————n - Fmmmma
Off-Road ! 0.5564 ! 0.2702 ! 6.4000e- ! ! 0.0221 ! 0.0221 ! ! 0.0204 ! 0.0204 0.0000 ! 56.4905 ! 56.4905 ! 0.0183 ! 0.0000 ! 56.9473
1 1] 1 004 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.0452 0.5564 0.2702 6.4000e- | 4.0000e- 0.0221 0.0222 0.0000 0.0204 0.0204 0.0000 56.4905 56.4905 0.0183 0.0000 56.9473
004 005
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Saratoga Creek Hazard Tree and Restoration Project - Santa Clara County, Annual

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling = 1.0000e- * 2.9000e- * 6.0000e- + 0.0000 + 2.0000e- + 0.0000 + 2.0000e- * 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 s 1.0000e- 0.0000 + 0.0763 + 0.0763 1+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0764
o005 4 004 . 005 Vo005 . \ 005 . ' \ 005 . : : : .
feee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
Vendor :: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————— - r -
Worker 1.1000e- * 7.9000e- *+ 8.2600e- * 2.0000e- * 2.6200e- * 2.0000e- * 2.6300e- * 7.0000e- * 2.0000e- * 7.1000e- 0.0000 + 2.2445 v 22445 1 6.0000e- * 0.0000 * 2.2459
- 003 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . : \ 005 . .
Total 1.1100e- | 1.0800e- | 8.3200e- | 2.0000e- | 2.6400e- | 2.0000e- | 2.6500e- | 7.0000e- | 2.0000e- 7.2000e- 0.0000 2.3208 2.3208 6.0000e- 0.0000 2.3222
003 003 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust - ' ' ' ' 2.0000e- * 0.0000 ' 2.0000e- * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000
- 1 L] 1 L] L] 1 L] 1 L] L] L] 1 L] L]
1 1] 1 1] 005 1] 1 005 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n - ———————— ———————— : ——— e mm ey ———————n - F ==
Off-Road ! 0.5564 ! 0.2702 ! 6.4000e- ! ! 0.0221 ! 0.0221 ! ! 0.0204 ! 0.0204 0.0000 ! 56.4905 ! 56.4905 ! 0.0183 ! 0.0000 ! 56.9472
1 1] 1 004 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.0452 0.5564 0.2702 6.4000e- | 2.0000e- 0.0221 0.0222 0.0000 0.0204 0.0204 0.0000 56.4905 56.4905 0.0183 0.0000 56.9472
004 005
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Saratoga Creek Hazard Tree and Restoration Project - Santa Clara County, Annual

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling = 1.0000e- ' 2.9000e- 1 6.0000e- + 0.0000 + 2.0000e- + 0.0000 1 2.0000e- + 0.0000 + 0.0000 + 1.0000e- 0.0000 + 0.0763 + 0.0763 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0764
o005 4 004 . 005 Vo005 . \ 005 . ' \ 005 . : : : .
feee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
Vendor :: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————— - r -
Worker 1.1000e- * 7.9000e- *+ 8.2600e- * 2.0000e- * 2.6200e- * 2.0000e- * 2.6300e- * 7.0000e- * 2.0000e- * 7.1000e- 0.0000 + 2.2445 v 22445 1 6.0000e- * 0.0000 * 2.2459
- 003 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . : \ 005 . .
Total 1.1100e- | 1.0800e- | 8.3200e- | 2.0000e- | 2.6400e- | 2.0000e- | 2.6500e- | 7.0000e- | 2.0000e- 7.2000e- 0.0000 2.3208 2.3208 6.0000e- 0.0000 2.3222
003 003 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005
3.4 Phase 3 - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust 5: ! ! ! ! 0.0497 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0497 ! 0.0273 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0273 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————— : ———emm ey f———————n - F=mmmm
Off-Road ! 0.8697 ! 0.6162 ! 1.2300e- ! 0.0393 ! 0.0393 ! ! 0.0370 ! 0.0370 0.0000 ! 107.1220 ! 107.1220 ! 0.0252 ! 0.0000 ! 107.7527
1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.0825 0.8697 0.6162 1.2300e- 0.0497 0.0393 0.0890 0.0273 0.0370 0.0644 0.0000 107.1220 | 107.1220 0.0252 0.0000 107.7527

003
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Saratoga Creek Hazard Tree and Restoration Project - Santa Clara County, Annual

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling = 1.0000e- ' 2.7000e- 1 6.0000e- + 0.0000 + 2.0000e- + 0.0000 1 2.0000e- + 0.0000 + 0.0000 + 1.0000e- 0.0000 +* 0.0753 + 0.0753 + 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0754
o005 4 004 . 005 Vo005 . \ 005 . ' \ 005 . : : : .
feee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
Vendor - 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————n - ———————— ———————— : ———— e ey ———————— - r -
Worker 2.6400e- + 1.8300e- * 0.0196 ' 6.0000e- * 6.8000e- * 4.0000e- * 6.8500e- * 1.8100e- * 4.0000e- * 1.8500e- 0.0000 * 5.6331 + 5.6331 ' 1.3000e- * 0.0000 * 5.6363
o003 , 003 . i 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 003 , 005 , 003 . : \ 004 .
Total 2.6500e- | 2.1000e- 0.0197 6.0000e- | 6.8200e- | 4.0000e- | 6.8700e- | 1.8100e- | 4.0000e- 1.8600e- 0.0000 5.7084 5.7084 1.3000e- 0.0000 5.7117
003 003 005 003 005 003 003 005 003 004
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust 5: ! ! ! ! 0.0224 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0224 ! 0.0123 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0123 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————— : ———emm ey ———————— - F==m -
Off-Road ! 0.8697 ! 0.6162 ! 1.2300e- ! 0.0393 ! 0.0393 ! ! 0.0370 ! 0.0370 0.0000 ! 107.1219 ! 107.1219 ! 0.0252 ! 0.0000 ! 107.7526
1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.0825 0.8697 0.6162 1.2300e- 0.0224 0.0393 0.0617 0.0123 0.0370 0.0493 0.0000 107.1219 | 107.1219 0.0252 0.0000 107.7526

003
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Saratoga Creek Hazard Tree and Restoration Project - Santa Clara County, Annual

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling = 1.0000e- * 2.7000e- * 6.0000e- + 0.0000 + 2.0000e- + 0.0000 + 2.0000e- * 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 s+ 1.0000e- 0.0000 + 0.0753 + 0.0753 *+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 +* 0.0754
o005 4 004 . 005 Vo005 . \ 005 . ' \ 005 . : : : .
----------- n———————n ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————n - rmm
Vendor :: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- ———————n ———————n - ———————— ———————— : ———— e ey ———————— - r -
Worker = 2.6400e- * 1.8300e- * 0.0196 ' 6.0000e- * 6.8000e- * 4.0000e- * 6.8500e- * 1.8100e- * 4.0000e- * 1.8500e- 0.0000 * 5.6331 + 5.6331 ' 1.3000e- * 0.0000 * 5.6363
o003 , 003 . i 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 003 , 005 , 003 . : \ 004 .
Total 2.6500e- | 2.1000e- 0.0197 6.0000e- | 6.8200e- | 4.0000e- | 6.8700e- | 1.8100e- | 4.0000e- 1.8600e- 0.0000 5.7084 5.7084 1.3000e- 0.0000 5.7117
003 003 005 003 005 003 003 005 003 004

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Maobile
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ROG NOXx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Totalco2| cH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Mitigated 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000
L1} 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- T T T T T T T T T . g DT T e L L
Unmitigated = 0.0000 * 00000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 = 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
User Defined Residential ' 0.00 ! 0.00 0.00 . .
Total | 0.00 0.00 0.00 | |
4.3 Trip Type Information
Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-Wor C-W | H-Sor C-C | H-O or C-NW JH-W or C-W| H-S or C-C | H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by
User Defined Residential ¢ 0.00 ' 0.00 ' 0.00 . 0.00 ' 0.00 ! 0.00 . 0 . 0 . 0
4.4 Fleet Mix
Land Use tbA | omi | w2 | wmov | w1 | wHD2 | weD | HHD | oBus | uBus | mcy | sBus | wH

User Defined Residential

0.607897: 0.037434! 0.184004! 0.107261: 0.014919! 0.004991' 0.012447: 0.020659' 0.002115' 0.001554! 0.005334: 0.000623! 0.000761

5.0 Energy Detail

Historical Enerav Use: N
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Saratoga Creek Hazard Tree and Restoration Project - Santa Clara County, Annual

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Electricity . ' ' ' ' + 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 0.0000 + 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000 + 0.0000
Mitigated : : : : : : : : : . : : : '
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e eaao) ———————n :
Electricity ' ' ' ' + 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ + 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
Unmitigated . : . : : . : . : . : . . .
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - eaan) ———————n :
NaturalGas '+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 -+ + 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 0.0000 +* 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 + 0.0000
Mitigated : : : : : : : : : : : : : :
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 L] 1 1 1 1
----------- Y e e e S S e R S M e g R R R R E m e e e = = m o=
NaturalGas + 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 - + 0.0000 + 0.0000 ¢ + 0.0000 * 0.0000 = 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000 +* 0.0000
Unmitigated = . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOx CcoO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr
User Defined ! 0 E: 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ' 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 ° ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
Residential ' :- ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ]
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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Saratoga Creek Hazard Tree and Restoration Project - Santa Clara County, Annual

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Mitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOx Cco S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr
User Defined 1 0 E- 0.0000 * 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000
Residential | it : : ' ' : : ' : : ' : : :
[0 [
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity
Unmitigated
Electricity J| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use
Land Use kWh/yr MTl/yr
User Defined s 0 :- 0.0000 * 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000
Residential i . . .
M
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Mitigated
Electricity J| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use
Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr
User Defined 1 0 & 00000 ' 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
Residential i : : .
[0 [
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
6.0 Area Detail
6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Mitigated E: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 @ 0.0000 - ! 0.000 : 0.0000 : ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 @ 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 ] [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
L1} 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 L] 1 1 1 1
----------------- S e e e e M M e S S R e R R R R m e e e e e = = mom o=
Unmitigated = 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! * 0.0000 : 0.0000 :  0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
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Unmitigated
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr
Architectural = 0.0000 ' ' ' + 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ + 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000
Coating : ' : : ' : : ' : : ' : : '
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : L T e - fm—————— ==
Consumer = (0.0000 ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
Products - : . : : . : : . : . . : : :
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : e R - fm——————p ==
Hearth - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : m——k s e jmm————eg - fm——————p == a s
Landscaping - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000
L1} 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
- 1
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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Mitigated
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr
Architectural = 0.0000 ' ' ' + 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ + 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000
Coating : ' : : ' : : ' : : ' : : '
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : L T e - fm—————— ==
Consumer = (0.0000 ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
Products - : . : : . : : . : . . : : :
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : e R - fm——————p ==
Hearth - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : m——k s e jmm————eg - fm——————p == a s
Landscaping - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000
L1} 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
- 1
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

7.0 Water Detalil

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water
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Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Category MT/yr
Mitigated = 0.000 : 0.000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
- : : :
----------- B = == = e = == === = = ===
Unmitigated = 0.000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
7.2 Water by Land Use
Unmitigated
Indoor/Outj| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
door Use
Land Use Mgal MT/yr
User Defined * 0/0 :- 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
Residential i . . .
h
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Page 22 of 25
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Date: 4/30/2019 1:43 PM
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7.2 Water by Land Use

Mitigated
Indoor/Out | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
door Use
Land Use Mgal MT/yr
User Defined '+ 0/0 :- 0.0000 s+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
Residential  , i . . .
[0 1
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

Cateqgory/Year

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Mitigated - 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000

Unmitigated :E- 0.0000

-
0.0000 ! 0.0000
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8.2 Waste by Land Use

Unmitigated
Waste Total CO2 CH4 N20O CO2e
Disposed
Land Use tons MT/yr
User Defined 1 0 :- 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000
Residential  , i : . .
[0 1
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Mitigated
Waste Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Disposed
Land Use tons MT/yr
User Defined 0 :- 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000
Residential i : . .
b
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year

Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

11.0 Vegetation
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BIOLOGICAL SITE ASSESSMENT, SARATOGA CREEK HAZARD
TREE REMOVAL AND RESTORATION PROJECT






/é/ Valley Water MEMORANDUM

TO: Todd Sexauer FROM: Shawn Lockwood; Laura
Garrison

SUBJECT: Biological Site Assessment; Saratoga Creek  DATE: 06-18-19
Hazard Tree Removal and Restoration
Project

Introduction

This Biological Site Assessment (BSA) provides the baseline environmental and regulatory setting, as
related to biological resources, for the Santa Clara Valley Water District’s (Valley Water’s) proposed
Saratoga Creek Hazard Tree Removal and Restoration Project (Project). The purpose of this BSA is to
identify sensitive biological resources that may be present in the Project area, to evaluate potential
Project impacts on those resources, and recommend measures that could be implemented by the
Project to avoid and minimize impacts to biological resources. This BSA is intended to support biological
resource permit applications and compliance with the biological resource elements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

For this BSA sensitive biological resources are defined as:

= Plants or animals that are listed as rare, threatened, endangered, fully-protected, or species of
special concern, pursuant to Federal or State law.

= Nesting birds and raptor nests in or near the Project area, pursuant to Federal or State law.

= Natural communities indicated as rare or threatened by California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW).

=  Wetlands, streams, and the riparian vegetation surrounding them.

= (Critical Habitats designated by United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).

This BSA was performed by Valley Water Wildlife Biologist Shawn Lockwood and Valley Water Botanist
Laura Garrison (hereinafter “we”).

Project Summary

The Project is along Saratoga Creek between Cox Avenue and Prospect High School in Saratoga,
California (Figure 1). Numerous drought-stressed and diseased blue gum Eucalyptus trees (Eucalyptus
globulus) have been determined to be hazardous and need to be removed to mitigate the safety
hazard. Currently 104 trees remain that will need to be removed. A phased approach would be used
over the next three years (2019-2021). The project area is divided into work areas based on access,
techniques used to conduct tree removal, and location in the creek area. Nearly half of the trees in the
grove may be accessible by mobile crane and the remainder will be removed using traditional climbing
techniques coupled with hand-based or equipment-based transport of debris out of the creek area.
Access for light equipment (i.e., rubber tracked excavators and loaders) would be required to remove
the cut logs and limbs from the creek bed for those trees that are not accessible by crane for removal.
To facilitate the equipment access, a previous assessment identified approximately six coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia) and two elderberry (Sambucus nigra spp. caerulea) that need to be removed. Two
temporary access ramps constructed of imported fill material will be required to expedite the removal
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of Eucalyptus debris from the creek. This work will only be conducted while the creek is dry between
August and October of each year when there is minimal chance of precipitation. If water is present
during these months, the creek will be dewatered prior to equipment entering the creek. The late
summer start time is also considerate of local nesting birds that may be using the Eucalyptus trees
earlier in the season.

Revegetation efforts would initiate within 2 to 3 years following each phase of tree removal once it has
been demonstrated that nonnative species have been sufficiently removed. All native revegetation
plantings would be installed prior to January 15 once nonnative species have been controlled within the
revegetation areas. After Eucalyptus and associated slash have been removed, the site will be seeded
with a blend of native grasses and forbs that are appropriate for the site conditions (i.e., ephemeral
creek channel and uplands). During retreatment of the site, native trees and shrubs that naturally recruit
in the work area will be similarly protected. Retreatment efforts are anticipated to include Eucalyptus
sprouting from stumps as well as any secondary weeds that begin to establish following Eucalyptus
removal. In areas where multiple Eucalyptus are removed, native trees and shrubs appropriate for the
physical conditions of the area, will be planted. Because most of the Eucalyptus are on or along the top
of the streambanks, species such as coast live oak and California buckeye (Aesculus californica) will be
used for tree revegetation, and species such as elderberry, coyote brush (Baccharis pilularis), snowberry
(Symphoricarpos albus var. laevigatus), California blackberry (Rubus ursinus), and native grasses and
herbs used for shrub and understory revegetation. In areas where a single Eucalyptus is removed,
native understory species may be planted, and the tree canopy of surrounding native trees will be
allowed to fill in the area naturally. In areas of notable bank erosion, stakes of native willows (Salix spp.)
may be planted along the toe of the bank.

Identification of Hazardous Trees and Work to Date

Historically this reach of Saratoga Creek was an ephemeral creek, but Valley Water has been augmenting
seasonal flows for the last 40 years by releasing water from imported sources as part of the groundwater
recharge program. These augmented flows have allowed the Eucalyptus to thrive and grow into large
mature trees, some of which stand over 100 feet in height. During the recent drought period in California,
surface water flows experienced significant reduction and augmented flows for groundwater recharge
were largely unavailable. Thus, this reach of typically wet creek went dry for extended periods between
2012 and 2015. This change in water availability had noticeable effects on the health and vigor of the
Eucalyptus groves and drought-stressed trees became evident in 2015. Early symptoms included minor
canopy die-back, increased occurrence of foliar damage by Eucalyptus tortoise beetle (Trachymela
sloanei) and lerp psyllid (Glycaspis brimblecombei), outbreaks of Eucalyptus long-horned borer
(Phoracantha sp.), and increased mortality and windthrow of younger trees. Several dead and declining
Eucalyptus were either removed or limbed by Valley Water in 2015 in the interest of public safety (J.
Chapman, pers. comm. 2018).

With the return of normal winter precipitation rates in 2016, several of the previously declining trees
began to show signs of recovery. Epicormic trunk sprouting became common on trees that had
experienced significant canopy decline during the drought. Branch failure and windthrow continued to
increase at this time and several fallen trees showed considerable root decay. Fruiting bodies of several
wood decay fungi came evident on scattered trees throughout the entire reach during this time. Sulphur
shelf (Laetiporus gilbertsonii), Western jack-o-lantern (Omphalotus olivascens), and split gill fungus
(Schizophyllum commune) have all been observed on Eucalyptus in the reach. In addition, sulphur shelf
basidiocarps were noted growing from stumps of previously removed trees, indicating advanced internal



decay in affected trees. Between 2016 and 2017, Valley Water either removed or limbed several dead
and declining Eucalyptus in the interest of public safety. Due to the logistical constraints of access, all
trees were removed by climbers with chainsaws and the trees were cut down to manageable sizes to be
removed on foot (J. Chapman, pers. comm. 2018).

In 2017, Valley Water’s arborist performed Level 2 Tree Risk Assessments identifying and tagging over
100 trees for removal. Due to the proximity of one of the Eucalyptus groves to high voltage distribution
lines, in 2017 Valley Water contacted Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) to establish a collaborative
approach to address the logistical constraints of access. To protect their facilities, PG&E agreed to a
cost-sharing approach and helped coordinate the use of an oversized crane with specialized workers to
perform some of the more difficult tree removals. In 2018, prior to starting the removal of these
hazardous trees with PG&E, Valley Water filed a Notice of Exemption with Santa Clara County since the
work qualified for a Categorical Exemption (Class 4) under CEQA. Additionally, Valley Water obtained a
Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement (LSAA) through CDFW, which allowed the removal of 30 trees.
Work was performed under this LSAA (#1600-2018-0066-R3) and during the 2018 work window 26 trees
were successfully removed. Additionally, numerous tagged trees were removed by PG&E, removed by
other parties, or fell naturally after the removal of the 26 trees mentioned above.

Methods for Biological Resources Assessment

Our assessment to determine if sensitive biological resources occur within the Project area or its general
proximity consisted of a two-step approach. The first step was a desktop reconnaissance, where we
reviewed and interpreted the existing information that was available. This was followed by field
reconnaissance, where we conducted biological surveys using the results of the desktop reconnaissance.

Desktop Reconnaissance
As part of our background review we reviewed the following resources:
= California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Rare Plant Inventory using the 9-quad search function
(CNPS 2018)
= Processed and unprocessed data layers of California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) using a
search radius of 2 miles (wildlife) or 5 miles (plants) around the Project area (CNDDB 2018)
= USFWS Information for Planning and Consultation tool (IPaC) (USFWS 2018)
= eBird — online database of bird distribution and abundance (Cornell Lab of Ornithology 2018)
= Santa Clara County Breeding Bird Atlas (Bousman, W.G. 2007)
= Google Earth Timeline tool (Google Inc. 2018)
= Nesting Bird Reports submitted to CDFW in 2018 in compliance with LSAA #1600-2018-0066-R3

After we gathered all the available information we used our professional expertise to interpret and
refine the results from our database queries. Our process for refining these lists is described below.

The CNPS search resulted in a list of 80 special-status plant species (Attachment A) with potential to
occur in the Cupertino, California USGS quadrangle and the eight surrounding quadrangles (Palo Alto,
Mountain View, Milpitas, Mindego Hill, San Jose West, Big Basin, Castle Rock Ridge, Los Gatos,
California). After an analysis of the documented habitat requirements and occurrence records for each
species, we eliminated 74 species because of a lack of suitable habitat, lack of suitable edaphic
conditions, the Project is outside of the species elevation range, species are not known from the Santa



Clara Valley area, and/or all potential habitat for the species with the Project area was deemed too
disturbed to support that species.

The CNDDB search resulted in a list of 8 species within a 2-mile search radius surrounding the Project
area (Figure 2). We eliminated obscure bumble bee (Bombus calignosus), because it did not meet our
definition of a sensitive biological resource. We eliminated two additional species, California giant
salamander (Dicamptodon ensatus) and Santa Cruz black salamander (Aneides flavipunctatus niger),
because the exact locations they were collected between 1913 and 1967 were unknown (1-mile
accuracy in CNDDB), the surrounding areas have been heavily developed since the dates of collection,
and suitable habitat is not present within the Project area. We eliminated one species, woodland
woolythreads (Monolopia gracilens), because serpentine soils are absent within the Project area.

The USFWS IPaC search resulted in a list of 8 species (Attachment B). Because the Project area is located
outside of the species ranges and/or does not provide suitable habitat we eliminated the following six
species: bay checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryas editha bayensis), San Bruno elfin butterfly (Callophrys
mossii bayensis), delta smelt (Hypomesus transpacificus), Ridgway’s rail (Rallus longirostris obsoletus),
California least tern (Sterna antillarum browni), and marbled murrelet (Brachyramphus marmoratus).
Additionally, we eliminated California tiger salamander (Ambystoma californiense) because a review of
Google Earth timeline tool showed that the areas surrounding the Project area have been converted
from open habitat and rural/agricultural land uses to urban hardscape of residential. Thus, there is no
longer suitable upland or aquatic habitat within or surrounding the project area. Furthermore, there
were no historic records of CTS in CNDDB within 2 miles of the Project area. No USFWS Critical Habitat
units intersect with the Project.

In addition, we added western pond turtle (Actinemys marmorata pallida; WPT) and Townsend's big-
eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii) since CDFW listed these species as existing wildlife resources that
could be adversely affected by the work Valley Water did in the Project area in 2018 (LSAA #1600-2018-
0066-R3) and met our criteria of sensitive biological resources defined above.

This process resulted with the refined list of special-status species that warranted further habitat
assessments and surveys to determine the likelihood of species presence within the Project area (Table

1).

Table 1 - Refined List of Special-status Species Resulting from the Desktop Assessment

Common Name | Scientific Name | Status | Source
Plants
Santa Clara red ribbons Clarkia concinna ssp. automixa CRPR 4.3 CNPS, CNDDB
Lewis' clarkia Clarkia lewisii CRPR 4.3 CNPS
western leatherwood Dirca occidentalis CRPR 1B.2 CNPS, CNDDB
Loma Prieta hoita Hoita strobilina CRPR 1B.1 CNPS, CNDDB
arcuate bush-mallow Malacothamnus arcuatus CRPR 1B.2 CNPS, CNDDB
white-flowered rein orchid Piperia candida CRPR 1B.2 CNPS
Wildlife
California red-legged frog Rana draytonii FT, CSC USFWS-IPaC
Western pond turtle Actinemys marmorata pallida csc LSAA #1600-2018-0066-R3
Cooper’s Hawk (nesting) Accipiter cooperii CFGC CNDDB
Townsend’s big-eared bat (roosting) | Corynorhinus townsendii csc LSAA #1600-2018-0066-R3
San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat | Neotoma fuscipes annectens csc CNDDB
CCH = California Consortium of Herbaria; CFGC = California Fish and Game Code 3503.5; CRPR = California Rare Plant Rank;
CSC = California Species of Special Concern; FT = Federally Threatened; SE = State Endangered




Field Reconnaissance

On September 10, 2018, Valley Water Botanist Laura Garrison and Plant Ecologist Zooey Diggory
conducted an initial reconnaissance survey of the project area. At this time, preliminary areas of suitable
habitat were identified for future focused surveys (Table 2). Additionally, habitats onsite were assessed
to determine if any Sensitive Natural Communities® were present within the Project area.

On February 12 and 21, 2019, Valley Water Botanist Laura Garrison and Biologist Sarah Gidre performed
a protocol-level survey for western leatherwood (Dirca occidentalis) in the Project area. This involved
walking the entire Project area in transects up to 5m apart, and using binoculars to survey inaccessible
portions of the site (steep bank slopes). All plant species in bloom, or otherwise recognizable, were
identified to a level necessary to determine their regulatory status. During the survey an inventory of
plant species observed was recorded and is available upon request. The survey was conducted in
accordance with California Native Plant Society’s Botanical Survey Guidelines (CNPS 2001) and California
Department of Fish and Game’s Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native
Plant Populations and Natural Communities (CDFG 2009). Appropriate phenology of western
leatherwood during the survey period was confirmed by visiting the nearest known population to the
Project site (Fremont Older Open Space Preserve, CNDDB occurrence 58), which was in early bloom on
Jan 31, 2019 and nearing the end of bloom on March 14, 2019.

On June 7, 2019, Valley Water Biologist Josh Weinik performed a protocol-level survey for the remaining
five special status plant species with potential to occur in the Project area (Santa Clara red ribbons,
Lewis’ clarkia, Loma Prieta hoita, arcuate bush mallow, and white-flowered rein orchid). This involved
walking the entire Project area in transects up to 5m apart, and using binoculars to survey inaccessible
portions of the site (steep bank slopes). All plant species in bloom, or otherwise recognizable, were
identified to a level necessary to determine their regulatory status. During the survey an inventory of
plant species observed was recorded and is available upon request. The survey was conducted in
accordance with California Native Plant Society’s Botanical Survey Guidelines (CNPS 2001) and California
Department of Fish and Game’s Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native
Plant Populations and Natural Communities (CDFG 2009).

On September 27 and November 14, 2018, Valley Water Wildlife Biologist Shawn Lockwood conducted
biological surveys to identify any special-status wildlife species or signs of their presence within in the
Project area and within 500 meters upstream and downstream of the Project area (Figure 3).
Meandering transects were walked throughout the project area, frequently stopping to use binoculars
to scan ahead and increase the likelihood of identifying elusive species from a distance before they
sought cover. The tagged hazardous trees were viewed with binoculars from numerous vantage points
to increase line of sight to potential raptors nests or cavities that could provide owl nesting or bat
roosting habitat. All structures that remotely resembled a woodrat lodge were closely inspected to
determine if it was an active woodrat lodge. All animal tracks along the creek banks were inspected to
identify any signs of turtle or frog.

Additionally, an aquatic resource delineation was conducted for the Project on August 13, 2018, by
Valley Water Plant Ecologist Zooey Diggory with field assistance from Valley Water Biologist Jennifer

1 Natural Communities with ranks of S1-S3 are considered sensitive by CDFW.
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Watson. The delineation was conducted in accordance with the 1987 “Corps of Engineers Wetland
Delineation Manual” (USACE 1987), Version 2.0 of the Arid West regional supplement (USACE 2008),
and “A Field Guide to the Identification of the Ordinary High Water Mark (OHWM) in the Arid West
Region of the Western United States” (Lichvar and McColley 2008). For more detailed information see
the Aquatic Resource Delineation Report prepared for this Project (SCVWD 2018).

Canopy Mapping

To support the CEQA analysis and the restoration planning for the Project, we mapped and quantified
tree canopies for trees that were rooted within Valley Water’s fee and easement parcels within the
Project area. Two canopy types were identified from this mapping effort, Eucalyptus grove? and coast
live oak woodland?. The Eucalyptus grove category solely consisted of the blue gum Eucalyptus groves.
The coast live oak woodland category consisted of a mix of native riparian species, predominantly coast
live oak, valley oak (Quercus lobata), elderberry, and western sycamore (Platanus racemosa). Since the
satellite imagery basemaps that were available in ArcGIS were from 2017 and did not show the existing
conditions which are a result of tree removals performed in 2018, we imported Google Earth satellite
imagery from August 2018 (Google Inc. 2018) into ArcGIS. Next, we created polygons by tracing the
outer drip lines of the two canopy types. The canopy polygons were field-verified by Valley Water
arborists and then revised accordingly. Lastly, we used the ArcGIS Calculate Geometry tool to compute
acreages of each type.

Results

The Project reach of Saratoga Creek has a very narrow riparian corridor that is constrained by
surrounding suburban development and notable channel incision. This reach of creek generally consists
of two plant communities: Eucalyptus groves with a predominantly nonnative and sparse understory
and coast live oak woodland consisting of scattered to moderately dense native trees with a
predominantly nonnative understory. The native overstory in these locations predominantly consists of
coast live oak, valley oak, elderberry, and western sycamore. The understory throughout this reach is
mostly nonnative, with dominant species including English ivy (Hedera helix), Himalayan blackberry
(Rubus armeniacus), poison hemlock (Conium maculatum), periwinkle (Vinca major), and nonnative
grasses (including Stipa miliacea, Avena spp., Hordeum spp.). Remnant native understory species include
mugwort (Artemisia douglasiana), poison oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum), and California blackberry.

The results of the canopy mapping are depicted in Figure 4 and presented below in Table 3. While
removal of Eucalyptus trees will reduce the amount of available tree canopy between the time the trees
are removed and the revegetation establishes, most of the tree canopy, which is dominated by coast live
oak woodland will be retained. In the long-term, the Project’s revegetation will replace Eucalyptus
canopy with native tree canopy, benefiting both the recruitment of native understory vegetation and
wildlife that depend on these species for foraging and habitat.

Table 3 — Canopy Acreages
Canopy Type Total Area
Eucalyptus Groves 2.25 acres
Coast Live Oak Woodland 2.82 acres

2 Eucalyptus (globulus, camaldulensis) Semi-Natural Woodland Strands (Sawyer et. al. 2009)
3 Quercus agrifolia Woodland Alliance (Rank S4; Sawyer et. al. 2009)
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No special-status plant species were identified within the Project area. The likelihood of their occurrence
is very low because the banks and terraces have been highly altered and the Eucalyptus canopy
precludes understory establishment. Additionally, the small areas with Project impacts that would be
within the native overstory (temporary ramps/access points) are in areas with artificial fill, disturbed
soils, and/or abundant nonnative understory. In the long-term, removal of the Eucalyptus groves, which
preclude understory vegetation beneath them, followed by the revegetation with native tree canopy,
will allow for establishment of native understory. This will likely benefit special-status plants if present in
the future.

On February 12 and 21, 2019, Valley Water Botanist Laura Garrison and Biologist Sarah Gidre performed
a protocol-level survey for western leatherwood in the Project area. No individuals were observed. On
June 7, 2019, Valley Water Biologist Josh Weinik performed a protocol-level survey for the remaining
five special status plant species with potential to occur in the Project area (Santa Clara red ribbons,
Lewis’ clarkia, Loma Prieta hoita, arcuate bush mallow, and white-flowered rein orchid). No individuals
were observed.

No Sensitive Natural Communities defined as rare or threatened by CDFW (i.e. ranked S1-S3) were
identified within the Project area. Two community types were identified within the Project area,
Quercus agrifolia Woodland Alliance and Eucalyptus (globulus, camaldulensis) Semi-Natural Woodland
Strands. Neither of which are state ranked S1-S3, therefore are not considered to be sensitive by CDFW.
However, both of these community types are within the riparian zone, which is considered to be
sensitive under CEQA and is regulated by CDFW.

No California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii; CRLF) or signs of their presence were observed during the
surveys performed for this BSA. In addition, no CRLF were detected by the CDFW-approved Qualified
Biologists who performed several focused surveys in compliance with LSAA #1600-2018-0066-R3 in
2018. CRLF chiefly inhabits ponds, although it also uses marshes, streams, lagoons, and other waterways
throughout most of its range (Thomson et al. 2016). In the central and northern part of its range (i.e.
Santa Clara County), breeding primarily takes place in ponds, and less frequently in quiet pools and
streams (Fellers 2005). We assessed the aquatic habitat onsite and determined that due to the lack of
deep pools, lack of backwaters, lack of emergent vegetation, and the anthropomorphic water regime
throughout this reach, suitable breeding habitat is absent within the Project area. We considered the
use of aquatic habitat by juveniles year-round and by adults outside of the breeding season. Due to the
very shallow water depths and lack of emergent vegetation yielding substantial risk of predation for
frogs, combined with the anthropogenic water regime, CRLF are not expected to occur within the
aquatic habitat. Use of upland habitat by CRLF is strongly correlated with the proximity of suitable
aquatic habitat. Since the suitability of the aquatic habitat present is very low, CRLF are not expected to
occur within the upland habitat. Additionally, we did not observe any sympatric amphibians such as
Sierran treefrog (Pseudacris sierrae) or California toad (Anaxyrus boreas halophilus) within the Project
area. These anurans are very common in other creeks throughout Santa Clara County and in Mr.
Lockwood’s experience assisting with CRLF research (sampling 1,200 + CRLF of all life stages over 10
years) these species are typically found coinhabiting areas with CRLF. Because CRLF are not expected to
occur within the habitats onsite, the primary concern of impacting CRLF would come from an itinerant
frog moving through the Project area. We reviewed CNDDB’s processed and unprocessed data layers to
determine where the closest CRLF occurrence was. The closest record (Occurrence # 211) was of a
juvenile observed in 1997 ~3.1 miles upstream in the Saratoga Hills. This is far outside the 1.6-kilometer
(1 mile) search radius provided as a general guideline by USFWS when performing site assessments
(USFWS 2005). Overall, CRLF are not expected to occur within the Project area; therefore, the Project is
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not expected to have any impacts to CRLF. In the long-term, the Project will enhance the quality of the
riparian community and improve the quality of upland habitat onsite if CRLF were to immigrate into this
reach of the creek in the future.

No WPT or signs of their presence were observed during the surveys performed for this BSA. In addition,
no WPT were detected by the CDFW-approved Qualified Biologists who performed several focused
surveys in compliance with LSAA #1600-2018-0066-R3 in 2018. This species is generalized in its habitat
requirements, occurring in a broad range of permanent aquatic water bodies, but also occupies seasonal
streams (Bury and Germano 2008). In streams, they are found in greatest concentrations in pool
habitats (Bury 1972) where optimal habitat features such as deep waters with low velocity and suitable
refugia (Reese and Welsh 1998) are commonly found. Adequate basking sites are also key components
of optimal habitat (Ernst and Lovich 2009). Despite its common name and its strong association with
aquatic habitats, this species relies heavily on terrestrial habitats for several crucial elements of its
existence (Ernst and Lovich 2009). This includes nesting, hibernation, estivation, and refuge from
flooding or drying events. We assessed habitat suitability within the Project area to determine the
likelihood of the presence of WPT. This reach of creek is very shallow overall, and we only identified a
few shallow pools within the Project area. Overall the creek is shaded, which significantly reduces
suitable basking sites. The only potential available food we observed was algae, and we did not observe
any fish, aquatic invertebrates, or aquatic plants during our surveys. We also noted that there was
minimal vegetative cover along the creek. Due to the very shallow water depths and lack of vegetative
cover yielding substantial risk of predation for turtles, lack of optimal habitat features, low availability of
food, and the anthropogenic water regime, WPT are not expected to occur within the aquatic habitat
onsite. Use of upland habitat by turtles is strongly correlated with proximity of suitable aquatic habitat.
Since the suitability of the aquatic habitat present is very low, SWPT are not expected to occur within
the upland habitat. Because SWPT are not expected to occur within the habitats onsite, the primary
concern of impacting WPT would come from an itinerant turtle moving through the Project area. There
are no records of WPT in Saratoga Creek in the processed and unprocessed data layers in CNNDB. Nor
have Valley Water Biologists ever observed WPT in Saratoga Creek over the years, despite performing
countless biological surveys for various Valley Water activities. Overall, WPT are not expected to occur
within the Project area; therefore, the Project is not expected to have any impacts to WPT. In the long-
term, the Project will enhance the quality of the riparian community. One specific enhancement
pertaining to WPT would be the creation of more basking areas through the removal of the dense
Eucalyptus groves and replacement with a native tree canopy (i.e. creating a less dense and more open
natural canopy that would allow for more sunlight to reach the creek). This would improve the quality of
both upland and aquatic habitat onsite if WPT were to immigrate into this reach of the creek in the
future.

The BSA surveys were performed outside of the bird nesting season; however, several species were
documented nesting in the Project area in the 2018 nesting season. Species included mourning dove
(Zenaida macroura marginella), Anna’s hummingbird (Calypte anna), acorn woodpecker (Melanerpes
formicivorus bairdi), Steller’s jay (Cyanocitta stelleri), bushtit (Psaltriparus minimus), California towhee
(Melozone crissalis), and dark-eyed junco (Junco hyemalis). After assessing the habitats onsite, we
determined the riparian habitat may be suitable for itinerant or non-nesting yellow warbler (Setophaga
petechia), yellow-breasted chat (Icteria virens auricollis), or white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus), none of
which were identified during our desktop reconnaissance. However, suitable habitats are not present
within or adjacent to the Project area that would support nesting of these species. Suitable nesting
habitat is present for the following raptor species: red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), red-shouldered
hawk (Buteo lineatus elegans), and Cooper’s hawk. One inactive raptor nest was observed during the
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surveys performed for this BSA. Due to our estimation of its diameter we believe it to be an old red-
tailed hawk nest. The nest is located at the top of hazard tree #317. The nest appears to be in disrepair
due to the base of the nest drooping. We know that this nest was not active in 2018. We did not observe
any cavities in the Eucalyptus that could provide roosting or nesting habitat for owls. We observed a
handful of cavities in native trees, that will not be impacted, that were large enough to support roosting
or nesting of smaller owl species such as western screech-owl (Megascops kennicottii), but no signs of
owl (e.g. white wash or pellets) were observed in these areas. No special-status species of bird are
expected to nest in the Project area. Therefore, no impacts to special-status bird species are expected.
We expect birds to nest within the Project area each year. Due to this, the Project team intends to
perform all work outside of the nesting season by starting in September of each year. If the work
needed to start earlier in the year for reasons yet unknown, nesting bird surveys and implementation of
protective buffer zones around active nests would be implemented to avoid impacts to nesting birds. In
the long-term, the Project will enhance the quality of the riparian community and improve the quality of
the habitat for birds within this reach of the creek.

No bats or sign of their presence were observed during the diurnal field reconnaissance-level surveys we
conducted for this BSA. In addition, no bats or sign of their presence were detected by the CDFW-
approved Qualified Biologists who performed several focused diurnal surveys in compliance with LSAA
#1600-2018-0066-R3 in 2018. However, detecting presence of bats during the day is difficult and we
presume that some bat species may be present in the Project vicinity seasonally to year-round. We
considered which bat species could be directly impacted by removal of Eucalyptus trees. Typically,
Eucalyptus do not contain internal cavities suitable for cavity roosting bats. Therefore, removal of the
Eucalyptus is not likely to directly impact cavity roosting bats. Eucalyptus could provide roosting habitat
for foliage roosting bat species. We reviewed the ecology of the two foliage roosting bat species that are
known to seasonally occur in Santa Clara County, hoary bat (Lasiurus cinereus; CDFW Watch List) and
western red bat (Lasiurus blossevillii; California Species of Special Concern). Except for a single record of
hoary bat raising young in San Jose, neither hoary bat or western red bat are known to raise young in
Santa Clara County (D. Johnston, pers. comm. 2019, Johnston; D. S., and S. Whitford. 2009). These
migratory species are known to overwinter in the San Francisco Bay area, generally present from
November to February (Johnston, D. S., and S. Whitford. 2009; Cryan, P. M., 2003). The Project work is
scheduled to occur between September 1%t and October 15" each year when these species are migrating
between their summer ranges and winter ranges. Therefore, direct impacts to maternity or winter day
roosting bats are not anticipated. We considered the temporal loss of winter day roost sites resulting
from the removal of the Eucalyptus. Both hoary bats and western red bats are solitary winter roosting
species (i.e. not colonial roosting species), therefore we concluded the removal of the Eucalyptus should
not cause a substantial adverse effect on the local populations that do overwinter in Santa Clara County.
Additionally, our assessment focused on the special-status bat species identified in our desktop
reconnaissance, Townsend’s big-eared bat. Townsend’s big-eared bat is a cave-dwelling species, but is
also known to use old, mostly-abandoned buildings with darkened and enclosed cave-like attics in
addition to other anthropogenic structures (Barbour and Davis 1969). We did not identify structures in
or adjacent to the Project area that would be considered suitable roosting locations for Townsend’s big-
eared bat, therefore no impacts to the species are expected to occur. Overall, the Project is not
expected to have substantial adverse effects on bats. In the long-term, the Project will enhance the
quality of the riparian community and the quality of habitat for bats onsite.

No San Francisco dusky-footed woodrats (Neotoma fuscipes annectens), woodrat lodges, or other signs

of their presence were observed during the field reconnaissance-level surveys we conducted for this
BSA. In addition, no woodrats or sign of their presence were detected by the CDFW-approved Qualified
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Biologists who performed several focused surveys in compliance with LSAA #1600-2018-0066-R3 in
2018. Detection of presence of this species is relatively easy due to their behavior of constructing large
lodges (Ingles 1965), which are typically the focal point of their home range (Linsdale and Tevis 1951).
Woodrats are a non-migratory species (CWHR 2008) and since there are no lodges present within the
Project area, the concern of woodrats occurring would come from the establishment of new territories
by dispersing woodrats. There are high costs associated with female dispersal and their reproduction
favors female philopatry since they require nests for successful rearing of young. Female woodrats,
unlike males, usually spend their entire life in their natal area (Kelly 1989). Therefore, our concern would
come from a pioneering male. The maximum dispersal distance known for woodrats is 434 meters
(Penrod, Cabanero et al. 2004). Due to the woodrat ecology discussed above, we determined the San
Francisco dusky-footed woodrat is likely absent within the Project area and dispersal distance of the
Project because we did not identify any woodrat nests inside or within 500 meters of the Project area.
Therefore, no impacts to woodrats are expected. In the long-term, the Project will enhance the quality
of the riparian community and improve the quality of habitat onsite if woodrats were to immigrate into
this reach of the creek in the future.

In the Project reach, Saratoga Creek exhibits an OHWM and is classified as an intermittent streambed
and so is considered a water of the U.S. and of the State (SCVYWD 2018). No other aquatic resources
were identified in the Project area. The streambed and adjacent riparian vegetation will be temporarily
impacted during construction by the construction of temporary access ramps and moving of equipment
and removed trees through the creek channel. These construction impacts can be minimized through
Valley Water’s standard best management practices that are used on all projects. In the long-term, the
Project will enhance creek and riparian corridor conditions by contributing to bank stability and
increasing the extent of native tree canopy and understory vegetation.

Our results pertaining to special-status species are summarized in Table 4 below.
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Table 4 — Resulting List of Special-status Species and Their Potential Occurrence After Field Reconnaissance

Common and Scientific Names Status Habitat Requirements Potential Occurrence in Project Area

Santa Clara red ribbons CRPR 4.3 Chaparral, Cismontane woodland Absent; Focused surveys were performed in June 2019, during the blooming period.
Clarkia concinna ssp. automixa The species was determined to be absent.

Lewis' clarkia CRPR 4.3 Broadleafed upland forest, Closed-cone coniferous forest, Chaparral, Cismontane woodland, | Absent; Focused surveys were performed in June 2019, during the blooming period.
Clarkia lewisii Coastal scrub The species was determined to be absent.

western leatherwood CRPR 1B.2 Broadleafed upland forest, Closed-cone coniferous forest, Chaparral, Cismontane woodland, | Absent; Focused surveys were performed in February 2019, during the blooming
Dirca occidentalis North Coast coniferous forest, Riparian forest, Riparian woodland; mesic areas period. The species was determined to be absent.

Loma Prieta hoita CRPR 1B.1 Chaparral, Cismontane woodland, Riparian woodland; Absent; Focused surveys were performed in June 2019, during the blooming period.
Hoita strobilina usually serpentinite or mesic areas The species was determined to be absent.

arcuate bush-mallow CRPR 1B.2 Chaparral, Cismontane woodland Absent; Focused surveys were performed in June 2019, during the blooming period.
Malacothamnus arcuatus The species was determined to be absent.

white-flowered rein orchid CRPR 1B.2 Broadleafed upland forest, Lower montane coniferous forest, North Coast coniferous forest; Absent; Focused surveys were performed in June 2019, during the blooming period.
Piperia candida sometimes in serpentine areas The species was determined to be absent.

California red-legged frog FT CSC Permanent or semi-permanent aquatic breeding areas and upland dispersal habitats. Not Expected to Occur Suitable habitat is absent and there are no known occurrences
Rana draytonii of CRLF on the valley floor in the general area.

western pond turtle Ccsc Ponds, lakes, perennial and intermittent streams, and wetlands with vegetation, basking Not Expected to Occur; Suitable habitat is absent and WPT are no known occurrences
Actinemys marmorata pallida habitat, and upland areas for reproduction. in the Project area.

white-tailed kite* FP Coastal and valley lowlands. Forage in open grasslands, meadows, agricultural, and marsh Absent as Breeder; Suitable nesting substrates are present but the necessary

Elanus leucurus habitats. Nest high in dense tree stands near foraging habitat. adjacent foraging habitat is absent.

red-tailed hawk* CFGC Nest and forage in a wide array of habitats including riparian areas, woodlands, and Potential as Breeder; Suitable nesting habitat is present and these species will nest in
Buteo jamiacensis residential areas. residential areas such as the Project area.

red-shouldered hawk* CFGC Nest and forage in a wide array of habitats including riparian areas, woodlands, and Potential as Breeder; Suitable nesting habitat is present and these species will nest in
Buteo lineatus residential areas. residential areas such as the Project area.

Cooper’s hawk CFGC Nest and forage in a wide array of habitats including riparian areas, woodlands, and Potential as Breeder; Suitable nesting habitat is present and these species will nest in
Accipiter cooperii residential areas. residential areas such as the Project area.

yellow-breasted Chat * CcDC Riparian habitats with a mature overstory, an understory of willows with dense underbrush. Absent as Breeder; No suitable nesting habitat within the Project area.

Icteria virens

yellow warbler* Ccsc Riparian habitats, often with an overstory of mature cottonwoods/sycamores, a midstory Absent as Breeder; No suitable nesting habitat within the Project area.

Setophaga petechia willow and box elder, and a substantial understory of vines, blackberries, and forbs.

Western red bat* csc Roosts primarily in trees, less often shrubs. Roost sites often in edge habitats. Absent as Maternity Rooster; Migratory species. Does not raise young in Santa Clara
Lasiurus blossevillii County. Overwinters in the county generally from November to February.
Townsend’s big-eared bat CcsC Roosts in caves, mines, tunnels, buildings, or other human-made structures. Absent as Rooster; No suitable roosting habitat within the Project area.

Corynorhinus townsendii

San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat Ccsc Forest habitats of moderate canopy and moderate to dense understory. Absent; No lodges or sign of activity in or within 500 meters upstream and

Neotoma fuscipes annectens

downstream of the Project area.

*= Species added after field reconnaissance

CFGC = California Fish and Game Code; CRPR = California Rare Plant Rank; CSC = California Species of Special Concern; FP = Fully Protected;

FT = Federally Threatened; SE = State Endangered
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Recommended Mitigation Measures

To ensure impacts to sensitive biological resources are substantially minimized if not completely avoided
during Project activities, we propose implementation of the following Mitigation Measures (MM) for
native riparian habitat, intermittent streambed, and nesting birds. As described in the Project
Description, the removal of the nonnative Eucalyptus trees will be followed by the planting of natives;
therefore, this impact is considered to be beneficial and no MM are proposed. The Project is not
expected to impact the following special-status species: CRLF, WPT, woodrats, Townsend’s big-eared
bat, western red bat, or any of the special status plant species with potential to occur in the Project
area. Therefore, we did not propose any MM for these species. The Project is not expected to have a
substantial adverse effect on local populations of non-listed bat species, so we did not propose any MM
for bats in general.

Native Riparian Habitat (MM BIO-1)

Outside of the hazard tree areas minimize temporary impacts (i.e. pruning for equipment
access) to the extent possible.

A qualified biologist should train all project staff, contractors, and other work crews regarding
the necessity to avoid the native riparian areas and the boundaries of the Project area will be
clearly demarcated in the field for worker awareness.

The six coast live oak trees and two elderberry shrubs that will need to be removed for access
purposes should be replaced at a 1:1 ratio.

Intermittent Streambed (MM BIO-2)

Site topography and geometry shall be restored to pre-project conditions to the extent possible.

Nesting Birds (MM BIO-3)

To the extent possible work should be conducted outside of the nesting season (Jan 15" — Sep
1.

A qualified biologist shall train all project staff, contractors, and other work crews regarding
signs of nesting behavior and identification of active nests, the requirement to stop work if any
active nests are found or suspected until a qualified biologist inspects the area, and compliance
with avoiding the no-work buffer zones.

During the nesting season, nesting bird surveys shall be performed by a qualified biologist no
more than 7 days prior to the start of Project activities. If a lapse in Project related work of 7
days or longer occurs, another nesting bird survey should be conducted.

If an active nest is found, a 50-foot no-work buffer zone shall be implemented surrounding the
nest, with exception of raptors, herons, and egrets, which should have a 300-foot no-work
buffer zone.

Conclusion

Valley Water will need to acquire necessary permits for the Project, which is tentatively scheduled to
begin in September of 2019. The Project will include work that is within the waters of the U.S., waters of
the State, and the jurisdiction of California Fish and Game Code 1602. Therefore, Valley Water will be
applying for a Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 Permit, CWA Section 401 Certification, and a LSAA
(biological resource permits). Valley Water will also need to request permission from CDFW to dismantle
the historic raptor nest in Tree #317 to comply with California Fish and Game Code Section 3503.5.
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In the long-term, after revegetation has become established, the Project would have a substantial
beneficial effect on the riparian habitat and species that live within this habitat through the removal of
the nonnative Eucalyptus groves and subsequent revegetation with native riparian species.

As it pertains to CEQA, we have determined that with the implementation of the recommended MM

and compliance with the measures that will be prescribed in the Project’s biological resource permits,
the Project’s impacts to biological resources can be avoided or reduced to less-than-significant levels.
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Figure 1: Map depicting general project area and locations of hazard Eucalyptus trees.
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Figure 2: Map showing the results of the 2-mile radius spatial query of CNDDB.
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Figure 3: Map depicting the biological survey are throughout the Project area and 500 meters upstream
and downstream of the Project area.
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Figure 4: Map depicting the existing conditions for canopy cover for native riparian and Eucalyptus groves.
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_ Photos of the Project Area
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Photo 3: Representative photo of shaded out undrstory under a Eucalyptus grove.
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Photo 4: Photo facing upslope under a Eucalyptus grove towards the immediately adjacent properties.
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to 5: Photo showing several leaning hazard rees on the left bank; 9/27/18
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Photo 6: Photo of downstream temporary ramp location.
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Attachment A

CNPS 9-quad Search
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80 matches found. Click on scientific name for details
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CA Rare

Scientific Name Common Name Family Lifeform Blopmlng Plant State Global
Period Rank Rank
Rank
. . San Mateo thorn- .
Acanthomintha duttonii mint Lamiaceae annual herb Apr-Jun 1B.1 S1 G1
A”'“m peninsulare var. Franciscan onion Alliaceae pere'nnlal (Apr)May-Jun 1B.2 S2 G5T2
franciscanum bulbiferous herb
. . . bent-flowered .
Amsinckia lunaris fiddleneck Boraginaceae annual herb Mar-Jun 1B.2 S3 G3
>
Androsace elongata ssp. California androsace Primulaceae annual herb Mar-Jun 4.2 S354 657
acuta TaT4
Anomobryum julaceum slender silver moss  Bryaceae moss 4.2 S2  G5?
Arabis blepharophylla coast rockcress Brassicaceae perennial herb Feb-May 4.3 S4 G4
.. Anderson's . perennial
Arctostaphylos andersonii .- i Ericaceae evergreen shrub Nov-May 1B.2 S2 G2
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Arctostaphylos glutinosa manzanita Ericaceae evergrean shrub (Nov)Mar-Apr 1B.2 S1 G1
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Atriplex depressa brittlescale Chenopodiaceae  annual herb Apr-Oct 1B.2 S2 G2
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Calandrinia breweri Brewer's calandrinia Montiaceae annual herb (Jan)Mar-Jun 4.2 S4 G4
- . Santa Cruz
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Centrom?dla RarTyl SSp. Congdon's tarplant ~ Asteraceae annual herb May- 1B.1 S2 G3T2
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Chloropyron maritimum Point Reyes bird's- Orobanchaceae annual herb Jun-Oct 1B.2 2 G472
ssp. palustre beak (hemiparasitic)
Chorizanthe pungens var. Ben Lomond Polygonaceae annual herb Apr-Jul 1B.1 S1 G2T1

hartwegiana spineflower

robust spineflower Polygonaceae annual herb Apr-Sep 1B.1 S1 G2T1
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Collinsia corymbosa

Collinsia multicolor

Cypripedium fasciculatum

Dirca occidentalis

Dudleya abramsii ssp.

setchellii

Eriogonum nudum var.

decurrens

Eriophyllum latilobum

Eryngium aristulatum var.

hooveri

Extriplex joaquinana
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Stuckenia filiformis ssp. slender-leaved Potamogetonaceae perennial May-Jul 2B.2 S3 G5T5

alpina pondweed rhizomatous herb
- (aquatic)

. . . . . . perennial )
Suaeda californica Callifornia seablite Chenopodiaceae evergreen shrub Jul-Oct 1B.1 S1 G1
Trifolium amoenum two-fork clover Fabaceae annual herb Apr-Jun 1B.1 S1 G1
Trifolium buckwestiorum  Santa Cruz clover  Fabaceae annual herb Apr-Oct 1B.1 S2 G2
Trifolium hydrophilum saline clover Fabaceae annual herb Apr-Jun 1B.2 S2 G2
Mpldo__carm capgr—frunted Brassicaceae annual herb Mar-Apr 1B.1 S1 G1
capparideum tropidocarpum

. Methuselah's beard . fruticose lichen
Usnea longissima lichen Parmeliaceae (epiphytic) 4.2 S4 G4
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IPaC U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

IPaC resource list

This report is an automatically generated list of species and other resources such as critical habitat (collectively referred to as
trust resources) under the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's (USFWS) jurisdiction that are known or expected to be on or near
the project area referenced below. The list may also include trust resources that occur outside of the project area, but that
could potentially be directly or indirectly affected by activities in the project area. However, determining the likelihood and
extent of effects a project may have on trust resources typically requires gathering additional site-specific (e.g.,
vegetation/species surveys) and project-specific (e.g., magnitude and timing of proposed activities) information.

Below is a summary of the project information you provided and contact information for the USFWS office(s) with jurisdiction
in the defined project area. Please read the introduction to each section that follows (Endangered Species, Migratory Birds,
USFWS Facilities, and NWI Wetlands) for additional information applicable to the trust resources addressed in that section.

Location

Santa Clara County, California

Quito:Rd=—z

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/AMFASKZ6K5BSDLY J5EQPIJBTN4/resources#endangered-species 116
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Local office

Sacramento Fish And Wildlife Office

L (916) 414-6600
1B (916) 414-6713

Federal Building
2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2605

Sacramento, CA 95825-1846

2/16
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Endangered species

This resource list is for informational purposes only and does not constitute an analysis of project level impacts.

The primary information used to generate this list is the known or expected range of each species. Additional areas of
influence (AOI) for species are also considered. An AOI includes areas outside of the species range if the species could be
indirectly affected by activities in that area (e.g., placing a dam upstream of a fish population, even if that fish does not occur
at the dam site, may indirectly impact the species by reducing or eliminating water flow downstream). Because species can
move, and site conditions can change, the species on this list are not guaranteed to be found on or near the project area. To
fully determine any potential effects to species, additional site-specific and project-specific information is often required.

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act requires Federal agencies to "request of the Secretary information whether any
species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area of such proposed action" for any project that is
conducted, permitted, funded, or licensed by any Federal agency. A letter from the local office and a species list which fulfills
this requirement can only be obtained by requesting an official species list from either the Regulatory Review section in IPaC
(see directions below) or from the local field office directly.

For project evaluations that require USFWS concurrence/review, please return to the IPaC website and request an official
species list by doing the following:

1. Draw the project location and click CONTINUE.
2. Click DEFINE PROJECT.

3. Login (if directed to do so).

4. Provide a name and description for your project.
5. Click REQUEST SPECIES LIST.

Listed species! and their critical habitats are managed by the Ecological Services Program of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) and the fisheries division of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA Fisheries?2).

Species and critical habitats under the sole responsibility of NOAA Fisheries are not shown on this list. Please contact NOAA
Fisheries for species under their jurisdiction.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/AMFASKZ6K5BSDLY J5EQPIJBTN4/resources#endangered-species 3/16
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1. Species listed under the Endangered Species Act are threatened or endangered; IPaC also shows species that are

candidates, or proposed, for listing. See the listing status page for more information.

2. NOAA Fisheries, also known as the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), is an office of the National Oceanic and

Atmospheric Administration within the Department of Commerce.

The following species are potentially affected by activities in this location:

Birds

NAME

California Clapper Rail Rallus longirostris obsoletus
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/4240

California Least Tern Sterna antillarum browni
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8104

Marbled Murrelet Brachyramphus marmoratus
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/4467

Amphibians
NAME
California Red-legged Frog Rana draytonii

There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2891

California Tiger Salamander Ambystoma californiense

There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2076

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/AMFASKZ6K5BSDLY J5EQPIJBTN4/resources#endangered-species

STATUS

Endangered

Endangered

Threatened

STATUS

Threatened

Threatened

4/16
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Fishes
NAME STATUS
Delta Smelt Hypomesus transpacificus Threatened

There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/321

Insects
NAME STATUS
Bay Checkerspot Butterfly Euphydryas editha bayensis Threatened

There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2320

San Bruno Elfin Butterfly Callophrys mossii bayensis Endangered
There is proposed critical habitat for this species. The location of the critical habitat is
not available.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3394

Critical habitats

Potential effects to critical habitat(s) in this location must be analyzed along with the endangered species themselves.

THERE ARE NO CRITICAL HABITATS AT THIS LOCATION.

Migratory birds

Certain birds are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act! and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act2.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/AMFASKZ6K5BSDLY J5EQPIJBTN4/resources#endangered-species 5/16
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Any person or organization who plans or conducts activities that may result in impacts to migratory birds, eagles, and their

habitats should follow appropriate regulations and consider implementing appropriate conservation measures, as described
below.

1. The Migratory Birds Treaty Act of 1918.
2. The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940.

Additional information can be found using the following links:

¢ Birds of Conservation Concern http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/
birds-of-conservation-concern.php

e Measures for avoiding and minimizing impacts to birds http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/project-assessment-tools-
and-guidance/
conservation-measures.php

» Nationwide conservation measures for birds
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/pdf/management/nationwidestandardconservationmeasures.pdf

The birds listed below are birds of particular concern either because they occur on the USFWS Birds of Conservation Concern
(BCCQ) list or warrant special attention in your project location. To learn more about the levels of concern for birds on your list
and how this list is generated, see the FAQ below. This is not a list of every bird you may find in this location, nor a guarantee
that every bird on this list will be found in your project area. To see exact locations of where birders and the general public
have sighted birds in and around your project area, visit the E-bird data mapping tool (Tip: enter your location, desired date
range and a species on your list). For projects that occur off the Atlantic Coast, additional maps and models detailing the
relative occurrence and abundance of bird species on your list are available. Links to additional information about Atlantic
Coast birds, and other important information about your migratory bird list, including how to properly interpret and use your
migratory bird report, can be found below.,

For guidance on when to schedule activities or implement avoidance and minimization measures to reduce impacts to
migratory birds on your list, click on the PROBABILITY OF PRESENCE SUMMARY at the top of your list to see when these birds
are most likely to be present and breeding in your project area.

NAME BREEDING SEASON (IF A BREEDING
SEASON IS INDICATED FOR A BIRD ON
YOUR LIST, THE BIRD MAY BREED IN YOUR
PROJECT AREA SOMETIME WITHIN THE

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/AMFASKZ6K5BSDLY J5EQPIJBTN4/resources#endangered-species 6/16
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Allen's Hummingbird Selasphorus sasin
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA
and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9637

Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus
This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but warrants attention
because of the Eagle Act or for potential susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain
types of development or activities.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1626

Clark's Grebe Aechmophorus clarkii

This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA
and Alaska.

Common Yellowthroat Geothlypis trichas sinuosa

This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) only in particular Bird Conservation Regions
(BCRs) in the continental USA
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2084

Golden Eagle Aquila chrysaetos
This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but warrants attention
because of the Eagle Act or for potential susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain
types of development or activities.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1680

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/AMFASKZ6K5BSDLY J5EQPIJBTN4/resources#endangered-species

TIMEFRAME SPECIFIED, WHICH IS A VERY
LIBERAL ESTIMATE OF THE DATES INSIDE

ENTIRE RANGE. "BREEDS ELSEWHERE"
INDICATES THAT THE BIRD DOES NOT
LIKELY BREED IN YOUR PROJECT AREA.)

Breeds Feb 1 to Jul 15

Breeds Jan 1 to Aug 31

Breeds Jan 1 to Dec 31

Breeds May 20 to Jul 31

Breeds Jan 1 to Aug 31

7/16
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Lawrence's Goldfinch Carduelis lawrencei

This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA
and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9464

Nuttall's Woodpecker Picoides nuttallii
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) only in particular Bird Conservation Regions
(BCRs) in the continental USA
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9410

Oak Titmouse Baeolophus inornatus

This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA
and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9656

Rufous Hummingbird selasphorus rufus
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA
and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8002

Song Sparrow Melospiza melodia
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) only in particular Bird Conservation Regions
(BCRs) in the continental USA

Spotted Towhee Pipilo maculatus clementae
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) only in particular Bird Conservation Regions
(BCRs) in the continental USA
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/4243

Wrentit Chamaea fasciata
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA
and Alaska.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/AMFASKZ6K5BSDLY J5EQPIJBTN4/resources#endangered-species

Breeds Mar 20 to Sep 20

Breeds Apr 1 to Jul 20

Breeds Mar 15 to Jul 15

Breeds elsewhere

Breeds Feb 20 to Sep 5

Breeds Apr 15 to Jul 20

Breeds Mar 15 to Aug 10
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Probability of Presence Summary

The graphs below provide our best understanding of when birds of concern are most likely to be present in your project
area. This information can be used to tailor and schedule your project activities to avoid or minimize impacts to birds. Please
make sure you read and understand the FAQ “Proper Interpretation and Use of Your Migratory Bird Report” before using or
attempting to interpret this report.

Probability of Presence ()

Each green bar represents the bird's relative probability of presence in the 10km grid cell(s) your project overlaps during a
particular week of the year. (A year is represented as 12 4-week months.) A taller bar indicates a higher probability of species
presence. The survey effort (see below) can be used to establish a level of confidence in the presence score. One can have
higher confidence in the presence score if the corresponding survey effort is also high.

How is the probability of presence score calculated? The calculation is done in three steps:

1. The probability of presence for each week is calculated as the number of survey events in the week where the species was
detected divided by the total number of survey events for that week. For example, if in week 12 there were 20 survey
events and the Spotted Towhee was found in 5 of them, the probability of presence of the Spotted Towhee in week 12 is
0.25.

2. To properly present the pattern of presence across the year, the relative probability of presence is calculated. This is the
probability of presence divided by the maximum probability of presence across all weeks. For example, imagine the
probability of presence in week 20 for the Spotted Towhee is 0.05, and that the probability of presence at week 12 (0.25) is
the maximum of any week of the year. The relative probability of presence on week 12 is 0.25/0.25 = 1; at week 20 it is
0.05/0.25=0.2.

3. The relative probability of presence calculated in the previous step undergoes a statistical conversion so that all possible
values fall between 0 and 10, inclusive. This is the probability of presence score.

To see a bar's probability of presence score, simply hover your mouse cursor over the bar.

Breeding Season ()
Yellow bars denote a very liberal estimate of the time-frame inside which the bird breeds across its entire range. If there are
no yellow bars shown for a bird, it does not breed in your project area.

Survey Effort ()

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/AMFASKZ6K5BSDLY J5EQPIJBTN4/resources#endangered-species 9/16
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Vertical black lines superimposed on probability of presence bars indicate the number of surveys performed for that species

in the 10km grid cell(s) your project area overlaps. The number of surveys is expressed as a range, for example, 33 to 64
surveys.

To see a bar's survey effort range, simply hover your mouse cursor over the bar.

No Data (-)
A week is marked as having no data if there were no survey events for that week.

Survey Timeframe

Surveys from only the last 10 years are used in order to ensure delivery of currently relevant information. The exception to
this is areas off the Atlantic coast, where bird returns are based on all years of available data, since data in these areas is
currently much more sparse.

probability of presence breeding season | survey effort —no data
SPECIES JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JuL AUG SEP oCT NOV DEC

Allen's Hummingbird ) 1 4 4 thtt  wHtd HEEE FEEE FEER R RS

BCC Rangewide (CON) (This
is a Bird of Conservation
Concern (BCC) throughout
its range in the continental
USA and Alaska,)

Bald Eagle 44+ +44+ HH40 Y Y R Chbdg ST HHHE HHHE O R

Non-BCC Vulnerable (This
is not a Bird of
Conservation Concern
(BCC) in this area, but
warrants attention because
of the Eagle Act or for
potential susceptibilities in
offshore areas from certain
types of development or
activities.)

Clark's Grebe it
scc rmeemide(cons TEET b HE  TRTW FoEF  WEEE  REEE O bREE RREE BEEE O REEE RREE FEE

is a Bird of Conservation
Concern (BCC) throughout
its range in the continental
USA and Alaska,)

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/AMFASKZ6K5BSDLY J5EQPIJBTN4/resources#endangered-species 10/16
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Common Yellowthroat | | | | | i LR i gl L1 HERE AR Ll o L WL T
e K eang T+ +HH HHHE HHlE BEER  EEER -+ L+t HHHE A
Conservation Concern

(BCC) only in particular Bird

Conservation Regions

(BCRs) in the continental

N Fhet REEE ke WERE bERE EEE BRER REEE B

Non-BCC Vulnerable (This

is not a Bird of
Conservation Concern
(BCCQ) in this area, but
warrants attention because
of the Eagle Act or for
potential susceptibilities in
offshore areas from certain
types of development or
activities.)

awrences soainen I+ HEE BEEE REEE RREE  REEE  RREE  RHET LT N M

BCC Rangewide (CON) (This
is a Bird of Conservation
Concern (BCC) throughout
its range in the continental
USA and Alaska.)

wuttalis woodpecker WM MEWE  MOOE  WORW  WRNN  WWOR  DURE D@Mw WEPE  NOEE  BOEN  wEN

Conservation Concern
(BCC) only in particular Bird
Conservation Regions
(BCRs) in the continental
UsA)

Oak Tumouse s MINN WONE - WOON  WONG- D00 WOWD OAOE WERE ©AwE woRd BOw@  WEAE

is a Bird of Conservation
Concern (BCC) throughout
its range in the continental
USA and Alaska.)

o Raosomion (oo THHE AHEE FR0 W HH e B B B B e

BCC Rangewide (CON) (This
is a Bird of Conservation
Concern (BCC) throughout
its range in the continental
USA and Alaska.)
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Song Sparrow Jin+ HER: NEEE DEEE DOON Meew +ti@: ftii: BEAm+ +HEE R +H+HEDE

Conservation Regions
(BCRs) in the continental

Spotted Towhee jiEE nEEE DERR DAER BERR BARR NREm EEED OOOR MEEER e mEER

BCC - BCR (This is a Bird of
Conservation Concern
(BCC) only in particular Bird
Conservation Regions
(BCRs) in the continental
USA)
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Tell me more about conservation measures | can implement to avoid or minimize impacts to migratory birds.

Nationwide Conservation Measures describes measures that can help avoid and minimize impacts to all birds at any location year round.
Implementation of these measures is particularly important when birds are most likely to occur in the project area. When birds may be
breeding in the area, identifying the locations of any active nests and avoiding their destruction is a very helpful impact minimization measure.
To see when birds are most likely to occur and be breeding in your project area, view the Probability of Presence Summary. Additional
measures and/or permits may be advisable depending on the type of activity you are conducting and the type of infrastructure or bird species
present on your project site.

What does IPaC use to generate the migratory birds potentially occurring in my specified location?

The Migratory Bird Resource List is comprised of USFWS Birds of Conservation Concern (BCC) and other species that may warrant special
attention in your project location.

The migratory bird list generated for your project is derived from data provided by the Avian Knowledge Network (AKN). The AKN data is based
on a growing collection of survey, banding, and citizen science datasets and is queried and filtered to return a list of those birds reported as
occurring in the 10km grid cell(s) which your project intersects, and that have been identified as warranting special attention because they are a
BCC species in that area, an eagle (Eagle Act requirements may apply), or a species that has a particular vulnerability to offshore activities or
development.

Again, the Migratory Bird Resource list includes only a subset of birds that may occur in your project area. It is not representative of all birds
that may occur in your project area. To get a list of all birds potentially present in your project area, please visit the E-bird Explore Data Tool.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/AMFASKZ6K5BSDLY J5EQPIJBTN4/resources#endangered-species 12/16
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What does IPaC use to generate the probability of presence graphs for the migratory birds potentially occurring in my specified location?

The probability of presence graphs associated with your migratory bird list are based on data provided by the Avian Knowledge Network (AKN).
This data is derived from a growing collection of survey, banding, and citizen science datasets .

Probability of presence data is continuously being updated as new and better information becomes available. To learn more about how the
probability of presence graphs are produced and how to interpret them, go the Probability of Presence Summary and then click on the "Tell me
about these graphs" link.

How do | know if a bird is breeding, wintering, migrating or present year-round in my project area?

To see what part of a particular bird's range your project area falls within (i.e. breeding, wintering, migrating or year-round), you may refer to
the following resources: The Cornell Lab of Ornithology All About Birds Bird Guide, or (if you are unsuccessful in locating the bird of interest
there), the Cornell Lab of Ornithology Neotropical Birds guide. If a bird on your migratory bird species list has a breeding season associated with
it, if that bird does occur in your project area, there may be nests present at some point within the timeframe specified. If "Breeds elsewhere" is
indicated, then the bird likely does not breed in your project area.

What are the levels of concern for migratory birds?
Migratory birds delivered through IPaC fall into the following distinct categories of concern:

1. "BCC Rangewide" birds are Birds of Conservation Concern (BCC) that are of concern throughout their range anywhere within the USA
(including Hawaii, the Pacific Islands, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands);

2. "BCC - BCR" birds are BCCs that are of concern only in particular Bird Conservation Regions (BCRs) in the continental USA; and

3. "Non-BCC - Vulnerable" birds are not BCC species in your project area, but appear on your list either because of the Eagle Act requirements
(for eagles) or (for non-eagles) potential susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain types of development or activities (e.g. offshore
energy development or longline fishing).

Although it is important to try to avoid and minimize impacts to all birds, efforts should be made, in particular, to avoid and minimize impacts to
the birds on this list, especially eagles and BCC species of rangewide concern. For more information on conservation measures you can
implement to help avoid and minimize migratory bird impacts and requirements for eagles, please see the FAQs for these topics.

Details about birds that are potentially affected by offshore projects

For additional details about the relative occurrence and abundance of both individual bird species and groups of bird species within your
project area off the Atlantic Coast, please visit the Northeast Ocean Data Portal. The Portal also offers data and information about other taxa
besides birds that may be helpful to you in your project review. Alternately, you may download the bird model results files underlying the portal
maps through the NOAA NCCOS Integrative Statistical Modeling and Predictive Mapping of Marine Bird Distributions and Abundance on the
Atlantic Outer Continental Shelf project webpage.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/AMFASKZ6K5BSDLY J5EQPIJBTN4/resources#endangered-species 13/16
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Bird tracking data can also provide additional details about occurrence and habitat use throughout the year, including migration. Models relying
on survey data may not include this information. For additional information on marine bird tracking data, see the Diving Bird Study and the
nanotag studies or contact Caleb Spiegel or Pam Loring.

What if | have eagles on my list?

If your project has the potential to disturb or kill eagles, you may need to obtain a permit to avoid violating the Eagle Act should such impacts
occur.

Proper Interpretation and Use of Your Migratory Bird Report

The migratory bird list generated is not a list of all birds in your project area, only a subset of birds of priority concern. To learn more about how
your list is generated, and see options for identifying what other birds may be in your project area, please see the FAQ “What does IPaC use to
generate the migratory birds potentially occurring in my specified location”. Please be aware this report provides the “probability of presence”
of birds within the 10 km grid cell(s) that overlap your project; not your exact project footprint. On the graphs provided, please also look
carefully at the survey effort (indicated by the black vertical bar) and for the existence of the “no data” indicator (a red horizontal bar). A high
survey effort is the key component. If the survey effort is high, then the probability of presence score can be viewed as more dependable. In
contrast, a low survey effort bar or no data bar means a lack of data and, therefore, a lack of certainty about presence of the species. This list is
not perfect; it is simply a starting point for identifying what birds of concern have the potential to be in your project area, when they might be
there, and if they might be breeding (which means nests might be present). The list helps you know what to look for to confirm presence, and
helps guide you in knowing when to implement conservation measures to avoid or minimize potential impacts from your project activities,
should presence be confirmed. To learn more about conservation measures, visit the FAQ “Tell me about conservation measures | can
implement to avoid or minimize impacts to migratory birds” at the bottom of your migratory bird trust resources page.

Facilities

National Wildlife Refuge lands

Any activity proposed on lands managed by the National Wildlife Refuge system must undergo a 'Compatibility
Determination' conducted by the Refuge. Please contact the individual Refuges to discuss any questions or concerns.

THERE ARE NO REFUGE LANDS AT THIS LOCATION.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/AMFASKZ6K5BSDLY J5EQPIJBTN4/resources#endangered-species 14/16
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Fish hatcheries

THERE ARE NO FISH HATCHERIES AT THIS LOCATION.

Wetlands in the National Wetlands Inventory

Impacts to NWI wetlands and other aquatic habitats may be subject to regulation under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act,
or other State/Federal statutes.

For more information please contact the Regulatory Program of the local U.S. Army Corps of Engineers District.

Please note that the NWI data being shown may be out of date. We are currently working to update our NWI data set. We
recommend you verify these results with a site visit to determine the actual extent of wetlands on site.

This location overlaps the following wetlands:

FRESHWATER FORESTED/SHRUB WETLAND
PFOC

A full description for each wetland code can be found at the National Wetlands Inventory website

Data limitations

The Service's objective of mapping wetlands and deepwater habitats is to produce reconnaissance level information on the location, type and
size of these resources. The maps are prepared from the analysis of high altitude imagery. Wetlands are identified based on vegetation, visible
hydrology and geography. A margin of erroris inherent in the use of imagery; thus, detailed on-the-ground inspection of any particular site may
result in revision of the wetland boundaries or classification established through image analysis.

The accuracy of image interpretation depends on the quality of the imagery, the experience of the image analysts, the amount and quality of
the collateral data and the amount of ground truth verification work conducted. Metadata should be consulted to determine the date of the
source imagery used and any mapping problems.

Wetlands or other mapped features may have changed since the date of the imagery or field work. There may be occasional differences in
polygon boundaries or classifications between the information depicted on the map and the actual conditions on site.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/AMFASKZ6K5BSDLY J5EQPIJBTN4/resources#endangered-species 15/16
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Data exclusions

Certain wetland habitats are excluded from the National mapping program because of the limitations of aerial imagery as the primary data
source used to detect wetlands. These habitats include seagrasses or submerged aquatic vegetation that are found in the intertidal and subtidal
zones of estuaries and nearshore coastal waters. Some deepwater reef communities (coral or tuberficid worm reefs) have also been excluded
from the inventory. These habitats, because of their depth, go undetected by aerial imagery.

Data precautions

Federal, state, and local regulatory agencies with jurisdiction over wetlands may define and describe wetlands in a different manner than that
used in this inventory. There is no attempt, in either the design or products of this inventory, to define the limits of proprietary jurisdiction of
any Federal, state, or local government or to establish the geographical scope of the regulatory programs of government agencies. Persons
intending to engage in activities involving modifications within or adjacent to wetland areas should seek the advice of appropriate federal, state,
or local agencies concerning specified agency regulatory programs and proprietary jurisdictions that may affect such activities.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/AMFASKZ6K5BSDLY J5EQPIJBTN4/resources#endangered-species 16/16
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Executive Summary

On August 13, 2018, an aquatic resource delineation was conducted for the Santa Clara Valley
Water District's (SCVWD or District) Saratoga Creek Habitat Revitalization Project: Cox Avenue
to Kosich Drive (Project) to remove the eucalyptus trees and other nonnative invasive plants
and replant with native species. The Project reach of Saratoga Creek is in Saratoga, Santa
Clara County, California. The delineation was conducted in accordance with the 1987 “Corps of
Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual” (USACE 1987), Version 2.0 of the Arid West regional
supplement (USACE 2008a), and “A Field Guide to the Identification of the Ordinary High Water
Mark (OHWM) in the Arid West Region of the Western United States” (USACE 2008b). The total
survey area was 5.88 acres and included the bed, banks, and floodplain terraces of Saratoga
Creek from Cox Avenue to Kosich Drive.

The survey area includes a 1.26-acre portion of Saratoga Creek that is classified as an intermittent
streambed and exhibits an OHWM. The intermittent streambed is single-thread, with coarse
channel substrates, and 16—20 feet wide and 2—3 feet deep at the OHWM. The OHWM was
delineated based on sharp changes in slope, a shift from gravels and cobbles to soil, and no
vegetation to dense, primarily FAC or upland vegetation. There are no other aquatic resources
in the survey area.
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Acronyms and Abbreviations

Corps U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
District Santa Clara Valley Water District
FAC Facultative
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NI Indicator Status Not Known
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Chapter 1. Introduction

Saratoga Creek between Cox Avenue and Kosich Drive supports many individual and stands of
large blue gum eucalyptus trees. These nonnative invasive species preclude the establishment
of native vegetation and increase the risk and severity of fire. Many of the eucalyptus trees in
this reach are diseased, posing further risk to adjacent homes and recreational facilities. The
Santa Clara Valley Water District (District or SCVWD) is proposing the Saratoga Creek Habitat
Revitalization Project: Cox Avenue to Kosich Drive (Project) to remove the eucalyptus trees and
other nonnative invasive plants and replant with native species. To do this work, temporary
access routes will need to be built down to, and channel and tree removal equipment will be
positioned in, the creek channel.

The District contact for the Project is:

Todd Sexauer, Environmental Planner

5750 Almaden Expressway, San Jose, CA 95118
(408) 630-3149

TSexauer@valleywater.org

The aquatic resource survey area included the bed, banks, and floodplain terraces of Saratoga
Creek from Cox Avenue to Kosich Drive. The survey area is depicted in Appendix A.

The purpose of this report is to identify and describe the aquatic resources in the survey area.
This report facilitates efforts to document aquatic resource boundary determinations for review
by regulatory authorities and provide background information.

Saratoga Creek Habitat Revitalization 1 November 2018
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Chapter 2. Location

The Project is in and along Saratoga Creek between Cox Avenue and Kosich Avenue in the City
of Saratoga, in Santa Clara County, California. The closest physical addresses to the upstream
and downstream ends of the Project are 19123 Cox Avenue, Saratoga, CA 95070 and 12285
Saratoga Creek Drive, Saratoga, CA 95070, respectively. The approximate middle of the Project
is in Lot 41, Township 7 South, Range 1 West, in the City of Saratoga, County of Santa Clara,
as shown on Plat of the Quito Rancho filed in the General Land Office, Department of the
Interior. The vicinity of the Project is depicted in Appendix B.

The Project is between private properties on both sides of the creek. The upstream end of
Project can be accessed by taking the Saratoga Avenue exit off Highway 85, traveling north,
turning left onto Cox Avenue, and walking down into the creek from the Cox Avenue bridge over
Saratoga Creek. The downstream end of the Project can be accessed by continuing north on
Saratoga Avenue, turning left onto Kosich Avenue, right onto Saratoga Creek Drive, and
through the access road along Prospect High School. This end of the Project cannot be
accessed without approval and a key from SCVWD.

Saratoga Creek Habitat Revitalization 2 November 2018
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Chapter 3. Methods

An aquatic resource delineation was conducted for the Project on August 13, 2018, by Zooey
Diggory, a District plant ecologist and trained wetland delineator with over 15 years of
experience, with field assistance from Jennifer Watson, a District biologist. The delineation was
conducted in accordance with the 1987 “Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual”
(USACE 1987), Version 2.0 of the Arid West regional supplement (USACE 2008), and “A Field
Guide to the Identification of the Ordinary High Water Mark (OHWM) in the Arid West Region of
the Western United States” (Lichvar and McColley 2008).

Prior to the field delineation, the following information sources were reviewed:
e Google Earth imagery (various dates);
e National Wetland Inventory (NWI) maps (USFWS 2018; see Appendix B);
e Soil map for Santa Clara Area, California, Western Part, from the Natural Resources
Conservation Service’s Web Soil Survey (NRCS 2018; see Appendix B); and
e Stream flow records from the SCVWD gage on Saratoga Creek at Pruneridge (high
flows only), approximately three miles downstream of the Project, and USGS gage on

Saratoga Creek at Saratoga, approximately two miles upstream of the Project (USGS
11169500).

During the field delineation, the entire Project reach—approximately 0.6 mile—was traversed by
foot to assess creek and floodplain conditions and determine the potential for aquatic resources.
Three OHWM sample transects were selected at the upstream, middle, and downstream
sections of the survey area. Transect locations were recorded on a hardcopy field map,
delineation data sheets were completed in accordance with Lichvar and McColley (2008) (see
Appendix E), and photographs of representative conditions were taken (see Appendix C). Notes
were taken on the data sheets of general resource conditions. The “State of California 2016
Wetland Plant List” (Lichvar et al. 2016) was used to identify the wetland indicator status of
recorded plant species. Other than Saratoga Creek, no other potential aquatic resources were
observed and, as a result, no wetland sample points were collected.

Back in the office, the location of the OHWM at the transects was extrapolated in GIS to the
remaining portions of the survey area using photo-interpretation and topography. The mapped
aguatic resource was classified according to the “Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater
Habitats of the United States” (FCDC 2013), which is adapted from Cowardin et al. (1979). The
aguatic resource delineation map was prepared in accordance with the “Updated Map and
Drawing Standards for the South Pacific Division Regulatory Program” (USACE 2016).
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Chapter 4. Existing Conditions

4.1

4.2

Landscape Setting

The Project is on a narrow reach of Saratoga Creek that runs through the highly
developed valley floor, approximately half way between the Santa Cruz Mountains,
where the creek originates, and San Tomas Aquino Creek, into which Saratoga Creek
discharges. The Project reach is bordered by private property on both sides and the
undeveloped channel corridor is approximately 60 feet wide between the top of the
streambanks. At the upstream end of the Project reach, the channel is actively incising;
farther downstream incision appears to have slowed or halted.

Stream flow in the Project reach is determined by rainfall runoff and imported water
deliveries. Channel substrates are porous and surface water infiltrates relatively quickly
into the underlying groundwater table. When imported water is not being released, this
reach of Saratoga Creek is naturally episodic, with flow timing and magnitude in direct
response to rainfall runoff patterns. The District releases imported water into Saratoga
Creek approximately 0.3 mile upstream of the Project for in-channel
percolation/groundwater recharge. These releases typically occur in the summer and
result in moderate flows through the Project reach, such as those during the delineation
(see Appendix C).

The channel has incised through relatively coarse-grained alluvium, with concrete rubble
and other debris in portions of the channel and banks. This is consistent with Urban
land-Still complex soil mapped in the Project area (see Appendix B).

Vegetation in the channel and below the OHWM is sparse in the Project reach. The
primary species observed below the OHWM include: white alder (Alnus rhombifolia;
FACW), red (or polished) willow (Salix laevigata; FACW), watercress (Nasturtium
officinale; OBL), dotted smartweed (Persicaria punctata; OBL), tall flat sedge (Cyperus
eragrostis; FACW), and stinging nettle (Urtica dioica; FAC). In the upstream end of the
Project reach, the channel is incised and streambanks are too steep to support
vegetation above the OHWM. Farther downstream, streambanks support species such
as California blackberry (Rubus ursinus; FACU), Himalayan blackberry (Rubus
armeniacus; FAC), English ivy (Hedera helix; FAC), smilograss (Piptatherum miliaceum;
NI), periwinkle (Vinca major; NI), and Japanese privet (Ligustrum japonicum; FACU).
Overstory species along streambanks and top of banks include blue gum eucalyptus
(Eucalyptus globulus; NI), coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia; NI), and California sycamore
(Platanus racemosa; FAC).

During the field delineation, climate conditions were typical for the season. It was clear,
sunny, and warm. It had not rained since spring. Stream flow at the USGS gage on
Saratoga Creek at Saratoga, which is approximately two miles upstream of the Project,
was approximately 0.3 cfs on the day of the delineation, but flows were notably higher
than this in the Project reach because of imported water releases (see Appendix C).

Aquatic Resources

Aquatic resources in the survey area are summarized in Table 1 and mapped in Appendix
A. The 5.88-mile survey area includes 1.26 acre of Saratoga Creek, which exhibits an
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OHWM and drains into San Thomas Aquino Creek, which flows to San Francisco Bay. This
reach of Saratoga Creek only conveys flow episodically, and is classified as an intermittent
streambed, according to FCDC (2013). The intermittent streambed is single-thread, with
coarse channel substrates, and 16—20 feet wide and 2—3 feet deep at the OHWM. There
were no other features in the survey area that exhibited riverine or wetland
characteristics.

The OHWM was delineated based on changes in slope, sediment texture, and/or
vegetation (see Appendix F). The OHWM is evident by sharp changes in slope, and a
change in substrate from soil above the OHWM to gravel and cobble below the OHWM.
Below the OHWM, the channel is mostly unvegetated, with just one white alder (Alnus
rhombifolia; FACW), or sparse cover of species such as dotted smartweed (Persicaria
punctata; OBL), tall flat sedge (Cyperus eragrostis; FACW), watercress (Nasturtium
officinale; OBL), and rabbit’s-foot grass (Polypogon monspeliensis; FAC). Above the
OHWM, vegetation cover is relative dense with California blackberry (Rubus ursinus;
FACU), Himalayan blackberry (Rubus armeniacus; FAC), English ivy (Hedera helix;
FAC), and smilograss (Piptatherum miliaceum; NI) in the understory and blue gum
eucalyptus (Eucalyptus globulus; NI), coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia; NI), and
California sycamore (Platanus racemosa; FAC) in the overstory species.

Table 1. Aquatic Resources in the Survey Area

Classification® 2 Latitude/Longitude Size Length
. 37° 17 15" N/
Intermittent Streambed 122° 0’ 15" W 1.26 acre 3,110 feet
Total Waters of the U.S. 1.26 acre 3,110 feet

1 See Appendix A maps for location
2Per FCDC (2013)

The NWI maps this reach of Saratoga Creek as freshwater forested/shrub wetland,
which is typically limited to estuarine and palustrine wetlands (FCDC 2013). FCDC
(2013) notes that forested and shrub wetlands can occur on the floodplains of riverine
systems, but this reach of Saratoga Creek does not support floodplains upon which such
wetlands could establish. As such, the classification in NWI seems to be incorrect.
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Appendix A—Aquatic Resource Delineation Map
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Appendix B—Supporting Maps

This appendix includes a vicinity map of the survey area, and the NWI and NRCS saoil
maps and reports for the survey area.
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Preface

Soil surveys contain information that affects land use planning in survey areas.
They highlight soil limitations that affect various land uses and provide information
about the properties of the soils in the survey areas. Soil surveys are designed for
many different users, including farmers, ranchers, foresters, agronomists, urban
planners, community officials, engineers, developers, builders, and home buyers.
Also, conservationists, teachers, students, and specialists in recreation, waste
disposal, and pollution control can use the surveys to help them understand,
protect, or enhance the environment.

Various land use regulations of Federal, State, and local governments may impose
special restrictions on land use or land treatment. Soil surveys identify soil
properties that are used in making various land use or land treatment decisions.
The information is intended to help the land users identify and reduce the effects of
soil limitations on various land uses. The landowner or user is responsible for
identifying and complying with existing laws and regulations.

Although soil survey information can be used for general farm, local, and wider area
planning, onsite investigation is needed to supplement this information in some
cases. Examples include soil quality assessments (http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/
portal/nrcs/main/soils/health/) and certain conservation and engineering
applications. For more detailed information, contact your local USDA Service Center
(https://offices.sc.egov.usda.gov/locator/app?agency=nrcs) or your NRCS State Soil
Scientist (http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/soils/contactus/?
cid=nrcs142p2_053951).

Great differences in soil properties can occur within short distances. Some soils are
seasonally wet or subject to flooding. Some are too unstable to be used as a
foundation for buildings or roads. Clayey or wet soils are poorly suited to use as
septic tank absorption fields. A high water table makes a soil poorly suited to
basements or underground installations.

The National Cooperative Soil Survey is a joint effort of the United States
Department of Agriculture and other Federal agencies, State agencies including the
Agricultural Experiment Stations, and local agencies. The Natural Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS) has leadership for the Federal part of the National
Cooperative Soil Survey.

Information about soils is updated periodically. Updated information is available
through the NRCS Web Soil Survey, the site for official soil survey information.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its
programs and activities on the basis of race, color, national origin, age, disability,
and where applicable, sex, marital status, familial status, parental status, religion,
sexual orientation, genetic information, political beliefs, reprisal, or because all or a
part of an individual's income is derived from any public assistance program. (Not
all prohibited bases apply to all programs.) Persons with disabilities who require


http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/main/soils/health/
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/main/soils/health/
https://offices.sc.egov.usda.gov/locator/app?agency=nrcs
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/soils/contactus/?cid=nrcs142p2_053951
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/soils/contactus/?cid=nrcs142p2_053951

alternative means for communication of program information (Braille, large print,
audiotape, etc.) should contact USDA's TARGET Center at (202) 720-2600 (voice
and TDD). To file a complaint of discrimination, write to USDA, Director, Office of
Civil Rights, 1400 Independence Avenue, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20250-9410 or
call (800) 795-3272 (voice) or (202) 720-6382 (TDD). USDA is an equal opportunity
provider and employer.
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Soil Map

The soil map section includes the soil map for the defined area of interest, a list of
soil map units on the map and extent of each map unit, and cartographic symbols
displayed on the map. Also presented are various metadata about data used to
produce the map, and a description of each soil map unit.
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MAP INFORMATION

The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at
1:24,000.

Warning: Soil Map may not be valid at this scale.

Enlargement of maps beyond the scale of mapping can cause
misunderstanding of the detail of mapping and accuracy of soil
line placement. The maps do not show the small areas of
contrasting soils that could have been shown at a more detailed
scale.

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for map
measurements.

Source of Map: Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL:
Coordinate System: Web Mercator (EPSG:3857)

Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator
projection, which preserves direction and shape but distorts
distance and area. A projection that preserves area, such as the
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more
accurate calculations of distance or area are required.

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as
of the version date(s) listed below.

Soil Survey Area: Santa Clara Area, California, Western Part
Survey Area Data: Version 6, Sep 8, 2017

Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales
1:50,000 or larger.

Date(s) aerial images were photographed: Oct 26, 2010—Nov 3,
2013

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor
shifting of map unit boundaries may be evident.




Custom Soil Resource Report

Map Unit Legend (Saratoga Creek)

Map Unit Symbol Map Unit Name Acres in AOI Percent of AOI
130 Urban land-Still complex, 0 to 2 125.8 99.9%
percent slopes
140 Urban land-Flaskan complex, 0 0.1 0.1%
to 2 percent slopes
Totals for Area of Interest 125.9 100.0%

Map Unit Descriptions (Saratoga Creek)

The map units delineated on the detailed soil maps in a soil survey represent the
soils or miscellaneous areas in the survey area. The map unit descriptions, along
with the maps, can be used to determine the composition and properties of a unit.

A map unit delineation on a soil map represents an area dominated by one or more
maijor kinds of soil or miscellaneous areas. A map unit is identified and named
according to the taxonomic classification of the dominant soils. Within a taxonomic

class there are precisely defined limits for the properties of the soils. On the
landscape, however, the soils are natural phenomena, and they have the
characteristic variability of all natural phenomena. Thus, the range of some

observed properties may extend beyond the limits defined for a taxonomic class.
Areas of soils of a single taxonomic class rarely, if ever, can be mapped without
including areas of other taxonomic classes. Consequently, every map unit is made

up of the soils or miscellaneous areas for which it is named and some minor

components that belong to taxonomic classes other than those of the major soils.

Most minor soils have properties similar to those of the dominant soil or soils in the
map unit, and thus they do not affect use and management. These are called
noncontrasting, or similar, components. They may or may not be mentioned in a
particular map unit description. Other minor components, however, have properties
and behavioral characteristics divergent enough to affect use or to require different

management. These are called contrasting, or dissimilar, components. They

generally are in small areas and could not be mapped separately because of the
scale used. Some small areas of strongly contrasting soils or miscellaneous areas
are identified by a special symbol on the maps. If included in the database for a

given area, the contrasting minor components are identified in the map unit
descriptions along with some characteristics of each. A few areas of minor
components may not have been observed, and consequently they are not

mentioned in the descriptions, especially where the pattern was so complex that it

was impractical to make enough observations to identify all the soils and

miscellaneous areas on the landscape.

The presence of minor components in a map unit in no way diminishes the

usefulness or accuracy of the data. The objective of mapping is not to delineate
pure taxonomic classes but rather to separate the landscape into landforms or
landform segments that have similar use and management requirements. The
delineation of such segments on the map provides sufficient information for the
development of resource plans. If intensive use of small areas is planned, however,




Custom Soil Resource Report

onsite investigation is needed to define and locate the soils and miscellaneous
areas.

An identifying symbol precedes the map unit name in the map unit descriptions.
Each description includes general facts about the unit and gives important soil
properties and qualities.

Soils that have profiles that are almost alike make up a soil series. Except for
differences in texture of the surface layer, all the soils of a series have major
horizons that are similar in composition, thickness, and arrangement.

Soils of one series can differ in texture of the surface layer, slope, stoniness,
salinity, degree of erosion, and other characteristics that affect their use. On the
basis of such differences, a soil series is divided into soil phases. Most of the areas
shown on the detailed soil maps are phases of soil series. The name of a soil phase
commonly indicates a feature that affects use or management. For example, Alpha
silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is a phase of the Alpha series.

Some map units are made up of two or more major soils or miscellaneous areas.
These map units are complexes, associations, or undifferentiated groups.

A complex consists of two or more soils or miscellaneous areas in such an intricate
pattern or in such small areas that they cannot be shown separately on the maps.
The pattern and proportion of the soils or miscellaneous areas are somewhat similar
in all areas. Alpha-Beta complex, 0 to 6 percent slopes, is an example.

An association is made up of two or more geographically associated soils or
miscellaneous areas that are shown as one unit on the maps. Because of present
or anticipated uses of the map units in the survey area, it was not considered
practical or necessary to map the soils or miscellaneous areas separately. The
pattern and relative proportion of the soils or miscellaneous areas are somewhat
similar. Alpha-Beta association, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is an example.

An undifferentiated group is made up of two or more soils or miscellaneous areas
that could be mapped individually but are mapped as one unit because similar
interpretations can be made for use and management. The pattern and proportion
of the soils or miscellaneous areas in a mapped area are not uniform. An area can
be made up of only one of the major soils or miscellaneous areas, or it can be made
up of all of them. Alpha and Beta soils, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is an example.

Some surveys include miscellaneous areas. Such areas have little or no soil
material and support little or no vegetation. Rock outcrop is an example.
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Santa Clara Area, California, Western Part

130—Urban land-Still complex, 0 to 2 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 1nszl
Elevation: 20 to 410 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 14 to 24 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 57 to 61 degrees F
Frost-free period: 275 to 325 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Urban land: 70 percent
Still and similar soils: 25 percent
Minor components: 5 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Urban Land

Setting
Landform: Alluvial fans, flood plains
Landform position (three-dimensional): Talf
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Disturbed and human transported material

Description of Still

Setting
Landform: Alluvial fans, flood plains
Landform position (three-dimensional): Talf
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Alluvium derived from metamorphic and sedimentary rock and/or
alluvium derived from metavolcanics

Typical profile
A1 -0to 2inches: sandy loam
A2 -2to 12 inches: very fine sandy loam
Bw1 - 12 to 20 inches: silt loam
Bw?2 - 20 to 33 inches: silt loam
2Ab1 - 33 to 37 inches: loam
2Ab2 - 37 to 51 inches: loam
2Bwb1 - 51 to 62 inches: loam
2Bwb2 - 62 to 72 inches: loam

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 2 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Natural drainage class: Well drained
Runoff class: Very low
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high to
high (0.57 to 5.95 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches

10
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Frequency of flooding: None

Frequency of ponding: None

Salinity, maximum in profile: Nonsaline to very slightly saline (0.5 to 2.0
mmhos/cm)

Available water storage in profile: High (about 9.3 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): 1
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 3s
Hydrologic Soil Group: A
Hydric soil rating: No

Minor Components

Elpaloalto
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Landform: Alluvial fans, flood plains
Landform position (three-dimensional): Talf
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Hydric soil rating: No

140—Urban land-Flaskan complex, 0 to 2 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 1nszx
Elevation: 20 to 660 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 14 to 24 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 57 to 61 degrees F
Frost-free period: 275 to 325 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Urban land: 70 percent
Flaskan and similar soils: 20 percent
Minor components: 10 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Urban Land

Setting
Landform: Alluvial fans
Landform position (three-dimensional): Talf
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Disturbed and human transported material

11
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Description of Flaskan

Setting
Landform: Alluvial fans
Landform position (two-dimensional): Backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Side slope
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Alluvium derived from metamorphic and sedimentary rock and/or
alluvium derived from metavolcanics

Typical profile
Ap - 0 to 2 inches: sandy loam
ABt - 2 to 7 inches: sandy clay loam
Bt1 -7 to 17 inches: gravelly sandy clay loam
Bt2 - 17 to 31 inches: gravelly sandy clay loam
C - 31 to 59 inches: very gravelly sandy loam

Properties and qualities

Slope: 0 to 2 percent

Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches

Natural drainage class: Well drained

Runoff class: Low

Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high (0.20
to 0.57 in/hr)

Depth to water table: More than 80 inches

Frequency of flooding: None

Frequency of ponding: None

Salinity, maximum in profile: Nonsaline to very slightly saline (0.0 to 2.0
mmhos/cm)

Available water storage in profile: Low (about 5.4 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): 2s
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 3s
Hydrologic Soil Group: C
Hydric soil rating: No

Minor Components

Pachic haploxerolls, loamy-skeletal
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Landform: Alluvial fans
Landform position (three-dimensional): Talf
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Hydric soil rating: No

Landelspark
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Landform: Alluvial fans
Landform position (three-dimensional): Talf
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Hydric soil rating: No

12
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Botella
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Landform: Alluvial fans
Landform position (three-dimensional): Talf
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Hydric soil rating: No

Stevenscreek
Percent of map unit: 1 percent
Landform: Alluvial fans
Landform position (two-dimensional): Toeslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Talf
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Hydric soil rating: No

13



Appendix C—Photographs

All photographs taken by Zooey Diggory on August 13, 2018.

"tu»‘,:

Looking downstra at OHWM transect 1 (OHWM approximated by dashed line).

Looking downstream at left bank of OHWM transect 2 (OHWM approximated by dashed line).

Saratoga Creek Habitat Revitalization C-1 November 2018
Aquatic Resource Delineation Report Santa Clara Valley Water District



Saratoga Creek Habitat Revitalization C-2 November 2018
Aquatic Resource Delineation Report Santa Clara Valley Water District



Appendix D—Plant List

The following plant species were observed at the OHWM transects in the survey area.

Wetland

Species Common Name Indicator Status?
Alnus rhombifolia white alder FACW
Cyperus eragrostis tall flat sedge FACW
Eucalyptus globulus blue gum NI
Hedera helix English ivy FACU
Ligustrum japonicum Japanese privet FACU
Nasturtium officinale watercress OBL
Persicaria punctata dotted smartweed OBL
Piptatherum mileaceum smilograss NI
Platanus racemosa California sycamore FAC
Polypogon monspeliensis rabbit’'s-foot grass FACW
Quercus agrifolia coast live oak NI?
Rubus armeniacus Himalayan blackberry FAC
Rubus ursinus California blackberry FAC
Salix laevigata polished or red willow FACW
Toxicodendron diversilobum poison oak FACU
Urtica dioica stinging nettle
Vinca major periwinkle NI

1 From Lichvar et al. (2016) for the Arid West region:

OBL = “obligate” - occurs in aquatic resources > 99% of time

FACW = “facultative-wetland” - occurs in aquatic resources 67-99% of time
FAC = “facultative” - occurs in aquatic resources 34-66% of time

FACU = “facultative-upland” - occurs in aquatic resources 1-33% of time
UPL = “upland” - occurs in uplands > 99% of time

NI = indicator status not known in this region

2 Listed Quercus species are FACU or UPL

Saratoga Creek Habitat Revitalization D-1
Aquatic Resource Delineation Report

November 2018
Santa Clara Valley Water District




Appendix E—OHWM Data Sheets

OHWM sample transects are mapped in Appendix A, and photographs of each are provided
in Appendix C.

Saratoga Creek Habitat Revitalization E-1 November 2018
Aquatic Resource Delineation Report Santa Clara Valley Water District



OHWM Delineation Cover Sheet - T | Page | of L

Prolect 07(/1 VI/\"\W\(/\ C« L ‘L Date; @/13/ 20\ g
Location: DI5 OF (\())( -A\If lnvestigator(s):7 'D"jﬁwwp Ai\ '!J/ﬁ,J{yqr;ﬁ'T"}C@:)\/\
JI)

Project Description:

Lempve  woanahve ewidnpbus “pezg, Which are WW,JS
W(\u&t hathwe Jamfodua | Ang HFM’M Utble 4 s

Describe the river or stream’s condition (disturbances, in-stream structures, etc.):

Dazply \rgised éln(/w,\l ”me) h fﬁwms I/or% ﬂ,{ﬁiﬁ;ﬂt’lb’{ﬁ’?@f;’ pan K

Cf‘.,g\a \ A p ) i
i J‘ OW\CW“‘ l (g i ”f'wfﬁéalf_,. w AR
\OWdv" Wanks .

Off-site Information

Remotely sensed image(s) acquired? [2’ Yes [ |No [If yes, attach image(s) to datasheet(s) and indicate approx.
locations of transects, OHWM, and any other features of interest on the image(s); describe below] Description:

(.\/UV\'L L'V& A lv’i »\Mﬁz}w s \,{ [Am

Hydrologic/hydraulic information acquired? IXYes [INo [If yes, attach information to datasheet(s) and describe
below.] Description:

Ham el reoals P g VpShreain, Joae wag renrwed
Cgo,vz/\,%gw @ gam;hjmm )k WJ‘H Flow h g ‘m, 90 ¢4,
0CCu vt Yuav't D «& Uy U\'tét\/ (

o

List and describe any other supporting information received/acquired:

Novhmwal, Wtland et W"g P
NEES  Soul imay

Instructions: Complete one cover sheet and one or more datasheets for each project site. Each datasheet should capture the dominant
characteristics of the OHWM along some length of a given stream. Complete enough datasheets to adequately document up- and/or
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coordinates noted on the datasheet.
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Appendix F—Property Access Statement

The Project is between private properties on both sides of the creek. Corps personnel are
allowed to enter the Project reach from Cox Avenue and collect samples during normal
business hours, but are encouraged to notify Santa Clara Valley Water District staff prior to
doing so.

Todd Sexauer
SCVWD Environmental Planner and
authorized representative of Santa Clara Valley Water District

Saratoga Creek Habitat Revitalization F-1 November 2018
Aquatic Resource Delineation Report Santa Clara Valley Water District
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JR2Tetalel Bay Arca Division Phone: 510.524.3991
J(S:98 900 Modoc Street Fax: 510.524.4419
Berkeley, CA 94707 www.pacificlegacy.com

Historic

Preservation

November 27, 2018

Mr. Todd Sexauer, Associate Environmental Planner
Environmental Planning Unit

Santa Clara Valley Water District

5750 Almaden Expressway

San Jose, CA 95118

Re: 2018 Cultural Resources Survey for the Santa Clara Valley Water District
Saratoga Creek Hazard Tree Removal and Restoration Project, Santa Clara County, California

Dear Mr. Sexauer:

This report presents the results of a cultural resources investigation conducted on behalf of the
Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD) for the proposed Saratoga Creek Hazard Tree
Removal and Restoration Project (Project) in Santa Clara County, California. The proposed
Project is located along Saratoga Creek between Cox Avenue and Prospect Road in the City of
Saratoga (see Attachment A, Figures 1 and 2 and Attachment B). All work was performed under
contract no. 3485-01 and was coordinated by senior archaeologist Lisa Holm, PhD, who meets
the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards for archaeology. The
investigation was conducted consistent with federal and state historic preservation regulations,
including Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), and the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Native American consultation was conducted consistent
with Assembly Bill 52.

Results Summary

An archival and records search was performed on November 15, 2018 by the Northwest
Information Center (NWIC) of the California Historical Resources Information System (NWIC)
for the Project and a surrounding 0.25-mile radius. The archival and records search revealed no
known cultural resources within the Project area (see Attachment C). A request for a search of
the Sacred Lands File was submitted to the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) on
November 12, 2018. Also requested was a current listing of potential Native American
stakeholders who may have knowledge of or an interest in the Project vicinity. On November
19, 2018, the NAHC responded by stating that no Native American cultural resources had been
listed in the Sacred Lands File within the Project area. Contact with potential Native American
stakeholders identified by the NAHC was initiated on November 20, 2018. No responses have
been received to date, but any correspondence will be forwarded to the SCVWD as it becomes
available (see Attachment D). Pacific Legacy archaeologist Mary O’Neill performed a pedestrian
inventory survey of the Project area on November 19, 2018 (see Attachment B). No prehistoric or
historic period cultural materials were observed, however surface visibility was limited due to
dense vegetation and modern development. The archival and records search, search of the
Sacred Lands File, and pedestrian inventory survey revealed no cultural resources within the
Project area

Business Office Pacific Basin Sierra/Central Valley
PO Box 6050 30 Aulike St. #301 4919 Windplay Dr. #4
Arnold, CA 95223 Kailua, HI 96734 El Dorado Hills, CA 95762

209.795.4481 Ph. 808.263.4800 Ph. 916.358.5156 Ph.

209.795.1967 Fax 808.263.4300 Fax 916.358.5161 Fax



Description of the Project

The SCVWD Environmental Planning Unit, in coordination with the Vegetation Management
Unit, proposes to remove approximately 106 diseased blue gum eucalyptus trees from a 0.75-
mile long stretch of Saratoga Creek. These trees span both sides of the creek between Cox
Avenue to the south and Prospect Road to the north. The diseased trees are slated to be cut due
to potential fire/fall hazards, and they pose a risk to many of the properties adjacent to the
Saratoga Creek corridor. The Project alignment is located primarily on the eastern bank of
Saratoga Creek within parcels owned by the SCVWD or in access easements held by the
SCVWD. A small area along the west bank, adjacent to the Brookside Club of Saratoga (APN
386-22-009), would also be included in the Project area for access and staging purposes. A
second access point for heavy equipment ingress/egress may be sited near the soccer field at
Prospect High School (386-10-038) on the east bank of the creek. An earthen access ramp would
be established from an area adjacent to the soccer field downslope into the creek bed. The heavy
equipment would operate from the base of the channel to remove cut and felled logs from the
eucalyptus trees. Trees marked for removal will be cut and dropped at the stump. No stumps
will be removed, and the tree roots will be left intact. Remnant stumps will be painted to
prevent regrowth of the tree. This activity will be minimally invasive to the surrounding soils
and creek banks.

The Project would be implemented in three phases over a period of three years beginning in
2019. Work would be scheduled during the dry season beginning in August and ending in
October of each year. Re-vegetation of the creek bank with native species would follow each
phase of tree removal after approximately one year to ensure that all invasive plants are
controlled prior to replanting with native riparian vegetation. On-going maintenance and
monitoring would follow re-vegetation efforts to ensure survival of the plantings.

Project Location

The portion of Saratoga Creek that makes up the Project area is located within the City of
Saratoga west of Saratoga Avenue, immediately south of Prospect Road, west of Saratoga Creek
Drive, east of Brookglen Drive, and immediately north of Cox Avenue. It is a part of a narrow
riparian corridor (~150 feet wide) bordered by urban residential development and
infrastructure. PG&E transmission alignments are intermittently present along either side of
Saratoga Creek. The Project area is depicted in Attachment A, Figure 1 on the Cupertino,
California 7.5 USGS Quadrangle. It is located on unsectioned land in the Quito Civil Colonies
Land Grant.

Project Setting

Saratoga Creek, historically known as Campbell Creek, originates on the northeastern slopes of
the Santa Cruz Mountains along Castle Rock Ridge and flows through the cities of Saratoga, San
Jose, and Santa Clara and then joins with San Tomas Aquino Creek, which drains into the San
Francisco Bay at Guadalupe Slough. It is part of the San Tomas Aquino Creek/Saratoga Creek
Watershed. The approximate 15-mile channel includes tributaries Bonjetti Creek and Booker
Creek and drains an area of approximately 16.5 square miles before its confluence with San
Tomas Aquino Creek. Historically, Saratoga Creek was stocked with steelhead trout from the
Brookdale Hatchery and was once a key habitat for steelhead trout, though a SCVWD
supported 1993 /1994 study revealed that barriers to fish passage below the confluence of
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Saratoga Creek and San Tomas Aquino Creek represented significant obstacles to spawning
(Leidy, Becker and Harvey 2005).

The Santa Clara Valley floor is characterized by numerous stream channels. Over thousands of
years, alluvial flooding events have resulted in the deposition of sediments along stream banks,
resulting in the gradual formation of natural levees. These areas have yielded the greatest
concentrations of archaeological resources within the Santa Clara Valley and represent some the
most potentially sensitive areas for inadvertent discoveries (Hylkema 2010). Many
archaeological deposits have also been capped or obscured over time by alluvial deposition,
and it is notable that many of the archaeological sites and isolated finds recorded throughout
the valley have only come to light through ground disturbing activities associated with urban
development or infrastructure projects.

The Santa Clara Valley represents the ancestral lands of the Ohlone Indians, whose descendents
continue to thrive in the region today. Prehistorically, the Santa Clara Valley offered a wide
range of ecological niches, including marine, tidal marsh, freshwater marsh, grassland prairie,
oak grassland savanna, riparian, chaparral, mixed hardwood, and evergreen forest
communities (Bocek 1990). Franciscan chert and sandstone were readily available for the
manufacture of flaked stone and groundstone tools, while other materials such as obsidian were
obtained from neighboring groups through trade. Acorns, a staple for the Ohlone and many
other Native Californians, were particularly important because they could be stored through
the winter months during times of resource scarcity. They were ground with stone pestles and
mortars, which are among the most frequently recorded archaeological finds in California.

Spanish exploration and missionization in the mid-to-late 18t century had a profound impact
on the Ohlone and on the natural landscape of Santa Clara Valley. By 1805, most of the Ohlone
within the valley had been brought within the mission system. Ultimately, the Ohlone
population was severely decimated through exposure to European diseases and malnutrition
(Field, et al. 2007; Milliken 2007). The native landscape of the Santa Clara Valley also was
transformed, and agricultural development within the 19t century had profound effects upon
the valley’s ecosystem and the drainages that were integral to it. Though some creeks still flow
within their original channel alignments, the filling of mashes and vernal pools, the excavation
of artificial channels, and the construction of artificial levees has altered the landscape to the
extent that many archaeological sites have been inadvertently exposed while others have been
subsumed by these modern landscapes.

Archival and Records Search

The SCVWD submitted a request to the NWIC of the CHRIS in October 2018 for a non-
confidential records search of the Project area (File #18-0804). In consultation with the SCVWD,
Pacific Legacy contacted the NWIC on November 5, 2018 to request that the search be modified
to include the Project area, a surrounding 0.25-radius, and confidential search results —
specifically the locations and records for any known cultural resources within the archival and
records search area. On November 15, 2018, Researcher Lisa C. Hagel forwarded the complete
search results to Senior Archaeologist Lisa Holm of Pacific Legacy (see Attachment C). That
search included a review of the following;:
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The Historic Properties Directory (California Office of Historic Preservation 2015);

The California Inventory of Historic Resources (State of California 1976);

California Historical Landmarks (California Office of Historic Preservation 1996);
California Points of Historical Interest listing May 1992 (State of California 1992);

The National Register of Historic Places (Directory of Determinations of Eligibility,
California Office of Historic Preservation, Volumes I and II, 1990; Office of Historic
Preservation Computer Listing 1990 and updates); and

e Historic period maps and documents concerning the general area on file at the Berkeley
office of Pacific Legacy.

Archival and records searches revealed that no cultural resources had been previously recorded
within the Project area or within a surrounding 0.25-mile radius. One prior cultural resource
study (5-016730) was completed within a portion of the Project area by Archaeological Resource
Management in 1994, which resulted in negative findings. Two prior studies (5-032616 and S-
004719) had been conducted within a 0.25-mile radius of the Project area (see Table 1). No
historic period buildings or structures noted in state or federal registries were listed as adjacent
to the Project area.

Table 1. Prior Studies within the Project Area and a Surrounding 0.25-Miles Radius.

Results in
Study Number Author Date Type Project Area Resources Recorded

S-16730 Cartier, Reese, 1994 Cultural Resources Negative in None in or within 0.25 Miles

and Wizorek Evaluation Project Area of the Project Area
. Historical Evaluation and Negative in None in or within 0.25 Miles

S-004719 Dietz 1976 Field Study Project Area of the Project Area
. Historical Evaluation and Negative in None in or within 0.25 Miles

S-032616 Billat 2006 Field Study Project Area of the Project Area

Native American Contact

Pacific Legacy personnel submitted a request to the NAHC for a search of the Sacred Lands File
as it encompasses the Project area on November 12, 2018. Gayle Totton, NAHC Associate
Governmental Program Analyst, responded on November 19, 2018 to report that no Native
American cultural resources had been previously reported within the Project area. She provided
contact information for seven tribal representatives who may have knowledge of locations of
concern within the Project vicinity. Pacific Legacy personnel contacted Mr. Edward Ketchum of
the Amah Mutsun Tribal Band; Mr. Valentin Lopez, Chairperson of the Amah Mutsun Tribal
Band; Ms. Irenne Zwierlein, Chairperson of the Amah Mutsun Tribal Band of Mission San Juan
Bautista; Ms. Ann Marie Sayers, Chairperson of the Indian Canyon Mutsun Band of Costanoan;
Ms. Charlene Nijmeh, Chairperson of the Muwekma Ohlone Indian Tribe of the San Francisco
Bay Area; Ms. Katherine Erolinda Perez, Chairperson of the Northern Valley Yokuts Tribe; and
Mr. Andrew Galvan of the Ohlone Indian Tribe via certified letter on November 20, 2018 to
request any information they might have regarding the Project area. Any replies to these
requests for information are expected within 30 days and will be forwarded to the SCVWD as
they become available (see Attachment D).
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Pedestrian Inventory Survey

A pedestrian inventory survey of the Project area was conducted by Pacific Legacy
archaeologist Mary O’Neill, BA, on November 19, 2018. The purpose of the survey was to
identify cultural resources that may be adversely impacted by ground disturbing activities
associated with the Project. The Project area is located within the Saratoga Creek riparian
corridor between Cox Avenue to the south (upstream) and Prospect Road to the north
(downstream). There was minimal flowing within the creek at the time of survey with the
exception of the very north end of the Project area near Prospect Road.

The surveyed portion of the Saratoga Creek corridor encompassed all exposed soil areas in the
creek bed and the cut and eroded banks on both the east and west side terraces. In some areas,
the bank gently sloped down and leveled out at the creek. Visibility was highly variable overall
and was generally poor on the west bank, which was marked by dense, abundant vegetation
and. The east bank offered generally good ground surface visibility and was marked by less
dense vegetation. Visibility on the west bank was generally 5% with some areas of 100%
visibility and the east bank offered approximately 70-100% visibility. Concrete riprap and
rubble is present in the creek bed and along the banks in many areas of the survey corridor. The
entire corridor is encroached upon and bounded by fencing, built recreation/leisure areas, and
yard waste/debris dumping from the adjacent residential lots. In the vicinity of the Brookside
Club of Saratoga, eucalyptus trees had already been cut and stumps left in place on the east and
west bank of the creek.

Vegetation in the corridor is comprised of an overstory of eucalyptus trees, willows, a few oaks,
some ornamental bamboo, and a few other ornamental trees. The understory includes bramble
thickets, poison oak, fennel, ivy, vines, weeds, and other unidentified plants. Most of the
ground surface is obscured and covered with duff, leaf litter, deadfall, downed trees, and vines.

Visible soils and areas scuffed for examination were characterized by very dark grayish brown
(10YR 3/2) sandy loam to grayish brown (2.5Y 5/2) sand. In the cut/eroded banks, soils are
dark grayish brown (10YR 4/2) and range from sandy loam to loamy sand with creek gravels
and pebbles. Only modern trash was observed, though it was minimal overall, and included
soda cans, paper, candy wrappers, inflatable pool toys, baggies, plastic debris, remnants of a
wood fence, tennis balls, rubber sandals, tires with concrete, concrete and brick rubble, rags,
and a golf ball. No prehistoric or historic period cultural constituents were identified in any
areas of the survey corridor. Photographic documentation of the survey corridor is included in
Attachment B.

Survey Findings and Conclusions

Record search results revealed no previously recorded cultural resources in the Project area or
within a surrounding 0.25-mile radius. Only one prior study had been conducted in the Project
area, which yielded negative findings. The NAHC did not find any resources listed on the
Sacred Lands Inventory within the Project area. Pacific Legacy personnel observed no intact
prehistoric or historic period features or artifacts during a pedestrian inventory survey of the
Project area. No artifacts, midden, or other evidence of prehistoric habitation was noted, and
only modern trash was observed. Based on these results, it is our opinion that no cultural
resource monitoring is required for this Project.
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All exposed soils in the Project area were examined, along with spot-checked areas where the
ground cover was scuffed aside, and no evidence of cultural constituents was found. The
Project is not expected to reveal buried cultural materials, as the stumps of the trees identified
for removal will be left intact, and ground disturbing activities will be kept to a minimum. Prior
to initiating ground disturbing activities, however, construction personnel should be alerted to
the possibility of encountering buried prehistoric or historic period cultural remains. Personnel
should be advised that, upon discovery of buried cultural deposits, work in the immediate
vicinity of the find should cease and a qualified archaeologist should be contacted immediately.
Once the find has been identified, plans for the treatment, evaluation, and mitigation of impacts
to the find will need to be developed if it is found to be eligible for listing in the National or
California Register.

Potential cultural materials include prehistoric and historic period artifacts and remains. These
may consist of, but are not limited to the following:
¢ historic period artifacts, such as glass bottles and fragments, tin cans, nails, ceramic and
pottery sherds, and other metal objects;
e historic period features such as privies, wells, cellars, foundations or other structural
remains (bricks, concrete, or other building materials);
o flaked-stone artifacts and debitage, consisting of obsidian, basalt, and/or chert;
e groundstone artifacts, such as mortars, pestles, and grinding slabs;
e dark, almost black, soil with a “greasy” texture that may be associated with charcoal,
ash, bone, shell, flaked stone, groundstone, and fire-affected rock; and,
e human remains.

If human remains are encountered during the course of the Project, work in that area must cease
and the Santa Clara County Coroner must be notified immediately. If the remains are
determined to be Native American, the NAHC must be notified within 48 hours as required by
Public Resources Code 5097. The NAHC will notify the designated Most Likely Descendant,
who will in turn provide recommendations for the treatment of the remains within 24 hours.

Should you have any questions regarding this report, please contact Lisa Holm at 510.524.3991,
ext. 2.

Sincerely,

Senior Archaeologist

Pacific Legacy, Inc.
900 Modoc Street
Berkeley, CA 94707
510.524.3991 ext. 2
holm@pacificlegacy.com
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Attachments:

Attachment A - Project Figures (Figures 1 and 2)
Attachment B - Photographic Documentation
Attachment C - Archival and Records Search Results
Attachment D - Native American Documentation
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ATTACHMENT B: PHOTOGRAPHIC DOCUMENTATION



Appendix B: Pacific Legacy Photographic Documentation

Client: Santa Clara Valley Water District Prepared by: Mary O'Neill

Photograph No. 1
Direction: South-Southeast
Date: 11/19/18

Location: Saratoga Creek between
Cox Avenue and Prospect Road

Photographer: Mary O'Neill

Description:

(Photo#623) Overview of Saratoga
Creek channel towards Cox
Avenue at south end of survey
corridor.

Photograph No. 2
Direction: North-Northwest
Date: 11/19/18

Location: Saratoga Creek between
Cox Avenue and Prospect Road

Photographer: Mary O'Neill

Description:

(Photo#621) View of concrete
riprap in the creek bed and
adjacent east bank.
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Appendix B: Pacific Legacy Photographic Documentation

Client: Santa Clara Valley Water District Prepared by: Mary O'Neill

Photograph No. 3
Direction: Northwest
Date: 11/19/18

Location: Saratoga Creek between
Cox Avenue and Prospect Road

Photographer: Mary O'Neill

Description:

(Photo#625) Overview of eroded
west bank of creek near Cox
Avenue.

Photograph No. 4
Direction: North-Northwest
Date: 11/19/18

Location: Saratoga Creek between
Cox Avenue and Prospect Road

Photographer: Mary O'Neill ‘

Description:

(Photo#626) Excavation of central
sump and view of the riprap
section marked for replacement.
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Appendix B: Pacific Legacy Photographic Documentation

Client: Santa Clara Valley Water District Prepared by: Mary O'Neill

Photograph No. 5
Direction: West
Date: 11/19/18

Location: Saratoga Creek between
Cox Avenue and Prospect Road

Photographer: Mary O'Neill

Description:

(Photo#627) Close-up wall profile
of eroded bank on the west side of
the creek near Cox Avenue.

Photograph No. 6
Direction: Southeast
Date: 11/19/18

Location: Saratoga Creek between
Cox Avenue and Prospect Road

Photographer: Mary O'Neill

Description:

(Photo#629) Overview of creek
channel with recently cut tree
stumps. View towards Cox Avenue
in background.
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Appendix B: Pacific Legacy Photographic Documentation

Client: Santa Clara Valley Water District Prepared by: Mary O'Neill

Photograph No. 7
Direction: North-Northeast
Date: 11/19/18

Location: Saratoga Creek between
Cox Avenue and Prospect Road

Photographer: Mary O'Neill

Description:

(Photo#632) Tree stumps, from
recently cut eucalyptus trees, on
the east bank of creek in vicinity of
the Brookside Club.

Photograph No. 8
Direction: South
Date: 11/19/18

Location: Saratoga Creek between
Cox Avenue and Prospect Road

Photographer: Mary O'Neill

Description:

(Photo#635) View along survey
corridor, on west bank, behind
clubhouse.
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Appendix B: Pacific Legacy Photographic Documentation

Client: Santa Clara Valley Water District Prepared by: Mary O'Neill

Photograph No. 9
Direction: East
Date: 11/19/18

Location: Saratoga Creek between
Cox Avenue and Prospect Road

Photographer: Mary O'Neill

Description:

(Photo#638) Stand of eucalyptus
trees with dense duff on the east
bank of the creek channel.

Photograph No. 10
Direction: North
Date: 11/19/18

Location: Saratoga Creek between
Cox Avenue and Prospect Road

Photographer: Mary O'Neill

Description:

(Photo#640) Overview of likely
staging area, on the west bank,
behind the clubhouse fence.
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Appendix B: Pacific Legacy Photographic Documentation

Client: Santa Clara Valley Water District Prepared by: Mary O'Neill

Photograph No. 11
Direction: East

Date: 11/19/18

Location: Saratoga Creek
between Cox Avenue and

Prospect Road

Photographer: Mary O'Neill

Description:
(Photo#643) Concrete riprap in the
creek bed north of the clubhouse.

Photograph No. 12
Direction: Northeast
Date: 11/19/18

Location: Saratoga Creek
between Cox Avenue and
Prospect Road

Photographer: Mary O'Neill

Description:

(Photo#646) Overview of gently
sloping banks in the creek
channel.
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Appendix B: Pacific Legacy Photographic Documentation

Client: Santa Clara Valley Water District Prepared by: Mary O'Neill
Photograph No. 13
Direction: East

Date: 11/19/18

Location: Saratoga Creek
between Cox Avenue and

Prospect Road

Photographer: Mary O'Neill

Description:

(Photo#649) View of east bank
wall profile in northern portion of
survey corridor.

Photograph No. 14
Direction: North

Date: 11/19/18

Location: Saratoga Creek
between Cox Avenue and

Prospect Road

Photographer: Mary O'Neill

Description:
(Photo#652) Areas of exposed soil
on west bank of the creek channel.

2018 Cultural Resources Survey for the Santa Clara Valley Water District Hazard Tree Removal Project Pacific
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Appendix B: Pacific Legacy Photographic Documentation

Client: Santa Clara Valley Water District Prepared by: Mary O'Neill
Photograph No. 15
Direction: East

Date: 11/19/18

Location: Saratoga Creek
between Cox Avenue and

Prospect Road

Photographer: Mary O'Neill

Description:
(Photo#654) Eroded east bank
wall profile with creek gravels.

Photograph No. 16
Direction: Northeast
Date: 11/19/18
Location: Saratoga Creek

between Cox Avenue and
Prospect Road

Photographer: Mary O'Neill

Description:

(Photo#657) Overview of riprap in
the creek channel, adjacent to the
high school.
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Appendix B: Pacific Legacy Photographic Documentation

Client: Santa Clara Valley Water District Prepared by: Mary O'Neill
Photograph No. 17
Direction: Northwest
Date: 11/19/18

Location: Saratoga Creek
between Cox Avenue and

Prospect Road

Photographer: Mary O'Neill

Description:

(Photo#660) West bank near north
end of survey corridor with leisure
areas encroaching on creek.

Photograph No. 18
Direction: Northeast
Date: 11/19/18

Location: Saratoga Creek
between Cox Avenue and
Prospect Road

Photographer: Mary O'Neill

Description:

(Photo#663) Overview of area
adjacent to soccer field at high
school that will likely be used to

access the creek channel.
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Appendix B: Pacific Legacy Photographic Documentation

Client: Santa Clara Valley Water District Prepared by: Mary O'Neill
Photograph No. 19
Direction: Northwest
Date: 11/19/18

Location: Saratoga Creek
between Cox Avenue and

Prospect Road

Photographer: Mary O'Neill

Description:
(Photo#668) Overview of creek
channel with Prospect Road in
background.

Photograph No. 20
Direction: Southeast
Date: 11/19/18

Location: Saratoga Creek
between Cox Avenue and
Prospect Road

Photographer: Mary O'Neill

Description:

(Photo#669) Overview of creek
channel at north end with minimal
water flow; Prospect Road in

background.
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Appendix B: Pacific Legacy Photographic Documentation

Client: Santa Clara Valley Water District Prepared by: Mary O'Neill
Photograph No. 21
Direction: North-Northwest
Date: 11/19/18

Location: Saratoga Creek
between Cox Avenue and

Prospect Road

Photographer: Mary O'Neill

Description:

(Photo#672) Large, open area at
north end of survey corridor by
Prospect Road.

Photograph No. 22
Direction: South-Southeast
Date: 11/19/18

Location: Saratoga Creek
between Cox Avenue and
Prospect Road

Photographer: Mary O'Neill

Description:

(Photo#674) View from Prospect
Road down dried up creek
channel and large open area to
right.

2018 Cultural Resources Survey for the Santa Clara Valley Water District Hazard Tree Removal Project Pacific
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/$ Val.ley Water Clean Water e Healthy Environment ¢ Flood Protection

May 13, 2019

Charlene Nijmeh, Chairwoman
Muwekma Ohlone Indian Tribe of the
San Francisco Bay Area Region
20885 Redwood Road, Suite 232
Castro Valley, CA 94546

Subject:  Tribal Cultural Resources under the California Environmental Quality Act, AB 52 (Gatto,
2014). Formal Notification of Decision to Propose Undertaking a Project, and Notification of
Consultation Opportunity, pursuant to Public Resources Code §21080.3.1

Dear Chairwoman Nijmeh:

The Santa Clara Valley Water District (Valley Water) is providing the Muwekma Ohlone Indian Tribe of
the San Francisco Bay Area with formal notification of decision to propose undertaking the following
project: Saratoga Creek Hazard Tree Removal and Restoration Project.

Enclosed please find a description of the proposed project, maps showing the project location and
vicinity, and the name of our project point of contact, pursuant to Public Resources Code §21080.3.1(d)

(hereafter PRC).

The proposed project would consist of several primary elements:

1. Phased removal of 104 hazard eucalyptus trees using a combination of mobile crane (crane- .
assisted), traditional climbing, and hauling of cut material through the creek bed over a three-

year period
Reclaim access to Valley Water property along Saratoga Creek within the project area

Construct two temporary ramps for access of equipment with minimal grading to remove cut
trees and limbs

4. Re-establish native, mixed riparian (i.e., coast live oak, blue elderberry, willows, mulefat, etc.)
under- and overstory cover throughout the project area using a combination of active
revegetation, passive revegetation, seeding, and weed control

5. Maintain the native planting and natural recruits until they have established and do not require
further supplemental irrigation

The Project alignment is located on a narrow reach of Saratoga Creek that runs through the highly-
developed valley floor, approximately half-way between the Santa Cruz Mountains, where the creek
originates, and San Tomas Aquino Creek, into which Saratoga Creek discharges. The project area
includes the east bank and portions of the west bank of Saratoga Creek, beginning immediately
downstream of the Cox Avenue bridge and ending at the southwest corner of Prospect High School,
within the City of Saratoga. Regional vicinity and project area maps are attached as Figure 1: Regional
Location Map and Project Vicinity, and Figure 2: Project Area and Existing Access.

The Valley Water point of contact for consultation pursuant to PRC §21080.3.1 regarding the proposed
project will be Todd Sexauer. Please direct any correspondence on this matter to Mr. Sexauer’s
attention at the contact information provided below.

Santa Clara Valley Water District | 5750 Almaden Expressway, San Jose, CA 95118-3686 | (408) 265-2600 | www.valleywater.org Z:B




Charlene Nijmeh, Chairwoman
Page 2
May 13, 2019

Pursuant to PRC §21080.3.1(d), the Muwekma Ohione Indian Tribe of the San Francisco Bay Area
Region is allowed 30 days from the receipt of this letter to request consultation in writing, with Valley
Water.

Very Respectfully,

Assotiate Environmental Planner
SantaClara Valley Water District
5750 Almaden Expressway

San Jose, CA 95118

Attachments: Figure 1 — Regional Location Map and Project Vicinity
Figure 2 — Project Area and Existing Access



Regional Location Map and Project Vicinity
Saratoga Creek Hazard Tree Removal and Restoration Project
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Figure 2:
Project Area and Existing Access
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Saratoga Creek Hazard Tree Removal and Restoration Project
Response to Public Comment Letters

Additional Information and Response to Public Comments for the Mitigated Negative Declaration
for the Saratoga Creek Hazard Tree Removal and Restoration Project

December 2019

The Draft MND was circulated to local and state agencies, interested organizations, and the general public. The 30-day public review
period, which conforms to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines 815105(b), began on August 16, 2019 and ended on
September 16, 2019. The following table includes the comment letters and emails the District received, as well as the District’'s responses.
All changes to the Draft MND, if any, are described in the responses below and referenced by the page number in which the revised text
appears in the Final MND.

Comment

Valley Water Response
Comment Letter A — Received from Saratoga Woods Riparian Association via Email September 15, 2019

MND
Change
(page in
Final MND)

A-1

First, we do not object to the removal of the Blue Gum Eucalyptus
trees. In fact, we applaud that removal. We do object to the
proposed method of removal and the impact that the proposed
plan will have on the stream, the streambed, and the riparian
corridor. We also strongly object to the removal of any trees other
than the Eucalyptus, the building of ramps or any other bulldozing
of the streambed and bank.

Comment noted. Please see page 17 of the Final MND for a
discussion of eucalyptus removal and debris disposal. Due to
limited access points available to Valley Water for tree removal,
the removal of seven small coast live oak trees remains the only
viable option to gain the necessary access for the removal of the
identified hazardous eucalyptus trees (see Table 2-2 of page 14
of the Final MND and Figures 2-5a and 2-5b). Every effort was
made to avoid impacting native trees. It should also be noted that
one of the project objectives is to re-establish native, coast live
oak woodland under- and overstory cover throughout the Project
Area using a combination of active revegetation, passive
revegetation, seeding, and weed control (see page 17 and Table
2-3 of the Final MND.

Although there would be a temporal loss of habitat prior to site
restoration, the reestablishment of native coast live oak woodland
vegetation within the Project area would be ecologically
beneficial. Considering the beneficial impact to the habitat in the
long term, the Project would not result in a substantial adverse
impact on riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities.
In addition, Valley Water would comply with applicable
requirements in the Saratoga tree ordinance and the Section
1602 Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement (LSAA) with

None
required.




Saratoga Creek Hazard Tree Removal and Restoration Project
Response to Public Comment Letters

December 2019

California Department of Fish and Wildlife. Therefore, the Project
would not result in a substantial adverse impact on riparian
habitat or other sensitive natural communities; the impact would
be less than significant (see page 60 of the Final MND).

A-2 | We further object to the manipulation of water flow in the stream for | Comment noted. See response to A-17 below. None
purposes of access to the creek bed for the removal project. There required.
has been no water flow in the stream since this project was
announced, except for the winter rains. When the water flow stops,
we witness the distress that results to the flora and fauna that live
in and along the creek.

A-3 | Valley Water has removed some of the Eucalyptus trees in the As described on page 9 of the MND, in April 2018, Valley Water None
past without all of this unnecessary destruction of the stream and removed 26 hazard blue gum eucalyptus trees with obvious wood | required.
streambed, and without building paths or removal of native trees. decay fungi from an area adjacent to Saratoga Creek near the
Many Eucalyptus trees have been removed by accessing the trees | Brookside Club. Those trees were removed as a separate project
through our adjoining properties. We have again offered our due to the deteriorating condition of the trees requiring more
properties for that purpose, but Valley Water has not taken us up immediate removal; that project was permitted separately from
on that offer. the proposed Project. All 26 trees removed were removed using

a crane. Therefore, no access into the Saratoga Creek by heavy
equipment was required for their removal. Due to the crane’s
limited reach, crane removal alone would not be sufficient to
remove all remaining hazard trees. Therefore, heavy equipment
will need to be used to access the channel for removal of
conventionally cut trees that cannot be reached by crane.

A-4 | We are totally confused by Valley Water’s proposal for approval of | The proposed Saratoga Creek Hazard Tree Removal and None
a mitigation project to remove non-native trees, bushes and Restoration Project is not considered a “mitigation project.” It is required.

grasses from the creeks banks and adjoining properties. Valley
Water has already removed most of the non-native trees, bushes,
and plants along the creek banks on both sides of the creek from
Cox Avenue to Prospect Road.

more accurate to describe it as a restoration project, because
Valley Water is proposing to remove hazard and non-native
invasive trees, and to subsequently re-establish and enhance
native habitat. Both CDFW and the RWQCB recognize that
eucalyptus trees provide some wildlife benefit, and therefore,
their removal would result in a temporal loss of the low value
habitat that they provide, resulting in the requirement for tree
replacement. Based on initial consultation with the resource
agencies, no compensatory mitigation is expected to be imposed
beyond what is being proposed by the project.

The commenter is correct that Valley Water has previously
removed many small non-native trees and shrubs under the
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Saratoga Creek Hazard Tree Removal and Restoration Project
Response to Public Comment Letters

December 2019

Stream Maintenance Program (SMP) within the Project area.
However, the sizes of remaining hazard eucalyptus trees are too
large to be covered by Valley Water's SMP permits.

As far as we can tell, Valley Water did not obtain the requisite
approval of the removal project before acting and is now
attempting to get that approval after the fact.

In April 2018, Valley Water removed 26 hazardous blue gum
eucalyptus trees with obvious wood decay fungi from an area
within Saratoga Creek adjacent to the Brookside Club (see page
18 of the Fina MND). It was a separate and independent project
undertaken by Valley Water to address more immediate removal
of trees that could pose public safety hazard. All the required
approvals were obtained before the work was completed. A
CEQA Categorical Exemption was issued, in addition to a
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 1602 Streambed
Alteration Agreement, and a City of Saratoga Tree Removal
Permit. All work was conducted by crane from outside of the
channel above the ordinary high water mark; and therefore, no
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 Clean Water Act
Permit or Regional Water Quality Control Board Section 401
Water Quality Certification were required.

None
required.

A-6

The banks were not replanted, and Valley Water has left this entire
segment of Saratoga Creek denuded with a barren landscape.
Following this plant removal, a number of creek-side owners
observed a significant increase in creek bank erosion during the
past winter.

Erosion control measures were implemented following removal of
the 26 trees during April 2018. In addition, several native plants,
including poison oak, bee plant, and wild cucumber, have already
established in the area where 26 eucalyptus were removed.
Replacement plantings for tree removal work undertaken in April
of 2018, which is pursuant to Lake and Streambed Alteration
Agreement (CDFW Notification No. 1600-2018-0066-R3), are
being incorporated into the larger revegetation Project design.
The overall project design will account for an additional 26 trees
to be planted in the Project area as compensation for their
removal (see page 18 of the Final MND). Tree planting within the
2018 area of removal cannot occur until there is certainty that the
removed eucalyptus trees have been completely killed. In
addition, new trees planted may be damaged or killed during the
removal of the surrounding eucalyptus trees in Work Area A.
Therefore, replacement planting in the area is expected to begin
in the fall of 2020 following the removal of trees in Work Area A.

None
required.

A-7

We strenuously object to Valley Water's proposal to expand its
mitigation to the areas in the confines of our yards. We believe that
Valley Water is involved in a campaign to utilize this approval

Comment noted.

None
required.
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Saratoga Creek Hazard Tree Removal and Restoration Project
Response to Public Comment Letters

December 2019

process to aid them in their dispute as to the respective rights of
the creek-side land owners vis-a-vis Valley Water regarding
property located between the top of the creek bank and the
owners’ rear property lines.

and home break-ins. These proposed paths would constitute a
constant threat to our feelings of well-being and safety. Add to this
the epidemic of homelessness in Santa Clara County. The use of

A-8 | The exclusive use of these segments of property in owners’ Comment noted. None
backyards started after the land was subdivided over 60 years ago required.
and almost immediately after the properties were purchased and
home construction began and has continued throughout those 60
years. In those 60-years no owner of the involved properties has
built a fence on the “property line.” All of the fences built were
within six feet of the top of the creek bank.

A-9 | Further, the Valley Water Board of Directors suggested, at a Public | At a recent Board of Directors meeting discussing the None
meeting, that a study be done to see if there was a cheaper and encroachment issue, a Board member suggested that Valley required.
more efficient way to accomplish mitigation at other locations. Thus | Water purchase an acre of land in south county for mitigation
far, we are unaware of Valley Water having conducted any purposes. Following that suggestion, Valley Water staff
meaningful analysis of other possible sites. considered the use of alternative offsite lands for restoration

opportunities. As a result, Valley Water investigated suitable
alternative sites for potential mitigation elsewhere within the
Saratoga watershed. Unfortunately, Valley Water does not hold
fee title to any property located immediately downstream of the
Project area, and the 3.10-acre parcel (APN 389-050-23) located
immediately upstream of Cox Avenue is densely vegetated with
native oaks and sycamores with no substantial restoration
opportunities available.

Valley Water is in the process of securing permits from the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), Regional
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE), and the City of Saratoga (see page 3 of the
Final MND). Upon further consultation with both CDFW and
RWQCB, Valley Water will be required to provide replacement
planting onsite within the Project area. For this reason, offsite
replacement plantings are not a viable option.

A-10 | A major concern of ours is the construction of paths in our No paths are being proposed as part of the Project. None
backyards. Saratoga is facing a serious problem with burglaries required.
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Saratoga Creek Hazard Tree Removal and Restoration Project
Response to Public Comment Letters

December 2019

public land by the homeless is rampant. To now take away the
barriers to access to the property along the creek, and replace
those barriers with paths is an open invitation to the homeless to
move in and it would provide criminals with easier access to
targeted homes. Under no circumstances should these paths be
permitted in the backyards of lands zoned R-1.

A-11

WHAT TITLE DID VALLEY WATER GET, AND HOW DID THEY
GET IT:

To answer this question one must analyze the history of Valley
Waters acquisition of property and its decision to change its
method of acquiring property. Prior to 1955, Valley Water would
claim easements on property adjacent to the creek with the
ownership of the property belonging to the creek-side property
owner to the top of the bank. In late 1955 Valley Water changed its
policy and began utilizing provisions of the Subdivision Map Act to
obtain property rights to creek-side properties beyond the top-of-
the-bank by claiming the creek-stream was a “thoroughfare.” The
plan was to have rights to the property in the event Valley Water
needed to widen or otherwise modify the creek for flood control.
The intent was to save the time and the cost of an eminent domain
proceeding in the future. Valley Water recognized that this
procedure was the only way they could obtain this property other
than through eminent domain.

There are five subdivision maps involving the creek-side properties
between Cox Avenue and Prospect Road; they all were subdivided
after 1956. Four of the five were subdivided between 1956 and
1958, shortly after the adoption of the Subdivision Map Act
scheme. Therefore, they were required by the new Valley Water
policy to dedicate land beyond the top of the bank for possible
creek widening

Language within the subdivision maps, the deeds, the resolutions
of the board, and other documents on file with the county clerk
contain references indicating that Valley Water's purpose in
obtaining the property adjacent to the creek was specifically
intended for potential creek widening and/or flood control.
Further, the deeds were filed with the county clerk on the same
date, or close thereto, that the subdivision maps were filed. It is
clear from this timing that the transference of the subject properties

Comment noted. Regardless of whether the property was
dedicated to Valley Water free of charge as suggested by the
commenter, Valley Water now owns the property in trust for the
public to accomplish its statutory objectives and mandates. All
tree removal and restoration plantings would occur on creek-side
parcels owned by Valley Water (see Table 3-1 on page 25 of the
Final MND). No additional property would be acquired by Valley
Water as a part of this Project.

None
required.
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December 2019

to Valley Water was commensurate with the finalizing of the
subdivision maps. Despite this obvious correlation, Valley Water
did not take title to the property as provided for under the
Subdivision Map Act. Instead, it illegally, improperly, and
inexplicably took fee simple title instead of the dedication for a
thoroughfare purpose; this action ran counter to Valley Water’s
claim as to what it was doing, and violated the provisions it was
required to follow under the Subdivision Map Act. There is no
evidence that any consideration was paid by Valley Water to the
original owners of the subject property.

A-12 | HISTORY OF USE: It should be noted that 60 years ago, the subject stand of hazard | None
Irrespective of the form of title taken by Valley Water, all parties eucalyptus trees located on Valley Water property were required.
involved—Valley Water, the creek-side homeowners, the Swim approximately 40 years old and in good health. Today, the
Club, and the City of Saratoga have for 60 years continuously remaining stand of eucalyptus trees are approximately 100 years
treated the property adjacent to the creek exactly the same as the | ©ld. in failing health, and a threat to public health and safety. The
property in their front yards adjacent to the street. Consistent with same hea_lth and safety conditions do not apply to th(_a road right-
the provision for the backyards, the property in the front yards had of—way adjacent to the front yards Qf Project area residents where
been dedicated to the City of Saratoga pursuant to the Subdivision | the City of Saratoga holds a road right-of-way “easement”. Valley
Map Act for the purpose of widening the street if that ever became | Water holds “fee title” to the property (not a right-of-way
necessary. Different from Valley Water, the City of Saratoga easement) containing both the hazard trees proposed for
properly accepted those dedications. removal, and the areas proposed for site restoration. The
Starting in 1956 the creek-side landowners placed backyard comparison is not equivalent for these reasons.
amenities, such as barbecues, irrigation systems, planters, patios,
and many other forms of backyard improvements upon the land
within their possession. As stated above, most of the creek-side
landowners encompassed these improvements with fences that
are within a few feet of the top of the creek bank. In 1957, the
Saratoga Woods Community Association submitted plans to the
City of Saratoga for approval. As required by law, the property and
pool were protected by a fence. The fence was 15 feet beyond the
property line. The plans, with fence, were approved, and the fence
has been there ever since.

A-13 | WHEN AND WHY DID THIS ALL CHANGE: Comment noted. As to the comment that Valley Water employees | None
Out of the blue, Valley Water, on November 15, 2015, sent letters | Were well aware of the creek-side land owners continuous use of | required.

to creek-side property owners demanding that all fences and back
yard amenities be removed. Valley Water claimed it had been
unaware of this “unauthorized” placement of these amenities for

Valley Water property for 60 years, these employees possessed
no legal authority to dispose of Valley Water property without
express consent of the Board of Directors. Under the District
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Response to Public Comment Letters

December 2019

many years, and now that they had discovered them, they had to
be removed because it was wrong and illegal to have private use
of public property. Both of these assertions border on nonsense.
Valley Water employees were well aware of creek-side
landowners’ continuous use of the property for 60 years, and there
are documents confirming discussion of these issues as far back
as the1950's. Further, all governmental entities know of the
provisions in the Subdivision Map Act, which specifically allows for
usage of government property for private purposes as part of the
scheme intended by said act.

Over the last three plus years, there have been many meetings
and discussions about how to resolve these property rights issues,
and that effort continues. None of the issues have been finalized,
and Valley Water is considering alternatives for resolution, all of
which remain in a state of flux. However, this request for approval
of this project appears to be an attempt by Valley Water to obtain
authorization for removal of fences and other amenities before final
resolution of the most crucial issues. We strenuously object to any
approval of the inclusion of the yards of creek-side property owners

in this project before there has been a resolution of the multiple
issues reqgarding the relative rights of all of the property owners
within this project.

Act,? only the Board of Directors can dispose of Valley Water
property.

In addition, allowing individual property owners to fence off and
bar Valley Water from its property without payment or other
consideration violates the rule against gifts of public funds. (Cal.
Const., art. XVI, sec. 6.)

Correct. A recent Board of Director’'s meeting was held on
October 22, 2019 to discuss the Encroachment Remediation
Program.

Restoration Project is misleading. Less than 10% of the square
feet of the project involve the removal of hazardous trees and
restoration of the specific places where they were removed. We
support, and will cooperate with, Valley Water to facilitate the

18 of the Final MND and Figures 2-6a and 2-6b). The remaining
4.47-acre area within the 7.87-acre Project area has been
included for construction access, staging, and mapping of
existing areas of native vegetation to remain.

A-14 | However, this request for approval of this project appears to be an | Comment noted. The request for approval of the proposed None
attempt by Valley Water to obtain authorization for removal of Project is a result of the urgency to address the 104 hazard required.
fences and other amenities before final resolution of the most eucalyptus trees that will continue to be an ongoing threat to
crucial issues. We strenuously object to any approval of the public health and safety unless they are removed. The first goal
inclusion of the yards of creek-side property owners in this project | of the proposed Project is to “Ensure public safety from
before there has been a resolution of the multiple issues regarding | eucalyptus tree failures” (see page 9 of the Final MND).
the relative rights of all of the property owners within this project.

A-15 | SUMMARY: Comment noted. A 1.8-acre area of blue gum eucalyptus is None
The title of the project, Saratoga Creek Hazard Tree Removal and | Proposed for removal. The restoration area totals 3.4 acres (page | required.

1 Water Code Appendix, Chapter 60, Section 31.
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removal of the subject Blue Gum Eucalyptus trees—if done in the
manner in which the trees have been removed in the past.

of the riparian corridor. Valley Water well knows the subject
segment of Saratoga Creek had continuous water flow all year
round for over 20 years. It was beautiful and was the pristine
stream Valley Water alludes to. But now Valley Water has stopped
the water flow, and the stream is for the most part, totally dry or
has a minimal trickle; it has essentially has been reduced to a dry,
barren drainage ditch, except in the winter rainy season. Saratoga
Creek would benefit far more from the return of continuous water
flow than it will from this restoration project.

magnitude in direct response to rainfall runoff patterns (see page
4 of the Final MND). Saratoga Creek is not a naturally perennial
steam. Perennial streams provide continuous flow year-round
during years of normal rainfall. Historically, it carried water only
during and shortly following the winter rainy season (Beller et al.
2010). The continuous stream flow noted by the commenter has
been a result of Valley Water releases of imported water into
Saratoga Creek, approximately 0.3 mile upstream of the Project,
for in-channel percolation/groundwater recharge. These releases
were stopped during the most recent drought due to lack of
imported water supply, which is anticipated to become less
reliable and increasingly expensive to secure and manage as
California’s climate changes and infrastructure ages. While
artificial continuous water flow in Saratoga Creek may be
aesthetically pleasing, and does help recharge groundwater, it
does not benefit Saratoga Creek ecology or provide the
ecological values that the Project aims to restore. In Saratoga
Creek, as well as other Santa Clara County streams that are
used for in-channel groundwater recharge, imported water
releases can facilitate vegetation encroachment into the channel,
which can increase flood risk, and greater extents and types of
invasive plants (such as the eucalyptus in the Project area) and
nonnative fish and wildlife. The Project restoration plantings are
being intended to provide a greater amount of habitat for native
wildlife, which is more diverse, of higher quality, and would be
successful under reduced imported water supply and warmer
climate conditions. Continuous imported water releases would
not provide these habitat values and are not consistent with the
creek’s historical ecology.

A-16 | We strenuously object to bulldozing of ramps, the building of trails, | Comment noted. The construction of temporary access ramps is | None
the removal of native trees, and the inclusion of property in the required for heavy equipment access, which is necessary for the | required.
project that is recognized in the proposal as LANDSCAPE removal of cut logs during tree removal efforts where crane
DEVELOPED and/or LANDSCAPE DEVELOPED WITH OAK access is not feasible (see page 14 of the Final MND).

CANOPY.

A-17 | We find it incongruous that Valley Water discusses the When imported water is not being released, this reach of None

preservation of the stream, its aquatic life and the natural aspects Saratoga Creek is naturally episodic, with flow timing and required.
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Beller, E. E.; Salomon, M.; Grossinger, R. M. 2010. Historical

A technical memorandum describing landscape ecology in Lower
Peninsula, West Valley, and Guadalupe Watershed Management
Areas. SFEI Contribution No. 622. SFEI: Oakland.

Vegetation and Drainage Patterns of Western Santa Clara Valley:

A-18 | We remain confused and puzzled by Valley Water’s inexplicable The Project goals and objectives are outlined on page 9 of the None
request for approval of the segment of the subject project involving | Final MND. The overall Project goal is to remove 104 hazard required.
non-native plant and tree removal after they have already removed | eucalyptus trees and two non-native invasive ash trees, and
most of the non-native plant and tree species along the banks of subsequently to restore the entire project reach. Initial non-native
the creek. vegetation clearing occurred within the Project reach under the

Stream Maintenance Program. However, the remaining 104
eucalyptus and ash trees proposed for removal are greater than
12-inches in diameter at breast height and may not be removed
under the Stream Maintenance Program permits.

A-19 | We, the adjacent land owners and the families of the Swim Club, Comment noted. None
thank you for your kind consideration of our objections and required.
comments, and we respectfully request that proper consideration
be granted them.

Comment Letter B — Received from Mr. and Mrs. John Hemiup via Email and Mail dated September 16, 2019

B-1 | Inthe NMND, or in the attachments, | have not found a draft Plan- | The proposed Project is a hazard tree removal and creek None

Specification-Estimate (PS&E). | am accustomed to seeing at least | restoration project funded through Fund 11 (General Fund) for required.

a 35% PS&E from most City, County and State Public Work
Projects as they submit a NMND for both public and regulatory
agency review. It is through a 35% PS&E that a picture of project
limits, Right-of-Way (R/W) requirement, Temporary Construction
Easements (TCE), Impact to neighboring R/W tenants, and
potential environmental “take” and corresponding mitigation can be
seen.

Drought Induced Tree Removal, and is not considered to be a
capital improvement project that would follow the Plans,
Specifications and Estimate (PS&E) process. However, detailed
construction drawings will be prepared for the two proposed
temporary access ramps and cofferdams discussed on page 14
of the Final MND. In addition, A detailed restoration plan with
specifications will be prepared as outlined on pages 17-22 of the
Final MND that identifies plan components such as site
preparation, planting zones, planting zone species, temporary
irrigation, maintenance and monitoring, and schedule. All
proposed tree removals and plantings would occur within parcels
currently held in fee title by Valley Water. Any private parcels
within the Project area would only be used for temporary access

and staging (see Table 3-1 on page 25 of the Final MND).
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B-2 | Aspects that | expected to see in a draft PS&E, and in this DMND, | Please see the response to comment B-1 above. The disputed None
is the proposed acquisition of disputed R/W from property owners property is not a right-of-way easement, but land held in fee title required.
along the creek that are being unilaterally declared by Valley Water | by Valley Water. The PS&E process will not be applied to the
as needed to remove the blue gum eucalyptus trees and for use as | proposed hazard tree removal and restoration Project. The goals
mitigation sites for restorative vegetation. and objectives of the Project are outlined on page 9 of the Final

MND. These goals include ensuring public safety, enhancing
native mixed riparian habitat, reducing water consumption,
reducing risk of bank erosion/destabilization, reducing fire risk,
reducing the need for repeated access for future tree removals,
and contributing to post eucalyptus restoration science. Any
dispute over the parcels held in fee title by Valley Water is being
addressed separately, and is not a part of the proposed Project.
No property acquisition is proposed as a part of the Project. As
stated in the response to comment B-1 above, “All proposed tree
removals and plantings would occur within parcels currently held
in fee title by Valley Water. Any private parcels within the Project
area would only be used for temporary access and staging (see
Table 3-1 on page 25 of the Final MND.”

B-3 | From land records, | believe the deed was not clear where R/W Comment noted. Please see responses to comments B-1 and B- | None
limits were declared and use of property along the top of the 2 above. required.
creeks’ embankments was not defined. Property owners, such as
the previous owners to my property, placed fences during the
1950's-60’s near the top of the embankment that had not impeded
access to Maintenance worker from Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E),
the County Flood Control, and to the subsequent operator Valley
Water. | would like to point out that for the past 60 years property
owners’ fences along the top of embankment has not been an
issue with any of the above-mentioned operators of public works
infrastructure along/apart of the Saratoga Creek, especially behind
my property. | find it threatening and intimidating the recent flurry of
aggressive demands of ownership, and unilateral declaration of
property usage, from Valley Water. Thus, | had expected to see in
some detail in a draft PS&E, and this DMND, what would be the
impact to the disputed property behind my property and adjacent
neighbors’ properties.

B-4 | In a past Valley Water Board of Directors meeting, Directors had Comment noted. Please see response to Comment A-9. CEQA None
asked staff to research utilizing off-site R/W to establish mitigative | does not require a project to consider and discuss a range of required.

restoration vegetation instead of seizing the disputed properties

reasonable alternatives unless an Environmental Impact Report
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from adjacent land owners...To date, | do not believe Valley Water
Staff has returned to the Board, or to the public, with an analysis
researching the possibility of off-site mitigation and | would like to
see such as analysis presented as an alternative in the DMND.

(EIR) will be prepared for the Project (Title 14 § 15126.6). The
preparation of a Mitigated Negative Declaration does not require
that alternatives be considered or discussed (Title 14 CCR §
15071).

B-5

In the DMND, it noted that removal of the blue gum eucalyptus,
and surrounding duff from the eucalyptus, was noted as a “loss of
habitat”, thus extra mitigation vegetation more than the area of the
original take was required. Could you explain in your response how
the removal of a non-indigenous tree (blue gum eucalyptus) with its
potential fire hazard, potential hazard to the nearby electric power
overhead powerline, and the surrounding suppressive duff that
these trees deposit, required more than a 1 to 1 mitigation ratio?

As described on page 9 of the MND, in addition to removing the
hazard trees, the project is also proposed to expand and
enhance native coast live oak woodland habitat in the project
area (see text under the headings of Project Goals and Project
Objectives). While the 104 eucalyptus trees to be removed
(covering approximately 1.8-acres) are in very poor condition and
provide low value habitat, in our experience CDFW recognizes
some wildlife benefit provided by these trees despite their current
condition and likely would impose requirements for replacement
of those trees. Indeed, when issuing a 1602 LSAA for the
removal of the 26 blue gum eucalyptus trees back in April of
2018, CDFW included a condition for Valley Water to replace
each of the removed eucalyptus trees at a 1:1 replacement ratio
with native oak trees. We anticipate that this project would be
subject to a similar tree replacement requirement. As described
on page 18 of the MND, much of the area is currently in
degraded conditions due to the prevalence and density of non-
native, invasive species. However, the project area offers a
potential for up to 3.4 acres of revegetation and habitat
enhancement. Revegetation of this area would be sufficient to
meet both the expected tree replacement requirement in the
regulatory permit, and the project goal to expand and enhance
native coast live oak woodland habitat in the area.

None
required.

B-6

If off-site mitigation was pursued, is there a nearby Mitigation Bank
that could be utilized to address any mitigation more than the 1:1
ratio?

Please see response to Comment B-5 for the clarification that the
proposed restoration is expected to meet both tree replacement
requirements of the project permit, in addition to meeting the
project goal to expand and enhance native coast live oak
woodland habitat in the project area (see page 9 of the Final
MND). It should also be noted that there are currently no
approved mitigation banks in the vicinity of the Project area that
are available to purchase mitigation credits.

None
required.

Page 11



Saratoga Creek Hazard Tree Removal and Restoration Project
Response to Public Comment Letters

December 2019

B-7

Are there sites up stream or downstream of the proposed project
along Saratoga Creek that could be utilized to address any
mitigation more than the 1:1 ratio?

No opportunities exist for stream restoration upstream or
downstream of the Project site. See response to Comment A-9
above.

None
required.

B-8

In a draft PS&E, and in the DMND, | expected to see in greater
detail how the trees would be removed from behind my property.
Over the past 46 years my family has lived in this residence PG&E
has often entered our property to trim or remove several Blue Gum
Eucalyptus behind my property on the creek embankment to
maintain the integrity of their overhead power-lines in what |
consider a proper and neighborly manner. They have made
contact via mail, telephone or in person describing the scope of the
work and requested the use of my property to access and
trim/remove some potentially hazardous eucalyptus trees without
disruption or damage to my property. | have offered to Valley
Water the potential use of my property to extract the blue gum
eucalyptus trees from the creek and to access the creek
embankment to maintain the proposed replacement vegetation, but
at the last public meeting held at Prospect High School, Valley
Water personnel were offhandedly dismissive of this offer as “too
expensive” to remove the trees by downing them and removing
them in sections, and too difficult/inconvenient for their personnel
to access the replacement vegetation through my property; this
removal approach has been the practice of PG&E crews and
hasn't appeared to be a hardship to them or myself. Instead Valley
Water personnel as suggested verbally they would prefer using
cranes stationed in my driveway to lift the trees over my house. |
expressed concern that because of the High Voltage over-head
electric lines, use of cranes would not be permissible by OSHA
(Crane booms/outriggers, cannot be placed within 30 feet of over-
head power lines) and the structural integrity of my AC driveway
could not withstand the loads of the cranes and/or their outriggers.

Comment noted. Table 2-2 of the Final MND outlines the Project
access and staging area locations. Figures 2-5a and 2-5b show
Work Areas A, B, and C, as well as construction access, staging,
and dewatering locations. The Project does not propose to stage
cranes in driveways or lift cut tree sections over houses. Page 9
of the Final MND states that nearly half of the eucalyptus may be
accessible by mobile crane staged on the top of bank opposite
the eucalyptus groves. Crane work would only occur from Staging
Areas AS1, AS3, and AS4 (northern).

None
required.

B-9

If cranes and/or removing the trees through my yard are not viable,
the DMND does note the construction of a temporary ramp and
ingress/egress through the dry creek bed. If this is acceptable for
removal of the trees | would expect that this approach would also
be acceptable for the maintenance/surveillance of the restorative
vegetation for the several year establishment period; given during
the summer months that would be the driest part of the year with

Trees would be removed through areas with designated ramps
and staging areas as shown on Figures 2-5a and 2-5b.
Temporary access ramps allowing heavy equipment access to
the dry creek bed would only be installed seasonally during tree
removal efforts. Access for maintenance of restoration areas
during the plant establishment period would not require the use of
heavy equipment needing access through the dry creek bed.

None
required.
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vegetation would need water and under normal conditions the
summer months the creek would be dry. | understand that during
“dry years” Valley Water introduces water to recharge the ground
water aquafer, but periodic restriction of water flow, to allow Valley
Water personnel and/or sub-contractors to maintain/monitor
vegetation, could be arrange.

Therefore, no ramps or creek bed access would be required for
maintenance. All maintenance of restoration areas would be
conducted from below and above the top of bank of the creek
where plantings are proposed.

B-10

Another aspect that | expected to see in a draft PS&E, and in the
DMND, was proposed installation of “pathways” along the R/W line
of property owners along the creek to access, maintain, and survey
restorative vegetation by Valley Water employees and/or their
subcontractors.

Access for tree removal would be as shown on Figures 2-5a and
2-5b. Maintenance of restoration areas following tree removal
would be conducted by maintenance workers using pedestrian
access through planting areas. No pathways would be
constructed as a part of the proposed Project (Figures 2-6a and
2-6b).

None
required.

B-11

At the public outreach meeting at Prospect High School, | had
conveyed my desire that instead of “pathways” being establish,
that Valley Water instead explore agreements with property owners
to obtain access rights to maintain/survey restorative vegetation.
Again, at the last public meeting held at Prospect High School,
Valley Water personnel were offhandedly dismissive of this
approach as “an inconvenience to Staff and/or subcontractors” to
access the replacement vegetation. As | noted above, PG&E has
often entered our property to trim/maintain the Blue Gum
Eucalyptus behind my property on the creek bank in what |
consider a proper and neighborly manner; thus | would expect this
aspect of obtaining access to the creek be researched and
addressed in the DMND and a draft PS&E.

Comment noted. See response to B-10 above.

None
required.

B-12

If pathways are proposed for this project, | expected to see a
typical cross section of the pathway and see the limits of the
pathways in a PS&E and in the DMND; one person’s “path” could
be another person’s “5ft wide sidewalk”. At Prospect High School
meeting | had expressed my concern that any proposed pathways,
due to property owners not granting access, be non-contiguous to
public access points and not span over several properties in
length.

No pathways are proposed. See response to B-10 above.

None
required.

B-13

As the Project Manager and Design Engineer of several
construction contracts totally $10.5 M, these projects were
designed and implemented in conjunction with the city of San Jose,
California Highway Patrol (CHP), and Senator Beall's office to

Comment noted. No pathways are proposed. See response to
B- 10 above.

None
required.
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address the impacts of non- sheltered individuals and criminal
activity; | can site numerous locations in San Jose, and
surrounding cities, along creeks and open spaces, where
contiguous pathways have become an attractive nuisances that
have resulted in non-sheltered individuals establishing
encampments and provided access for criminals to pursue
nefarious activities on neighboring property owners.

B-14 | Unfortunately, non-sheltered individuals’ encampments destroy Comment noted. None
habit, introduce biological and chemical hazards, produce debris, required.
increase incidents of fires (due to campfires), and consequently
introduce pollution/debris to watersheds/creeks. In the eight
locations that were addressed by the $10.5 M of contracts,
approximately 5,800 cubic yards (CY) of biological/chemical/debris
was collected and removed from these eight sites.

B-15 | In addition, contiguous pathways also provided access, and Comment noted. No pathways are proposed. See response to None
escape, for criminals to pursue nefarious activities on neighboring B- 10 above. required.
property owners.

B-16 | One of the main objectives, and subsequent benefits, of the $10.5 | Comment noted. Page 17 of the Final MND states, “Working with | None
M contracts was to restrict ingress and egress by placement of adjacent property owners, fences would be removed and required.
harden fences and hardscape. In addition, increased constant relocated to the property line...” Fences would still be provided at
surveillance, and enforcement, by law enforcement is necessary to | the discretion of each adjacent property owner.
protect public properties and adjacent homeowners.

B-17 | | expect the DMND, and a PS&E package, to address if and how Comment noted. No pathways are proposed. See response to None
pathways would be constructed to restrict ingress and egress, B- 10 above. The Santa Clara County Sheriff's Office West Valley | required.
along with who and how security surveillance/enforcement would Patrol Division would continue to serve the Project area (see
be conducted; would this be the responsibility of the Santa Clara page 89 of the Final MND).

County Sheriff, City of Saratoga Police, Private Security, etc.?
Additional changes to the Final MND
N/A | N/A The name of this vegetation community has been revised from 9, 18, 19, 22

mixed riparian to be consistent with the more specific and
standardized vegetation alliance name of coast live oak
woodland. The suite of species to be planted has not changed
from those included in Table 2-3.
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
SUMMARY TABLE

The following mitigation monitoring and reporting program (MMRP) summary table includes the
mitigation measures identified in the Santa Clara Valley Water District (Valley Water) Final
Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the Saratoga Creek Hazard Tree Removal and
Restoration Project. For each mitigation measure, this table identifies monitoring and reporting
actions that will be carried out, along with the monitoring schedule. This table also includes a
column summarizing the responsible parties for implementing actions prescribed in the mitigation
measures.

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

Valley Water Santa Clara Valley Water District
MND Final Mitigated Negative Declaration
MMRP Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Valley Water Page G-1
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Mitigation Measure

Monitoring and

Monitoring
Schedule

Implementation

Aesthetics

Reporting Action

Responsibility

None

Agriculture and Forestry Resources

None

Air Quality

None

Biological Resources

MM BI-1 | Nesting Birds. The following measures shall be
implemented to avoid and minimize Project impacts on

nesting birds:

¢ To the extent possible vegetation removal shall be
conducted outside of the nesting season (January
15% — September 15Y).

¢ A qualified biologist shall train all Project staff,
contractors, and other work crews regarding the
following: 1) signs of nesting behavior and
identification of active nests; 2) the requirement to
stop work if any active nests are found or suspected
until a qualified biologist inspects the area; and 3)
compliance with avoiding the no-work buffer zones.

¢ During the nesting season, nesting bird surveys
shall be performed by a qualified biologist no more
than 7 days prior to the start of Project activities. If a
lapse in Project related work of 7 days or longer
occurs, a subsequent nesting bird survey shall be
conducted.

e |f an active nest is found, a 50-foot no-work buffer
zone shall be implemented surrounding the nest,
with exception of raptors, herons, and egrets, which

Retain a qualified biologist to
conduct surveys and
implement no-work buffer
zones, if needed.

Prior to the start of
construction, and
during
construction.

Qualified
biologist

Valley Water
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Monitoring and Monitoring Implementation
Reporting Action Schedule Responsibility

Mitigation Measure

shall have a 300-foot no-work buffer zone
surrounding the nest.

Cultural Resources

None

Energy

None

Geology and Soils

None

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

None

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

None

Hydrology and Water Quality

None

Land Use and Planning

None

Mineral Resources

None

Valley Water Page G-3
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Monitoring and Monitoring Implementation

Mitigation Measure

Reporting Action Schedule Responsibility

Noise and Vibration

None

Population and Housing

None

Public Services

None

Recreation

None

Transportation

None

Tribal Cultural Resources

None

Utilities and Service Systems

None

Wildfire

None

Valley Water Page G-4



	List of Acronyms
	Key Terminology
	Section 1: Introduction
	Organization of this Document
	Purpose of the Mitigated Negative Declaration
	Decision to Prepare a Mitigated Negative Declaration for this Project
	Public Review Process
	Interagency Collaboration and Regulatory Review

	Section 2: Project Description
	Project Background
	Project Goals
	Project Objectives
	Project Scope of Work
	Project Methods


	Section 3: Environmental Setting
	Project Location
	Surrounding Land Uses
	Physical Environment
	Best Management Practices


	Section 4: Environmental Evaluation
	Initial Study Checklist
	1. Aesthetics
	Environmental Setting
	BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (See details in Table 3-2)
	MITIGATION MEASURES

	2. Agriculture and Forestry Resources
	Environmental Setting
	BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (See details in Table 3-2)
	MITIGATION MEASURES

	3. Air Quality
	Environmental Setting
	BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (See details in Table 3-2)
	MITIGATION MEASURES

	4. Biological Resources
	Environmental Setting
	BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (See details in Table 3-2)
	MITIGATION MEASURES

	5. Cultural Resources
	Environmental Setting
	BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (See details in Table 3-2)
	Mitigation Measures

	6. ENERGY
	Environmental Setting
	BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (See details in Table 3-2)
	Mitigation Measures

	7. Geology and Soils
	Environmental Setting
	BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (See details in Table 3-2)
	Mitigation Measures

	8. Greenhouse Gas Emissions
	Environmental Setting
	BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (See details in Table 3-2)
	Mitigation Measures

	9. Hazards and Hazardous Materials
	Environmental Setting
	BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (See details in Table 3-2)
	Mitigation Measures

	10. Hydrology and Water Quality
	Environmental Setting
	BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (See details in Table 3-2)
	MITIGATION MEASURES

	11. Land Use and Planning
	Environmental Setting
	BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (See details in Table 3-2)
	Mitigation Measures

	12. Mineral Resources
	Environmental Setting
	BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (See details in Table 3-2)
	Mitigation Measures

	13. Noise
	Environmental Setting
	BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (See details in Table 3-2)
	MITIGATION MEASURES


	14. Population and Housing
	Environmental Setting
	BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (See details in Table 3-2)
	MITIGATION MEASURES

	15. Public Services
	Environmental Setting
	Fire Protection
	BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (See details in Table 3-2)
	MITIGATION MEASURES

	16. Recreation
	Environmental Setting
	BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (See details in Table 3-2)
	MITIGATION MEASURES

	17. Transportation
	Environmental Setting
	BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (See details in Table 3-2)
	MITIGATION MEASURES

	18. Tribal Cultural Resources
	Environmental Setting
	Regulatory Framework
	Summary of Tribal Consultation
	BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (See details in Table 3-2)
	Mitigation Measures

	19. Utilities and Service Systems
	Environmental Setting
	BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (See details in Table 3-2)
	Mitigation Measures

	20. Wildfire
	Environmental Setting
	BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (See details in Table 3-2)
	Mitigation Measures

	21. Mandatory Findings of Significance

	Section 5: Report Preparation
	Section 6: References



