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Summary
S.1

Project Description

The City of Palo Alto and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), in cooperation
with the City of East Palo Alto, proposes to replace the Newell Road Bridge (bridge) over San
Francisquito Creek in the City of Palo Alto, Santa Clara County, California and in the City of
East Palo Alto, San Mateo County, California. Newell Road is a small roadway connecting W.
Bayshore Road and Embarcadero Road, located immediately southwest of U.S. Highway 101.
The Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project (Project) is subject to state and federal
environmental review requirements. Accordingly, Project documentation is being prepared in
compliance with both the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Caltrans is the lead agency under NEPA and the City of Palo
Alto is the lead agency under CEQA. As the bridge connects two separate jurisdictions, the City
of East Palo Alto, pursuant to CEQA, is a responsible agency. The Project is identified in the
April 18, 2011, Federal State Transportation Improvement Program.1 It is also included in the
City of East Palo Alto’s Capital Improvement Plan (City of East Palo Alto 2014) and City of
Palo Alto’s Capital Budget Plan (City of Palo Alto 2014).
Funding for the Project (Project # BRLS-5100[017], Bridge #37C-0223) is being provided
through a Caltrans Highway Bridge Program grant (contributing 88.5% of design and planning
costs) and the Santa Clara Valley Water District (11.5% of design and planning costs) with
Project management assumed by the City of Palo Alto.

S.2
S.2.1

Purpose and Need
Purpose

The purpose of the Project is to:


Maintain connections for vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian transportation across San
Francisquito Creek at Newell Road while avoiding the following:
– diversion of a significant number of vehicles to adjacent streets.
– a significant increase in the number of vehicles using Newell Road.
– an increase in average vehicle speed on Newell Road.



Provide a pedestrian sidewalk and improve bicycle access across San Francisquito Creek at
Newell Road.

The Project Description in the April 18, 2011 Federal State Transportation Improvement Program is to “replace
existing two-lane bridge with a new two-lane bridge conforming to current standards.”
1
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Improve safety for all modes of transportation across San Francisquito Creek at Newell
Road.



Design a bridge that accommodates increased flows related to San Francisquito Creek
improvements to address anticipated flooding risk.
– Upgrade the channel width beneath the bridge to allow 7,200 cubic feet per second
conveyance with 1.5 feet of freeboard.

S.2.2

Need

The Project need is demonstrated by the following deficient conditions:


The existing bridge is classified as being functionally obsolete because:
– It does not safely accommodate two-way vehicular traffic.
– It does not provide safe access for pedestrians or bicyclists.



The bridge abutments are within the San Francisquito Creek channel, reducing the flows that
pass under the bridge and making the bridge hydraulically deficient.



The bridge provides poor drivability for vehicular traffic due to substandard sight distances
and vertical profile.

S.3

Summary of Results and Impacts

Natural resources were identified by a review of existing information and field surveys
conducted by ICF biologists. The special-status plant, wildlife, and fish species that are known to
occur or have the potential to occur in the geographic region were identified based on the
California Native Plant Society Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants (Appendix A),
California Natural Diversity Database records search (Appendix B), species lists provided by the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) (Appendix C), and species distribution and habitat
requirements data. The following natural resource issues were documented or identified as
having the potential to occur in the study area; therefore, they could be affected by the proposed
Project.
S.3.1

Waters of the United States, Including Wetlands

ICF botanists Torrey Edell and Amy May conducted a survey on August 24, 2015, to map all
wetlands, drainages, or other water features present in the study area that could be considered
waters of the United States by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. A total of 0.65 acre of waters
of the United States was delineated in the Biological Study Area, all of which is the San
Francisquito Creek intermittent channel below the ordinary high water mark. The wetland
delineation report is included as Appendix E. Permanent impacts on waters of the United States
will be avoided to the extent practicable. Implementation of avoidance and minimization
measures will ensure protection of waters of the United States and water quality during
construction.

Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project
Natural Environment Study

September 2017
S-2

Summary

S.3.2

Sensitive Natural Communities and Trees

Valley foothill riparian habitat and intermittent stream occurs in the Project area. The tree survey
report is included as Appendix F. Build Alternative 1 would affect up to 23 trees, remove up to
10 trees, affect 0.014 acre of valley foothill riparian, and 0.02 acre of intermittent stream. Build
Alternative 2 would affect up to 24 trees, remove up to 12 trees, affect 0.022 acre of valley
foothill riparian, and 0.029 acre of intermittent stream. Build Alternative 3 would affect up to 23
trees, remove up to 14 trees, affect 0.022 acre of valley foothill riparian, and 0.028 acre of
intermittent stream. Build Alternative 4 would affect up to 25 trees, remove up to 18 trees, affect
0.031 acre of valley foothill riparian, and 0.023 acre of intermittent stream. These impacts would
include the potential removal of additional adjacent trees and nearby understory vegetation to
provide equipment access to the Project area.
Proposed mitigation would compensate for loss of valley foothill riparian. Any native riparian
trees removed will be compensated at a 3:1 ratio (3 trees planted for every 1 tree removed) in the
Project vicinity. Other non-native riparian trees will be compensated for at a 1:1 ratio. Table S-1
shows the acreages of sensitive natural communities that will be affected by the Project
alternatives.
Table S-1. Summary of Impacts on Sensitive Communities by Project Alternative

Permanent Impact Area (acres) by Alternative a
Build
Alternative 1

Build
Alternative 2

Build
Alternative 3

Build
Alternative 4

0.020

0.029

0.028

0.023c

Valley Foothill Riparian

0.014

0.022

0.022

0.031

Totalsb

0.034

0.031

Community Type
Intermittent Stream

a
b
c

0.050

0.054

None of the alternatives have any temporary impact area
Total acreage does not include developed areas in the study area.
The lower impact to under Build Alternative 4 versus the other build alternatives is due to different bridge angles across the
stream combined with the creek being narrower in the Build Alternative 4 footprint and wider in Build Alternatives 2 and 3.

S.3.3

Sensitive Species

The following conclusions have been reached regarding special-status plant and wildlife species
in the study area.


No special-status plant species have potential to be present in the Biological Study Area. The
floristic survey memo report is included as Appendix G.



California red-legged frog could use the San Francisquito Creek and its banks as movement
habitat. The California red-legged frog site assessment is included as Appendix H.
Implementation of avoidance and minimization measures for California red-legged frog
(including avoidance of work during the species’ active breeding and dispersal period,
preconstruction surveys, relocation of individuals as necessary, awareness training for
construction worker, installation of exclusion fencing, and monitoring) will avoid and
minimize impacts on California red-legged frog and its habitat.

Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project
Natural Environment Study

September 2017
S-3

Summary



Western pond turtle, pallid bat, hoary bat, snowy egret, and saltmarsh common yellowthroat
all have the potential to occur in the Project area. Preconstruction surveys will be conducted
for all these species. If any of these species are found before or during the Project, the Project
proponent will coordinate with the appropriate agencies to develop avoidance measures
before commencing Project activities.



Central California coast steelhead adults and juveniles could occur in the Project site and use
the site as migratory and rearing habitat. No in-channel work is expected. Implementation of
measures to limit construction to June 1 to October 15 would reduce the potential adverse
impacts on steelhead and its critical habitat.



Essential fish habitat is not expected to be permanently affected because all construction
activities will occur outside of the active channel. Additionally, implementation of avoidance
and minimization measures that protect water quality and aquatic habitat will minimize
impacts on essential fish habitat.

S.3.4

Invasive Plants

Invasive plant species were documented in the study area (Section 3.1.4, Invasive Plant Species).
The proposed construction activities have the potential to spread invasive species in San
Francisquito Creek. The spread of invasive plant species would result in further degradation of
the valley foothill riparian and intermittent channel habitats and would be in conflict with
Executive Order 13112 (Prevention and Control of Invasive Species). Implementation of the
proposed avoidance and minimization efforts would minimize spread of invasive plant species.

S.4

Permit Requirements

Project proponents will obtain and implement the conditions of the permits, and will comply
with the requirements of the executive orders, listed below. For more detail, see Chapter 5,
Conclusions and Regulatory Determination.


Endangered Species Act Section 7: Consultation with USFWS and National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration’s National Marine Fisheries Service. A biological assessment
will be submitted to USFWS and National Marine Fisheries Service addressing potential
Project impacts on California red-legged frog and central California coast steelhead
(Oncorhynchus mykiss) habitat.



Executive Order 13112: Prevention and Control of Invasive Species from Federal Highway
Administration.



Executive Order 13186: Migratory Bird Treaty Act from Federal Highway Administration.



Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.



California Fish and Game Code Section 1602: Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement
from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife.



California Fish and Game Code Sections 3503 and 3503.5: Birds and Raptors; Section 3513:
Migratory Birds; Sections 3511, 4700, 5050, and 5515: Fully Protected Species.
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The California Department of Fish and Wildlife administers the California Endangered
Species Act and authorizes take through Section 2081 agreements, except for species
designated as fully protected. Western pond turtle, hoary bat, pallid bat, snowy egret, and
saltmarsh common yellowthroat (state-listed as species of special concern) and California
red-legged frog (state-listed as threatened) have the potential to occur in the study area.
Measures will be implemented to avoid impacts on these species, and no take authorization
under the California Endangered Species Act is anticipated. The City of Palo Alto and
Caltrans anticipate requesting technical assistance from the California Department of Fish
and Wildlife.



Clean Water Act Section 404 Nationwide Permit if the Project would place temporary or
permanent fill below the ordinary high water mark (OHWM).



Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Permit if the Project would place temporary or
permanent fill below the OHWM.



Work within the floodwalls adjacent to San Francisquito Creek would require a District Well
Ordinance Permit (per Santa Clara Valley Water District [SCVWD] Ordinance 90-1) for
excavation that intersects a groundwater aquifer, an Encroachment Permit for activities
within SCVWD fee title property or easements, and a Water Resources Protection Ordinance
Permit for activities that may impact SCVWD facilities, or activities located within SCVWD
fee title property or easements.



Tree Removal Permits from the Cities of Palo Alto and East Palo Alto.

S.5

Mitigation Agreements

As part of the Project, the Project proponents or its contractor will implement avoidance and
minimization measures and mitigation compensation as shown in Table S-2 and described in
more detail in Chapter 4, Results: Biological Resources, Discussion of Impacts and Mitigation.
These measures have been identified on the basis of natural resources identified as present or
having the potential to occur in the study area and the potential impacts that could result from the
proposed Project.
Table S-2. Avoidance and Minimization Efforts and Mitigation Compensation
Description of Measure
Avoidance and Minimization Efforts
Measure 1. Install Construction Barrier Fencing around Environmentally Sensitive Areas
Measure 2. Prepare Environmental Awareness Program and Conduct Environmental Awareness Training for
Construction Employees
Measure 3. Retain a Biological Monitor to Conduct Visits during Construction
Measure 4. Avoid and Minimize Potential Disturbance of Valley Foothill Riparian Community
Measure 6. Protect Water Quality and Prevent Erosion and Sedimentation in San Francisquito Creek
Measure 7. Avoid Work during Active Breeding and Dispersal Period for Special-Status Frogs
Measure 8. Conduct Preconstruction Surveys at Work Sites in and near Frog-Sensitive Areas; Relocate Individuals
as Needed
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Description of Measure
Measure 9. Provide Construction Worker Awareness Training for Special-Status Frogs
Measure 10. Install Exclusion Fencing and Conduct Construction Monitoring for Special-Status Frogs
Measure 11. Conduct Preconstruction Surveys for Western Pond Turtles; Relocate if Needed
Measure 12. Conduct Preconstruction Surveys for Pallid and Hoary Bats
Measure 13. Implement Nesting Bird Impact Avoidance Measures
Measure 14. Limit Stream Bank Work to Dry Season
Measure 15. Avoid the Introduction of Invasive Plants
Compensatory Mitigation
Measure 5. Compensate for Permanent Loss of Valley Foothill Riparian Habitat
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Chapter 1
1.1

Introduction

Introduction

The City of Palo Alto in cooperation with the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans), proposes to replace the Newell Road Bridge (herein referred to as the “bridge”) and
roadway approaches across San Francisquito Creek (creek).
The Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project (Project) is subject to state and federal review
requirements. Accordingly, Project documentation is being prepared in compliance with both the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA). Caltrans is the lead agency under NEPA and the City of Palo Alto is the lead agency
under CEQA. As the bridge connects two separate jurisdictions (the City of Palo Alto and the
City of East Palo Alto) pursuant to CEQA, the City of East Palo Alto is a responsible agency.
1.1.1

Location

The Project is located in the Cities of Palo Alto (Santa Clara County) and East Palo Alto (San
Mateo County) (Figure 1 and 2). The bridge site is located approximately 930 feet south of the
W. Bayshore Road/Newell Road intersection and approximately 4,162 feet (0.79 mile) from the
Embarcadero Road/Newell Road intersection. Newell Road Bridge is the primary public access
across San Francisquito Creek for the surrounding residences in the adjacent communities.
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Figure 1. Project Vicinity Map
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Figure 2. Project Location Map
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1.1.2

Purpose of the Project

The purpose of the Project is to:


Maintain connections for vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian transportation across San
Francisquito Creek at Newell Road while avoiding the following:
– diversion of a significant number of vehicles to adjacent streets.
– a significant increase in the number of vehicles using Newell Road.
– an increase in average vehicle speed on Newell Road.



Provide a pedestrian sidewalk and improve bicycle access across San Francisquito Creek at
Newell Road.



Improve safety for all modes of transportation across San Francisquito Creek at Newell
Road.



Design a bridge that accommodates increased flows related to San Francisquito Creek
improvements to address anticipated flooding risk.
– Upgrade the channel width beneath the bridge to allow 7,200 cubic feet per second (cfs)
conveyance with 1.5 feet of freeboard.

1.1.3

Need for the Project

The Project need is demonstrated by the following deficient conditions:


The existing bridge is classified as being functionally obsolete because:
– It does not safely accommodate two-way vehicular traffic.
– It does not provide safe access for pedestrians or bicyclists.



The bridge abutments are within the San Francisquito Creek channel, reducing the flows that
pass under the bridge and making the bridge hydraulically deficient.



The bridge provides poor drivability for vehicular traffic due to substandard sight distances
and vertical profile.

The overall length of the existing bridge is 42 feet, 40 feet of which is clear span. The bridge
consists of a reinforced concrete rigid frame through girder structure, with an 18-foot-wide curbto-curb width and overall bridge width of 22 feet. The existing abutments are located within the
creek bed and channel slopes, causing a flow constriction in the channel that will not
accommodate the natural creek capacity of 7,200 cfs.

1.2

Build Alternatives

Taking agency and public input into account, the City of Palo Alto and Caltrans, as Lead
Agencies for CEQA and NEPA, are evaluating four build alternatives:
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Build Alternative 1: A one-lane bridge with two-way traffic (under signal control) on the
existing alignment of Newell Road.



Build Alternative 2: A two-lane bridge (with stop signs) on the existing alignment of Newell
Road.



Build Alternative 3: A two-lane bridge (with stop signs) on a partial realignment of Newell
Road.



Build Alternative 4: A two-lane bridge(with stop signs) on a full realignment of Newell
Road.

The design features of these Build Alternatives, shown in Figure 3a through 3d, could include
removal of the existing bridge; construction of new approaches, either a one-lane bridge (Build
Alternative 1) or a two standard lanes bridge (Build Alternatives 2-4), and accommodation for
bicycle and pedestrian travel (including sidewalk and potential road widening for sharrow);
potential addition and reconfiguration of utilities including street lighting; modification to street
signage or new traffic signals; addition of retaining walls; and bank stabilization measures in the
portion of San Francisquito Creek disturbed by the construction. The Project would adhere to the
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials standards to the degree
feasible.
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Figure 3a. Build Alternative 1
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Figure 3b. Build Alternative 2
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Figure 3c. Build Alternative 3
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Figure 3d. Build Alternative 4
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1.2.1

Roadway Improvements

The following roadway improvements would be included in all Build Alternatives (1–4).


The proposed roadway improvements will accommodate either a two-way single lane bridge
or two 14-foot-wide shared lanes (vehicles and bicycles) bridge. The roadway profile at the
new bridge would be raised approximately 1.6 feet higher than the existing bridge in order to
minimize flood hazards for the adjacent communities, and provide sufficient structure depth
beneath the bridge needed to span the creek. Additional vertical and horizontal work would
be required at each end of the bridge in order to transition from the new bridge profile and
geometry to the existing roadway.

1.2.2

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

The following bicycle and pedestrian facility improvements would be included in all Build
Alternatives (1–4).


The proposed bridge will accommodate either a two-way single lane bridge or two 14-footwide shared lanes (vehicles and bicycles). Five-foot-wide sidewalks on either side of the
bridge will also be constructed to enhance pedestrian access and safety though the site.

1.2.3

Utility Relocations

The following utility relocations would be included in all Build Alternatives (1-4).


Sanitary Sewer: No impacts are expected on the sanitary sewer on the East Palo Alto side of
the bridge. On the Palo Alto side of the bridge an existing sewer manhole may need to be
replaced on Newell Road to match the grade of the new roadway profile.



Domestic Water: On the East Palo Alto side an existing water main runs along Woodland
Avenue and a fire hydrant is located on the corner of Woodland and Newell Road. This line
will remain in place and valves boxes within the street will be raised to grade to match the
new roadway profile. The fire hydrant would be adjusted to match the new roadway profile.
On the Palo Alto side a 6-inch PVC water main runs along Newell Road and terminates at a
fire hydrant on the west side of the road near the existing bridge. The water main will remain
but the fire hydrant assembly, lateral, and valves will be removed and replaced to
accommodate the new roadway profile and sidewalk modifications.



Overhead Electrical: No overhead electrical utilities exist on the Palo Alto side. On the East
Palo Alto side overhead electrical poles and lines run along the south edge of Woodland
Avenue within the Project limits. At least two utility poles are expected to require relocation
to accommodate the proposed bridge and roadway improvements. Under Build Alternatives
2, 3 and 4, additional pole relocations may be required in order to accommodate clearances
between the new bridge profile and the lowest power lines. This will be determined during
final design based on coordination with PG&E.



Street Lights: One street light on the Palo Alto side along Newell Road would be impacted
by the proposed roadway improvements and would need to be removed and replaced to meet
the new grades. On the East Palo Alto side street lights are integral with the overhead
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electrical poles; therefore, relocation will correspond with the overhead electrical pole
impacts.


Water Quality Sampling Station: The boxes and monitoring equipment located on the
upstream side of the creek is associated with a water quality sampling station. The equipment
inside the station would be removed by City staff prior to construction; however the
contractor shall remove anything that remains and let City staff know when it is available for
pick-up. A new water sampling station would not be installed with the Project. However, the
power and fiber that serve the water sampling station would be maintained.



Existing Steel Electrical Conduit: The 2-inch electrical conduit attached to the downstream
edge of the existing bridge would be temporarily relocated prior to bridge removal and would
be run within the sidewalk on the new bridge.



Non-Utility Relocation of Eruv: The existing eruv1 is supported on steel poles crossing the
south side of Newell Road. Construction activities may require the temporary removal and
relocation of the existing poles supporting the eruv over Newell Road. Coordination with the
religious group associated with its original installation would be required before a relocation
process could be established.



Survey Monuments2: Two Survey Monuments on Woodland Avenue would need to be
adjusted. Existing monument number 2433 located on the south west corner of the bridge
would be removed. New survey monuments would be added on the bridge.



Other Utilities: Fiber and power for camera and flow sensors would need to be provided.

1.2.4

Retaining Walls

The following retaining wall improvements would be included in all Build Alternatives (1–4).


Retaining walls are needed adjacent to creek, near the roadway approaches and where the
proposed roadway elevation is higher than the existing conform grades. The maximum height
of retaining wall is expected to reach approximately 4.75 feet at the roadway approach
nearest to the bridge on the City of Palo Alto side and at the north side of Woodland Avenue
under Build Alternatives 1 and 2. The profile of the retaining walls would mimic that of the
roadway approaches on both sides of the bridge. Railing would be required along the top of
the retaining wall in order to provide pedestrian safety in areas where the vertical differential
between the top of wall and adjacent ground is greater than 30 inches or greater.

1.2.5

Channel Stabilization

The following channel improvements would be included in all Build Alternatives (1–4).


Bank stabilization measures, such as rock slope protection or soil nail wall, would be
required in the portion of San Francisquito Creek disturbed by construction. These measures
would be implemented approximately 50 feet upstream and downstream of the bridge.

1

A virtual wall or border surrounding a community which allows Orthodox Jews to travel, carry, and push objects
on the Sabbath.
2
A survey marker that shows the survey point for a land survey.
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Channel improvements would upgrade the channel width beneath the bridge to allow 7,200
cfs conveyance with 1.5 feet of freeboard.

1.3

No-Build (No-Action) Alternative

Under the No Build (No-Action) Alternative, no changes would be made to the existing bridge
and approaches. No construction activities would occur, and there would be no change in the
operations of the existing facilities. Other planned and approved land use development and
transportation improvements along local routes may be implemented by local agencies or under
other projects. Under the No‐Build Alternative, the flooding issue along the creek would also not
be addressed. The existing bridge capacity flow that can pass under is 6,600 cfs, which can
handle the existing flow of 5,400 cfs, but it would not be sufficient to handle the future natural
creek flow of 7,200 cfs. If upstream improvements are completed, flows exceeding 6,600 cfs
would not be able to pass under the existing bridge, This would resulting in flooding upstream of
the Newell Road Bridge.

1.4
1.4.1

Construction
Methodology

The construction of the Newell Road Bridge replacement structure and associated roadway
approaches and features would be completed by closing Newell Road on the Palo Alto and East
Palo Alto side, from Edgewood drive to the existing crossing.
Prior to construction of any kind, a temporary creek flow diversion method would be installed in
San Francisquito Creek to allow for construction activities to take place along the banks of the
active creek. Piping would be installed between upstream and downstream dams (cleaned gravelfilled) to allow for upstream flow to pass the work site. Best management practices would be
employed to protect the active stream.
1.4.2

Bridge Demolition and Construction

The existing bridge would be removed by jackhammers, cranes, and excavators. All reasonable
methods available would be used to catch the broken concrete from the bridge and to protect the
channel slopes from erosion. If any concrete falls into the creek, it would be removed.
Heavy equipment such as excavators, backhoes, and other machinery would be used for the
removal and excavation of the proposed abutments, and the driving or drilling of the piles to the
required depth. Once the required lengths of the piles are completed and accepted, then the
forming of the foundations and abutments with timber materials would begin. Dewatering could
be necessary in order to pour the foundation and abutment walls in a dry condition. All steel
reinforcement at the abutments would be in place before the pile-supported foundation footings
would be formed, poured with concrete, cured, tested, and accepted. Following this, the concrete
abutments would be formed, placed, cured, tested, and accepted, after which the wingwalls
would be formed. After the adjoining retaining walls have been constructed, the abutments
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would be backfilled with earth in accepted lifts and compacted per engineered specifications
with the proper structure drainage in place.
Following the abutment walls, construction of the new cast-in-place post-tensioned slab type
structure can begin, including falsework being constructed within the creek channel, as follows:
1. The falsework would be constructed across the creek. It is most likely that two falsework
bents would be constructed on each side of the creek in the channel. Falsework materials
consist of timber materials and steel beams. No heavy equipment should be required in the
creek.
2. The concrete deck would be formed and steel reinforcement is installed.
3. The concrete deck would be poured with all steel reinforcement in place for the concrete
barriers.
4. Once the deck is cured, the concrete barriers would be formed.
5. The barriers would be poured, cured, inspected, and accepted and the railings would be set in
concrete for permanent attachment. Once the proposed bridge is constructed, the Caltrans
standard approach slabs would be formed and poured. Once the approach slabs are cured and
accepted, improvements to the roadway approaches and shoulder would take place.
Anticipated equipment that would be used for construction of the Newell Road Bridge includes
the following:


Front end loaders



Backhoes



Graders



Dump trucks



Concrete trucks



Excavators



Asphalt compactor (roller)



Crane



Pile drivers (vibratory)



Fork lifts



Trailer-mounted portable generators



Pick-up trucks



Light hand tools



Pumps (for dewatering)

No heavy equipment would be used in the creek.
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1.4.3

Temporary Traffic Detour and Access

Construction of the Project would require closure of the existing Newell Road crossing for Build
Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4. Closing the existing crossing would require traffic to be detoured to
other existing nearby crossings (University Avenue and West Bayshore Road). Newell Road on
the Palo Alto side would be closed from Edgewood Drive to the existing crossing but would
allow access to the southeast resident’s driveway. On the East Palo Alto side, Woodland Avenue
would have limited access during construction. Complete closure of Woodland Avenue would
have impacts on access and parking for multi-family residential units. The contractor would use
one-lane traffic detours to the extent possible to assure passage along Woodland Avenue during
construction. The construction zone could be established so that limited parking could be made
available in the area during off hours.
1.4.4

Staging Areas

Construction staging/laydown would likely occur on Newell Road between the creek, Edgewood
Drive, and Woodland Avenue within the roadway right-of-way. The final location of
staging/laydown areas would be determined during the design phase.
1.4.5

Project Schedule

The anticipated construction period would be 250 working days or approximately 12 months.
Construction of the proposed Project is expected to begin in March 2019 and ultimately conclude
in March 2020, spanning one dry season work window. Construction schedules would adhere to
the schedule restraints described in Chapter 4, Results: Biological Resources, Discussion of
Impacts and Mitigation.
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Study Methods

Regulatory Requirements

2.1.1
2.1.1.1

Federal Regulations
Federal Endangered Species Act

The federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) is administered by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) and National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). In general, NMFS is responsible for
protection of ESA-listed marine species and anadromous fishes, whereas other listed species are
under USFWS jurisdiction. Endangered refers to species, subspecies, or distinct population
segments that are in danger of extinction through all or a significant portion of their range;
threatened refers to species, subspecies, or distinct population segments that are likely to become
endangered in the near future. Provisions of Sections 7 and 9 of ESA are relevant to the proposed
Project.
Endangered Species Act Prohibitions (Section 9)
Section 9 of ESA prohibits the take of any fish or wildlife species listed under ESA as
endangered. Take of threatened species is also prohibited under Section 9, unless otherwise
authorized by federal regulations. Take, as defined by ESA, means “to harass, harm, pursue,
hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in any such conduct.”
Harm is defined as “any act that kills or injures the species, including significant habitat
modification.” In addition, Section 9 prohibits removing, digging up, cutting, and maliciously
damaging or destroying federally listed plants on sites under federal jurisdiction. Section 9 does
not prohibit take of federally listed plants on sites not under federal jurisdiction.
Endangered Species Act Authorization Process (Section 7)
Take of listed species is authorized through the Section 7 consultation process for actions by
federal agencies. Federal agency actions include activities that are on federal land, conducted by
a federal agency, funded by a federal agency, or authorized by a federal agency (including
issuance of federal permits and licenses).
Under Section 7, the federal agency conducting, funding, or permitting an action (the federal
lead agency) must consult USFWS or NMFS, as appropriate, to ensure that the proposed action
will not jeopardize endangered or threatened species or destroy or adversely modify designated
critical habitat. If a proposed action “may affect” a listed species or designated critical habitat,
the lead agency is required to prepare a biological assessment evaluating the nature and severity
of the expected effect. In response, USFWS and/or NMFS issues a biological opinion (BO), with
a determination that the proposed action either:


may jeopardize the continued existence of one or more listed species (jeopardy finding) or
result in the destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat (adverse modification
finding) or
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will not jeopardize the continued existence of any listed species (no jeopardy finding) or
result in adverse modification of critical habitat (no adverse modification finding).

The BO issued by USFWS and/or NMFS may stipulate discretionary “reasonable and prudent”
conservation measures. If the proposed action would not jeopardize a listed species, USFWS
and/or NMFS will issue an incidental take statement to authorize the proposed activity. Section 7
consultation would be initiated by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) acting
under the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT). If the DOT is not involved in the project
overall, then the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) would be the lead federal agency, and
would complete the consultation under Section 7 related to permits for improvements that affect
wetlands or waters within their jurisdiction. An analysis evaluating the potential for ESAprotected resources to be present and, if so, to be affected by the project will inform the Section 7
determination. This determination will conclude the project “may affect, but [is] not likely to
adversely affect” or “may affect, [and is] likely to adversely affect” the ESA-protected resources.
2.1.1.2

Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act

The Magnuson-Stevens Act (MSA) governs the conservation and management of ocean fisheries
(U.S. Department of Commerce 2007). The purpose of the MSA is to take immediate action to
conserve and manage fishery resources off the U.S. coasts and U.S. anadromous species and
promote the protection of Essential Fish Habitat (EFH).
EFH is the aquatic habitat (water and substrate) necessary for fish to spawn, breed, feed, or grow
to maturity that will allow a level of production needed to support long-term, sustainable
commercial fishery and contribute to a healthy ecosystem. EFH is described for groundfish,
coastal pelagic, and Pacific salmon fisheries. Consultation with NMFS is required for all projects
with the potential to affect EFH for any MSA species.
The MSA, as amended by the Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996 (Public Law 94-265), requires
that:


Federal agencies undertaking, permitting, or funding activity that may adversely affect EFH
consult with NMFS.



NMFS provide conservation recommendations for any federal or state activity that may
adversely affect EFH.



Federal agencies, within 30 days of receiving conservation recommendations from NMFS,
provide a detailed response in writing to NMFS regarding the conservation recommendations
(the response shall include a description of measures proposed by the agency for avoiding,
mitigating, or offsetting the impact of the activity on EFH, or reasons for not following the
recommendations).

2.1.1.3

Migratory Bird Treaty Act

The federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) (16 U.S. Code [USC] 703) enacts 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 the taking of migratory birds.
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It establishes seasons and bag limits for hunted species and protects migratory birds, their
occupied nests, and their eggs (16 USC 703, 50 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 21, 50 CFR
10). Most actions that result in taking or in permanent or temporary possession of a protected
species constitute violations of MBTA. Examples of permitted actions that do not violate MBTA
are the possession of a hunting license to pursue specific gamebirds, legitimate research
activities, display in zoological gardens, banding, and other similar activities. USFWS is
responsible for overseeing compliance with MBTA, and the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s
Animal Damage Control Officer makes recommendations on related animal protection issues.
Executive Order (EO) 13186 (January 10, 2001) directs each federal agency taking actions
having or likely to have a negative impact on migratory bird populations to work with USFWS to
develop a memorandum of understanding to promote the conservation of migratory bird
populations. Protocols developed under the memorandum of understanding must include the
following agency responsibilities:


Avoid and minimize, to the extent practicable, adverse impacts on migratory bird resources
when conducting agency actions.



Restore and enhance habitat of migratory birds, as practicable.



Prevent or abate the pollution or detrimental alteration of the environment for the benefit of
migratory birds, as practicable.

The EO is designed to assist federal agencies in their efforts to comply with MBTA, and does not
constitute any legal authorization to take migratory birds.
2.1.1.4

Clean Water Act

The federal Clean Water Act (CWA) was enacted as an amendment to the federal Water
Pollution Control Act of 1972, which outlined the basic structure for regulating discharges of
pollutants to waters of the United States. The CWA serves as the primary federal law protecting
the quality of the nation’s surface waters, including lakes, rivers, and coastal wetlands.
The CWA empowers the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to set national water quality
standards and effluent limitations and includes programs addressing both point-source and
nonpoint-source pollution. Point-source pollution is pollution that originates or enters surface
waters at a single, discrete location, such as an outfall structure or an excavation or construction
site. Nonpoint-source pollution originates over a broader area and includes urban contaminants
in stormwater runoff and sediment loading from upstream areas. The CWA operates on the
principle that all discharges into the nation’s waters are unlawful unless specifically authorized
by a permit; permit review is the CWA’s primary regulatory tool. The following sections provide
additional details on specific sections of the CWA.
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Permits for Fill Placement in Waters and Wetlands (Section 404)
CWA Section 404 regulates the discharge of dredged and fill materials into waters of the United
States. Waters of the United States refers to oceans, bays, rivers, streams, lakes, ponds, and
wetlands, including any or all of the following:


Areas within the ordinary high water mark (OHWM) of a stream, including nonperennial
streams with a defined bed and bank and any stream channel that conveys natural runoff,
even if it has been realigned.



Seasonal and perennial wetlands, including coastal wetlands.

On January 9, 2001, the U.S. Supreme Court made a decision in Solid Waste Agency of
Northern Cook County v. United States Army Corps of Engineers [121 S.CT. 675, 2001] that
affected U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ (USACE) jurisdiction in isolated waters. Based on this
decision, the USACE no longer has jurisdiction in or regulates isolated wetlands (i.e., wetlands
that have no hydrologic connection with a water of the United States).
More recently, a federal ruling on two consolidated cases (June 19, 2006; Rapanos v. United
States and Carabell v. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers), referred to as the Rapanos decision,
affects whether some waters or wetlands are considered jurisdictional under the CWA. In these
cases, the U.S. Supreme Court reviewed the USACE definition of waters of the United States
and whether or not it extended out to tributaries of navigable waters (TNW) or wetlands adjacent
to those tributaries. The decision provided two standards for determining jurisdiction of water
bodies that are not TNWs: 1) if the non-TNW is a relatively permanent water or is a wetland
directly connected to a relatively permanent water, or 2) if the water body has “significant
nexus” to a TNW. The significant nexus definition is based on the purpose of the CWA (“restore
and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the Nation’s waters”).
Guidance issued by EPA and USACE on the Rapanos decision requires application of the two
standards and use of substantially more documentation to support a jurisdictional determination
for a water body.
Applicants must obtain a permit from the USACE for all discharges of dredged or fill material
into waters of the United States, including adjacent wetlands, before proceeding with a proposed
activity. The USACE may issue either an individual permit evaluated on a case-by-case basis or
a general permit evaluated at a program level for a series of related activities. General permits
are preauthorized and are issued to cover multiple instances of similar activities expected to
cause only minimal adverse environmental effects. The nationwide permits (NWPs) are a type of
general permit issued to cover particular fill activities. Each NWP specifies particular conditions
that must be met for the NWP to apply to a particular project.
Compliance with CWA Section 404 requires compliance with several other environmental laws
and regulations. The USACE cannot issue an individual permit or verify the use of a general
permit until the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the ESA, and
the National Historic Preservation Act have been met. In addition, the USACE cannot issue or
verify any permit until a water quality certification or a waiver of certification has been issued
pursuant to CWA Section 401.
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Permits for Stormwater Discharge (Section 402)
CWA Section 402 regulates construction-related stormwater discharges to surface waters
through the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program, administered
by EPA. In California, the State Water Resources Control Board is authorized by EPA to oversee
the NPDES program through the Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs) (see the
related discussion in Section 2.1.2.2, Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act). The project
area is under the jurisdiction of the RWQCB.
NPDES permits are required for projects that disturb more than 1 acre of land. The NPDES
permitting process requires the applicant to file a public notice of intent to discharge stormwater
and to prepare and implement a stormwater pollution prevention plan. The stormwater pollution
prevention plan includes a site map and a description of proposed construction activities. In
addition, it describes the best management practices that would be implemented to prevent soil
erosion and discharge of other construction-related pollutants (e.g., petroleum products, solvents,
paints, cement) that could contaminate nearby water resources. Permittees are required to
conduct annual monitoring and reporting to ensure that best management practices are correctly
implemented and effective in controlling the discharge of stormwater-related pollutants.
Water Quality Certification (Section 401)
Under CWA Section 401, applicants for a federal license or permit to conduct activities that may
result in the discharge of a pollutant into waters of the United States must obtain certification
from the state in which the discharge would originate or, if appropriate, from the interstate water
pollution control agency with jurisdiction over affected waters at the point where the discharge
would originate. Therefore, all projects that have a federal component and may affect state water
quality (including projects that require federal agency approval, such as issuance of a Section
404 permit) must also comply with CWA Section 401. A Section 401 Water Quality
Certification from the San Francisco Bay RWQCB would be required to authorize impacts on
wetlands and non-wetland waters of the United States identified in the biological study area
(BSA).
For each of the above sections of the CWA, the project proponent would obtain and comply with
the applicable federal and state permits, and all conditions that are attached to those permits
would be implemented as part of the proposed project. The permit conditions would be clearly
identified in the construction plans and specifications and monitored during and after
construction to ensure compliance.
2.1.1.5

Executive Order 11990: Protection of Wetlands

EO 11990, signed May 24, 1977, directs all federal agencies to refrain from assisting in or giving
financial support to projects that encroach on publicly or privately owned wetlands. It further
requires that federal agencies support a policy to minimize the destruction, loss, or degradation
of wetlands. Such a project (that encroaches on wetlands) may not be undertaken unless the
agency has determined that (1) there are no practicable alternatives to such construction, (2) the
project includes all practicable measures to minimize harm to wetlands that would be affected by
the project, and (3) the impact will be minor.
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2.1.1.6

Executive Order 13112: Prevention and Control of Invasive Species

EO 13112, signed February 3, 1999, directs all federal agencies to prevent and control the
introduction of invasive species in a cost-effective and environmentally sound manner. The EO
established the National Invasive Species Council, which is composed of federal agencies and
departments, and a supporting Invasive Species Advisory Committee composed of state, local,
and private entities. In 2008, the National Invasive Species Council released an updated national
invasive species management plan (National Invasive Species Council 2017) that recommends
objectives and measures to implement the EO and prevent the introduction and spread of
invasive species. The EO requires consideration of invasive species in NEPA analyses, including
their identification and distribution, their potential impacts, and measures to prevent or eradicate
them.
2.1.2
2.1.2.1

State Regulations
California Endangered Species Act

The California Endangered Species Act (CESA) prohibits the take of endangered and threatened
species; however, habitat destruction is not included in the state’s definition of take. Section
2090 of CESA requires state agencies to comply with endangered species protection and
recovery and to promote conservation of these species. The California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW) administers the act and authorizes take through Section 2081 agreements
(except for species designated as fully protected). CDFW can adopt a federal BO as a state BO
under California Fish and Game Code (CFGC), Section 2095. In addition, CDFW can write a
consistency determination for species that are both federally and state listed if CDFW determines
that the avoidance, minimization, and compensation measures will ensure no take of species.
2.1.2.2

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act

California Water Code Section 13260 requires “any person discharging waste, or proposing to
discharge waste, in any region that could affect the waters of the state to file a report of discharge
(an application for waste discharge requirements).” Under the Porter-Cologne Act definition,
waters of the state are “any surface water or groundwater, including saline waters, within the
boundaries of the state.” Although all waters of the United States that are within the borders of
California are also waters of the state, the reverse is not true. Therefore, California retains
authority to regulate discharges of waste into any waters of the state, regardless of whether the
USACE has concurrent jurisdiction under CWA Section 404. If the USACE determines that a
wetland is not subject to regulation under Section 404, CWA Section 401 water quality
certification is not required. However, the RWQCB may impose waste discharge requirements if
fill material is placed into waters of the state.
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2.1.2.3

California Fish and Game Code

Several sections of the CFGC apply to the proposed project: 1602, 3503, 3503.5, 3511, and
3513. They are described in this section.
Section 1602: Streambed Alteration Agreements
Under CFGC 1602, public agencies are required to notify CDFW before undertaking any project
that would divert, obstruct, or change the natural flow, bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream,
or lake. Preliminary notification and project review generally occur during the environmental
process. When an existing fish or wildlife resource may be substantially adversely affected,
CDFW is required to propose reasonable project changes to protect the resources. These
modifications are formalized in a streambed alteration agreement that becomes part of the plans,
specifications, and bid documents for the project.
Sections 3503 and 3503.5: Birds and Raptors
CFGC 3503 prohibits the destruction of bird nests. Section 3503.5 prohibits the killing of raptor
species and destruction of raptor nests. Trees and shrubs in and adjacent to the BSA provide
suitable nesting habitat for birds and raptors. The City of Palo Alto will avoid violation of CFGC
3503 and 3503.5 by implementing measures identified in Chapter 4, Results: Biological
Resources, Discussion of Impacts and Mitigation, for nesting birds.
Section 3511: Fully Protected Birds
The CFGC provides protection from take for a variety of species, referred to as fully protected
species. CFGC 3511 lists fully protected birds and prohibits take of these species. The code
defines take as “hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or
kill.” Except for take related to scientific research, all take of fully protected species is
prohibited.
Section 3513: Migratory Birds
CFGC 3513 prohibits the take or possession of any migratory non-game bird as designated in the
MBTA or any part of such migratory non-game bird except as provided by rules and regulations
adopted by the Secretary of the Interior under provisions of the MBTA. The City of Palo Alto
will avoid violation of CFGC 3513 by implementing measures identified in Chapter 4, Results:
Biological Resources, Discussion of Impacts and Mitigation, for migratory birds.
2.1.2.4

California Native Plant Protection Act

The California Native Plant Protection Act (CNPPA) of 1977 prohibits importation of rare and
endangered plants into California, take of rare and endangered plants, and sale of rare and
endangered plants. The CESA defers to the CNPPA, which ensures that state-listed plant species
are protected when state agencies are involved in projects subject to California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). In this case, plants listed as rare under the CNPPA are not protected under
CESA but rather under CEQA.
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2.1.3

Local Regulations

2.1.3.1

City of Palo Alto and City of East Palo Alto Tree
Ordinance/Regulation

City of Palo Alto Tree Ordinance
Permits are required for any activity that affects trees growing on public property or in a
city-owned street right-of-way. Protected tree species are coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia) more
than 11.5 inches diameter at breast height (dbh) (approximately 4.5 feet above natural grade),
valley oak (Quercus lobata) more than 11.5 inches dbh, and coast redwood (Sequoia
sempervirens) more than 18 inches dbh. Heritage trees are designated by the Palo Alto City
Council. Trees listed on landscape plans for commercial development are designated trees and
require a permit from the Planning Department.
City of East Palo Alto Regulation
Any tree, private or in the public right-of-way, with a trunk that measures greater than 40 inches
in circumference (12.8 inches in diameter) measured 2 feet above the natural grade requires a
Tree Removal Permit to remove.
2.1.3.2

Water Resources Protection Ordinance (06-1)

The Water Resources Protection Ordinance was adopted by a Water Resources Protection
Collaborative made up representatives from the Santa Clara Valley Water District, cities and
towns within Santa Clara County, the Guadalupe-Coyote Resource Conservation District, the
RWQCB, and various community stakeholder interests. Its purpose is to protect the water
resources managed by the Santa Clara Valley Water District by providing a set of model
guidelines and standards for land use along stream corridors and regulating access to and use of
the Santa Clara Valley Water District’s facilities and easements. Construction and maintenance
at project elements under jurisdiction of the Water Resources Protection Ordinance (within 100
feet of stream corridor) will be consistent with the Water Resources Protection Manual, which
specifies criteria for protecting existing riparian vegetation and revegetating riparian areas.

2.2

Studies Required

Biological resources and potential impacts on these resources from the proposed Project were
identified through a literature and database review, correspondence with the USFWS,
reconnaissance field surveys, and completion of a California Department of Transportation
Preliminary Environmental Study. Based on the information collected, ICF determined the
following studies would be required to document natural resources in the BSA (defined in
Chapter 3, Results: Environmental Setting):


Delineation of waters of the United States (Appendix E).



Tree survey per local ordinances (Appendix F).
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Botanical field survey to identify plant communities, native trees, suitable habitat for
sensitive plant species, and invasive plants (Appendix G).



General habitat assessment for sensitive wildlife species.



General habitat assessment for sensitive fish species, including EFH.



Formal site assessment for California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii) in accordance with
USFWS' Revised Guidance on Site Assessments and Field Surveys for the California RedLegged Frog (U.S Fish and Wildlife Service 2005) (Appendix H).

2.2.1

Prefield Investigation

To prepare for the field surveys and to evaluate whether sensitive species or other sensitive
biological resources (e.g., wetlands, riparian habitat) could occur in the BSA and vicinity,
biologists reviewed the following:


California Native Plant Society’s Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of California
(California Native Plant Society 2017) (Appendix A).



California Natural Diversity Database records search for the U.S. Geological Survey
7.5-minute Palo Alto, Woodside, and Mountain View quadrangles (California Department of
Fish and Wildlife 2017) (Appendix B).



USFWS list of threatened and endangered species for the project area (U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service 2017) (Appendix C).

Based on information from the above sources, ICF developed lists of sensitive species that could
be present in the project vicinity. Figures 4a, 4b, and 4c present the results of a 5-mile California
Natural Diversity Database record search area around the BSA for sensitive plants, wildlife, and
natural communities.

2.3

Personnel and Survey Dates

ICF biologists visited the BSA in May and December 2012, August 2015, and April 2017.
Methods for documenting wetland, botanical, and wildlife resources are described below. The
biologists who performed the surveys are listed in Table 2.1.
Table 2-1. Biologists’ Expertise and Experience
Name
Donna Maniscalco,
Fisheries Biologist
Eric Christensen,
Wildlife Biologist
Amy May, Botanist
Torrey Edell, Botanist
& Wetland Delineator
Ross Wilming, Wildlife
Biologist
Zoya Akulova,

Years of Experience
18

Professional Experience
16 years at ICF

13

7.5 years at ICF

10
12

10 years at various companies
9 years at various companies

14

12 years at various companies

21

21 years at various companies
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On-call Botanist

2.3.1

Delineation of Waters of the United States

ICF botanists Torrey Edell and Amy May conducted a survey on August 24, 2015, to assess the
OHWM of San Francisquito Creek and any in-stream wetlands, and to identify features outside
of the banks of San Francisquito Creek that could be considered jurisdictional waters of the
United States by the USACE. Details regarding the methods used in the survey and the results
are presented in the delineation report in Appendix E.
2.3.2

Botanical Resources

No sensitive plant species identified from existing literature have the potential to occur in the
BSA (Table 3-4). ICF botanist Zoya Akulova conducted a winter botanical survey on December
3, 2012, by walking through the accessible portions of the BSA and identifying all plant species
encountered. ICF botanists Torrey Edell and Amy May conducted another survey of the BSA in
August 2015 using the same survey methodology. Amy May performed a floristic survey April
4, 2017, during the blooming period for western leatherwood (Dirca occidentalis) and slenderleaved pondweed (Stuckenia filiformis ssp. alpina) (Appendix G). Vegetation communities were
also identified and mapped during the botanical and delineation field surveys (Figure 5). Trees
that could be impacted by the Project were identified and recorded (Appendix F). Results of
these surveys are presented in Chapter 3, Results: Environmental Setting, and Chapter 4, Results:
Biological Resources, Discussion of Impacts and Mitigation.
2.3.3

Wildlife Resources

ICF biologist Eric Christensen conducted a reconnaissance-level survey of the BSA and
immediately adjacent areas for wildlife species on May 23, 2012. The survey was conducted on
foot with binoculars to ensure thorough visual coverage. Observations of habitat conditions and
wildlife species were recorded in field notes. Mr. Christensen conducted a formal site assessment
for California red-legged frog within the BSA and aquatic habitats within 1 mile on July 27,
2012. Results of these surveys are presented in Chapters 3, Results: Environmental Setting, and
Chapter 4, Results: Biological Resources, Discussion of Impacts and Mitigation. Table 3-5
includes special-status wildlife species analyzed and their potential to occur in the BSA. The site
assessment for California red-legged frog is attached as Appendix H .
2.3.4

Fisheries Resources

ICF fisheries biologist Donna Maniscalco conducted a reconnaissance-level field survey of the
BSA on May 23, 2012. This survey focused on evaluating existing habitat conditions in the BSA
relative to the needs of sensitive fish species, including EFH. Table 3-5 includes fish species
analyzed and their potential to occur in the BSA.
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2.4

Agency Coordination and Professional Contacts

ICF did not coordinate with any agencies or professional contacts during the writing of this
Natural Environment Study or during the surveys.

2.5

Limitations That May Influence Results

There are no limitations that may influence the results of the biological field survey. At the time
of the delineation fieldwork in 2015, California was in a historic drought. However, factors that
would be affected, which include hydrophytic vegetation, wetland hydrology, and the OHWM,
were evident and identifiable. Therefore, there were no limitations with regard to the survey for
wetlands and non-wetland waters in the BSA.
The floristic survey was done on April 4, 2017, which included the blooming season for western
leatherwood and slender-leaved pondweed, but this survey did not coincide with the blooming
period for Davidson’s bush-mallow (Malacothamnus davidsonii). Two other surveys were
conducted in December 2012 and August 2015, during the blooming season for Davidson’s
bush-mallow. It was not observed. Therefore, there were no limitation with floristic surveys.
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3.1.1

Results: Environmental Setting

Description of the Existing Biological and Physical Conditions
Study Area

The Biological Study Area (BSA) includes the anticipated Newell Road Bridge Replacement
Project (Project) footprint where ground-disturbing construction, staging, or access activities
would occur (Figures 3a, 3b, 3c, and 3d). The BSA encompasses approximately 500 feet along
Newell Road Bridge spanning San Francisquito Creek (creek), 350 feet along Woodland
Avenue, and the adjacent upstream and downstream sections of San Francisquito Creek totaling
1.09 acres. The BSA is the same for all build alternatives.
3.1.2

Physical Conditions

The BSA is located in the southwestern region of the San Francisco Bay area, which is
characterized by warm, dry summers and mild, wet winters, with most of the rainfall occurring
between November and April. Vegetation is adapted to this Mediterranean-type climate regime,
and the landscape is a mosaic of drought-adapted tree, shrub, and grassland communities.
San Francisquito Creek is a perennial stream that originates in the largely undeveloped eastern
foothills of the Santa Cruz Mountains between Kings Mountain and Russian Ridge, running 13
linear miles from Searsville Dam downstream to the South San Francisco Bay (Saah 1978). San
Francisquito Creek flows through the southern portion of the town of Woodside, through the
eastern portion of the City of Palo Alto, along the Menlo Park–Palo Alto boundary, and through
the eastern portion of East Palo Alto prior to discharging into southern San Francisco Bay. Major
tributaries of San Francisquito Creek downstream of Searsville Dam include Los Trancos Creek
and Bear Creek. The Los Trancos Creek watershed has an area of approximately 7.6 square
miles and joins the mainstem of San Francisquito Creek about 0.5 mile east of Interstate 280
(Saah 1978). The Felt Lake Diversion, part of Stanford University’s operations, is located on Los
Trancos Creek at Arastradero Road. The Bear Creek watershed has an area of approximately
11.7 square miles and joins the mainstem of San Francisquito Creek about 0.3 mile below
Searsville Dam.
3.1.3

Biological Conditions in the Biological Study Area

Three land cover types occur in the BSA: valley foothill riparian, developed, and intermittent
stream (Figure 4). The total area of each land cover type within the BSA is summarized in Table
3-1. A list of all plant species observed in the BSA is included in Appendix E of the Wetland
Delineation.
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Figure 4. Land Cover
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Table 3-1. Land Cover Types in BSA
Land Cover Type
Intermittent stream
Valley foothill riparian
Developed
Total

Acres
0.06
0.13
0.90
1.09

Vegetation and wildlife habitat values within each of the land cover types are briefly discussed
below.
Valley Foothill Riparian
The valley foothill riparian woodland natural community occurs along both banks of San
Francisquito Creek (Figure 4). Approximately 0.13 acre of valley foothill riparian woodland is
present in the BSA. Valley foothill riparian communities typically provide high-value habitat,
offering escape cover, forage, and nesting opportunities for many wildlife species and creating
shade that controls instream water temperatures. However the riparian community in the Project
area has been highly disturbed from channelization and armoring of San Francisquito Creek and
development along the top of bank. The west bank of San Francisquito Creek is dominated by
non-native blue gum (Eucalyptus globulus) trees, but there are some native plant species in the
understory. Dominant tree species on the east bank are willows (Salix lasiolepis, S. laevigata).
Cottonwood (Populus fremontii ssp. fremontii) and ash (Fraxinus latifolius) are less common.
Single native trees of big leaf maple (Acer macrophyllum), California black walnut (Juglans
californicus), and California buckeye (Aesculus californicus) occur in the BSA. The following
shrubs were observed among riparian trees: blue elderberry (Sambucus nigra) and poison oak
(Toxicodendron diversilobum). The valley foothill riparian understory is dominated by nonnative plant species, including Himalayan blackberry (Rubus armeniacus), smilo grass (Stipa
miliacea), Cape ivy (Delairea odorata) and English ivy (Hedera helix). Wildlife species
observed during ICF's site visits include mallard (Anas platyrhynchos), red-tailed hawk (Buteo
jamaicensis), Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperi), acorn woodpecker (Melanerpes formicivorus),
Anna’s hummingbird (Calypte anna), black phoebe (Sayornis nigricans), California scrub jay
(Aphelocoma californica), northern mockingbird (Mimus polyglottos), American robin (Turdus
migratorius), and dark-eyed junco (Junco hyemalis). Riparian corridors are an important
landscape element for a wide variety of common and uncommon wildlife species due to the
vegetation cover they provide, shielding species from predators and human disturbance and
allowing movement and dispersal through an otherwise urban landscape.
Developed
The developed land cover type in the BSA includes roads, bridges, paved areas, and residential
development surrounding San Francisquito Creek. Vegetation in developed areas is highly
variable, ranging from nonexistent in paved areas and along the levees, to mowed grasses,
ornamental shrubs, and shade trees associated with residential development. Vegetation on
Newell Road and Woodland Avenue is dominated by ornamental trees, shrubs, and perennials.
Some native trees (Quercus agrifolia and Sequoia sempervirens) were probably planted.
Manzanita (Arctostaphylos sp.) that was planted along Newell Road is most likely a horticultural
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variety. Many of the wildlife species found in developed areas also use the surrounding or
adjacent dominant habitat due to its close proximity and prevalence in the area. Wildlife species
expected to occur within developed areas include American crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos),
house finch (Haemorhous mexicanus), northern mockingbird, striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis),
raccoon (Procyon lotor), Virginia opossum (Didelphis virginiana), and western fence lizard
(Sceloporus occidentalis).
3.1.3.2

Intermittent Stream (San Francisquito Creek)

The intermittent stream natural community is defined as the creek bed below the ordinary high
water mark (OHWM). Approximately 0.06 acre of intermittent stream is present in the BSA.
During the first survey in May 2012, the creek channel was dry except for occasional solitary
pools and was characterized by barren, unconsolidated beds of sand, gravel, cobble, or rocky
substrates. Saplings of arroyo willow or Fremont cottonwood, or upland vegetation such as
Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon) occasionally colonized the toe of the slope or elevated gravel
bars within the channel bottom during later surveys.
Many of the wildlife species found in intermittent streams also use the adjacent valley foothill
riparian woodland. Other species expected to occur within the intermittent stream include
western pond turtle (Emys marmorata), Sierran tree frog (Pseudacris sierra), and mallard.
Central California Coast steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) are present in San Francisquito Creek.
Other native fish species in the creek include California roach (Hesperoleucus symmetricus),
Sacramento sucker (Catostomus occidentalis), threespine stickleback (Gasterosteus aculeatus),
and prickly sculpin (Cottus asper) (Anderson 1995; Launer and Spain 1998).
3.1.4

Invasive Plant Species

Invasive plant species include those that threaten California’s wildlands and are categorized as
non-native invasive plants by the California Invasive Plant Council (California Invasive Plant
Council 2017). Roads, highways, and related construction projects are some of the principal
dispersal pathways for invasive plant species. The introduction and spread of invasive plants
adversely affects natural plant communities by displacing native plant species that provide
shelter and forage for wildlife species. Table 3-2 lists invasive plant species identified in the
BSA. The infestation of the BSA by these species primarily occurs on streambanks.
Table 3-2. Invasive Plant Species Identified in the Biological Study Area
Species
Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon)
Bristly ox-tongue (Helminthotheca echioides)
California burclover (Medicago polymorpha)
Cut leaved geranium (Geranium dissectum)
Silverleaf cotoneaster (Cotoneaster pannosus)
Fennel (Foeniculum vulgare)
Ripgut grass (Bromus diandrus)
Bull thistle (Cirsium vulgare)
Italian thistle (Carduus pycnocephalus)
Shortpod mustard (Hirschfeldia incana)
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Species
English ivy (Hedera helix)
Cape ivy (Delairea odorata)
Smilo grass (Stipa miliacea)
Canary Island palm (Phoenix canariensis)
Himalayan blackberry (Rubus armeniacus [discolor])
Periwinkle (Vinca major)

Cal-IPC
High
High
Limited
Limited
High
Moderate

Notes: The California Invasive Plant Council (Cal-IPC) assigns ratings that reflect Cal-IPC views of the statewide importance of
the pest, likelihood that eradication or control efforts would be successful, and present distribution of the pest in the state. These
ratings are guidelines that indicate the most appropriate action to take against a pest under general circumstances.
The Cal-IPC categories indicated in the table are defined as follows:
High: Species with severe ecological impacts, high rates of dispersal and establishment, and usually widely distributed.
Moderate: Species with substantial and apparent ecological impacts, moderate to high rates of dispersal, establishment
dependent on disturbance, and limited to widespread distribution.
Limited: Species with minor ecological impacts, low to moderate rates of invasion, limited distribution, and locally persistent and
problematic.

3.1.5

Trees

A tree survey was completed on April 4, 2017 (Appendix F). Trees in the BSA consist of both
native and non-native species. Planted non-native trees line the neighborhood streets. Blue gum
eucalyptus trees line some portions of the upper bank (above the OHWM) on the north bank of
San Francisquito Creek. Trees are sparse on the south side of San Francisquito Creek due the
substantial bank modifications and residential development up to the edge of San Francisquito
Creek. Native trees are mainly limited to the creek’s mid-to lower bank, but some native trees,
such as coast live oak and California buckeye, were probably planted in the adjacent developed
areas. Table 3-3 below includes a list of all trees identified within the BSA.
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2

PA

Magnolia

3

PA

4

Within creek
floodwalls

PA

Species Scientific Name
(sp.= unknown species)
Magnolia sp.

Height (feet)

1

Species Common
Name (sp.=
unknown species)
Magnolia

Trunk Diameter at
Breast Height***
(inches; individual
trunks separated
by comma/s)

City Location**

Tree ID*

Table 3-3. Trees in the BSA

Notes
Private property; in yard behind fence of house 3 feet from
sidewalk

16

35

No

Magnolia sp.

32

60

No

Private property; in yard behind fence of house 3 feet from
sidewalk

Magnolia

Magnolia sp.

13, 21, 10

60

No

Private property; in yard behind fence of house 3 feet from
sidewalk

PA

Magnolia

Magnolia sp.

18

45

No

Private property; in yard behind fence of house 3 feet from
sidewalk

5

PA

Magnolia

Magnolia sp.

4, 3

13

No

Private property; in yard behind fence of house 3 feet from
sidewalk

6

PA

Pine

Pinus sp.

15.5

75

No

City property; 15 feet from sidewalk

7

PA

Palm

---

No trunk

35

No

City property; 21.5 feet from sidewalk

8

PA

Pine

Pinus sp.

31

75

No

City property; 22.5 feet from sidewalk

9

PA

Palm

---

42

20

No

City property; 28 feet from sidewalk

10

PA

California bay

Umbellularia californica

6.5

10

No

City property; 40 feet from sidewalk

11

PA

Coast live oak

Quercus agrifolia

22.5

60

No

City property; 34 feet from sidewalk

12

PA

California bay

Umbellularia californica

3.25

15

No

City property; 36 feet from sidewalk

13

PA

Coast live oak

Quercus agrifolia

3

25

No

City property; 91 feet from sidewalk

15

PA

Eucalyptus

Eucalyptus sp.

13.5

23

No

City property; 108 feet from sidewalk

16

PA

California buckeye

Aesculus californica

20.5, 32, 24

30

No

City property; 3 feet from sidewalk and 3 feet from creek top
of bank

17

PA

Eucalyptus

Eucalyptus sp.

31

125

No

City property; 4 feet from road and 2.5 feet from creek top of
bank

18

PA

Eucalyptus

Eucalyptus sp.

43.5

125

No

City property; 4 feet from road
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20

PA

Eucalyptus

21

PA

22

Within creek
floodwalls

PA

Species Scientific Name
(sp.= unknown species)
Eucalyptus sp.

Height (feet)

City Location**

19

Species Common
Name (sp.=
unknown species)
Eucalyptus

Trunk Diameter at
Breast Height***
(inches; individual
trunks separated
by comma/s)

Tree ID*
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48

125

No

Notes
City property; 2.5 feet from road between road and sidewalk

Eucalyptus sp.

67

125

No

City property; at road curb between road and sidewalk

California bay

Umbellularia californica

2.5

13

No

City property; 60 feet from road behind fence and 1 foot
from creek top of bank

PA

Coast live oak

Quercus agrifolia

43.5

50

No

City property; 11 feet from road west of sidewalk

23

PA

---

2

9

No

City property; 11 feet from road west of sidewalk

24

PA

Landscape
(unknown)
Southern live oak

Quercus virginiana

1, 1, 1, 1

10

No

City property; just west of sidewalk

25

PA

Southern live oak

Quercus virginiana

1, 1, 1, 1

10

No

City property; just west of sidewalk

26

PA

Southern live oak

Quercus virginiana

1, 1, 1, 1

10

No

City property; just west of sidewalk

27

PA

---

1.5

12

No

City property; west of sidewalk

28

PA

Landscape
(unknown)
Southern live oak

Quercus virginiana

1

6.5

No

City property; between road and sidewalk

29

PA

Maidenhair tree

Ginkgo biloba

1.5

9

No

City property; between road and sidewalk

30

PA

Maidenhair tree

Ginkgo biloba

4.25

12

No

City property; between road and sidewalk

31

PA

Maidenhair tree

Ginkgo biloba

4.25

11

No

City property; between road and sidewalk

32

EPA

Coast live oak

Quercus agrifolia

16

30

Yes

Within creek floodwalls

33

EPA

Coast live oak

Quercus agrifolia

8

25

Yes

Within creek floodwalls

34

EPA

California buckeye

Aesculus californica

17

Yes

Within creek floodwalls

35

EPA

Arroyo willow

Salix lasiolepis

3, 3, 3, 3, 2,
1
4.5

25

Yes

Within creek floodwalls

36

EPA

Eucalyptus sp.

Eucalyptus sp.

28, 25

125

Yes

Within creek floodwalls

37

EPA

Arroyo willow

Salix lasiolepis

5

30

Yes

Within creek floodwalls

38

EPA

Eucalyptus sp.

Eucalyptus sp.

30

70

Yes

Within creek floodwalls

39

EPA

Eucalyptus sp.

Eucalyptus sp.

13

50

Yes

Within creek floodwalls
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41

EPA

42

EPA

43

EPA

44

EPA

45

Landscape
(unknown)
Coast live oak

Within creek
floodwalls

EPA

Species Scientific Name
(sp.= unknown species)
Pinus sp.

Height (feet)

City Location**

40

Species Common
Name (sp.=
unknown species)
Pine

Trunk Diameter at
Breast Height***
(inches; individual
trunks separated
by comma/s)

Tree ID*
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23.5

75

No

Notes
In yard of apartment building 2.5 feet from sidewalk

---

14.5

45

No

In yard of apartment building 4 feet from sidewalk

Quercus agrifolia

33.5

70

No

In yard of apartment building 1 feet from sidewalk

---

1.5

10

No

City property; between road and sidewalk

9

40

Yes

Within creek floodwalls; above ordinary high water mark

2.5

12

Yes

Within creek floodwalls; above ordinary high water mark

Populus fremontii

EPA

Landscape
(unknown)
Fremont's
cottonwood
Arroyo willow

46

EPA

Coast live oak

Quercus agrifolia

8

30

Yes

Within creek floodwalls; above ordinary high water mark

48

EPA

California buckeye

Aesculus californica

8

35

Yes

Within creek floodwalls; above ordinary high water mark

49

EPA

Coast live oak

Quercus agrifolia

1

7

Yes

Within creek floodwalls; above ordinary high water mark

50

EPA

California buckeye

Aesculus californica

>1

5

Yes

Within creek floodwalls; above ordinary high water mark

51

EPA

California buckeye

Aesculus californica

1

5

Yes

Within creek floodwalls; above ordinary high water mark

52

EPA

Populus fremontii

26

90

Yes

Within creek floodwalls; above ordinary high water mark

53

EPA

Populus fremontii

22

40

Yes

Within creek floodwalls; above ordinary high water mark

54

EPA

Populus fremontii

7

45

Yes

Within creek floodwalls; above ordinary high water mark

55

EPA

Populus fremontii

6

45

Yes

Within creek floodwalls; above ordinary high water mark

56

EPA

Populus fremontii

5

45

Yes

Within creek floodwalls; above ordinary high water mark

57

EPA

Populus fremontii

5

45

Yes

Within creek floodwalls; above ordinary high water mark

58

EPA

Fremont's
cottonwood
Fremont's
cottonwood
Fremont's
cottonwood
Fremont's
cottonwood
Fremont's
cottonwood
Fremont's
cottonwood
Fremont's
cottonwood

Populus fremontii

13, 6

40

Yes

Within creek floodwalls

Salix lasiolepis
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60–70

EPA

Fremont's
cottonwood

Populus fremontii

71–74

EPA

Arroyo willow

75–78

EPA

79–99

EPA

Fremont's
cottonwood
Fremont's
cottonwood

Within creek
floodwalls

EPA

Species Scientific Name
(sp.= unknown species)
Salix lasiolepis

Height (feet)

City Location**

59

Species Common
Name (sp.=
unknown species)
Arroyo willow

Trunk Diameter at
Breast Height***
(inches; individual
trunks separated
by comma/s)

Tree ID*
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Notes
Within creek floodwalls; lying along creek's edge within
ordinary high water mark

4

35

Yes

1–3

5–15

Yes

Within creek floodwalls; between ordinary high water mark
and floodwall

Salix lasiolepis

1

10

Yes

Within creek floodwalls; at water's edge within ordinary high
water mark

Populus fremontii

<1

5–15

Yes

Within creek floodwalls; in middle of creek

Populus fremontii

<2

5–15

Yes

Within creek floodwalls; at water's edge within ordinary high
water mark

* Tree ID #s 14 and 47 were not used
** PA = Palo Alto; EPA = East Palo Alto
***Estimated diameter at breast height due to inaccessible trees= Tree ID #s 32–39 and 44–99
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3.1.6

Habitat Connectivity

San Francisquito Creek provides habitat connectivity for both California red-legged frog and
Central California Coast steelhead.
3.1.6.1

Dispersal/Migration Corridors

The channel of San Francisquito Creek provides suitable dispersal habitat for California redlegged frog during low flows. Within the BSA, suitable upland habitat and frog dispersal would
be limited to the riparian corridor along the creek due to the significant extent of incision of the
channel; steep banks; high degree of residential development, landscaping, and roads; relatively
frequent traffic conveyed by Woodland Avenue and Edgewater Road; and further residential and
commercial development beyond the Project site. Several ponds were assessed for California
red-legged frog habitat suitability near San Francisquito Creek. Movement into and out of the
ponds is unlikely due to the high salinity in the lower area of San Francisquito Creek and the
degree of isolation from development. Upper San Francisquito Creek (0.6 miles northwest of the
project site and further upstream) provides suitable nonbreeding, dispersal habitat when flows
are low. Lower San Francisquito Creek (0.5 miles southwest of the project site) was also
assessed for habitat suitability, but this segment of the creek is brackish and does not typically
offer suitable habitat for the species. When outflow of freshwater pushes the brackish water
lower in the drainage, movement by frogs from Lower San Francisquito Creek upstream (or vice
versa) could occur within or along the creek (Appendix H, Site Assessment for California RedLegged Frog).
Anadromous fish passage and movement in the Project site is discussed in Section 3.1.6.2, Fish
Passage Issues.
3.1.6.2

Fish Passage Issues

Currently there are no fish passage issues at the Project site. There are no downstream barriers
from the San Francisco Bay to San Francisquito Creek in the BSA. However, San Francisquito
Creek in an intermittent stream not subject to tidal influence and it is dry in the BSA in the
summer. This condition would not allow juvenile steelhead rearing. Biological surveys noted
stagnant pools in the creek in the summer, but the pools would be unable to support juvenile
steelhead through the summer months due to the poor water quality.

3.2
3.2.1

Regional Species and Habitats and Natural Communities of
Concern
Regional Species of Concern

Tables 3-4 and 3-5 list special-status plant, fish, and wildlife species that are known to occur or
have the potential to occur in the geographic region. These species were identified based on the
California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants (2017)
(Appendix A), the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) records search (California
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Department of Fish and Wildlife 2017) (Appendix B), species lists provided by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) (Appendix C), species list provided by NMFS (Appendix D) and
species distribution and habitat requirements data.
For the purpose of this Natural Environment Study, special-status species are plants, animals,
and fish that are legally protected under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA), California
Endangered Species Act (CESA), or other regulations, and species that are considered
sufficiently rare by the scientific community to qualify for such listing. Special-status plants,
animals, and fish are those species in any of the categories listed below.


Species listed or proposed for listing as threatened or endangered under ESA (50 Code of
Federal Regulations [CFR] 17.11 [listed animals], 50 CFR 17.12 [listed plants], and various
notices in the Federal Register [FR] [proposed species]).



Species that are candidates for possible future listing as threatened or endangered under ESA
(73 FR 75176, December 10, 2008).



Species listed or proposed for listing by the State of California as threatened or endangered
under CESA (14 California Code of Regulations [CCR] 670.5).



Species that meet the definitions of rare or endangered under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15380).



Plants listed as rare under the California Native Plant Protection Act (California Fish and
Game Code [CFGC] 1900 et seq.).



Plants considered by CNPS to be “rare, threatened, or endangered in California” (California
Native Plant Society 2017).



Plants listed by CNPS as plants about which more information is needed to determine their
status and plants of limited distribution, which may be included as special-status species on
the basis of local significance or recent biological information.



Animal species of special concern to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW).



Animals fully protected in California (CFGC Section 3511 [birds], 4700 [mammals], 5050
[amphibians and reptiles], and 5515 [fish]).
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Table 3-4. Sensitive Plant Species in the Project Region
Legal Statusa
Scientific Name,
Common Name
Acanthomintha
duttonii San Mateo
thornmint

Geographic
Distribution
Central Coast, San
Francisco Bay area:
known from fewer than
five extant occurrences
in San Mateo County
Central Coast, San
Francisco Bay region:
Mendocino, Santa
Clara, San Mateo, and
Sonoma Counties

Federal
E

State
E

CNPS
1B.1

Allium peninsulare
var. franciscanum
Franciscan onion

None

None

1B.2

Arctostaphylos
andersonii
Anderson’s
manzanita (formerly
Santa Cruz
manzanita)
Arctostaphylos
regismontana
Kings Mountain
manzanita

None

None

1B.2

Santa Cruz Mountains
in Santa Clara, Santa
Cruz, and San Mateo
Counties

None

None

1B.2

Astragalus
pycnostachyus var.
pycnostachyus
Coastal marsh
milkvetch
Astragalus tener var.
tener
Alkali milkvetch

None

None

1.B2

Western San Francisco
Bay region, northern
Santa Cruz Mountains:
Santa Clara, Santa
Cruz (?), and San
Mateo Counties
Central south coast:
Los Angeles*, Orange*,
Santa Barbara, and
Ventura Counties

Granitic or sandstone
soils in broadleaved
upland forest,
chaparral, North Coast
coniferous forest; 305730 meters
Coastal dunes, edges
of coastal salt marshes
and swamps; 1-35
meters

None

None

1B.2

Southern Sacramento
Valley, northern San
Joaquin Valley, east
San Francisco Bay
area

Grassy flats and vernal
pool margins, on alkali
soils, below 200 feet
above mean sea level
(MSL)

Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project
Natural Environment Study

Habitat Requirements
Serpentine soils in
valley and foothill
grassland, open areas
in chaparral and coastal
scrub; 50-300 meters
Clay and often
serpentine soils in
cismontane woodland,
valley and foothill
grassland; 52-300
meters
Chaparral; openings in
and edges of
broadleafed upland
forest and north coast
coniferous forest

Blooming
Period
Apr-Jun

Habitat
Present
in
BSA?
Absent

May-Jun

Absent

Nov–Apr

Absent

Jan-Apr

Absent

Granitic and
sandstone soils
do not occur in
the BSA.

Jun-Oct

Absent

Coastal dunes,
marshes and
swamps do not
occur in the BSA.

Mar–Jun

Absent

Alkali soils do not
occur in the BSA.

Rationale
Serpentine soils
are not present in
the Biological
Study Area (BSA)
Cismontane
woodland and
valley and foothill
grassland are not
present in the
BSA
The BSA does
not include the
Santa Cruz
Mountains
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Legal Statusa
Scientific Name,
Common Name
Centromadia parryi
ssp. congdonii
Congdon’s tarplant

Geographic
Distribution
East San Francisco
Bay Area, Salinas
Valley, Los Osos Valley

Federal
None

State
None

CNPS
1B.2

Chloropyron
maritimum ssp.
palustre
Point Reyes salty
bird’s-beak
Cirsium fontinale var.
fontinale
Crystal Springs
fountain thistle

None

None

1B.2

E

E

1B.1

Endemic to San Mateo
County

Cirsium praeteriens
Lost thistle

None

None

1A

Collinsia corymbosa
Round-headed
Chinese-houses

None

None

1B.2

Collinsia multicolor
San Francisco
collinsia

None

None

1B.2

Known only from 2
historic collections in
Santa Clara County
near Palo Alto (last in
1901)
North Coast and
northern Central Coast:
from Del Norte County
to Marin County
Coastal California from
San Francisco to
Monterey County

Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project
Natural Environment Study

Coastal northern
California from
Humboldt to Santa
Clara counties; Oregon

Habitat Requirements
Alkaline soils in annual
grassland, on lower
slopes, flats, and
swales, sometimes on
saline soils
Coastal salt marsh,
below 35 feet above
MSL

Blooming
Period
May-Oct
(Nov)

Habitat
Present
in
BSA?
Absent

Rationale
Suitable habitat
types do not
occur in the BSA.

Absent

Coastal salt
marsh does not
occur in the BSA.

Jun–Oct

Serpentine seeps in
chaparral openings and
valley and foothill
grassland; 45-175
meters
Habitat is unknown, not
in Jepson Manual;
Below 100 meters

May-Oct

Absent

Serpentine seeps
do not occur in
the BSA.

Jun-Jul

Absent

Presumed
extripated.

Coastal dunes; below
20 meters

Apr-Jun

Absent

Coastal dunes do
not occur in the
BSA.

Closed-cone coniferous
forest, coastal scrub
sometimes in
serpentinitic soil,
broadleafed upland
forest

Mar-May

Absent

Suitable habitat
types do not
occur in the BSA.
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Legal Statusa
Scientific Name,
Common Name
Dirca occidentalis
Western leatherwood

Geographic
Distribution
San Francisco Bay
region, Alameda,
Contra Costa, Marin,
Santa Clara, San
Mateo, and Sonoma
Counties

Federal
None

State
None

CNPS
1B.2

Eriophyllum latilobum
San Mateo woolly
sunflower

E

E

1B.1

One known occurrence
in San Mateo County

Eryngium aristulatum
var. hooveri
Hoover's buttoncelery

None

None

1B.2

Eryngium jepsonii
Jepson’s coyotethistle

None

None

1B.2

South San Francisco
Bay area, South Coast
Ranges in Alameda,
San Benito, Santa
Clara, and San Luis
Obispo Counties
San Mateo, Contra
Costa, San Joaquin,
Solano, Yolo, and Napa
Counties

Fritillaria liliacea
Fragrant fritillary

None

None

1B.2

Coast Ranges from
Marin County to San
Benito County

T

T

1B.1

Marin, San Francisco,
and San Mateo
Counties

Hesperolinon
congestum
Marin western flax

Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project
Natural Environment Study

Habitat Requirements
Moist areas in
broadleaved upland
forest, closed-cone
coniferous forest,
chaparral, cismontane
woodland, North Coast
coniferous forest,
riparian forest, riparian
woodland; 25-425
meters
Open areas in coast
live oak woodland,
often on roadsides,
sometimes on
serpentinite; 45-150
meters
Vernal pools; 3-45
meters

Moist clay soil, valley
and foothill grassland,
vernal pools; 3-300
meters
Adobe soils of interior
foothills, coastal prairie,
coastal scrub, Valley
and foothill grassland,
often on serpentinite
Serpentinite chaparral,
serpentinite grassland;
5-370 meters

Blooming
Period
JanMar(Apr)

Habitat
Present
in
BSA?
Absent

Rationale
The BSA
elevation range is
below the
minimum for this
species.

May-Jun

Absent

Coast live oak
woodland is not
present in the
BSA.

Jul (Aug)

Absent

Vernal pools are
not present in the
BSA.

Apr-Aug

Absent

Valley and foothill
grassland and
vernal pools are
not present in the
BSA.
Adobe soils do
not occur in the
BSA.

Feb-Apr

Absent

Apr-Jul

Absent

Serpentinite soils
do not occur in
the BSA.
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Legal Statusa
Scientific Name,
Common Name
Lessingia arachnoidea
Crystal Springs
lessingia

Federal
None

State
None

CNPS
1B.2

Malacothamnus
arcuatus
Arcuate bush-mallow
Malacothamnus
davidsonii
Davidson's bush
mallow

None

None

1B.2

None

None

1B.2

Monolopia gracilens
Woodland
woollythreads

None

None

E

E

Pentachaeta
bellidiflora
White-rayed
pentachaeta

Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project
Natural Environment Study

Geographic
Distribution
Known only from near
Crystal Springs
Reservoir in San Mateo
County (one
occurrence reported in
Sonoma County needs
taxonomic verification)

Habitat Requirements
Serpentine substrate in
valley and foothill
grassland, cismontane
woodland, coastal
scrub, open grassy
areas in serpentine
chaparral, often
roadsides; 60-200
meters

Blooming
Period
Jul-Oct

Habitat
Present
in
BSA?
Absent

Rationale
BSA is not within
this species
geographic
range.

Santa Clara, Santa
Cruz, and San Mateo
Counties
Los Angeles, Monterey,
Santa Clara, San Luis
Obispo, and San Mateo
Counties

Chaparral

Apr-Sep

Absent

Chaparral is not
present in the
BSA.
The BSA
elevation range is
below the
minimum for this
species.

Coastal scrub,
chaparral, cismontane
woodland, and riparian
woodland in sandy
washes; 185-855
meters

Jun-Jan

Absent

1B.2

Alameda, Contra
Costa, Monterey, San
Luis Obispo, Santa
Clara, Santa Cruz, and
San Mateo Counties

Mar–Jul

Absent

Serpentinite soils
are not present in
the BSA.

1B.1

Few occurrences in
Monterey and San
Mateo Counties,
historically known also
from Marin and Santa
Cruz Counties

Serpentinite soils in
openings in
broadleafed upland
forest, chaparral,
cismontane woodland,
and North Coast
coniferous forest, and
valley and foothill
grassland
Valley and foothill
grassland, coastal
scrub, coastal prairie

Mar–May

Absent

Suitable habitat
types are not
present in the
BSA.
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Legal Statusa
Scientific Name,
Common Name
Plagiobothrys
chorisianus var.
chorisianus
Choris’ popcornflower

Federal
None

State
None

CNPS
1B.2

Silene verecunda ssp.
verecunda
San Francisco
campion

None

None

1B.2

Stuckenia filiformis
ssp. alpina
Slender-leaved
pondweed

None

None

2B.2

Suaeda californica
California seablite

Endangered

None

1B.1

E

None

1B.1

Trifolium amoenum
Showy Indian clover

Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project
Natural Environment Study

Geographic
Distribution
Southwest San
Francisco Bay Area,
northern Central Coast:
Santa Cruz, San
Francisco and San
Mateo Counties
Northern Central Coast,
San Francisco Bay
area: San Francisco,
San Mateo, Santa
Cruz, and Sutter
Counties

Scattered locations in
California: Contra
Costa, El Dorado,
Lassen, Merced, Mono,
Modoc, Mariposa,
Placer, Santa Clara*,
and Sierra Counties;
Arizona, Nevada,
Oregon, Washington
Morro Bay, San Luis
Obispo County;
historically found in the
south San Francisco
Bay
Coast Range foothills in
the San Francisco Bay
region, currently known
from only two recent
occurrences in Marin
County

Habitat Requirements
Mesic areas in
chaparral, coastal
scrub, and coastal
prairie

Blooming
Period
Mar–Jun

Habitat
Present
in
BSA?
Absent

Rationale
Chaparral, costal
scrub, and
coastal prairie
are not present in
the BSA.

Sandy soils in coastal
bluff scrub, chaparral,
coastal prairie, coastal
scrub, valley and
foothill grassland; 30645 meters

MarchJun (Aug)

Absent

Coastal bluff
scrub, chaparral,
coastal prairie,
coastal scrub,
and valley and
foothill grassland
are not present in
the BSA.
The BSA
elevation range is
below the
minimum for this
species.

Freshwater marsh,
shallow emergent
wetlands and
freshwater lakes,
drainage channels;
300-2150 meters

May-Jul

Absent

Margins of tidal salt
marsh

Jul-Oct

Absent

Tidal salt marsh
is not present in
the BSA

Low elevation
grasslands, including
swales and disturbed
areas, sometimes on
serpentinite soils; 5-415
meters

Apr-Jun

Absent

Suitable habitat
types are not
present in the
BSA.
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Legal Statusa
Scientific Name,
Common Name
a

Federal

State

CNPS

Geographic
Distribution

Habitat Requirements

Blooming
Period

Habitat
Present
in
BSA?

Rationale

Status explanations:
None = no listing.
Federal
E

=

listed as endangered under the federal Endangered Species Act.

T
=
State

listed as threatened under the federal Endangered Species Act.

E

listed as endangered under the California Endangered Species Act.

=

R
= listed as rare under the California Native Plant Protection Act; this category is no longer used for newly listed plants, but some plants previously listed as rare
retain this designation.
California Native Plant Society—California Rare Plant Ranks
1A

=

List 1A species: plants presumed extinct in California.

1B

=

List 1B species: plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere.

2A

=

List 2A species: plants presumed extirpated in California, but common elsewhere.

2B

=

List 2B species: plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California but more common elsewhere.

3

=

List 3 species: plants about which we need more information—a watch list.

4

=

List 4 species: plants of limited distribution—a watch list.
CNPS Rank Extensions:

.1 =

seriously endangered in California (over 80% of occurrences threatened / high degree and immediacy of threat)

.2 =

fairly endangered in California (20- 80% of occurrences threatened)

* Known populations believed extirpated from that County.

Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project
Natural Environment Study
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Table 3-5. Sensitive Wildlife Species in the Project Region1
Legal Status a
Common Name
Scientific Name
Invertebrates
Bay checkerspot butterfly
Euphydryas editha
bayensis

San Bruno elfin butterfly
Callophrys mossii
bayensis

Amphibians
California red-legged frog
Rana draytonii

Federal

State

T

--

E

T

Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project
Natural Environment Study

SSC

Habitat
Present
in BSA?

Geographic Distribution

Habitat Requirements

Rationale

Vicinity of San Francisco
Bay including San
Francisco peninsula in San
Mateo Co., and mountains
near San Jose, Santa Clara
County
San Bruno Mountain,
Montara Mountains, and
northern end of Santa Cruz
Mountains, San Mateo
County

Native grasslands on outcrops of
serpentine soil; California
plantain and owl’s clover are
host plants

No

No habitat present
in BSA.

North-facing slopes and ridges
facing Pacific Ocean from 600 to
1,100 feet that support Sedum
spathulifolium

No

No suitable habitat
occurs within the
biological study
area (BSA), as the
study area is below
the species’ habitat
elevation range.

Found along the coast and
coastal mountain ranges of
California from Mendocino
County to San Diego
County and in the Sierra
Nevada from Butte County
to Stanislaus County

Permanent and semipermanent
aquatic habitats, such as creeks
and cold-water ponds, with
emergent and submergent
vegetation; may aestivate in
rodent burrows or cracks during
dry periods

Yes

The portion of San
Francisquito Creek
within the project
site provides
suitable nonbreeding,
movement habitat
for California redlegged frog. There
are 3 CNDDB
records within 5
miles of the BSA,
and the nearest
CNDDB record is
~4 miles away from
the BSA, on the
other side of Palo
Alto
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Legal Status a
Common Name
Scientific Name
California tiger
salamander
Ambystoma californiense

Habitat
Present
in BSA?
No

Federal
T

State
T

Geographic Distribution
Central Valley, including
Sierra Nevada foothills, up
to approximately 1,000 feet,
and coastal region from
Sonoma County south to
Santa Barbara County

Habitat Requirements
Small ponds, lakes, or vernal
pools in grasslands and oak
woodlands for larvae; rodent
burrows, rock crevices, or fallen
logs for cover for adults and for
summer dormancy

California giant
salamander
Dicamptodon ensatus

--

SCC

Wet coastal forests in/near
perennial and intermittent
streams and seeps with clear,
cold water.

No

Santa Cruz black
salamander
Aneides niger

--

SCC

Santa Cruz, San Mateo,
and western edge of Santa
Clara Counties in the Santa
Cruz Mountains to west
coast
Santa Cruz, San Mateo,
and western edge of Santa
Clara Counties in Santa
Cruz Mountains to near
west coast

Deciduous woodland, coniferous
forest, and coastal grasslands in
damp areas.

No

Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project
Natural Environment Study

Rationale
No suitable habitat
for California tiger
salamander occurs
within the BSA.
Three CNDDB
occurrences are
located within 5
miles of the BSA,
but 2 of the 3 are
considered
extirpated and the
persisting
occurrence is from
Lake Lagunita
BSA is outside of
the species’ known
range

BSA is outside of
the species’ known
range
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Legal Status a
Common Name
Scientific Name
Reptiles
Western pond turtle
Emys marmorata

Federal

State

Geographic Distribution

Habitat Requirements

--

SCC

The western pond turtle is
uncommon to common in
suitable aquatic habitat
throughout California, west
of the Sierra-Cascade crest
and absent from desert
regions, except in the
Mojave Desert along the
Mojave River and its
tributaries.

Occupies ponds, marshes,
rivers, streams, and irrigation
canals with muddy or rocky
bottoms and with watercress,
cattails, water lilies, or other
aquatic vegetation in woodlands,
grasslands, and open forests.
Nests are typically constructed in
upland habitat within 0.25 mile of
aquatic habitat.

Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project
Natural Environment Study

Habitat
Present
in BSA?
Yes

Rationale
Western pond turtle
has potential to
occur in San
Francisquito Creek
and the immediate
surrounding valley
foothill riparian
habitat within the
project area. There
is 1 CNDDB record
within 5 miles of the
site, but this
species has been
observed ~3.6
miles southwest of
the study area.
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Legal Status a
Common Name
Scientific Name
San Francisco garter
snake
Thamnophis sirtalis
tetrataenia

Birds
Alameda song sparrow
Melospiza melodia
pusillula

Federal
E

State
E

Geographic Distribution
Northern San Mateo County
southward along the coast
and the eastern slope of the
Santa Cruz Mountains to
the Santa Clara County line

Habitat Requirements
Favors ponds, lakes, slow
moving streams and marshy
areas containing abundant
vegetation, which it uses for
cover; nearby upland habitat is
important during fall and winter

--

SSC

Found only in marshes
along the southern portion
of the San Francisco Bay

Brackish marshes associated
with pickleweed; may nest in tall
vegetation or among the
pickleweed

Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project
Natural Environment Study

Habitat
Present
in BSA?
No

No

Rationale
There is no suitable
habitat within the
portion of San
Francisquito Creek
within the BSA.
Additionally, the
project area is
situated entirely in
an intergrade zone
of snakes that are
genetic hybrids of
San Francisco
garter snake and
red-sided garter
snake. These
intergrades are not
considered to
belong to either
species and are not
protected as such.
There is 1 CNDDB
record within 5
miles of the BSA
(specific location
suppressed).
No suitable foraging
or nesting habitat
occurs in the BSA,
as no salt marsh
habitat occurs
within the BSA.
There are 5
CNDDB records
within 5 miles of the
BSA, but the
occurrences note
that the species
was found in salt
marsh habitat.
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Legal Status a
Common Name
Scientific Name
Burrowing owl
Athene cunicularia

Federal
--

State
SSC

California black rail
Laterallus jamaicensis
conturniculus

--

T/FP

Ridgway’s rail
Rallus obsoletus

E

FP

California least tern
Sternula antillarum
browni

E

Marbled murrelet
Brachyramphus
marmoratus

T

Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project
Natural Environment Study

Habitat
Present
in BSA?
No

Geographic Distribution
Lowlands throughout
California, including the
Central Valley, northeastern
plateau, southeastern
deserts, and coastal areas;
rare along south coast.
Permanent resident in the
San Francisco Bay and
east-ward through the Delta
into Sacramento and San
Joaquin Counties; small
populations in Marin, Santa
Cruz, San Luis Obispo,
Orange, Riverside, and
Imperial Counties

Habitat Requirements
Level, open, dry, heavily grazed
or low stature grassland or
desert vegetation to forage in
with available burrows for refuge
and nesting.
Tidal salt marshes associated
with heavy growth of pickleweed;
also occurs in brackish marshes
or freshwater marshes at low
elevations

No

Found along the Pacific
Coast in Monterey and San
Luis Obispo Counties.

From tidal mudflats to tidal
sloughs

No

E

Found along the Pacific
Coast of California from
San Francisco to Baja
California

Nest on open beaches kept free
of vegetation by natural scouring
from tidal action

No

E

From Alaska to the central
coast of California

Pacific Ocean, but nesting
occurs in old growth forest.

No

Rationale
No suitable habitat
for burrowing owl
occurs in the BSA.

No suitable foraging
or nesting habitat
for California black
rail occurs within
the BSA. There are
5 CNDDB records
within 5 miles of the
BSA, but these are
all located on the
periphery of the SF
Bay.
No suitable nesting
or foraging habitat
(tidal mudflats or
sloughs) occurs in
the BSA.
No suitable foraging
or nesting habitat
(open water and
sandy beaches)
occurs in the
project area, as the
BSA does not
contain suitable
habitat for this
species.
No suitable old
growth forest
habitat occurs in
the BSA.
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Legal Status a
Common Name
Scientific Name
Black skimmer
Rynchops niger

Federal

State

--

SSC

Northern harrier
Circus cyaneus

--

SSC

Saltmarsh common
yellowthroat
Geothlypis trichas
sinuosa

--

SSC

Snowy egret
(rookery site)
Egretta thula

--

--

Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project
Natural Environment Study

Habitat
Present
in BSA?
No

Geographic Distribution
Common summer resident
at the Salton Sea; colony of
permanent residents on the
south end of San Diego Bay
Occurs throughout lowland
California. Has been
recorded in fall at high
elevations

Habitat Requirements
Nests on gravel bars and sandy
beaches; forages in shallow,
calm waters

Grasslands, meadows,
marshes, and seasonal and
agricultural wetlands

No

Found only in the San
Francisco Bay Area in
Marin, Napa, Sonoma,
Solano, San Francisco, San
Mateo, Santa Clara, and
Alameda Counties
Occurs in coastal lowlands
and other lowland areas
throughout California

Freshwater marshes in summer
and salt or brackish marshes in
fall and winter; requires tall
grasses, tules, and willow
thickets for nesting and cover

Yes

Shores of coastal estuaries,
fresh and saline emergent
wetlands, ponds, slow-moving
rivers, irrigation ditches, and wet
fields. Nests in dense marshes
or at low heights in trees.

Yes

Rationale
No suitable pelagic
foraging or nesting
habitat occurs in
the BSA.
There is no suitable
foraging or nesting
habitat for this
species within the
BSA. There are 2
CNDDB records
within 5 miles of the
project area, but
they are both from
the eastern side of
the South Bay.
Suitable foraging
and nesting habitat
occurs in the valley
foothill riparian
habitat within the
BSA.
Snowy egret has
potential to forage
in marsh habitat
downstream of the
BSA and the
species could nest
in trees within the
valley foothill
riparian habitat.
There are
numerous
observations of the
species within the
vicinity of the BSA.
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Legal Status a
Common Name
Scientific Name
Western snowy plover
Charadrius alexandrinus
nivosus

Yellow-billed cuckoo
Coccyzus americanus

Fish
Central California coast
steelhead
Oncorhynchus mykiss

Federal
T

State
SSC

T

E

T

--

Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project
Natural Environment Study

Habitat
Present
in BSA?
No

Geographic Distribution
Population defined as those
birds that nest adjacent to
or near tidal waters,
including all nests along the
mainland coast, peninsulas,
offshore islands, and
adjacent bays and
estuaries. Twenty breeding
sites are known in California
from Del Norte to Diego
County
Nests along the upper
Sacramento, lower Feather,
south fork of the Kern,
Amargosa, Santa Ana, and
Colorado Rivers

Habitat Requirements
Coastal beaches above the
normal high tide limit in flat, open
areas with sandy or saline
substrates; vegetation and
driftwood are usually sparse or
absent

Rationale
No suitable habitat
occurs in the BSA.

Wide, dense riparian forests with
a thick understory of willows for
nesting; sites with a dominant
cottonwood overstory are
preferred for foraging; may avoid
valley-oak riparian habitats
where scrub jays are abundant

No

The BSA is outside
of the species
known nesting
range and the
valley foothill
riparian habitat is
dominated by
eucalyptus

Coastal drainages along the
central California coast.

Cold, clear water with clean
gravel of appropriate size for
spawning. Most spawning
occurs in headwater streams.
Steelhead migrate to the ocean
to feed and grow until sexually
mature. Occurs in welloxygenated, cool, riverine habitat
with water temperatures from 7.8
to 18°C (Moyle 2002). Habitat
types are riffles, runs, and pools.

Yes

Winter-run
steelhead are
known to use San
Francisquito Creek
as a migratory
connection to
spawning habitat.
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Legal Status a
Common Name
Scientific Name
Central Valley fall-run
Chinook salmon
Oncorhynchus
tshawytscha

Federal
SC

State
SSC

Central California Coast
Coho salmon
Oncorhynchus kitusch

E

SE

Delta smelt
Hypomesus
transpacificus

T

E

Green sturgeon
Acipenser medirostris

T

SCC

Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project
Natural Environment Study

Habitat
Present
in BSA?
No

Geographic Distribution
Sacramento and San
Joaquin River and their
tributaries.

Habitat Requirements
Occurs in well-oxygenated, cool,
riverine habitat with water
temperatures from 8.0 to 12.5°C.
Habitat types are riffles, runs,
and pools. (Moyle 2002)

Includes naturally spawned
populations from Punta
Gorda in northern California
south to and including the
San Lorenzo River in
central California, as well as
populations in tributaries to
San Francisco Bay,
excluding the SacramentoSan Joaquin River system
Primarily in the
Sacramento–San Joaquin
Estuary, but has been found
as far upstream as the
mouth of the American
River on the Sacramento
River and Mossdale on the
San Joaquin River; range
extends downstream to San
Pablo Bay.
From Mexico to Alaska in
marine waters. Bays and
estuaries along the west
coast of North America,
from British Columbia south
to San Luis Obispo

Occur in coastal streams with
water temperatures < 15°C.
Need cool, clear water with
instream cover. Spawn in
tributaries to large rivers or
streams directly connected to the
ocean (Moyle 2002).

No

Occurs in estuary habitat in the
Delta where fresh and brackish
water mix in the salinity range of
2–7 parts per thousand (Moyle
2002).

No

Ocean water, bays, and
estuaries while not spawning.
Spawn in the mainstem of large
freshwater rivers with connection
to marine habitat and suitable
deep pools.

No

Rationale
Fall-run Chinook
salmon have not
been documented
in San Francisquito
Creek. If they are
observed, they are
probably stray
hatchery fall-run
fish.
Coho salmon have
been extirpated in
San Francisco Bay.
They occur in
coastal streams
along the California
coast that are
directly connected
to the Pacific
Ocean.
Outside of known
range and there is
no suitable habitat
in the BSA.

No suitable habitat
in the BSA.
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Legal Status a
Common Name
Scientific Name
Longfin smelt
Spirinchus thaleichthys

Mammals
American badger
Taxidea taxus

Hoary bat
Lasiurus cinereus

Habitat
Present
in BSA?
No

Federal
--

State
T

Geographic Distribution
San Francisco Estuary,
South San Francisco Bay,
and Sacramento-San
Joaquin Delta, north to Lake
Earl (near the Oregon
border).

Habitat Requirements
Occurs in estuary habitat from
fall to spring and ocean habitat in
the summer. Spawns in
freshwater areas in the Delta in
the early winter, early spring.

--

SCC

Throughout California,
except the northern corner
of the north coast area.

Typically open areas of drier
scrub, forest, and herbaceous
habitats with friable soils.

No

--

--,
Moderate
(WBWG)

Widespread throughout
California

Roosts in trees, typically within
forests.

Yes

Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project
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Rationale
No suitable habitat
in the BSA.

The project is
surrounded by
extensive
residential
development, which
prevent the
possibility of badger
within the BSA.
Hoary bat has the
potential to roost
within trees within
the BSA and there
are 3 CNDDB
records within 5
miles of the project.
The nearest record
is located ~2 miles
from the project.
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Legal Status a
Common Name
Scientific Name
Pallid bat
Antrozonous pallidus

Harbor seals
Phoca vitulina

Salt-marsh harvest
mouse
Reithrodontomys
raviventris
Salt-marsh wandering
shrew
Sorex vagrans halicoetes

Habitat
Present
in BSA?
Yes

Federal
--

State
SSC, High
(WBWG)

Geographic Distribution
Widespread throughout
California

Habitat Requirements
Roosts in fissures in caves,
tunnels, mines, hollow trees, and
locations with stable
temperatures.

Protected by
the Marine
Mammal
Protection
Act

--

San Francisco Bay and
along the California Coast

No

E

E

The San Francisco Bay
Estuary and Suisun Marsh.

Harbor seals frequently
congregate in harbors, sandy
intertidal zones, and estuaries in
pursuit of prey fish. Need resting
spots or haul out sites, generally
rocky areas (although sand and
mud may also be used) where
they are protected from adverse
weather conditions and
predation, near a foraging area.
Will also swim some distance
upstream into freshwater in large
rivers. (Lowry 2016)
Saline to brackish salt marsh
habitat

No

No suitable habitat
in the BSA.

--

SSC

Southern arm of the San
Francisco Bay in San
Mateo, Santa Clara,
Alameda, and Contra Costa
Counties.

Salt marshes from 6 to 9 feet
above mean sea level (MSL).

No

No suitable habitat
in the BSA.

Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project
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Rationale
This species could
use hollow trees
that may occur
within the project
area. There are 2
CNDDB records
within 5 miles of the
site, and the
nearest CNDDB
record is located
~2.2 miles
southwest of the
BSA and dates to
an observation from
1951.
The project area
occurs
approximately 1.5
miles upstream
from San Francisco
Bay. San
Francisquito Creek
is a small drainage
so does not provide
habitat for harbor
seals.
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Legal Status a
Common Name
Scientific Name
San Francisco duskyfooted woodrat
Neotoma fuscipes
annectens

Townsend’s big-eared
bat
Corynorhinus townsendii

Federal
--

State
SSC

--

SSC, High
(WBWG)

Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project
Natural Environment Study

Geographic Distribution
West side of Mount Diablo
to coast and San Francisco
Bay

Habitat Requirements
Present in chaparral habitat and
in forest habitats with a
moderate understory

Coastal regions from Del
Norte County south to
Santa Barbara County

Roosts in caves, tunnels, mines,
and dark attics of abandoned
buildings. Very sensitive to
disturbances and may abandon
a roost after one onsite visit.

Habitat
Present
in BSA?
No

No

Rationale
No suitable habitat
in the BSA. There is
1 CNDDB record
within 5 miles of the
project, located
~4.8 miles
southwest.
No suitable habitat
within the BSA.
The sensitivity of
this species and the
routine
anthropogenic
disturbance (e.g.,
noise, vibration,
human presence)
on the roads
around the project
preclude the
possibility of this
species. There is 1
CNDDB record
within 5 miles that
dates to an
observation in 1946
in a barn attic.
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Legal Status a
Common Name
Scientific Name

Federal

State

Geographic Distribution

Habitat Requirements

Habitat
Present
in BSA?

Rationale

1 Wildlife species with no legal status under CEQA were omitted from the table.
a Status Codes
Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) or California Endangered Species Act (CESA)
– = No listing
E = Listed as endangered
T = Listed as threatened
C = Candidate for listing
Other
SC = Listed as a Species of Concern by the Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA)
D = Delisted.
SSC = Listed as a Species of Special Concern by the California Endangered Species Act (CESA)
SCT = Candidate for state threatened listing under the California Endangered Species Act
FP = California fully protected species
PR = Protected under the Golden Eagle Protection Act
WBWG = Western Bat Working Group conservation priority (High or Medium)
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3.2.1.1

California Natural Diversity Database Search Results

The CNDDB search of the Palo Alto, Woodside, and Mountain View U.S. Geological Survey
7.5-minute quadrangles indicated that 46 special-status species (20 plant species, 2 fish, and 24
wildlife species) occurrences have been recorded (California Department of Fish and Wildlife
2017) (Appendix B). Figures 5a, 5b, and 5c respectively show the CNDDB occurrences of
plants, wildlife, and habitats within approximately 5 miles of the BSA.
3.2.1.2

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Species List

USFWS (2017) provided a list of 17 listed, proposed for listing, or candidate species (4 plant, 2
fish, and 11 wildlife species) that may occur in the BSA (Appendix C).
3.2.1.3

National Marine Fisheries Service Species List

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) provided at list of 4 listed, proposed for listing,
or candidate species and other NMFS-protected resources that may occur within the BSA
(Appendix D). Critical habitat is designated in the Project area for Central California Coast
steelhead (70 FR 52572 September 2, 2005). Critical habitat designated for green sturgeon (50
FR 52300 October 9, 2009) occurs near the Project area in San Francisco Bay, but the Project
area is located outside of critical habitat for green sturgeon (Howe 2017). Essential fish habitat is
designated in the project area for fall-run Chinook salmon (National Marine Fisheries Service
2017).
3.2.1.4

Special-Status Plant Species

Based on the CNDDB search results (California Department of Fish and Wildlife 2017), the
CNPS Inventory (California Native Plant Society 2017), and the USFWS list (U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service 2017) for the Project region, 28 special-status plant species were determined to
have the potential to occur in the Project region (Table 3-4). Many of these species occur in
habitats or soil types that are not present in the BSA. Suitable habitat is present for several of
these plant species in the BSA: western leatherwood (Dirca occidentalis), slender-leaved
pondweed (Stuckenia filiformis ssp. alpina) and Davidson’s bush-mallow (Malacothamnus
davidsonii). Floristic surveys were performed within the blooming season for all of these species
and none were found. Therefore, no special-status plant species occur in the Project site.
3.2.1.5

Special-Status Wildlife Species

Based on the CNDDB search results (Appendix B), USFWS list (Appendix C), and NMFS list
(Appendix D) for the Project region, 27 special-status wildlife species were determined to have
the potential to occur in the BSA. After completion of the field survey and review of species
distribution and habitat requirements data, the biologists determined that 27 of the 34 species
would not occur in the BSA because the area lacks suitable habitat for the species or is outside
the species’ known range (Table 3-5). Special-status and other protected wildlife species are
discussed in Chapter 4, Results: Biological Resources, Discussion of Impacts and Mitigation.
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Figure 5a. CNDDB Plant Occurrences Within 5 Miles
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Figure 5b. CNDDB Wildlife Occurrences Within 5 Miles
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Figure 5c. CNDDB Habitat Occurrences Within 5 Miles
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3.2.1.6

Special-Status Fish Species

Based on a review of existing information, six special-status fish species were identified as
having the potential to occur in the Project region (Table 3-5 and Appendices B, C, and D).
Central California Coast steelhead and Central Valley fall-run Chinook salmon have the potential
to occur in the BSA or to be affected by construction activities. However, Central Valley fall-run
Chinook salmon individuals have not been documented in San Francisquito Creek and any
individuals that occur in the BSA are expected to be stray fall-run hatchery stock (Table 3-5).
Therefore, Central Valley fall-run Chinook salmon are not discussed further in this document.
Critical habitat for steelhead occurs in the BSA. Critical habitat designated for green sturgeon
(50 FR 52300 October 9, 2009) occurs near the Project area in San Francisco Bay, but the
Project area is located outside of critical habitat for green sturgeon (Howe 2017). These species
are discussed in Chapter 4, Results: Biological Resources, Discussion of Impacts and Mitigation.
3.2.1.7

Other Protected Species

Other protected species include two species of bat that are considered priority species by the
Western Bat Working Group, migratory birds and raptors, and native trees.
Western Bat Working Group Priority Species
The Western Bat Working Group maintains a regional priority matrix for western bat species
(Western Bat Working Group 2017). The matrix is intended to provide states, provinces, federal
land management agencies, and interested organizations and individuals with a better
understanding of the overall status of individual bat species throughout their western North
American ranges. In light of this information, the importance of a single region or multiple
regions to the viability and conservation of each species becomes more apparent. The matrix also
provides a means for prioritizing and focusing on population monitoring, research, conservation
actions, and the efficient use of the limited funding and resources currently devoted to bats.
The Western Bat Working Group’s matrix indicates that hoary bat (Lasiurus cinereus) has
potential to occur in the BSA, where the species may forage over or roost in trees in the BSA.
Hoary bat has been classified as Medium Priority, which indicates a level of concern that should
warrant closer evaluation, more research, and conservation actions for both the species and
possible threats. Pallid bat may also occur in the BSA and is designated as a high-priority species
in California. This designation is for species at high risk of imperilment.
Migratory Birds and Raptors
Non-special-status migratory birds and raptors have the potential to nest in trees and shrubs in
the BSA. Non-special-status swallows and black phoebes have the potential to nest under the
bridge in the BSA. Although these species are not considered special-status wildlife species,
their occupied nests and eggs are protected by CFGC Sections 3503 and 3503.5 and the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act.

Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project
Natural Environment Study

September 2017
3-34

Chapter 3. Results: Environmental Setting

Protected Trees
The City of East Palo Alto has regulations on 1) private trees having a main stem of greater than
or equal to 40 inches in circumference (12.8 inches in diameter) at 2 feet above grade; and 2) any
tree within a public right-of-way regardless of size. In the East Palo Alto portion of the BSA,
1 coast live oak, 6 eucalyptus, 3 Fremont’s cottonwoods, and 1 landscape tree are protected; they
each have a diameter of greater than 12.8 inches. The remaining 39 trees within the East Palo
Alto portion of the BSA that are less than 40 inches in circumference are located within the creek
channel between the floodwalls. If impacted, these trees should be assessed to determine if they
are located within the City of East Palo Alto’s public right-of-way and protected accordingly
(Appendix F Tree Survey).
The City of Palo Alto has regulations on 1) protected trees including coast live oaks and valley
oaks (Quercus lobata) measuring 11.5 inches diameter at breast height (dbh) or greater, and
coast redwoods (Sequoia sempervirens) measuring 18 inches dbh or greater; 2) Heritage Trees;
and 3) trees within the street or public right-of-way measuring 4 inches dbh. In the Palo Alto
portion of the BSA, 2 coast live oaks are protected because they each have a diameter of greater
than 11.5 inches. No Heritage Trees are currently located within the Palo Alto portion of the
survey area. Regarding public or street trees, 2 pines, 1 palm, 1 California bay, 5 eucalyptus, 1
California buckeye, and 2 maidenhair trees are regulated. The remaining 15 trees within the Palo
Alto portion of the BSA are not protected or regulated (Appendix F).
3.2.2

Regional Habitats of Concern

3.2.2.1

Waters of the United States

Waters of the United States is an encompassing term used for areas that fall under federal
jurisdiction under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. The most typical types of waters of the
United States delineated in this region of California are wetlands and non-wetland waters.
Wetlands are defined as areas that are inundated or saturated by surface water or groundwater at
a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a
prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions (33 CFR 328.3[b],
40 CFR 230.3). To fall under federal jurisdiction, a wetland must support positive indicators for
hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soil, and wetland hydrology, as defined in the 1987 Corps of
Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual (Environmental Laboratory 1987).
Non-wetland waters are seasonal or perennial water bodies, including lakes, stream channels,
drainages, ponds, and other surface water features, that exhibit an OHWM but lack positive
indicators for one or more of the three wetland characteristics (33 CFR 328.4). OHWM (ordinary
high water mark) refers to the “line on the shore established by the fluctuations of water and
indicated by physical characteristics, such as a clear, natural line impressed on the bank;
shelving; changes in the character of soil; destruction of terrestrial vegetation; the presence of
litter and debris; or other appropriate means that consider the characteristics of the surrounding
areas” (51 FR 41250, Section 328.3[e]).
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San Francisquito Creek is a non-wetland water of the United States. Jurisdictional wetlands are
not present in the BSA (see Appendix E).
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4.1

Results: Biological Resources,
Discussion of Impacts and
Mitigation

Habitats and Natural Communities of Special Concern

Natural communities of special concern are habitats considered sensitive because of their high
species diversity, high productivity, unusual nature, limited distribution, or declining status.
Local, state, and federal agencies consider these habitats important, and compensation for loss of
sensitive communities is generally required by agencies. The California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW) maintains a list of natural communities throughout the state while the
California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) includes rare vegetation alliances. Additionally,
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) considers certain habitats, such as wetlands and
riparian communities, important to wildlife; and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency consider wetland habitats important for water quality and
wildlife. National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) species lists also includes Essential Fish
Habitat (EFH) in the biological study area (BSA) and NMFS also provides an EFH mapper by
location to determine what EFH is present in project sites. Northern Coastal Salt Marsh was
identified in the CNDDB record (California Department of Fish and Wildlife 2017), but this
habitat does not occur in the BSA.
The BSA supports two natural communities of special concern: valley foothill riparian and
intermittent stream. These natural communities are shown in Figure 5. In addition to natural
communities, EFH for Pacific Salmonids occurs in San Francisquito Creek (creek), as well as
habitat for both California red-legged frog and steelhead.
Table 4-1. Impacts on Natural Communities of Special Concern

Community Type
Intermittent Stream
Valley Foothill Riparian
Total b
a
b
c

Permanent Impact Area (acres) by Alternativea
Build
Build
Build
Build
Alternative 1
Alternative 2
Alternative 3
Alternative 4
0.020
0.029
0.028
0.023c
0.014
0.022
0.022
0.031
0.034
0.031
0.050
0.054

None of the alternatives have any temporary impact area
Total impact area does not include the developed land cover type in the biological study area.
The lower impact to under Build Alternative 4 versus the other build alternatives is due to different bridge angles across the
stream combined with the creek being narrower in the Build Alternative 4 footprint and wider in Build Alternatives 2 and 3.
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4.2

Build Alternative 1

4.2.1

Valley Foothill Riparian

4.2.1.1

Survey Results

Valley foothill riparian habitat occurs in the BSA on both sides of San Francisquito Creek. It
generally dominates the entire length of the slope from the creek bed to the top of bank. In some
small patches, non-native vegetation is so pervasive that valley foothill riparian habitat is not
present. These areas usually coincide with locations along the bank that have been heavily
armored and channelized. The dominant vegetation in these areas is English ivy or Himalayan
blackberry. The top of the south bank of San Francisquito Creek is dominated by non-native blue
gum (Eucalyptus globulus), but has some native valley foothill riparian vegetation in the
understory, which becomes dominant toward mid-slope.
4.2.1.2

Project Impacts

Construction of the Project on the proposed alignment would result in permanent loss of some
riparian vegetation along San Francisquito Creek within the Project footprint (Figures 3a, 3b, 3c,
and 3d). For the purposes of this Natural Environment Study, it is assumed that all valley foothill
riparian vegetation would be removed within the Project footprint.
Indirect impacts on riparian vegetation could also occur from adjacent construction activity.
Trees and woody vegetation adjacent to the construction area would not be removed for
construction but could sustain damage from equipment. Because this habitat is located adjacent
to the river and functions as riparian habitat, a streambed alteration agreement from CDFW
would likely be required for construction activity within the habitat. The loss or disturbance of
riparian vegetation is considered adverse because riparian vegetation provides a variety of
important ecological functions and values. Implementation of the avoidance and minimization
efforts described in Section 4.2.1.3, Avoidance and Mitigation Efforts, would minimize the
impacts of the Project on riparian vegetation. Additional mitigation is proposed to compensate
for direct impacts on trees in the riparian zone.
4.2.1.3

Avoidance and Minimization Efforts

Implementation of the following avoidance and minimization efforts would ensure that the
proposed Project minimizes effects on valley foothill riparian habitat in and adjacent to the
Project construction area.
Measure 1. Install Construction Barrier Fencing around Environmentally Sensitive
Areas
The Project proponent or its contractor will install orange construction barrier fencing to
identify environmentally sensitive areas in and adjacent to the construction area. A
qualified biologist will identify sensitive biological resources adjacent to the construction
area before the final design plans are prepared so that the areas to be fenced can be
included in the plans. The area that would generally be required for construction,
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including staging and access, is shown in Figure 5. Portions of this area that are to be
avoided during construction will be fenced off to avoid disturbance. Sensitive biological
resources that occur adjacent to the construction area include sensitive natural
communities and protected trees to be retained. Temporary fences around the
environmentally sensitive areas will be installed as one of the first orders of work
following California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) specifications. Before
construction, the construction contractor will work with the Project engineer and a
resource specialist to identify the locations for the barrier fencing and will place stakes
around the sensitive resource sites to indicate these locations. The protected areas will be
designated as environmentally sensitive areas and clearly identified on the construction
plans. The fencing will be installed before construction activities are initiated, maintained
throughout the construction period, and removed after completion of construction.
Measure 2. Prepare Environmental Awareness Program and Conduct
Environmental Awareness Training for Construction Employees
The Project proponent will retain a qualified biologist to develop an environmental
awareness program and conduct environmental awareness training for construction
employees. The program will explain the importance of on-site biological resources,
including sensitive natural communities, protected trees to be retained, and special-status
wildlife habitats, and how to avoid take of listed species. The program will include
invasive plant identification and the importance of controlling and preventing the spread
of invasive plant infestations.
The environmental awareness program will be provided to all construction personnel to
inform them on the life history of special-status species in or adjacent to the Project, the
need to avoid impacts on sensitive biological resources, any terms and conditions
required by state and federal agencies, and the penalties for not complying with
biological mitigation requirements. If new construction personnel are added to the
Project, the contractor’s superintendent will ensure that the personnel receive the
mandatory training before starting work. An environmental awareness handout that
describes and illustrates sensitive resources to be avoided during Project construction and
identifies all relevant permit conditions will be provided to each person.
Measure 3. Retain a Biological Monitor to Conduct Visits during Construction
The Project proponent will retain a qualified biologist to conduct construction monitoring
in and adjacent to all identified environmentally sensitive areas. The frequency of
monitoring will range from daily to weekly depending on the biological resource. The
monitor, as part of the overall monitoring duties, will inspect the fencing once a week at a
minimum in the construction area along the river and drainages that support woody
vegetation; surrounding native trees and woodlands; and special-status plants. The
biological monitor will assist the construction crew as needed to comply with all Project
implementation restrictions and guidelines. The biological monitor also will be
responsible for ensuring that the contractor maintains the staked and flagged perimeters
of the construction area and staging areas adjacent to sensitive biological resources.
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Measure 4. Avoid and Minimize Potential Disturbance of Valley Foothill Riparian
Community
The Project proponent and its construction contractor will avoid and minimize potential
disturbance of the valley foothill riparian community by implementing the following
measures.


The potential for long-term loss of woody vegetation will be minimized by trimming
vegetation rather than removing entire shrubs. Shrubs that need to be trimmed will be
cut at least 1 foot above ground level to leave the root systems intact and allow for
more rapid regeneration. Cutting will be limited to the minimum area necessary
within the construction zone.



A certified arborist will be retained to perform any necessary pruning or root cutting
of retained trees.



The areas that undergo vegetative pruning will be inspected immediately before
construction, immediately after construction, and 1 year after construction to
determine the amount of pre-Project vegetative cover, cover that has been removed,
and cover that regrows. After 1 year, if vegetation in these areas has not regrown
sufficiently to return the cover to the pre-Project level, the Project proponent will
replant the areas with native species to reestablish the cover to the pre-Project
condition.

4.2.1.4

Compensatory Mitigation

Measure 5. Compensate for Permanent Loss of Valley Foothill Riparian
The Project proponent will compensate for permanent construction-related loss of valley
foothill riparian habitat by replanting trees in the disturbed area after completion of the
construction activities. Loss of native riparian trees will be compensated by replanting at
a ratio of 3:1 (3 native trees planted for every 1 native tree removed that was at least 4
inches diameter at breast height [dbh] [approximately 4.5 feet above existing grade]).
Loss of non-native riparian trees will be compensated at a ratio of 1:1 (1 native tree
planted for every 1 non-native tree removed that was at least 4 inches dbh). The
compensatory ratios and planting locations will be confirmed through coordination with
the Project proponent and other agencies as part of the environmental permitting process
for the proposed Project.
The Project proponent will prepare a riparian mitigation planting plan, including a
species list and number of each species, planting locations, and maintenance and
monitoring requirements. Plantings will consist of cuttings taken from native plants, or
plants grown at a plant nursery from local native material obtained within the San
Francisquito Creek watershed. Planted species will be similar in structure and stature (at
maturity) to those removed from the Project area. Plantings will be monitored annually
for 5 years or as required in the Project permits. If 75% of the plants survive at the end of
the monitoring period, the revegetation will be considered successful. If this survival
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criterion is not met at the end of the monitoring period, planting and monitoring will be
repeated after mortality causes have been identified and corrected.
4.2.1.5

Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative impacts on valley foothill riparian would result from construction of other general
development projects in Santa Clara/San Mateo County. Construction of the proposed Project
would add to the cumulative loss of valley foothill riparian habitats. However, with
implementation of the avoidance and minimization efforts and compensation for remaining
impacts, the proposed Project would not result in a cumulatively adverse effect on valley foothill
riparian habitat.
4.2.2
4.2.2.1

Intermittent Stream
Survey Results

San Francisquito Creek parallels Woodland Avenue in the BSA. This reach of the creek is
relatively straight and generally unvegetated. San Francisquito Creek has been heavily modified
and cemented for flood control. Structures within the creek bed itself are limited to the Newell
Road Bridge abutments.
4.2.2.2

Project Impacts

Project construction would have minimal permanent impacts on intermittent stream habitat
within San Francisquito Creek (Table 4.1, Figure 5), primarily where banks would be excavated
to remove old structures and install new pilings and rip rap.
Bridge construction would occur during the low-flow period in summer, and all construction
activities associated with removal and replacement of the bridge abutments would be conducted
above the ordinary high water mark (OHWM). Excavation for removal of the existing abutments
and construction of the new abutments would be accomplished using an excavator located on the
existing roadway and no equipment would enter the creek. Pilings will be placed on the banks
with a vibratory hammer.
Indirect impacts on intermittent stream habitat could also occur from adjacent construction
activity due to erosion and sedimentation and discharge of pollutants into the creek.
Implementation of the avoidance and minimization measures would prevent these indirect effects
on San Francisquito Creek during construction.
4.2.2.3

Avoidance and Minimization Efforts

Implementation of the avoidance and minimization efforts described in Section 4.2.1, Valley
Foothill Riparian, and the following avoidance and minimization efforts would ensure that the
proposed Project minimizes direct and indirect effects on intermittent stream habitat.

Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project
Natural Environment Study

September 2017
4-5

Chapter 4. Results: Biological Resources, Discussion of Impacts and Mitigation

Measure 6. Protect Water Quality and Prevent Erosion and Sedimentation in San
Francisquito Creek
The Project proponent and/or their construction contractor shall ensure the construction
specifications include water quality protection and erosion and sediment control best
management practices (BMPs), based on standard Caltrans requirements, to minimize
construction-related contaminants and mobilization of sediment to the San Francisquito
Creek.
The BMPs will be selected to achieve maximum sediment removal and represent the best
available technology that is economically achievable. BMPS are subject to review and
approval by the Project proponent. The Project proponent will perform routine
inspections of the construction area to verify the BMPs are properly implemented and
maintained. The Project proponent will notify contractors immediately if there is a
noncompliance issue and will require compliance.
The BMPs will include, but are not limited to, the following.


All earthwork or foundation activities involving San Francisquito Creek and the
bridge will occur in the dry season (between June 1 and October 15).



A netting and tarp system will be implemented at the bridge site to prevent and
minimize debris from entering the river during demolition and construction activities.



Equipment used around San Francisquito Creek will be in good working order and
free of dripping or leaking engine fluids. All vehicle maintenance will be performed
at least 300 feet from all drainages and wetlands. Any necessary equipment washing
will be carried out where the water cannot flow into drainages or wetlands.



A hazardous material spill prevention control and countermeasure plan will be
developed before construction begins that will minimize the potential for and the
effects of hazardous or toxic substances spills during construction. The plan will
include storage and containment procedures to prevent and respond to spills and will
identify the parties responsible for monitoring the spill response. During construction,
any spills will be cleaned up immediately according to the spill prevention and
countermeasure plan. The Project proponent will review and approve the contractors’
toxic materials spill prevention control and countermeasure plan before allowing
construction to begin. The following types of materials will be prohibited from being
rinsed or washed into the streets, shoulder areas, or gutters: concrete, solvents and
adhesives, thinners, paints, fuels, sawdust, dirt, gasoline, asphalt and concrete saw
slurry, heavily chlorinated water.



Baseline turbidity, pH, specific conductance, and temperatures in the San
Francisquito Creek channel will be measured when flow is present. As required by
the Regional Water Quality Control Board, water quality standards specified in the
Basin Plan standards will not be exceeded over the natural in-situ conditions. If
dewatering activities are required, water samples would be taken periodically during
construction.
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Any surplus concrete rubble, asphalt, or other rubble from construction will be taken
to a local landfill.



An erosion and sediment control plan will be prepared and implemented for the
proposed Project. It will include the following provisions and protocols. The
stormwater pollution prevention plan for the Project will detail the applications and
type of measures and the allowable exposure of unprotected soils.
o Discharge from dewatering operations, if needed, and runoff from disturbed areas
will be made to conform to the water quality requirements of the waste discharge
permit issued by the Regional Water Quality Control Board.
o Temporary erosion control measures, such as sandbagged silt fences, will be
applied throughout construction of the proposed Project and will be removed after
the working area is stabilized or as directed by the engineer. Soil exposure will be
minimized through use of temporary BMPs, groundcover, and stabilization
measures. Exposed dust-producing surfaces will be sprinkled daily, if necessary,
until wet; this measure will be controlled to avoid producing runoff. Paved streets
will be swept daily following construction activities.
o The contractor will conduct periodic maintenance of erosion and sediment control
measures.
o An appropriate seed mix of native species will be planted on disturbed areas upon
completion of construction.
o The contractor will cover or apply nontoxic soil stabilizers to inactive
construction areas (previously graded areas inactive for 10 days or more) that
could contribute sediment to waterways.
o The contractor will enclose and cover exposed stockpiles of dirt or other loose,
granular construction materials that could contribute sediment to waterways.
Material stockpiles will be located in non-traffic areas only. Side slopes will not
be steeper than 2:1. All stockpile areas will be surrounded by a filter fabric fence
and interceptor dike.
o Runoff from disturbed areas will be contained and filtered by berms, vegetated
filters, silt fencing, straw wattle, plastic sheeting, catch basins, or other means
necessary to prevent the escape of sediment from the disturbed area.
o Other temporary erosion control measures (such as silt fences, staked straw
bales/wattles, silt/sediment basins and traps, check dams, geofabric, sandbag
dikes, and temporary re-vegetation or other ground cover) will be used to control
erosion from disturbed areas as necessary.
o The contractor will avoid depositing or placing earth or organic material where it
may be directly carried into the channel.

4.2.2.4

Compensatory Mitigation

There would be no compensatory mitigation for the minimal loss of intermittent stream habitat
because the flood control channel cannot be altered to generate new or expanded stream area.
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However, the intermittent stream habitat is ecologically linked to the adjacent riparian
vegetation; thus, water quality and habitat values in San Francisquito Creek are expected to
benefit from the replanting of native riparian vegetation proposed in Section 4.2.1.4,
Compensatory Mitigation.
4.2.2.5

Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative impacts on intermittent stream habitat would result from construction of other
general development projects in Santa Clara and San Mateo Counties. Construction of the
proposed Project would place abutments in the bank of San Francisquito Creek above OHWM.
With implementation of the avoidance and minimization efforts and compensatory mitigation
proposed for riparian vegetation, the proposed Project would result in minimal direct impacts on
intermittent stream habitat. Therefore, the Project would not have a cumulatively adverse impact
on intermittent stream habitat.
4.2.3

Essential Fish Habitat

Central Valley fall-run Chinook salmon are a commercially valuable species, and they are
managed by the NMFS under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management
Act. This act requires that all federal agencies consult with NMFS on all proposed projects that
may adversely affect EFH. EFH is the aquatic habitat (water and substrate) necessary for fish to
spawn, breed, feed, or grow to maturity that will allow a level of production needed to support a
long-term, sustainable commercial fishery and contribute to a healthy ecosystem. Important
components of EFH for spawning, rearing, and migrating include adequate substrate
composition; water quality; water quantity, depth, and velocity; channel gradient and stability;
food; cover and habitat complexity; space; access and passage; and habitat connectivity.
4.2.3.1

Survey Results

The proposed Project is located within EFH for Pacific salmon (NMFS 2017).
4.2.3.2

Project Impacts

Permanent impacts on EFH are not expected to occur due to the proposed Project. Placement of
the new abutments and bank stabilization would be above the OHWM. Cover and habitat
complexity may change due to the removal of riparian vegetation, but riparian vegetation will be
replaced. Water quality, such as temperature, is not expected to change.
4.2.3.3

Avoidance and Minimization Efforts

The avoidance and minimization efforts for water quality, Section 4.2.2.3, Protect Water Quality
and Prevent Erosion and Sedimentation in San Francisquito Creek, will minimize effects on
water quality for EFH.
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4.2.3.4

Compensatory Mitigation

As discussed above under Section 4.2.1.4, Compensatory Mitigation, native riparian vegetation
will be compensated for at a ratio of 3:1 (3 native trees planted for every 1 native tree removed
that was at least 4 inches dbh) and non-native riparian vegetation removal will be restored or
created at a ratio of 1:1 (1 native tree planted for every 1 non-native tree removed that was at
least 4 inches dbh). Thus, water quality and habitat values in San Francisquito Creek are
expected to benefit from the replanting of native riparian vegetation.
4.2.3.5

Cumulative Effects

Cumulative impacts on EFH could result from construction of other general development
projects in Santa Clara/San Mateo counties. Construction of the proposed Project is not expected
to have direct impacts on EFH, and would not add to the cumulative loss of EFH since the
Project would compensate for any habitat lost. With implementation of the avoidance and
minimization efforts and the compensatory mitigation for riparian vegetation, the proposed
Project would not result in direct or indirect impacts on EFH. Therefore, the Project would not
have a cumulatively adverse impact on EFH.
4.2.4

Special-Status Plant Species

Based on the CNDDB search results, the California Native Plant Society Inventory, and the
USFWS list for the Project region, 28 special-status plant species were determined to have been
documented within the Project region (Table 3-4). All of these species occur in habitats or soil
types that are not present in the BSA, at elevations exceeding those in the Project area, or outside
of the species’ geographic range. Floristic surveys have been performed during the blooming
period for special-status plant species that could occur in the BSA and were not found (Appendix
G). Therefore, there are no sensitive plant species with potential to be present in the Project area
and they are not discussed further in this document.
4.2.5

Special-Status Animal Species Occurrences

Based on professional judgment and a review of the USFWS and CNDDB lists, 27 special-status
species (excluding fish species) were identified as having potential to occur in the Project region.
Following a survey of the habitats and characteristics within the BSA, six of these species were
determined to have potential to occur within the BSA. Special-status wildlife species with
potential to occur in the BSA are California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii), western pond
turtle (Emys marmorata), saltmarsh common yellowthroat (Geothylpis trichas sinuosa), pallid
bat (Antrozonous pallidus), hoary bat (Lasiurus cinereus), and snowy egret (Egretta thula)
rookeries (Table 3-4). None of these special-status species was observed during the survey;
however, suitable habitat for each occurred within or adjacent to the BSA.
During the May 23, 2012, wildlife survey, species observed included northern mockingbird
(Mimus polyglottos), California scrub jay (Aphelocoma californica), cliff swallow
(Petrochelidon pyrrhonota), tree swallow (Tachycineta bicolor), black phoebe (Sayornis
nigricans), and American robin (Turdus migratorius). A homeowner in the area observed a
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western tanager (Piranga ludoviciana) nesting in the area as well as a red-tailed hawk (Buteo
jamaicensis) nesting in the eucalyptus trees.
4.2.5.1

California Red-Legged Frog

California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii) is listed as threatened under the federal Endangered
Species Act (ESA) and is a California species of special concern. The study area does not
include critical habitat nor is it adjacent to critical habitat for this species.
Historically, California red-legged frog was common from Redding to Baja California, including
the Sierra Nevada and Coast Ranges. Its current range is much reduced, and most remaining
populations are found in central California along the coast, from Marin to Ventura Counties.
California red-legged frog breeds in lowland and foothill streams and wetlands, including
livestock ponds (Jennings and Hayes 1994). It may also be found in upland habitats near
breeding areas and along intermittent drainages connecting wetlands. Adults may take refuge
during dry periods in rodent holes or leaf litter in riparian habitats. Although California redlegged frog typically remain near streams or ponds, studies in Santa Cruz suggest that they are
capable of moving 1 mile or more in upland habitat or through ephemeral drainages (Bulger
1999).
Survey Results
California red-legged frog could use San Francisquito Creek and its banks as movement habitat.
Figure 5b shows CNDDB records of California red-legged frog present within 5 miles of the
Project area, and Figure 5 in the California red-legged frog assessment report (Appendix H)
shows potential aquatic habitat within 1 mile of the Project area. This species was not observed
during the field survey.
Project Impacts
California red-legged frogs could be directly affected by construction activities occurring in or
adjacent to all of the locations described above. If California red-legged frogs are present within
the construction work area, they could be inadvertently killed or wounded by construction
vehicles, construction personnel, and accidental spill of toxic fluids (e.g., gasoline and other
petroleum-based products). If California red-legged frogs must be captured and relocated outside
the construction work area, they could be exposed to increased risk of disease, predation, stress,
and competition that could result in increased mortality and/or reduced fitness.
Construction activities associated with road and bridge construction in potential California redlegged frog habitat in the Project area could result in indirect effects on water quality
downstream from the construction work area. Increased sedimentation could reduce the
suitability of California red-legged frog habitat downstream of the construction area by filling in
pools and smothering eggs. Accidental spills of toxic fluids also could result in the subsequent
mortality of California red-legged frogs if these substances flow downstream from the
construction area and California red-legged frogs are present. Implementation of the avoidance
and minimization measures identified for California red-legged frog, construction BMPs, and the
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compensatory mitigation identified below would reduce direct and indirect effects on California
red-legged frog and potential habitat impacts that could occur downstream from the construction
area.
Avoidance and Minimization Efforts
The Project proponent will implement the following measures to minimize and avoid impacts on
California red-legged frog.
Measure 7. Avoid Work during Active Breeding and Dispersal Period for SpecialStatus Frogs
Site preparation and construction activities that involve earthwork, other ground
disturbance, and/or vehicle traffic through frog-sensitive areas (intermittent stream and
riparian habitat) will occur outside the period when special-status frogs are actively
breeding and dispersing (October 15 through June 15).
Measure 8. Conduct Preconstruction Surveys at Work Sites in and near FrogSensitive Areas
No more than 3 days prior to the onset of site preparation and construction activity at
each site, a qualified wildlife biologist will conduct a preconstruction survey for specialstatus frogs within the Project footprint. The survey will cover all areas where specialstatus frogs may be present or concealed, including cracks, burrows, vegetation adjacent
to wet areas, and other temporary refugia, as well as any riparian or intermittent stream
habitat affected. If special-status frogs are determined to be absent from the Project
footprint, no further action will be required with regard to these species. If any specialstatus amphibians are found within the Project footprint, whenever possible, construction
work in their vicinity will be avoided until they have moved outside of the Project area of
their own volition.
Measure 9. Provide Construction Worker Awareness Training for Special-Status
Frogs
The City of Palo Alto will provide, or require contractors to provide, worker awareness
training for construction personnel to enable them to recognize special-status frogs and
other aquatic and riparian wildlife. Trained construction personnel will also understand
where sensitive resource areas are within the construction zone so they can minimize
their impact to upland (dispersal and aestivation) habitat. Training will be presented by a
qualified wildlife biologist experienced in training non-specialists. The training program
will include at least the following: a description of the special-status species likely to use
the site, and their habitat needs; photographs of these species; an explanation of the legal
status of these species and their protection under the ESA and other regulations; a list of
measures being taken to reduce effects to these species during Project construction; and
distribution of a fact sheet summarizing training content. The City of Palo Alto will also
distribute, or require contractors to distribute, the training summary fact sheet to anyone
else who may enter the Project. Upon completion of training, employees will sign a form
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stating that they attended the training and understand all the conservation and protection
measures.
Measure 10. Install Exclusion Fencing and Conduct Construction Monitoring for
Special-Status Frogs
Once it has been determined that no special-status frogs are present on the Project site,
barrier fencing will be installed along the perimeter of the work area where necessary to
ensure that frogs do not enter the site during construction. Fencing will be installed
promptly (within 3 days) after clearance surveys are performed, to prevent frogs from
entering the work area. A qualified biologist will be present during the installation of
exclusion fencing, will determine which areas need to be monitored on a daily basis
during construction activities to avoid harm to California red-legged frog, and will be
responsible for follow-up monitoring as needed. The monitor will inspect and maintain
the integrity of the exclusion fencing.
Compensatory Mitigation
Because implementation of the avoidance and minimization measures would prevent direct and
indirect effects to California red-legged frog, no compensatory mitigation is expected to be
necessary.
Conclusion
The Project, with implementation of the avoidance and minimization measures identified above,
is proposing a may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect determination for California redlegged frog.
Cumulative Effects
Cumulative impacts on California red-legged frog could result from construction of other general
development projects in Santa Clara and San Mateo counties. Construction of the proposed
Project would avoid direct impacts on California red-legged frog, but would not add to the
cumulative loss of habitats since the Project entails the replacement and establishment of preexisting components. Since the proposed Project involves replacement of an already existing
bridge, it will ultimately not result in a substantial loss of habitat. With implementation of the
avoidance and minimization efforts, the proposed Project is not likely to result in direct or
indirect effects to California red-legged frog. Therefore, the Project would not have a
cumulatively adverse effect on California red-legged frog.
4.2.5.2

Western Pond Turtle

Western pond turtle (Emys marmorata) is designated as a state species of special concern.
Western pond turtle occurs from Baja California to the lower Columbia River in Oregon and
Washington (Jennings et al. 1992).
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Western pond turtles are thoroughly aquatic, preferring the quiet waters of ponds, reservoirs, and
sluggish streams (Stebbins 2003). The species occurs in a wide range of both permanent and
intermittent aquatic environments (Jennings et al. 1992). Western pond turtles spend
considerable time basking on rocks, logs, emergent vegetation, mud or sand banks, and humangenerated debris. Western pond turtles also spend time in upland habitats during the spring and
summer, frequently moving between aquatic and upland habitats (Rathbun et al. 2002). They
move up to 1,300 feet or more to upland areas adjacent to watercourses to deposit eggs and
overwinter (Jennings and Hayes 1994). Western pond turtles typically become active in March
and return to overwintering sites by October or November (Jennings et al. 1992).
Survey Results
Western pond turtle could use San Francisquito Creek and its banks as habitat. This species was
not observed during the May 23, 2012, field survey.
Project Impacts
Because suitable aquatic habitat for western pond turtles is present within the BSA, pond turtles
could be affected by the proposed Project. Western pond turtles are very sensitive to disturbances
and quickly retreat into the water when threatened. If pond turtles are present in the creek
channel or along the creek bank during the construction period, they could be injured or killed
during construction.
Avoidance and Minimization Efforts
The Project proponent will implement the following measures to minimize and avoid impacts on
western pond turtle.
Measure 11. Conduct Preconstruction Surveys for Western Pond Turtles; Relocate
if Needed
A qualified biologist will examine the BSA for western pond turtles and their nests no
more than 24 hours before Project activities begin and during any initial removal of
vegetation, woody debris, or trees, or other initial ground-disturbing activities. If a
western pond turtle is observed at any time before or during Project activities, all
activities will cease. If western pond turtles are determined to be absent from the Project
footprint, no further action will be required with regard to these species. If any western
pond turtles are found within the Project footprint, whenever possible construction work
in their vicinity will be avoided until they have moved outside of the Project area of their
own volition. If the relocation of western pond turtle is necessary, a relocation plan will
be developed and submitted to CDFW for approval. The plan will include subsequent
details of monitoring by a CDFW-approved biologist, agency-approved disinfection and
handling protocols, animal care while being relocated, suitable deposition locations, and
reporting requirements. The CDFW-approved biologist will follow all applicable CDFW
disinfection and handling protocols per the relocation plan.
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Compensatory Mitigation
Because implementation of the avoidance and minimization measures would prevent direct and
indirect effects to western pond turtle, no compensatory mitigation is expected to be necessary.
Cumulative Effects
Cumulative impacts on western pond turtle could result from construction of other general
development projects in Santa Clara and San Mateo counties. Construction of the proposed
Project would avoid direct impacts to western pond turtle and would not add to the cumulative
loss of habitat since the Project entails the replacement and establishment of pre-existing
components. Since the proposed Project involves replacement of an already existing bridge, it
will ultimately not result in a substantial loss of habitat. With implementation of the avoidance
and minimization efforts, the proposed Project would not result in direct or indirect effects to
western pond turtle. Therefore, the Project would not have a cumulatively adverse effect on
western pond turtle.
4.2.5.3

Pallid Bat and Hoary Bat

Pallid bat, a species of special concern and a Western Bat Working Group high-priority species,
and hoary bat, a Western Bat Working Group medium priority species, have potential to occur in
the BSA. Both pallid and hoary bat primarily roost in trees and could occur within the valley
foothill riparian habitat. Pallid bat can roost on or in bridges and hoary bat may also use bridges
as roosting substrate. Both bats could forage throughout the Project area.
Survey Results
Pallid and hoary bat were not observed during the May 23, 2012, field survey.
Project Impacts
Potential bat roosting areas that could be directly disturbed during new bridge construction occur
in portions of the existing bridge and more mature trees in the BSA. Noise disturbances
associated with new bridge construction could disturb day-roosting bats if they are present in the
bridge or suitable adjacent trees during construction. Removal of trees could result in direct
injury or mortality of bats if present. Nearby construction noise or vibration could disturb
roosting bats if present.
Avoidance and Minimization Efforts
The Project proponent will implement the following measures to minimize and avoid impacts to
pallid and hoary bat.
Measure 12. Conduct Preconstruction Surveys for Pallid and Hoary Bats
A qualified biologist will examine trees within the BSA for roosting hoary bats no more
than 24 hours before any initial removal of vegetation, woody debris, or trees, or other
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initial ground-disturbing activities. If a bat is observed roosting at any time before or
during Project activities, all activities will cease. The Project proponent will coordinate
with CDFW to develop and implement avoidance measures before commencing Project
activities.
Compensatory Mitigation
Because implementation of the avoidance and minimization measures would prevent direct and
indirect effects to pallid and hoary bats, no compensatory mitigation is expected to be necessary.
Cumulative Effects
Cumulative impacts on pallid and hoary bats could result from construction of other general
development projects in Santa Clara and San Mateo counties. Construction of the proposed
Project would avoid direct impacts to pallid and hoary bats, and would not add to the cumulative
loss of habitat since the Project entails the replacement and establishment of pre-existing
components. Since the proposed Project involves replacement of an already existing bridge, it
will ultimately not result in a substantial loss of habitat. With implementation of the avoidance
and minimization efforts, the proposed Project would not result in direct or indirect effects to
pallid or hoary bats. Therefore, the Project would not have a cumulatively adverse effect on
pallid and hoary bats.
4.2.5.4

Snowy Egret and Saltmarsh Common Yellowthroat

Snowy Egret
Snowy egret is found on shores of coastal estuaries, fresh and saline emergent wetlands, ponds,
slow rivers, irrigation ditches, and wet fields in coastal lowlands and other lowland areas
throughout California. This species nests in dense marsh vegetation or at low heights in trees.
Snowy egret has been observed several times along the margins of the San Francisco Bay, west
of the Project area. This species could use the trees in the valley foothill riparian habitat as
nesting substrate, but the herbaceous/shrub layer are too dense to provide foraging habitat in the
Project area.
Saltmarsh Common Yellowthroat
Saltmarsh common yellowthroat is a passerine that is a state species of special concern. It occurs
throughout the San Francisco Bay and is associated with brackish marsh, riparian woodland, salt
marsh, freshwater marsh, and occasionally nearby upland habitat. Saltmarsh common
yellowthroat builds nests slightly above the ground in substrate including bulrush, cattails,
grasses, poison hemlock, and shrubs. This species could use shrubs, poison hemlock, cattails, or
bulrush as nesting substrate within valley foothill riparian habitat and sections of the intermittent
stream. Saltmarsh common yellowthroat could forage throughout the valley foothill riparian
habitat and over the intermittent stream.
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Survey Results
Neither of these species was observed during the May 23, 2012, field survey.
Project Impacts
Construction of the proposed Project could result in the loss or abandonment of active nests for
special-status raptors and migratory birds.
Tree removal or noise/vibration associated with construction activities could result in the
disturbance of nesting raptors or migratory birds if active nests are present in or near the
construction area. These disturbances could cause nest abandonment and death of young or loss
of reproductive potential at active nests located in or near the BSA. The proposed Project could
result in a substantial adverse effect, through loss of eggs or young, to species protected under
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and California Fish and Game Codes 3503 and 3503.5.
Implementation of the avoidance and minimization measures identified below would ensure that
the proposed Project would not result in take of eggs or young.
Avoidance and Minimization Efforts
The Project proponent will implement the following measure to minimize and avoid impacts on
active nests for special-status raptors and migratory bird species.
Measure 13. Implement Nesting Bird Impact Avoidance Measures
The Project proponent and/or their construction contractor will be responsible for
avoiding effects on migratory and non-migratory birds including special-status species
(e.g., snowy egret, saltmarsh common yellowthroat). Accordingly, the following
measures will be implemented.


Vegetation (including trees) trimming or removal will be conducted during the
nonbreeding season (February 1 to August 31), to the extent feasible.



Construction activities will be conducted during the nonbreeding season
(February 1 to August 31), to the extent feasible.



Construction activities will begin during the nonbreeding season (February 1 to
August 31) and prior to the nesting season (February 1 to August 31), if feasible.
Beginning construction prior to the breeding season will establish a level of noise
disturbance that will dissuade noise-sensitive raptors and other birds from
attempting to nest within or near the study area.



Bridge work (including existing bridge expansion and new bridge installation)
will be conducted during the nonbreeding season (February 1 to August 31), to
the extent feasible. It is recommended that inactive nests be removed from any
bridge work location and from any vegetation or structure within the Project or
within 50 feet of where bridge work will take place. In addition, nest exclusion
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measures (e.g., fine mesh netting, panels, or metal projectors) are recommended
to be installed outside of the nesting season, to the extent feasible. If installed,
exclusionary devices will be monitored and maintained throughout the breeding
season to ensure that they are fully functional (i.e., successful in preventing the
birds from accessing cavities or potential nesting sites).


If construction activities (including vegetation trimming or removal and bridge
work) occur within the breeding season (February 1 to August 31), a qualified
wildlife biologist with demonstrated nesting bird survey experience will conduct
preconstruction surveys for nesting birds. A minimum of three separate surveys
will be conducted for migratory birds, including raptors. Surveys will include a
search of all suitable nesting habitat (e.g., grassland, bushes, trees, bridges,
culverts, overpasses, and structures) in the Project area. In addition, a 300-foot
area around the Project area will be surveyed for nesting raptors. When feasible,
surveys should occur during the height of the breeding season (March 1 to June 1)
with one survey being conducted in each of 2 consecutive months within this peak
period and the final survey being conducted within 1 week of the start of
construction. If no active nests are detected during these surveys, no additional
measures are required.



If a lapse in construction activities of 3 days or longer at a previously surveyed
study area occurs, another preconstruction survey will be conducted.



If an active nest is found in the Project area, a no-disturbance buffer (marked with
high-visibility fencing, flagging, or pin flags) will be established by a qualified
wildlife biologist around the site to avoid disturbance or destruction of the nest
until the end of the breeding season (August 31) or until after the biologist
determines that the young have fledged and moved out of the Project area (this
date varies by species). The extent of these buffers will be determined by the
biologist in coordination with USFWS and/or CDFW as appropriate. Buffer size
will depend on the level of noise or construction disturbance, line-of-sight
between the nest and the disturbance, ambient levels of noise and other
disturbances, and other topographical or artificial barriers. Buffer size has the
potential to vary with different species; buffer size is based on a species'
sensitivity to disturbance and planned work activities in the vicinity. Typical
buffer sizes are 300 feet for raptors and 50 feet for other birds.

Compensatory Mitigation
Because implementation of the avoidance and minimization measures would prevent direct and
indirect effects to nesting raptors and migratory bird species, no compensatory mitigation is
expected to be necessary.
Cumulative Effects
Cumulative impacts on nesting raptors and migratory bird species could result from construction
of other general development projects in Santa Clara and San Mateo counties. Construction of
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the proposed Project would avoid direct impacts to bird species listed above, but would not add
to the cumulative loss of these species’ habitats since the Project entails the replacement and
establishment of pre-existing components. Since the proposed Project involves replacement of an
already existing bridge, it will ultimately not result in a substantial loss of habitat. With
implementation of the avoidance and minimization efforts, the proposed Project would not result
in direct or indirect effects to nesting raptors and migratory bird species. Therefore, the Project
would not have a cumulatively adverse effect on raptors and migratory birds.
4.2.5.5

Special-Status Fish Species

One special-status fish species could occur in the Project BSA: Central California Coast
steelhead (threatened) (Table 3-4). The life history requirements for steelhead is discussed in
detail below. Critical habitat for Central California Coast steelhead falls within the BSA.
Central California Coast Steelhead
Central California Coast steelhead was listed as threatened by NMFS on August 18, 1997 (62
Federal Register [FR] 43938). There is no state status. Central California Coast steelhead
includes populations from the Russian River to Aptos Creek and the drainages of San Francisco
and San Pablo Bays eastward to the Napa River (Williams et al. 2011). Critical habitat was
designated on September 2, 2005 (70 FR 52488) and encompasses the Russian River (inclusive)
to Aptos Creek (inclusive); and the drainages of San Francisco, San Pablo, and Suisun Bays
eastward to Chipps Island at the confluence of the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers.
Central California Coast steelhead generally enter fresh water between November and April. The
preferred migration temperatures for steelhead range between 46 and 52ºF (National Marine
Fisheries Service 2000). Spawning generally begins in December.
During spawning, the female digs a redd (gravel nest), into which the eggs are deposited and
then fertilized by the male. Steelhead prefer substrate no larger than 10 centimeters (Bjornn and
Reiser 1991). Steelhead spawn in cool, well-oxygenated water. Optimal water temperatures for
spawning and incubation range between 39 and 52ºF (Myrick and Cech 2001). Incubation lasts
from 1.5 to 4 months, depending on water temperature (Moyle 2002).
Juvenile steelhead feed on a variety of aquatic and terrestrial insects and other small
invertebrates. Steelhead smolts emigrate from March to May. Ocean rearing lasts 2 to 3 years.
Instream and overhead cover in the form of undercut banks, downed trees, and overhanging tree
branches is important for juvenile rearing. The addition of cover increases spatial complexity and
may increase productivity. Fine-textured instream woody material provides the hydraulic
diversity necessary for selection of suitable velocities, access to drifting food, and escape refugia
from predatory fish (Raleigh et al. 1984). Juvenile rearing success is assumed to decline at water
temperatures ranging from 17 to 25ºC (Raleigh et al. 1984).
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Survey Results
Historically, runs of steelhead trout were prominent in a number of Santa Clara Basin streams:
Guadalupe River, Coyote Creek, San Francisquito Creek, Stevens Creek, and Saratoga Creek.
Passage barriers, water diversions, and overall habitat degradation have diminished steelhead
populations not only in Santa Clara Basin streams, but also throughout California and the West.
Reproducing populations of steelhead are known to exist in Coyote Creek, Guadalupe River,
Stevens Creek, and San Francisquito Creek (Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative
2000). A genetic study of steelhead sampled in all creeks in Santa Clara County found little gene
flow between Santa Clara and Central Valley populations (Garza and Pearse 2008).
Steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) is the only special-status fish species known to have been
historically present in Peninsula watersheds, including San Francisquito Creek. While the
present-day hydrology of the San Francisquito Creek watershed has been highly altered, the
creek still supports an anadromous run of steelhead up to Searsville Dam. Searsville Dam is the
only complete migration barrier in the watershed (Leidy et al. 2005).
Observations of the BSA indicate that spawning, migration, and rearing habitat is available in the
Project area during the winter months. During the survey in May, the channel was dry, with a
few solitary pools upstream and downstream of the BSA. If the channel had flow, it would
provide spawning, rearing, and migration habitat for steelhead.
Project Impacts
The proposed Project could affect habitat conditions for steelhead. Steelhead in the BSA are
listed as threatened under ESA.
The avoidance and minimization efforts described below would ensure that implementation of
the proposed Project would not adversely affect the continued existence and recovery of Central
California Coast steelhead.
Effects on Water Quality
45B

The assessment of water quality addresses the effects of both sediment and contaminants on
steelhead and their habitat. Activities associated with bridge removal and reconstruction and
revegetation could increase erosional processes, thereby increasing sedimentation and turbidity
in downstream waterways. Excessive sediment deposited in or near stream channels can degrade
aquatic habitats. Increased turbidity can increase fish mortality, reduce feeding opportunities for
fish including rearing steelhead, and cause fish to avoid important habitat. Contaminants include
toxic substances, such as metals, petroleum products, pesticides, fertilizers, sewage, and
uncharacteristically high sediment loading. Construction materials such as concrete, sealants, oil,
and paint could adversely affect water quality if accidental spills occurred during Project
construction. Increased pollutant concentrations could limit fish production, abundance, and
distribution by direct mortality of fish or their prey. Steelhead in the BSA require relatively
clean, cold, well-oxygenated water for successful growth, reproduction, and survival and are not
well adapted for survival in degraded aquatic habitats.
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Implementation of the avoidance and minimization effort, Protect Water Quality and Prevent
Erosion and Sedimentation in San Francisquito Creek (Section 4.2.2.3) would reduce
sedimentation from entering San Francisquito Creek. To further reduce the likelihood of adverse
construction effects on steelhead, the City of Palo Alto would limit stream bank construction to
the summer low-precipitation period (June 1 to October 15), which would minimize adverse
effects on rearing juvenile steelhead and on adult fish migrating to upstream spawning areas.
Effects on Fish Habitat
46B

Construction activities associated with the proposed Project that would affect fish habitat include
removal of existing bridge structures, removal of riparian vegetation, and activities related to
revegetation. Bridge replacement and bank stabilization activities would require removal of
vegetation resulting in loss of vegetative cover and reducing fish habitat complexity.
Implementation of the proposed Project may affect fish habitat; therefore, the Project may affect
steelhead and its habitat.
Disturbance and Direct Injury
450B

Noise, vibrations, artificial light, and other physical disturbances can harass fish, disrupt or delay
normal activities, and cause injury or mortality. The potential magnitude of effects depends on a
number of factors, including the type and intensity of the disturbance, proximity of the action to
the water body, timing of actions relative to the occurrence of sensitive life stages, and frequency
and duration of activities. For most activities, the effects on fish would be limited to avoidance
behavior in response to movements, noises, and shadows caused by construction personnel and
equipment operating adjacent to the water body. However, survival may be altered if a
disturbance causes fish to leave protective habitat (increasing their exposure to predators) or is of
sufficient duration and magnitude to affect growth and spawning success. Injury or mortality
may result from direct and indirect contact with humans and machinery, sound pressure, and
physiological stress.
Project actions that cause no direct harm but might temporarily disturb fish include movement of
construction equipment and personnel, lighting, removal and disturbance of riparian vegetation,
and grading and construction of access roads and staging areas adjacent to the stream.
The proposed Project includes the installation of a maximum of fifty 14-inch precast concrete
piles that would be driven with a vibratory driver. The piles would be installed on land about 5
feet outside the OHWM, according to the Project engineer. Vibratory hammers generally
produce less sound than impact hammers and are often included in mitigation measures to reduce
the adverse effects on fish that result from impact pile driving. There are no established injury
criteria for vibration pile driving, and resource agencies in general are not concerned about
vibratory pile driving resulting in adverse effects on fish (Caltrans 2015). Therefore, effects on
fish from vibratory driving are not expected.
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Avoidance and Minimization Efforts
Implementation of the avoidance and minimization effort described below would minimize noise
effects of the proposed Project on Central California Coast steelhead habitat in the construction
area.
Measure 14. Limit Stream Bank Construction to Dry Season
Stream bank construction will be limited from June 1 to October 15 in order to avoid the
migratory season for adult steelhead. This timing will also limit any excess sedimentation
and runoff from entering the San Francisquito Creek.
Compensatory Mitigation
No compensatory mitigation is necessary because no take of the species is anticipated. In
addition, the Project will result in improved steelhead habitat through the replacement of riparian
habitat at a 3:1 ratio and replacement of non-native trees with native trees at a 1:1 ratio.
Cumulative Effects
Cumulative impacts on drainages would result from construction of other general development
projects in Santa Clara/San Mateo counties. Construction of the proposed Project would add to
the cumulative loss of drainage habitats. However, with implementation of mitigation measures,
the proposed Project would not likely result in a cumulatively adverse effect on drainages and
Central California Coast steelhead.
Discussion of Critical Habitat
Critical habitat was designated for Central California Coast steelhead by NMFS (70 FR 52570,
September 2, 2005) in the BSA. San Francisquito Creek is included in the Santa Clara
Hydrologic Unit.
Survey Results
The proposed Project is located within the critical habitat designation for Central California
Coast steelhead.
Project Impacts
The value of the section of the San Francisquito Creek in the BSA is one of rearing and
migration, and possibly spawning. The proposed Project is not expected to permanently affect
the channel because the abutments and bank stabilization will be placed above the OHWM.
Impacts to Central California Coast steelhead critical habitat would be the same as those
described under Section 4.2.2.2 Project Impacts for intermittent stream habitat (San Francisquito
Creek).
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Avoidance and Minimization Efforts
Implementation of Avoidance and Minimization Efforts (Section 4.2.1.3, Avoidance and
Minimization Efforts) would minimize construction-related effects on steelhead critical habitat
occurring in San Francisquito Creek within the BSA.
Compensatory Mitigation
As described in Section 4.2.1.4, Compensatory Mitigation, native riparian vegetation will be
replanted at a 3:1 ratio and non-native riparian vegetation will be replanted at a 1:1 ratio. The
City of Palo Alto will compensate for permanent loss of riparian vegetation through the
preparation of a mitigation planting plan.
Cumulative Effects
For purposes of the ESA, cumulative effects are defined as the effects of future state or private
activities, not involving federal activities, that are reasonably certain to occur within the action
area of the federal action subject to consultation (50 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR]
§402.02). Future federal actions that are unrelated to the proposed action are not considered in
this section because they require separate consultations pursuant to section 7 of the ESA.
Non-federal actions that may affect the action area include increased urbanization that may affect
riparian, wetland, and upland habitats in the watershed, and lead to increased erosion,
sedimentation, and discharge of pollutants into waterways supporting listed fish species.
Municipal stormwater discharges contain numerous pollutants that may adversely affect the
survival and reproductive success of salmonids and other fishes.
4.2.5.6

Other Biological Issues

Protected Trees
A list of all trees identified in the BSA is included in Table 3-3.
Survey Results
Under the City of Palo Alto tree ordinance (Section 2.1.3.1), two coast live oak trees, each with a
dbh greater than 11.5 inches, and 12 public or street trees qualify as protected trees. Removal of
any street tree or tree on public property requires a tree removal permit.
Under the City of East Palo Alto tree regulations (Section 2.1.3.1), 11 trees with a dbh of 12.8
inches or greater are present in the BSA.
Project Impacts
For the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that the Project will not result in impacts to the
protected coast live oak trees in Palo Alto based on its location outside of the permanent impact
area. It is likely that some of the regulated trees in Palo Alto and East Palo Alto will be removed
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as a result of Project implementation. Loss of native trees within San Francisquito Creek would
adversely affect the valley foothill riparian habitat in the Project area. Table 4-2 identifies the
impacts to all trees per build alternative.
Table 4-2. Impacts to Trees per Build Alternative
Build Alternative 1

Build Alternative 2

Build Alternative 3

Build Alternative 4

23

24

23

25

10

12

14

18

Number of Trees
Affected
Number of Trees
Removed

Avoidance and Minimization Efforts
Implementation of avoidance and minimization efforts described in Section 4.2.1.3, Avoidance
and Mitigation Efforts, would ensure that construction activities would also avoid and minimize
impacts on trees in the area adjacent to construction.
Compensatory Mitigation
Implementation of compensatory mitigation for the permanent loss of valley foothill riparian
vegetation (Section 4.2.1.4, Compensatory Mitigation) would compensate for the loss of
protected trees due to Project construction.
The cities of Palo Alto and East Palo Alto do not permit tree removal until a construction permit
has been issued that ensures that tree loss would not conflict with tree ordinances/regulations.
Therefore, by implementing the compensatory mitigation in Section 4.2.1.4, Compensatory
Mitigation, the Project proponent would also comply with the Palo Alto and East Palo Alto tree
ordinance and no additional compensatory mitigation would be required.
Cumulative Effects
Cumulative impacts on trees protected/regulated in the cities of Palo Alto and East Palo
Altowould result from construction of other general development projects in Santa Clara/San
Mateo counties. Construction of the Project would add to the cumulative loss of protected trees.
However, with implementation of avoidance and minimization efforts and compensation for
impacts, the Project would not result in a cumulatively adverse effect on protected trees.
Habitat Connectivity
The BSA includes habitat for California red-legged frog and Central California Coast steelhead,
and it provides a connection to adjacent suitable habitat for these species.
Survey Results
As discussed in Section 3.1.6.1, Dispersal/Migration Corridors, San Francisquito Creek
provides suitable dispersal habitat for California red-legged frog during low flows. Within the
BSA, suitable upland habitat and frog dispersal is limited to the valley foothill riparian corridor
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immediately along the creek due to the significant extent of incision of the channel; steep banks;
high degree of residential development, landscaping, and roads; and further residential and
commercial development beyond the BSA. Lower San Francisquito Creek (0.5 mile southwest of
the BSA) is brackish, so it does not offer suitable habitat for the species.
As discussed under Section 3.1.6.2, Fish Passage, San Francisquito Creek provides a migratory
pathway for adult steelhead and possibly rearing habitat for juvenile Central California Coast
steelhead during the winter and spring when flows are present in the creek. During the dry
months, there is no flow in the portion of San Francisquito Creek within the BSA, so steelhead
would be unable to rear or migrate through this section of the creek.
Project Impacts
No habitat connectivity impacts due to the Project are anticipated. The bridge will be replaced
with a free span bridge, so no pilings will be located within the intermittent stream channel.
Additionally, the abutments and bank stabilization will be placed outside of the OHWM. The
channel and habitat surrounding the creek will remain the same.
Avoidance and Minimization Efforts
Avoidance and Minimization Efforts in Section 4.2.1, Valley Foothill Riparian, and other
avoidance and minimization efforts will decrease impacts on San Francisquito Creek and the
surrounding upland habitat. These measures will keep habitat connectivity the same as the
existing condition.
Compensatory Mitigation
No compensatory mitigation for habitat connectivity is required.
Cumulative Effects
Cumulative impacts on habitat connectivity in the cities of Palo Alto and East Palo Alto are not
likely to result from construction of other general development projects in Santa Clara/San
Mateo counties due to the urban nature of the existing area. Construction of the Project would
not add to the cumulative loss of habitat connectivity.
4.2.5.7

Invasive Species

Invasive plant species include plant species designated as non-native invasive plants by
California Invasive Plant Council. Roads, highways, and related construction projects are some
of the principal dispersal vectors for invasive species. The introduction and spread of invasive
plants adversely affect natural plant communities by displacing native plant species that provide
shelter and forage for native wildlife species.
A national invasive weed list has not yet been approved, but the Federal Highway
Administration requires that state departments of transportation use the state’s noxious weed list
(California Department of Food and Agriculture 2017) in the interim. This list covers a limited
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number of species. Accordingly, the California Invasive Plant Council invasive plant inventory
was used for the analysis of invasive species in the BSA.
Survey Results
Table 3-2 identifies the invasive plant species located in the BSA. These species occur in all
vegetation communities identified in Chapter 3, Results: Environmental Setting. The infestation
of the BSA by many of these species is limited, occurring primarily as scattered individuals,
although English ivy, Himalayan blackberry, Cape ivy, and periwinkle are dominant in the
understory in some areas on the banks of San Francisquito Creek.
Project Impacts
The entire BSA is disturbed and infested by invasive plant species. The Project would create
additional disturbed areas in the valley foothill riparian habitat for a temporary period when
native vegetation is removed/trimmed, but it would mitigate for these impacts with native
enhancement as required under Section 4.2.1.4, Compensatory Mitigation. Therefore, the Project
is not anticipated to increase or decrease the area currently occupied by invasive weeds or the
potential for spreading invasive weed species. It is possible, however, that new invasive species
could be introduced into San Francisquito Creek during construction.
Avoidance and Minimization Efforts
Implementation of the avoidance and minimization effort in Section 4.2.1.3, Avoidance and
Minimization Efforts, (Prepare Environmental Awareness Program and Conduct Environmental
Awareness Training for Construction Employees), and the following measure would avoid and
minimize the introduction and spread of invasive plants during construction.
Measure 15. Avoid the Introduction of Invasive Plants
The Project proponent, or their contractor, will be responsible for avoiding the
introduction of new invasive plants and the spread of invasive plants previously
documented in the BSA. Accordingly, the following measures will be implemented
during construction.


Surface disturbance within the construction work area will be minimized to the
greatest extent possible.



All disturbed areas will be seeded with certified weed-free native mixes and mulched
with certified weed-free mulch (rice straw may be used in upland areas).



Native, noninvasive species will be used in erosion control plantings to stabilize site
conditions and prevent invasive species from colonizing.

Compensatory Mitigation
No compensatory mitigation for invasive plant species is required.
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Cumulative Effects
Cumulative impacts caused by the spread of invasive weed species would result from
construction of general development projects in Santa Clara/San Mateo counties. Construction of
the Project would not be expected to add to the cumulative spread of invasive weeds.
Additionally, with implementation of the avoidance and minimization efforts, the Project would
avoid cumulatively adverse effects related to the spread of invasive weed species.

4.3

Build Alternative 2

Build Alternative 2 has the potential to impact the same resources as discussed in Section 4.2,
Build Alternative 1, in varying amounts described in Table 4-1 and Table 4-3. Valley foothill
riparian habitat would be effected slightly more than Build Alternative 1 (by .008 acres), but the
additional area effected would be away from the creek’s bank and would not affect shading.
Also, compensation for riparian vegetation will be increased depending on the amount of riparian
vegetation affected. Refer to the resource-specific discussions under Section 4.2 for associated
resource descriptions, survey results, Project impacts, avoidance and minimization measures,
compensatory mitigation, and cumulative impacts.

4.4

Build Alternative 3

Build Alternative 3 has the potential to impact the same resources as discussed in Section 4.2,
Build Alternative 1, in varying amounts described in Table 4-1 and Table 4-3. Build Alternative
3 would have the same effect on Valley foothill riparian habitat and shading as Build Alternative
2. Refer to the resource-specific discussions under Section 4.2 for associated resource
descriptions, survey results, Project impacts, avoidance and minimization measures,
compensatory mitigation, and cumulative impacts.

4.5

Build Alternative 4

Build Alternative 4 has the potential to impact the same resources as discussed in Section 4.2,
Build Alternative 1, in varying amounts described in Table 4-11 and Table 4-3. Valley foothill
riparian would be effected slightly more compared to Build Alternative 1 (by .017 acres), but the
additional area effected would be away from the creek’s bank and would not affect shading.
Also, compensation for riparian vegetation will be increased depending on the amount of riparian
vegetation affected. Refer to the resource-specific discussions under Section 4.2 for associated
resource descriptions, survey results, Project impacts, avoidance and minimization measures,
compensatory mitigation, and cumulative impacts.
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Conclusions and Regulatory
Determination

Federal Endangered Species Act Consultation Summary

Due to the limited scope of impacts from the Project and the implementation of the proposed
avoidance and minimization measures (Measure 1 – Install Construction Barrier Fencing around
Environmentally Sensitive Areas, Measure 2 – Prepare Environmental Awareness Program and
Conduct Environmental Awareness Training for Construction Employees, Measure 3 – Retain a
Biological Monitor to Conduct Visits during Construction, Measure 4 – Avoid and Minimize
Potential Disturbance of Valley Foothill Riparian Community, Measure 5 – Compensate for
Permanent Loss of Valley Foothill Riparian, Measure 6 – Protect Water Quality and Prevent
Erosion and Sedimentation in San Francisquito Creek, Measure 7 – Avoid Work during Active
Breeding and Dispersal Period for Special-Status Frogs, Measure 8 – Conduct Preconstruction
Surveys at Work Sites in and near Frog-Sensitive Areas, Measure 9 – Provide Construction
Worker Awareness Training for Special-Status Frogs, Measure 10 – Install Exclusion Fencing
and Conduct Construction Monitoring for Special-Status Frogs, and Measure 14 – Limit Stream
Bank Construction to Dry Season), impacts on special-status species (i.e., California red-legged
frog and Central California Coast steelhead) are not anticipated. The Project may affect, but is
not likely to adversely affect California red-legged frog and Central California Coast steelhead.
There would be no effect on all other federally listed species. However, suitable habitat for
California red-legged frog and Central California Coast steelhead species would be impacted by
the selected alternative, and consequently U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine
Fisheries Service Section 7 Biological Assessments for federally listed species would be
necessary. Federally listed species’ habitat would be affected by the selected alternative, but
implementation of the Project would provide improved habitat for steelhead and California redlegged frog by compensating at a 3:1 ratio for riparian vegetation and 1:1 for any non-native
trees. Therefore, compensatory mitigation for California red-legged frog and Central California
Coast steelhead is not anticipated to be necessary.

5.2

Federal Essential Fish Habitat Consultation Summary

EFH for Pacific Salmonids occurs in San Francisquito Creek (creek) and therefore in the
biological study area (BSA). Construction activities would impact a portion of the intermittent
stream; however, impacts on EFH would be avoided where possible and minimized through the
implementation of Measure 6, Protect Water Quality and Prevent Erosion and Sedimentation in
San Francisquito Creek. Additionally, Project implementation will result in improved habitat for
steelhead by an increase in riparian habitat. No consultation with the National Marine Fisheries
Service for EFH impacts or compensatory mitigation is anticipated to be necessary.
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5.3

California Endangered Species Act Consultation Summary

Species protected by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) with potential to
occur in the BSA include western pond turtle, saltmarsh common yellowthroat, snowy egret,
pallid bat, and hoary bat. While these species could occur in the BSA at the time of construction,
implementation of avoidance and minimization measures (Measure 11 – Conduct
Preconstruction Surveys for Western Pond Turtles; Relocate if Needed, Measure 12 – Conduct
Preconstruction Surveys for Pallid and Hoary Bats and Measure 13 – Implement Nesting Bird
Impact Avoidance Measures) would avoid take of these species. Therefore, an Incidental Take
(2081) Permit is not anticipated to be necessary.

5.4

Wetlands and Other Waters Coordination Summary

Appendix D identifies the single water crossing, over San Francisquito Creek, in the BSA (no
wetlands occur in the BSA). San Francisquito Creek is a water of the United States, regulated by
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and also a water of the state, regulated by the San Francisco
Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). Additionally, San Francisquito Creek
supports fish and wildlife habitat regulated by CDFW. The Project proponent will coordinate
with these three agencies to verify the extent of their jurisdictions over the Project area.
The existing Newell Road Bridge (bridge) over the creek would be demolished and replaced with
a new bridge (Build Alternative 1, 2, 3, or 4), which would impact the creek banks and riparian
vegetation, but may not impact the creek below the ordinary high water mark (OHWM).
Depending on the extent of jurisdictions and the extent of impacts within those jurisdictions,
some permits and approvals may be required (Section 5.5, Permits and Approvals Required).

5.5

Permits and Approvals Required

The project is within a suburban setting, with minimal areas of potential habitat and
jurisdictional waters subject to permit requirements associated only with San Francisquito Creek.
The following list briefly summarizes the types of actions that may require permits or approvals.
The definitive list would be ultimately determined at the final design stage.


Work within creeks or channels: The new bridge abutments would be installed within the
banks of San Francisquito Creek. If the Project involves placing temporary or permanent fill
below the OHWM, the Project proponent may need to obtain a Section 404 permit from the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and a Section 401 Water Quality Certification from the San
Francisco Bay RWQCB. All four alternatives proposed would modify the creek and riparian
vegetation in a manner that would require Notification of Lake or Streambed Alteration to
the CDFW. Work within the floodwalls adjacent to San Francisquito Creek would require a
District Well Ordinance Permit (per Santa Clara Valley Water District [SCVWD] Ordinance
90-1) for excavation that intersects a groundwater aquifer, an Encroachment Permit for
activities within SCVWD fee title property or easements, and a Water Resources Protection
Ordinance Permit for activities that may impact SCVWD facilities, or activities located
within SCVWD fee title property or easements.
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Discharges of wastewater/water quality: If the Project will not involve placing temporary
or permanent fill below the OHWM but may still have the potential to discharge waste into
waters of the state (i.e., San Francisquito Creek), the Project proponent may need to file a
report of discharge with the San Francisco Bay RWQCB, who may impose waste discharge
requirements on the activities.



Tree removal: Local jurisdictions (City of Palo Alto, City of East Palo Alto, Santa Clara
County, and San Mateo County) may require approvals or permits to remove certain trees. If
trees identified for removal during advanced design meet the criteria requiring permits or
approvals from these local jurisdictions, the Project proponent will apply for and obtain the
approvals prior to construction and vegetation clearing.
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Appendix A

California Native Plant Society
Inventory of Rare and Endangered
Plants Records Search

3/24/2017

CNPS Inventory Results

Plant List
5 matches found. Click on scientific name for details
Search Criteria

Rare Plant Rank is one of [1A, 1B, 2A, 2B], FESA is one of [Endangered, Threatened, Species of Concern],
CESA is one of [Endangered, Threatened, Rare], Found in 9 Quads around 37122D2
Scientific Name
Acanthomintha duttonii

Common Name
San Mateo thornmint

Family
Lifeform
Lamiaceae annual herb

Rare Plant RankState RankGlobal Rank
1B.1
S1
G1

Cirsium fontinale var. fontinale Crystal Springs fountain thistle Asteraceae perennial herb 1B.1

S1

G2T1

Eriophyllum latilobum

San Mateo woolly sunflower

Asteraceae perennial herb 1B.1

S1

G1

Hesperolinon congestum

Marin western flax

Linaceae

annual herb

1B.1

S1

G1

Pentachaeta bellidiflora

whiterayed pentachaeta

Asteraceae annual herb

1B.1

S1

G1

Suggested Citation

CNPS, Rare Plant Program. 2017. Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants (online edition, v802). California
Native Plant Society, Sacramento, CA. Website http://www.rareplants.cnps.org [accessed 24 March 2017].

Search the Inventory

Information

Contributors

Simple Search

About the Inventory

The Calflora Database

Advanced Search

About the Rare Plant Program

The California Lichen Society

Glossary

CNPS Home Page
About CNPS
Join CNPS

© Copyright 20102014 California Native Plant Society. All rights reserved.
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California Natural Diversity
Database Records Search

Print View
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https://map.dfg.ca.gov/rarefind/view/QuickElementListView.html

Query Summary:
Quad IS (Mountain View (3712241) OR Palo Alto (3712242))

CNDDB Element Query Results
Scientific
Name

Common
Name

Taxonomic Element
Group
Code

Total Returned Federal
Occs Occs
Status

Acanthomintha
duttonii

San Mateo
thorn-mint

Dicots

5

Allium
peninsulare var.
franciscanum

Franciscan
onion

Monocots

PDLAM01040

PMLIL021R1

21

1

4

State
Status

Global
Rank

Endangered Endangered G1

None

None

G5T1

CA
State Rare Other
Rank Plant Status
Rank

S1

S1

1B.1

SB_UCBBG-UC
Berkeley Botanical
Garden

1B.2 null

Habitats

Chaparral,
Ultramafic,
Valley & foothill
grassland
Cismontane
woodland,
Ultramafic,
Valley & foothill
grassland

Ambystoma
californiense

California
tiger
salamander

Amphibians AAAAA01180

1150 4

Threatened Threatened G2G3

S2S3 null

CDFW_WL-Watch
List, IUCN_VUVulnerable

Cismontane
woodland,
Meadow & seep,
Riparian
woodland, Valley
& foothill
grassland,
Vernal pool,
Wetland

Aneides niger

Santa Cruz
black
salamander

Amphibians AAAAD01070

77

None

S3

CDFW_SSCSpecies of Special
Concern

null

BLM_S-Sensitive,
CDFW_SSCSpecies of Special
Concern,
IUCN_LC-Least
Concern, USFS_SSensitive,
WBWG_H-High
Priority

Chaparral,
Coastal scrub,
Desert wash,
Great Basin
grassland, Great
Basin scrub,
Mojavean desert
scrub, Riparian
woodland,
Sonoran desert
scrub, Upper
montane
coniferous
forest, Valley &
foothill grassland

Antrozous
pallidus

pallid bat

Astragalus tener alkali
var. tener
milk-vetch

Mammals

Dicots

AMACC10010 408

PDFAB0F8R1 65

1

3

1

None

None

None

None

None

G3

G5

G2T2

S3

S2

null

null

1B.2 null

Alkali playa,
Valley & foothill
grassland,
Vernal pool,
Wetland

BLM_S-Sensitive,
CDFW_SSCSpecies of Special
Concern,
IUCN_LC-Least
Concern,
USFWS_BCC-Birds
of Conservation
Concern

Coastal prairie,
Coastal scrub,
Great Basin
grassland, Great
Basin scrub,
Mojavean desert
scrub, Sonoran
desert scrub,
Valley & foothill
grassland

Athene
cunicularia

burrowing owl Birds

ABNSB10010

1936 13

None

None

G4

S3

Bombus
caliginosus

obscure
bumble bee

Insects

IIHYM24380

181

2

None

None

G4?

S1S2 null

IUCN_VUVulnerable

null

Bombus crotchii

Crotch
bumble bee

Insects

IIHYM24480

233

1

None

None

G3G4

S1S2 null

null

null

Bombus
occidentalis

western
bumble bee

Insects

IIHYM24250

282

4

None

None

G2G3

S1

USFS_S-Sensitive,
XERCES_IMImperiled

null

null

null

5/3/17, 7:37 AM
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Centromadia
parryi ssp.
congdonii

Congdon's
tarplant

Dicots

PDAST4R0P1 93

Charadrius
alexandrinus
nivosus

western
snowy plover

Birds

ABNNB03031

Chloropyron
maritimum ssp.
palustre

Point Reyes
salty
bird's-beak

Dicots

PDSCR0J0C3 68

Circus cyaneus

northern
harrier

Birds

ABNKC11010

125

52

4

None

None

G3T2

S2

1B.1

3

Threatened None

G3T3

S2S3 null

2

None

G4?T2

S2

3

None

None

None

G5

S3

BLM_S-Sensitive,
SB_RSABGRancho Santa Ana
Botanic Garden

Valley & foothill
grassland

CDFW_SSCSpecies of Special
Concern,
NABCI_RWL-Red
Watch List,
USFWS_BCC-Birds
of Conservation
Concern

Great Basin
standing waters,
Sand shore,
Wetland

1B.2 BLM_S-Sensitive

null

Marsh & swamp,
Salt marsh,
Wetland

CDFW_SSCSpecies of Special
Concern,
IUCN_LC-Least
Concern

Coastal scrub,
Great Basin
grassland,
Marsh & swamp,
Riparian scrub,
Valley & foothill
grassland,
Wetland

Crystal
Cirsium fontinale Springs
fountain
var. fontinale
thistle

Dicots

PDAST2E161 5

2

Endangered Endangered G2T1

S1

1B.1

SB_RSABGRancho Santa Ana
Botanic Garden

Chaparral,
Cismontane
woodland,
Meadow & seep,
Ultramafic,
Valley & foothill
grassland,
Wetland

Cirsium
praeteriens

lost thistle

Dicots

PDAST2E2B0 1

1

None

None

GX

SX

1A

null

null

Collinsia
corymbosa

round-headed
ChineseDicots
houses

PDSCR0H060 13

1

None

None

G1

S1

1B.2 null

Coastal dunes

Collinsia
multicolor

San
Francisco
collinsia

S2

SB_RSABG1B.2 Rancho Santa Ana
Botanic Garden

Closed-cone
coniferous
forest, Coastal
scrub,
Ultramafic

Dicots

PDSCR0H0B0 25

1

None

None

G2

BLM_S-Sensitive,
CDFW_SSCSpecies of Special
Concern,
IUCN_LC-Least
Concern, USFS_SSensitive,
WBWG_H-High
Priority

Broadleaved
upland forest,
Chaparral,
Chenopod
scrub, Great
Basin grassland,
Great Basin
scrub, Joshua
tree woodland,
Lower montane
coniferous
forest, Meadow
& seep,
Mojavean desert
scrub, Riparian
forest, Riparian
woodland,
Sonoran desert
scrub, Sonoran
thorn woodland,
Upper montane
coniferous
forest, Valley &
foothill grassland
Aquatic, Meadow
& seep, North
coast coniferous
forest, Riparian
forest
Chaparral

Corynorhinus
townsendii

Townsend's
big-eared bat

Dicamptodon
ensatus

California
giant
salamander

Amphibians AAAAH01020

229

1

None

None

G3

S2S3 null

CDFW_SSCSpecies of Special
Concern,
IUCN_NT-Near
Threatened

Dipodomys
venustus
venustus

Santa Cruz
kangaroo rat

Mammals

14

3

None

None

G4T1

S1

null

Mammals

AMACC08010 625

AMAFD03042

2

None

None

G3G4

S2

null

null

5/3/17, 7:37 AM
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Dirca
occidentalis

Egretta thula

western
leatherwood

snowy egret

Dicots

Birds

PDTHY03010

ABNGA06030

65

17

2

1

None

None

None

None

G2

G5

S2

S4

SB_RSABG1B.2 Rancho Santa Ana
Botanic Garden

Broadleaved
upland forest,
Chaparral,
Cismontane
woodland,
Closed-cone
coniferous
forest, North
coast coniferous
forest, Riparian
forest, Riparian
woodland
Marsh & swamp,
Meadow & seep,
Riparian forest,
Riparian
woodland,
Wetland

null

IUCN_LC-Least
Concern

Aquatic, Artificial
flowing waters,
Klamath/North
coast flowing
waters,
Klamath/North
coast standing
BLM_S-Sensitive,
waters, Marsh &
CDFW_SSCswamp,
Species of Special
Sacramento/San
Concern, IUCN_VUJoaquin flowing
Vulnerable,
waters,
USFS_S-Sensitive
Sacramento/San
Joaquin standing
waters, South
coast flowing
waters, South
coast standing
waters, Wetland

Emys
marmorata

western pond
Reptiles
turtle

ARAAD02030

1236 4

None

None

G3G4

S3

null

Eryngium
aristulatum var.
hooveri

Hoover's
button-celery

Dicots

PDAPI0Z043

16

2

None

None

G5T1

S1

SB_RSABG1B.1 Rancho Santa Ana
Botanic Garden

Vernal pool,
Wetland

Eryngium
jepsonii

Jepson's
Dicots
coyote-thistle

PDAPI0Z130

19

2

None

None

G2

S2

1B.2 null

Valley & foothill
grassland,
Vernal pool

Euphydryas
editha bayensis

Bay
checkerspot
butterfly

IILEPK4055

24

1

Threatened None

G5T1

S1

null

Fritillaria liliacea

fragrant
fritillary

Insects

Monocots

Geothlypis
trichas sinuosa

saltmarsh
common
yellowthroat

Hesperolinon
congestum

Marin western
Dicots
flax

Lasiurus
cinereus

hoary bat

Birds

Mammals

PMLIL0V0C0

81

1

None

None

ABPBX1201A

112

8

None

PDLIN01060

26

1

Threatened Threatened G1

AMACC05030 235

6

None

None

G2

None

G5T3

G5

S2

XERCES_CICritically Imperiled

Coastal dunes,
Ultramafic,
Valley & foothill
grassland

1B.2 USFS_S-Sensitive

Cismontane
woodland,
Coastal prairie,
Coastal scrub,
Ultramafic,
Valley & foothill
grassland

CDFW_SSCSpecies of Special
Concern,
Marsh & swamp
USFWS_BCC-Birds
of Conservation
Concern

S3

null

S1

SB_RSABG1B.1 Rancho Santa Ana
Botanic Garden

S4

null

IUCN_LC-Least
Concern,
WBWG_M-Medium
Priority

Chaparral,
Ultramafic,
Valley & foothill
grassland
Broadleaved
upland forest,
Cismontane
woodland, Lower
montane
coniferous
forest, North
coast coniferous
forest

5/3/17, 7:37 AM

Print View

4 of 6

https://map.dfg.ca.gov/rarefind/view/QuickElementListView.html

Laterallus
jamaicensis
coturniculus

California
black rail

Birds

ABNME03041

Malacothamnus
arcuatus

arcuate
bush-mallow

Dicots

PDMAL0Q0E0 30

Melospiza
Alameda
Birds
melodia pusillula song sparrow

ABPBXA301S

241

38

BLM_S-Sensitive,
CDFW_FP-Fully
Protected,
IUCN_NT-Near
Threatened,
NABCI_RWL-Red
Watch List,
USFWS_BCC-Birds
of Conservation
Concern

4

None

Threatened G3G4T1

S1

null

3

None

None

S2

1B.2 null

10

None

None

G2Q

G5T2?

S2S3 null

Brackish marsh,
Freshwater
marsh, Marsh &
swamp, Salt
marsh, Wetland

Chaparral,
Cismontane
woodland

CDFW_SSCSpecies of Special
Concern,
Salt marsh
USFWS_BCC-Birds
of Conservation
Concern
Broadleaved
upland forest,
Chaparral,
Cismontane
woodland, North
coast coniferous
forest,
Ultramafic,
Valley & foothill
grassland

Monolopia
gracilens

woodland
Dicots
woollythreads

PDAST6G010 57

2

None

None

G3

S3

Neotoma
fuscipes
annectens

San
Francisco
dusky-footed
woodrat

Mammals

AMAFF08082

21

2

None

None

G5T2T3

S2S3 null

CDFW_SSCSpecies of Special
Concern

Chaparral,
Redwood

Marsh

CTT52110CA

53

3

None

None

G3

S3.2

null

null

Marsh & swamp,
Wetland

PDBOR0V061 40

1

None

None

G3T2Q

S2

1B.2 null

Northern
Northern Coastal
Coastal Salt
Salt Marsh
Marsh
Plagiobothrys
chorisianus var.
chorisianus

Choris'
Dicots
popcornflower

Rallus
longirostris
obsoletus

California
clapper rail

Rana draytonii

California
red-legged
frog

salt-marsh
Reithrodontomys
harvest
raviventris
mouse

Rynchops niger

black
skimmer

Birds

ABNME05016

Amphibians AAABH01022

Mammals

Birds

AMAFF02040

ABNNM14010

98

11

1408 5

144

7

15

1

Endangered Endangered G5T1

Threatened None

G2G3

Endangered Endangered G1G2

None

None

G5

S1

1B.2 null

null

CDFW_FP-Fully
Protected,
NABCI_RWL-Red
Watch List

Chaparral,
Coastal prairie,
Coastal scrub
Brackish marsh,
Marsh & swamp,
Salt marsh,
Wetland

S2S3 null

Aquatic, Artificial
flowing waters,
Artificial standing
waters,
Freshwater
marsh, Marsh &
swamp, Riparian
forest, Riparian
scrub, Riparian
CDFW_SSCSpecies of Special woodland,
Concern, IUCN_VU- Sacramento/San
Joaquin flowing
Vulnerable
waters,
Sacramento/San
Joaquin standing
waters, South
coast flowing
waters, South
coast standing
waters, Wetland

S1S2 null

CDFW_FP-Fully
Protected,
IUCN_ENEndangered

S2

CDFW_SSCSpecies of Special
Concern,
IUCN_LC-Least
Alkali playa,
Concern,
NABCI_YWL-Yellow Sand shore
Watch List,
USFWS_BCC-Birds
of Conservation

null

Marsh & swamp,
Wetland

5/3/17, 7:37 AM
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Concern
Serpentine
Bunchgrass

Serpentine
Bunchgrass

Herbaceous CTT42130CA

22

1

None

None

G2

S2.2

null

null

Valley & foothill
grassland

Sorex vagrans
halicoetes

salt-marsh
wandering
shrew

Mammals

AMABA01071

12

4

None

None

G5T1

S1

null

CDFW_SSCSpecies of Special
Concern

Marsh & swamp,
Wetland

Spirinchus
thaleichthys

longfin smelt

Fish

AFCHB03010

45

1

Candidate

Threatened G5

S1

null

CDFW_SSCSpecies of Special
Concern

Aquatic, Estuary

Birds

ABNNM08103

68

3

Endangered Endangered G4T2T3Q S2

null

CDFW_FP-Fully
Protected,
NABCI_RWL-Red
Watch List

Alkali playa,
Wetland

Sternula
California
antillarum browni least tern
Stuckenia
filiformis ssp.
alpina

slenderleaved
pondweed

Monocots

PMPOT03091 21

1

None

Suaeda
californica

California
seablite

Dicots

PDCHE0P020 18

1

Endangered None

Taxidea taxus

American
badger

Mammals

AMAJF04010

535

2

None

None

None

G5T5

S3

2B.2 null

Marsh & swamp,
Wetland

G1

S1

1B.1 null

Freshwater
marsh, Marsh &
swamp, Wetland

G5

S3

null

CDFW_SSCSpecies of Special
Concern,
IUCN_LC-Least
Concern

Alkali marsh,
Alkali playa,
Alpine, Alpine
dwarf scrub,
Bog & fen,
Brackish marsh,
Broadleaved
upland forest,
Chaparral,
Chenopod
scrub,
Cismontane
woodland,
Closed-cone
coniferous
forest, Coastal
bluff scrub,
Coastal dunes,
Coastal prairie,
Coastal scrub,
Desert dunes,
Desert wash,
Freshwater
marsh, Great
Basin grassland,
Great Basin
scrub, Interior
dunes, Ione
formation,
Joshua tree
woodland,
Limestone,
Lower montane
coniferous
forest, Marsh &
swamp, Meadow
& seep,
Mojavean desert
scrub, Montane
dwarf scrub,
North coast
coniferous
forest,
Oldgrowth,
Pavement plain,
Redwood,
Riparian forest,
Riparian scrub,
Riparian
woodland, Salt
marsh, Sonoran
desert scrub,
Sonoran thorn
woodland,
Ultramafic,
Upper montane
coniferous
forest, Upper

5/3/17, 7:37 AM
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Sonoran scrub,
Valley & foothill
grassland
Artificial standing
waters, Marsh &
swamp,
Sacramento/San
Joaquin standing
waters, Wetland

Thamnophis
sirtalis
tetrataenia

San
Francisco
gartersnake

Trifolium
amoenum

two-fork
clover

Tryonia imitator

mimic tryonia
(=California
Mollusks
brackishwater
snail)

IMGASJ7040

39

1

None

None

G2

S2

null

IUCN_DD-Data
Deficient

Aquatic,
Brackish marsh,
Estuary, Lagoon,
Marsh & swamp,
Salt marsh,
Wetland

Valley Oak
Woodland

Valley Oak
Woodland

CTT71130CA

91

1

None

None

G3

S2.1

null

null

Cismontane
woodland

Reptiles

Dicots

Woodland

ARADB3613B 67

PDFAB40040

26

1

1

Endangered Endangered G5T2Q

Endangered None

G1

CDFW_FP-Fully
Protected

S2

null

S1

SB_RSABGRancho Santa Ana
1B.1 Botanic Garden,
SB_USDA-US Dept
of Agriculture

Coastal bluff
scrub,
Ultramafic,
Valley & foothill
grassland

5/3/17, 7:37 AM
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Records Search

United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Sacramento Fish And Wildlife Office
Federal Building
2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2605
Sacramento, CA 95825-1846
Phone: (916) 414-6600 Fax: (916) 414-6713

In Reply Refer To:
Consultation Code: 08ESMF00-2015-SLI-0809
Event Code: 08ESMF00-2017-E-03837
Project Name: Newell Street Bridge Replacement Project

March 24, 2017

Subject: Updated list of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed
project location, and/or may be affected by your proposed project
To Whom It May Concern:
The enclosed species list identifies threatened, endangered, proposed and candidate species, as
well as proposed and final designated critical habitat, under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (Service) that may occur within the boundary of your proposed project and/or
may be affected by your proposed project. The species list fulfills the requirements of the
Service under section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C.
1531 et seq.).
Please follow the link below to see if your proposed project has the potential to affect other
species or their habitats under the jurisdiction of the National Marine Fisheries Service:
http://www.nwr.noaa.gov/protected_species/species_list/species_lists.html
New information based on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and distribution of
species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors could change this list. Please feel free to
contact us if you need more current information or assistance regarding the potential impacts to
federally proposed, listed, and candidate species and federally designated and proposed critical
habitat. Please note that under 50 CFR 402.12(e) of the regulations implementing section 7 of the
Act, the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90 days. This verification can be
completed formally or informally as desired. The Service recommends that verification be
completed by visiting the ECOS-IPaC website at regular intervals during project planning and
implementation for updates to species lists and information. An updated list may be requested
through the ECOS-IPaC system by completing the same process used to receive the enclosed list.
The purpose of the Act is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and the
ecosystems upon which they depend may be conserved. Under sections 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2) of the
Act and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402 et seq.), Federal agencies are required to

03/24/2017

Event Code: 08ESMF00-2017-E-03837

2

utilize their authorities to carry out programs for the conservation of threatened and endangered
species and to determine whether projects may affect threatened and endangered species and/or
designated critical habitat.
A Biological Assessment is required for construction projects (or other undertakings having
similar physical impacts) that are major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the
human environment as defined in the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2)
(c)). For projects other than major construction activities, the Service suggests that a biological
evaluation similar to a Biological Assessment be prepared to determine whether the project may
affect listed or proposed species and/or designated or proposed critical habitat. Recommended
contents of a Biological Assessment are described at 50 CFR 402.12.
If a Federal agency determines, based on the Biological Assessment or biological evaluation, that
listed species and/or designated critical habitat may be affected by the proposed project, the
agency is required to consult with the Service pursuant to 50 CFR 402. In addition, the Service
recommends that candidate species, proposed species and proposed critical habitat be addressed
within the consultation. More information on the regulations and procedures for section 7
consultation, including the role of permit or license applicants, can be found in the "Endangered
Species Consultation Handbook" at:
http://www.fws.gov/endangered/esa-library/pdf/TOC-GLOS.PDF
Please be aware that bald and golden eagles are protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668 et seq.), and projects affecting these species may require
development of an eagle conservation plan
(http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/eagle_guidance.html). Additionally, wind energy projects
should follow the wind energy guidelines (http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/) for minimizing
impacts to migratory birds and bats.
Guidance for minimizing impacts to migratory birds for projects including communications
towers (e.g., cellular, digital television, radio, and emergency broadcast) can be found at:
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/towers.htm;
http://www.towerkill.com; and
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/comtow.html.
We appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. The Service encourages
Federal agencies to include conservation of threatened and endangered species into their project
planning to further the purposes of the Act. Please include the Consultation Tracking Number in
the header of this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence about your project
that you submit to our office.
Attachment(s):
Official Species List
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Official Species List
This list is provided pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, and fulfills the
requirement for Federal agencies to "request of the Secretary of the Interior information whether
any species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area of a proposed
action".
This species list is provided by:
Sacramento Fish And Wildlife Office
Federal Building
2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2605
Sacramento, CA 95825-1846
(916) 414-6600

03/24/2017

Event Code: 08ESMF00-2017-E-03837

Project Summary
Consultation Code: 08ESMF00-2015-SLI-0809
Event Code:

08ESMF00-2017-E-03837

Project Name:

Newell Street Bridge Replacement Project

Project Type:

BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION / MAINTENANCE

Project Description: Located in a residential area of the cities of Palo Alto, and East Palo Alto
in the southeast part of San Mateo County, southwest of U.S. Highway
101 (US 101) and east of State Route 82 (El Camino Real). The Project
site is located on Newell Road between Edgewood Drive in Palo Alto and
Woodland Avenue in East Palo Alto. Single span cast-in-place
pre-stressed slab bridge 86 feet in length, 45.5 width. Possible
construction 2016.
Project Location:
Approximate location of the project can be viewed in Google Maps:
https://www.google.com/maps/place/37.45426263060122N122.13668689979386W

Counties:

San Mateo, CA | Santa Clara, CA
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Endangered Species Act Species
There is a total of 17 threatened, endangered, or candidate species on your species list. Species
on this list should be considered in an effects analysis for your project and could include species
that exist in another geographic area. For example, certain fish may appear on the species list
because a project could affect downstream species. See the "Critical habitats" section below for
those critical habitats that lie wholly or partially within your project area. Please contact the
designated FWS office if you have questions.

Mammals
NAME

STATUS

Salt Marsh Harvest Mouse (Reithrodontomys raviventris)

Endangered

No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/613

Birds
NAME

STATUS

California Clapper Rail (Rallus longirostris obsoletus)

Endangered

No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/4240

California Least Tern (Sterna antillarum browni)

Endangered

No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8104

Marbled Murrelet (Brachyramphus marmoratus)

Threatened

Population: U.S.A. (CA, OR, WA)
There is a final critical habitat designated for this species. Your location is outside the
designated critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/4467

Western Snowy Plover (Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus)

Threatened

Population: Pacific Coast population DPS-U.S.A. (CA, OR, WA), Mexico (within 50 miles of
Pacific coast)
There is a final critical habitat designated for this species. Your location is outside the
designated critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8035

Yellow-billed Cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus)
Population: Western U.S. DPS
There is a proposed critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the proposed
critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3911

Threatened
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Reptiles
NAME

STATUS

San Francisco Garter Snake (Thamnophis sirtalis tetrataenia)

Endangered

No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/5956

Amphibians
NAME

STATUS

California Red-legged Frog (Rana draytonii)

Threatened

There is a final critical habitat designated for this species. Your location is outside the
designated critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2891

California Tiger Salamander (Ambystoma californiense)

Threatened

Population: U.S.A. (Central CA DPS)
There is a final critical habitat designated for this species. Your location is outside the
designated critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2076

Fishes
NAME

STATUS

Delta Smelt (Hypomesus transpacificus)

Threatened

There is a final critical habitat designated for this species. Your location is outside the
designated critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/321

Steelhead (Oncorhynchus (=Salmo) mykiss)
Population: Northern California DPS
There is a final critical habitat designated for this species. Your location overlaps the
designated critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1007

Threatened
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Insects
NAME

STATUS

Bay Checkerspot Butterfly (Euphydryas editha bayensis)

Threatened

There is a final critical habitat designated for this species. Your location is outside the
designated critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2320

San Bruno Elfin Butterfly (Callophrys mossii bayensis)

Endangered

No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3394

Flowering Plants
NAME

STATUS

Fountain Thistle (Cirsium fontinale var. fontinale)

Endangered

No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/7939

Marin Dwarf-flax (Hesperolinon congestum)

Threatened

No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/5363

San Mateo Thornmint (Acanthomintha obovata ssp. duttonii)

Endangered

No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2038

Showy Indian Clover (Trifolium amoenum)

Endangered

No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/6459

Critical habitats
There is 1 critical habitat wholly or partially within your project area.
NAME

STATUS

Steelhead (Oncorhynchus (=Salmo) mykiss)

Final
designated

Appendix D NMFS Quadrangle Search via
Google Earth September 13, 2017
Available at: http://www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov/maps_data/california_species_list_tools.html
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Quad Number 37122-D3
Quad Name

ESA Anadromous Fish
SONCC Coho ESU (T) CCC Coho ESU (E) X
CC Chinook Salmon ESU (T) CVSR Chinook Salmon ESU (T) SRWR Chinook Salmon ESU (E) NC Steelhead DPS (T) CCC Steelhead DPS (T) X
SCCC Steelhead DPS (T) SC Steelhead DPS (E) CCV Steelhead DPS (T) Eulachon (T) sDPS Green Sturgeon (T) ESA Anadromous Fish Critical Habitat
SONCC Coho Critical Habitat CCC Coho Critical Habitat X
CC Chinook Salmon Critical Habitat CVSR Chinook Salmon Critical Habitat SRWR Chinook Salmon Critical Habitat NC Steelhead Critical Habitat CCC Steelhead Critical Habitat X
SCCC Steelhead Critical Habitat SC Steelhead Critical Habitat CCV Steelhead Critical Habitat Eulachon Critical Habitat -

sDPS Green Sturgeon Critical Habitat ESA Marine Invertebrates
Range Black Abalone (E) Range White Abalone (E) ESA Marine Invertebrates Critical Habitat

Black Abalone Critical Habitat ESA Sea Turtles
East Pacific Green Sea Turtle (T) Olive Ridley Sea Turtle (T/E) Leatherback Sea Turtle (E) North Pacific Loggerhead Sea Turtle (E) ESA Whales
Blue Whale (E) Fin Whale (E) Humpback Whale (E) Southern Resident Killer Whale (E) North Pacific Right Whale (E) Sei Whale (E) Sperm Whale (E) ESA Pinnipeds
Guadalupe Fur Seal (T) Steller Sea Lion Critical Habitat Essential Fish Habitat
Coho EFH Chinook Salmon EFH Groundfish EFH Coastal Pelagics EFH Highly Migratory Species EFH -

X
X

MMPA Species (See list at left)
ESA and MMPA Cetaceans/Pinnipeds
See list at left and consult the NMFS Long Beach office
562-980-4000
MMPA Cetaceans MMPA Pinnipeds -

Palo Alto
Quad Number 37122-D2
Quad Name

ESA Anadromous Fish
SONCC Coho ESU (T) CCC Coho ESU (E) CC Chinook Salmon ESU (T) CVSR Chinook Salmon ESU (T) SRWR Chinook Salmon ESU (E) NC Steelhead DPS (T) CCC Steelhead DPS (T) X
SCCC Steelhead DPS (T) SC Steelhead DPS (E) CCV Steelhead DPS (T) Eulachon (T) sDPS Green Sturgeon (T) X
ESA Anadromous Fish Critical Habitat
SONCC Coho Critical Habitat CCC Coho Critical Habitat CC Chinook Salmon Critical Habitat CVSR Chinook Salmon Critical Habitat SRWR Chinook Salmon Critical Habitat NC Steelhead Critical Habitat CCC Steelhead Critical Habitat X
SCCC Steelhead Critical Habitat SC Steelhead Critical Habitat CCV Steelhead Critical Habitat -

Eulachon Critical Habitat sDPS Green Sturgeon Critical Habitat -

X

ESA Marine Invertebrates
Range Black Abalone (E) Range White Abalone (E) ESA Marine Invertebrates Critical Habitat

Black Abalone Critical Habitat ESA Sea Turtles
East Pacific Green Sea Turtle (T) Olive Ridley Sea Turtle (T/E) Leatherback Sea Turtle (E) North Pacific Loggerhead Sea Turtle (E) ESA Whales
Blue Whale (E) Fin Whale (E) Humpback Whale (E) Southern Resident Killer Whale (E) North Pacific Right Whale (E) Sei Whale (E) Sperm Whale (E) ESA Pinnipeds
Guadalupe Fur Seal (T) Steller Sea Lion Critical Habitat Essential Fish Habitat
Coho EFH Chinook Salmon EFH Groundfish EFH Coastal Pelagics EFH -

X
X
X
X

Highly Migratory Species EFH MMPA Species (See list at left)
ESA and MMPA Cetaceans/Pinnipeds
See list at left and consult the NMFS Long Beach office
562-980-4000
MMPA Cetaceans MMPA Pinnipeds - X

Mountain View
Quad Number 37122-D1
Quad Name

ESA Anadromous Fish
SONCC Coho ESU (T) CCC Coho ESU (E) CC Chinook Salmon ESU (T) CVSR Chinook Salmon ESU (T) SRWR Chinook Salmon ESU (E) NC Steelhead DPS (T) CCC Steelhead DPS (T) X
SCCC Steelhead DPS (T) SC Steelhead DPS (E) CCV Steelhead DPS (T) Eulachon (T) sDPS Green Sturgeon (T) X
ESA Anadromous Fish Critical Habitat
SONCC Coho Critical Habitat CCC Coho Critical Habitat CC Chinook Salmon Critical Habitat CVSR Chinook Salmon Critical Habitat SRWR Chinook Salmon Critical Habitat NC Steelhead Critical Habitat CCC Steelhead Critical Habitat X
SCCC Steelhead Critical Habitat -

SC Steelhead Critical Habitat CCV Steelhead Critical Habitat Eulachon Critical Habitat sDPS Green Sturgeon Critical Habitat -

X

ESA Marine Invertebrates
Range Black Abalone (E) Range White Abalone (E) ESA Marine Invertebrates Critical Habitat

Black Abalone Critical Habitat ESA Sea Turtles
East Pacific Green Sea Turtle (T) Olive Ridley Sea Turtle (T/E) Leatherback Sea Turtle (E) North Pacific Loggerhead Sea Turtle (E) ESA Whales
Blue Whale (E) Fin Whale (E) Humpback Whale (E) Southern Resident Killer Whale (E) North Pacific Right Whale (E) Sei Whale (E) Sperm Whale (E) ESA Pinnipeds
Guadalupe Fur Seal (T) Steller Sea Lion Critical Habitat Essential Fish Habitat
Coho EFH Chinook Salmon EFH -

X
X

Groundfish EFH Coastal Pelagics EFH Highly Migratory Species EFH -

X
X

MMPA Species (See list at left)
ESA and MMPA Cetaceans/Pinnipeds
See list at left and consult the NMFS Long Beach office
562-980-4000
MMPA Cetaceans MMPA Pinnipeds - X
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Delineation of Waters of the United States
Summary
This report presents the results of a delineation of waters of the United States conducted for the
Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project (Project) between the cities of Palo Alto and East Palo Alto,
California, between Woodland Avenue (East Palo Alto) and Edgewood Drive (Palo Alto) (Figures 1
and 2). The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), in coordination with the City of Palo
Alto (Project proponents), proposes to replace the Newell Road Bridge (bridge) across San
Francisquito Creek (creek). Project improvements will extend approximately 500 feet along Newell
Road and 350 feet along Woodland Avenue.
The biological study area for the Project encompasses approximately 1.09 acres and was established
based on the anticipated Project footprint. For the purposes of this delineation, the delineation study
area is identical to the biological study area. Two ICF botanists conducted a field survey of the
biological study area on August 25, 2015, to identify potentially jurisdictional waters of the United
States. The delineation was conducted to assist the Project proponents in identifying the type and
extent of wetlands and non-wetland waters subject to regulation under Section 404 of the federal
Clean Water Act. This report has been prepared to support a jurisdictional determination by the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) San Francisco District.
A total of 0.043 acre of jurisdictional non-wetland waters was identified in the biological study area
along the creek (Table 1). Conditions in the creek are unlikely to have changed since August 2015
because the creek is concrete-lined which restricts changes in morphology. No jurisdictional
wetlands are present in the biological study area.

Table 1. Waters of the United States Identified in the Biological Study Areaa
Non-Wetland Waters

Length
(feet)

Width at OHWM
(feet)

Area
(acres)

San Francisquito Creek (Intermittent Stream)

84

21

0.040

a

Subject to verification by U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.
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1 Introduction
This report presents the results of a delineation of waters of the United States conducted for the
Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project (Project) in San Mateo and Santa Clara Counties, California
(Figures 1 and 2). The Project would replace the Newell Road Bridge (bridge) over San Francisquito
Creek (creek) between the cities of Palo Alto and East Palo Alto between Woodland Avenue (East
Palo Alto) and Edgewood Drive (Palo Alto). The 1.09-acre biological study area for the Project was
established based on the anticipated Project footprint.
A wetland delineation of the creek alignment from U.S. Highway 101 (US 101) upstream to Newell
Road was prepared in 2001 (Lyons 2001). It is unknown if USACE verified the delineation; however,
because the delineation report was produced more than 10 years ago, ICF assumes that it is no
longer valid and requires updating using the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Arid
West Region (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2008) and 2014 National Wetland Plant List (Lichvar et
al. 2014). Additionally, ICF prepared a delineation of San Francisquito Creek (San Francisquito Creek
Flood Protection, Ecosystem Restoration, and Recreation Project, Upstream of Highway 101,
Preliminary Delineation of Wetlands and Other Waters of the United States) (SF Creek Report) from
US 101 upstream to El Camino Real in 2013 (ICF International 2013). That 2013 delineation
overlaps with this Project biological study area; however, to date, USACE has not verified the SF
Creek delineation.
This report is prepared in compliance with the USACE San Francisco District guidelines (U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers 2007) and the South Pacific Division map standards (U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers 2012) to support a jurisdictional determination.

2 Project Summary
2.1 Build Alternatives
The Project would replace the bridge under four potential alternatives (Figures 3a, 3b, 3c, and 3d).


Built Alternative 1: Remove the existing bridge and install signalization to facilitate two-way
traffic on a one-way bridge, on the existing alignment of Newell Road.



Build Alternative 2: Remove the existing bridge and replace it with a two-lane bridge on the
existing alignment of Newell Road.



Build Alternative 3: Remove the existing bridge and replace it with a two-lane bridge on a partial
realignment of Newell Road.



Build Alternative 4: Remove the existing bridge and replace it with a two-lane bridge on a full
realignment of Newell Road.

This report was completed using Build Alternative 4 as a conservative estimate, as it has the largest
Project footprint and generally encompasses the area of disturbance of all of the Build Alternatives,
and therefore represents the Build Alternative with the greatest potential impacts.
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Figure 3a
Build Alternative 1
Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project
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Build Alternative 2
Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project
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Build Alternative 3
Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project
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Build Alternative 4
Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project
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2.2 Contact Information
The contact information for the Project proponents and the report preparer is provided below.
Project Proponents

ICF

City of Palo Alto
285 Hamilton Avenue
Palo Alto, CA 94301

ICF
75 East Santa Clara Street, Suite 300
San Jose, CA 95113
Contact(s):
Torrey Edell, Botanist
408.216.2829
Christine Fukasawa, Project Manager
408.216.2811

Contact: Michel Jeremias
650.329.2129
California Department of Transportation
District 4 Office of Local Assistance
111 Grand Avenue
Oakland, CA 94612
Contact(s): Dan Rivas/Tom Holstein
510.286.5743

2.3 Driving Directions
To reach the biological study area, follow US 101 south from San Francisco. Take the University
Avenue exit (Exit 43) in East Palo Alto. Proceed approximately 0.6 mile and turn left on Woodland
Avenue. Drive approximately 0.4 mile to the bridge, which is located on the right.

3 Site Location and Description
The biological study area is located along a portion of Newell Road on the south side of the creek in
Palo Alto and a portion of Newell Road and Woodland Avenue on the north side of the creek in East
Palo Alto, California. The creek is the boundary between the two cities. Figures 1 and 2 show the
location of the biological study area and its relationship to the surrounding towns and highways.
The biological study area is located within the Palo Alto U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute
quadrangle and the approximate centroid of the biological study area is located at 37.454398° north
latitude and -122.136637° west longitude.
The biological study area is situated in an alluvial fan and floodplain area. Residential and
commercial development surrounds the creek. Ornamental vegetation associated with these
developed areas also can be found growing along the creek itself. Elevations in the biological study
area are approximately 6 to 26 feet above mean sea level (referenced to the North American Vertical
Datum). The banks of the creek average approximately 8 to 10 feet high within the biological study
area and in most places are characterized by nearly vertical slopes.
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3.1 Hydrology
The biological study area is located in the San Francisco Bay hydrologic unit (HUC 18050004) (U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency 2015). The creek alignment begins at the outlet of Searsville Dam
in the upper watershed (Santa Clara Valley Water District 2013) and generally flows easterly
through the entire biological study area. It is shown as an intermittent creek on the USGS
topographic quadrangle map. The creek drains into South San Francisco Bay approximately 1 mile
east of the biological study area. Flows are produced from rainfall and runoff, as well as tributaries
feeding into the creek. These tributaries include Bear Creek, Los Trancos Creek, Alambique Creek,
Martin Creek, Sausal Creek, and Corte Madera Creek (Young et al. 2003). In addition, storm drains
located along the Palo Alto (south) side of the bank discharge large volumes of water into the creek
from upland areas.
Based on a review of historic aerial photographs, the course of the creek channel has not changed
substantially since the late 1800s. An 1899 USGS topographic map depicts the creek channel
following nearly the same path as today through a rural landscape between the cities of Palo Alto
and Menlo Park. A September 1948 aerial photograph available on Google Earth depicts agriculture,
open space, and residential development (single-family in Palo Alto and multi-family in East Palo
Alto) along the creek in areas that have now become completely urbanized.
While the overall course of the creek has changed little in the past century, the creek banks have
been highly modified and channelized. This is evident along the nearly vertical banks where riprap,
concrete bags (“sacrete”), and rock gabion sidewalls are present from the top of the banks to the toe
of the slopes. These altered areas are often devoid of vegetation or covered with Himalayan
blackberry (Rubus armeniacus), Cape ivy (Delairea odorata), or English ivy (Hedera helix) vines
rooted in the soil above or below.

3.2 Precipitation and Growing Season
The climate in the biological study area is characterized by warm, dry summers and cool, moist
winters. National Weather Service cooperative weather station number 046646 (Palo Alto), which is
located at Rinconada Park adjacent to Embarcadero Road, is located approximately 0.8 mile south of
the biological study area. The average annual temperature measured at this station in 2014 was 60.8
degrees. The growing season in the biological study area is year-round (Natural Resources
Conservation Service 2015).
Annual precipitation at the Palo Alto weather station in 2016 was 16.17 inches, as compared to
7.29 inches in 2015 and 15.08 inches in 2014, with most falling as rain from October to April in all
three years. Annual precipitation as rainfall at the Palo Alto weather station in 2017 is anticipated to
be above average during the first three months of the year (January through March); to date totaling
15.17 inches (Natural Resources Conservation Service 2017). Monthly precipitation totals are
provided in a WETS table in Appendix A.
As of August 2015, 92% of California had experienced exceptional drought conditions (i.e., the
highest possible drought level), although the state overall had received close to average rainfall,
including Santa Clara County. The drought conditions were mostly attributed to the lack of snowfall
in the Sierra Nevada (Santa Clara Valley Water District 2015). The drought has subsided since this
delineation was conducted. In early 2016, 34% of the state was experiencing exceptional drought
conditions (although 98% of California experienced some level of drought conditions). Current
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conditions (as of March 21, 2017) gauge that more than three-fourths of California (76%) is no
longer experiencing any drought conditions, including all of Santa Clara County, and no areas in the
entire state are experiencing exceptional drought conditions (The National Drought Mitigation
Center 2017).
At the time of the August 24, 2015, field survey, hydrophytic (i.e., adapted to wet conditions)
vegetation and indicators of wetland hydrology were identifiable. Potentially problematic
circumstances in the region that could be a result of drought (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2008)
did not appear to affect the results of this delineation. There were no unusually low or high rainfall
amounts in the days prior to the field survey. Elevated levels of rainfall in early 2017 may have
influenced the extent, vigor, and/or phenology of hydrophytic vegetation in the biological study
area; however, the confined creek channel is expected to maintain similar hydrologic conditions
from year to year.

3.3 Vegetation
The biological study area is within the San Francisco Bay Area subregion of the Central Western
California region in the California Floristic Province (Baldwin et al. 2012).
In addition to the aquatic habitats described in Chapter 5, Results, of this report, the vertical banks of
the creek support riparian forest and scrub. Beyond the creek, the biological study area supports a
variety of vegetation types, including annual grassland, ruderal areas, turf, and urbanized areas.

3.4 Soils
The U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil Conservation Service (Kashiwagi and Hokholt 1991) (San
Mateo County) and the U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service
(2010) (Santa Clara County) have mapped the soils within the biological study area. Salient
characteristics of the soil map units and associated hydric soil information are summarized in Table
2. All map units consist partly or wholly of various thicknesses of fill material that has been placed
on top of the native soil. In intensively developed areas, little remains of the native soil profile. A
map of the soils in the biological study area and surrounding vicinity is provided in Appendix A
(Natural Resources Conservation Service 2015).

Table 2. Soils in the Biological Study Area
Soil Map
Symbol
131

Soil Map Unit

Landform

Urban land-Elpaloalto
complex, 0 to 2% slopes

Alluvial fans
and floodplains

Natural
Drainage
Class

Hydric Status of
Primary Component* and
Inclusions of Map Unit

Well

Primary component: nonhydric
Inclusions: nonhydric

Source: Kashiwagi and Hokholt 1991; Natural Resources Conservation Service 2010, .
* “Primary Component” refers to the soil that makes up approximately 85% or more of the map unit. The
remaining soils in the map unit are inclusions.
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4 Delineation Methods
This delineation report is based in large part on the previous effort for the SF Creek Report (ICF
International 2013) and revalidated by ICF botanists Amy May and Torrey Edell during a site visit
on August 24, 2015. Evaluations of jurisdictional waters of the United States were based on the
routine onsite determination method described in the 1987 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Wetlands
Delineation Manual (Environmental Laboratory 1987) and the supplemental procedures and
wetland indicators provided in the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Arid West Region
(U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 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).
The purpose of the updated mapping effort was to assess the ordinary high water mark (OHWM) of
the creek and any jurisdictional wetlands identified in the SF Creek Report and to identify waters of
the United States outside of the banks of the creek (outside of the SF Creek Report study area).
Determination of the OHWM was made based on observable geomorphic and vegetation indicators,
which include, but are not limited to, benches, channel bars, break in bank slope, changes in particle
size distribution, staining of rocks, silt deposits, litter, drift, sparse vegetation, seedlings, and plant
species (Lichvar and McColley 2008).

5 Results
Table 3 provides the dimensions of waters of the United States delineated in the biological study
area. A description of the jurisdictional waters also is provided below. A delineation map depicting
the location and extent of waters of the United States, subject to verification by the USACE San
Francisco District, is provided in Appendix B. A list of plant species observed in the biological study
area and the wetland indicator status of each is provided in Appendix C. Representative
photographs of the biological study area and the surrounding creek channel are provided in
Appendix D.

Table 3. Waters of the United States Delineated in the Biological Study Area
Feature ID

Feature Type

San Francisquito Creek

Intermittent Stream

Area
(acres)

Length (feet)

Average Width
(feet)

0.040

84

21

5.1 Wetlands
No jurisdictional wetlands were identified in the biological study area. Riparian scrub is present in
some areas below the OHWM. In the biological study area, this vegetation type is dominated by
Fremont cottonwood (Populus fremontii ssp. fremontii), arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis), floating
water primrose (Ludwigia peploides), and water knotweed (all facultative wetland or obligate
wetland species). The majority of this vegetation type is located on the outer channel edge at the
slope toe and is generally rooted below the OHWM, but does not meet the 5% wetland vegetation
cover criterion (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2008) (Appendix D). There is one elevated gravel bar
in the center of the creek on the west side of the bridge, vegetated predominantly by Fremont
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cottonwood and water knotweed (Persicaria amphibia) (Appendix D, Photo 6), but this vegetation is
located outside of the biological study area.

5.2 Non-Wetland Waters
5.2.1

San Francisquito Creek

Approximately 0.040 acre (84 linear feet with an average width at OHWM of 21 feet) of non-wetland
waters of the United States was mapped and characterized along the creek. Jurisdictional areas
extend beyond the mapped limits of the biological study area but are not included for the purposes
of this report. The creek bed was dry at the time of field survey. Conditions in the creek are unlikely
to have changed since August 2015 because the creek is a highly modified, concrete-lined flood
control channel which restricts changes in morphology, width, and slope over time. The creek
qualifies as a water of the United States because it supports a defined bed and bank and a welldefined OHWM. The OHWM was evident by sediment deposits, drift deposits, watermarks,
vegetation patterns, and drainage patterns. Flow in the creek is intermittent and seasonal; however,
because the creek is subject to tidal action downstream of the biological study area and directly
flows into the San Francisco Bay approximately 1.5 miles west of the Project area, it qualifies as a
relatively permanent water (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2007). The portion of the creek within the
biological study area is not subject to tidal action. Unvegetated areas (less than 5% vegetated) in the
channel below the OHWM are considered non-wetland waters of the United States, subject to
regulation by USACE.
Vegetation is present in some areas below the OHWM. Plant communities in these areas include
nonnative riparian, nonnative grassland, and ruderal. Generally, these communities were dominated
exclusively by one species: either Himalayan blackberry, English ivy, or Bermuda grass (Cynodon
dactylon) (FACU wetland indicator status). Himalayan blackberry and English ivy grow interspersed
with bankside riparian forest both below and above the OHWM. Because the dominant vegetation
below the OHWM is not strongly hydrophytic, these areas do not qualify as wetlands; rather, they
are included within the calculated area of jurisdictional non-wetland waters.
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Soils Maps and WETS Table for the Biological Study Area
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Area of Interest (AOI)
Area of Interest (AOI)
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Soil Map Unit Polygons
Soil Map Unit Lines
Soil Map Unit Points
Special Point Features
Blowout
Borrow Pit
Clay Spot
Closed Depression
Gravel Pit
Gravelly Spot
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Lava Flow
Marsh or swamp
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Spoil Area
Stony Spot
Very Stony Spot
Wet Spot
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Water Features
Streams and Canals
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Interstate Highways
US Routes
Major Roads
Local Roads
Background
Aerial Photography

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: http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov
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: San Mateo County, Eastern Part, and San
Francisco County, California
Survey Area Data: Version 11, Sep 26, 2014

Mine or Quarry
Miscellaneous Water

Soil Survey Area: Santa Clara Area, California, Western Part
Survey Area Data: Version 3, Sep 18, 2014

Perennial Water
Rock Outcrop

Your area of interest (AOI) includes more than one soil survey area.
These survey areas may have been mapped at different scales, with
a different land use in mind, at different times, or at different levels
of detail. This may result in map unit symbols, soil properties, and
interpretations that do not completely agree across soil survey area
boundaries.

Saline Spot
Sandy Spot
Severely Eroded Spot
Sinkhole

Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales 1:50,000
or larger.

Slide or Slip
Sodic Spot

Date(s) aerial images were photographed:
2013

Oct 26, 2010—Nov 3,

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.
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Map Unit Legend
San Mateo County, Eastern Part, and San Francisco County, California (CA689)
Map Unit Symbol

Map Unit Name

108

Botella-Urban land complex, 0
to 5 percent slopes

121

Orthents, cut and fill, 0 to 15
percent slopes

131

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI
40.1

14.1%

0.9

0.3%

Urban land

93.7

32.9%

131scl

Urban land-Elpaloalto complex,
0 to 2 percent slopes

18.2

6.4%

169scl

Urbanland-Elder complex, 0 to
2 percent slopes, protected

7.2

2.5%

Subtotals for Soil Survey Area

160.1

56.2%

Totals for Area of Interest

284.9

100.0%

Santa Clara Area, California, Western Part (CA641)
Map Unit Symbol

Map Unit Name

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

131

Urban land-Elpaloalto complex,
0 to 2 percent slopes

67.0

23.5%

165

Urbanland-Campbell complex,
0 to 2 percent slopes,
protected

38.2

13.4%

169

Urbanland-Elder complex, 0 to
2 percent slopes, protected

19.6

6.9%

Subtotals for Soil Survey Area

124.8

43.8%

Totals for Area of Interest

284.9

100.0%
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WETS Table

WETS Station: PALO ALTO,
CA
Requested years: 1971 2017
Month

Avg Max
Temp

Avg Min
Temp

Avg
Mean
Temp

Avg
Precip

30%
chance
precip less
than

30%
chance
precip
more than

Avg number
days precip
0.10 or more

Avg
Snowfall

Jan

57.5

38.5

48.0

2.91

1.18

3.48

6

0.0

Feb

61.2

41.5

51.3

3.05

1.42

3.73

6

0.0

Mar

64.9

43.4

54.2

2.39

1.00

2.91

6

0.0

Apr

68.9

44.8

56.8

1.02

0.37

1.20

3

0.0

May

73.6

48.8

61.2

0.33

0.07

0.27

1

0.0

Jun

77.8

52.5

65.1

0.10

0.00

0.08

0

0.0

Jul

79.1

55.1

67.1

0.02

0.00

0.00

0

0.0

Aug

78.7

55.1

66.9

0.05

0.00

0.00

0

0.0

Sep

78.5

52.9

65.7

0.14

0.00

0.10

0

0.0

Oct

73.2

48.4

60.8

0.81

0.27

0.88

2

0.0

Nov

64.0

42.5

53.3

1.63

0.65

1.94

4

0.0

Dec

57.7

38.0

47.8

2.79

1.20

3.40

6

0.0

12.13

18.24

-

-

Annual:
Average

69.6

46.8

58.2

-

Total

-

-

-

15.25

Years with missing data:

24 deg = 20

28 deg = 24

32 deg =
21

Years with no occurrence:

24 deg = 27

28 deg = 15

32 deg =
0

Data years used:

24 deg = 27

28 deg = 23

32 deg =
26

Probability

24 F or
higher

28 F or
higher

32 F or
higher

50 percent *

No
occurrence

No
occurrence

2/7 to
12/11:
307 days

70 percent *

No
occurrence

No
occurrence

1/26 to
12/24:
332 days

Jan

Feb

Mar

-

-

35

0.0

Jul

Aug

GROWING SEASON DATES

* Percent chance of the
growing season occurring
between the Beginning and
Ending dates.
STATS TABLE - total
precipitation (inches)
Yr

Apr

May

Jun

1953

Sep

Oct

Nov

Dec

Annl

0.
00

0.
26

1.87

0.
21

2.34

1954

2.37

1.78

3.26

0.54

0.04

0.21

0.00

0.00

0.
00

0.
01

1.10

2.
79

12.
10

1955

4.19

1.38

0.04

0.84

0.87

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.
00

0.
00

1.16

10.
56

19.
06

1.32

0.12

0.70

1.08

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.
24

0.
54

0.02

0.
59

4.61

1956
1957

2.70

3.03

1.51

0.95

1.88

0.03

T

0.00

0.
32

1.
05

0.43

2.
89

14.
79

1958

3.49

5.85

5.21

M4.56

0.46

0.15

0.00

0.00

0.
07

0.
06

0.13

0.
86

20.
84

1959

3.63

3.70

0.12

0.02

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01

2.
31

0.
00

T

1.
31

11.
10

1960

3.54

M2.55

0.60

0.76

0.22

0.00

T

0.00

T

0.
01

2.67

0.
84

11.
19

1961

1.73

0.65

1.89

0.51

0.55

0.04

0.00

0.04

0.
27

0.
10

2.66

1.
23

9.67

1962

1.18

6.45

2.21

0.13

T

0.00

0.00

T

T

2.
92

0.41

2.
30

15.
60

1963

1.88

3.66

2.37

3.05

0.51

0.02

0.00

0.05

0.
19

0.
88

2.95

0.
14

15.
70

1964

3.29

0.22

0.92

0.15

0.54

0.47

T

0.12

0.
00

0.
80

2.93

5.
29

14.
73

1965

2.33

0.77

1.58

2.47

0.00

0.00

T

0.01

0.
01

0.
00

4.41

3.
56

15.
14

1966

1.41

1.09

0.50

0.44

0.06

0.06

0.33

0.03

0.
10

0.
00

2.93

2.
23

9.18

1967

7.41

0.13

3.57

4.50

0.14

0.19

0.00

T

0.
02

0.
22

1.11

2.
03

19.
32

1968

3.91

0.46

3.00

0.96

0.10

0.00

T

0.04

0.
00

0.
27

1.93

2.
92

13.
59

1969

7.65

4.94

1.32

1.45

0.01

T

0.00

0.00

0.
03

0.
70

0.51

2.
20

18.
81

1970

6.77

1.38

1.22

0.15

0.01

0.10

0.00

0.00

0.
00

0.
39

5.89

7.
49

23.
40

1971

1.09

0.50

1.32

1.05

0.09

0.00

0.01

0.01

0.
16

0.
02

0.72

3.
76

8.73

1972

0.94

0.71

0.06

0.50

0.00

0.15

0.00

0.00

0.
55

3.
72

6.31

1.
49

14.
43

1973

5.21

6.59

2.27

0.16

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.
00

2.
31

3.92

3.
91

24.
37

1974

3.30

0.68

3.15

1.31

0.08

0.20

0.06

0.00

0.
00

1.
09

0.37

1.
71

11.
95

1975

0.51

2.52

4.56

1.52

0.00

0.05

0.16

0.46

0.
00

0.
98

0.41

0.
18

11.
35

1976

0.28

1.05

1.34

0.71

0.00

0.12

0.03

0.81

0.
63

0.
37

1.17

0.
83

7.34

1977

1.05

0.55

1.76

0.01

1.74

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.
44

1.00

3.
80

10.
35

1978

7.28

3.55

3.31

2.84

0.00
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Appendix C
Plant Species Observed in the Biological Study Area

An asterisk (*) following a scientific name indicates that the species is not native to the San
Francisco Bay Area. Wetland indicator status follows Lichvar et al. 2014; nomenclature follows
Lichvar et al. 2014 and The Jepson Manual, Second Edition (Baldwin et al. 2012) and online updates.

Table C-1. Plant Species Observed in the Biological Study Area
Scientific Name

Common Name

Wetland Indicator Status‡

California buckeye
Deodar cedar
Blue gum
Common fig
White ash
Oregon ash
Maidenhair tree
Blue jacaranda
California walnut
English walnut
Glossy privet
Avocado
Canary Island date palm
Spruce
Pine
Fremont’s cottonwood
Cherry
Coast live oak
Chinese elm
California bay laurel

NI
NI
NI
FACU
FACU
FACW
NI
NI
FAC
NI
NI
NI
NI
Not determined
Not determined
NI1
NI
NI
UPL
FAC

Manzanita
Silverleaf cotoneaster
Toyon
Himalayan blackberry
Arroyo willow
Blue elderberry
Poison oak
Common grape

NI
NI
NI
FAC
FACW
FAC
NI

Mugwort
Zebra aloe
California mugwort
Fat-hen
Bitter-cress
Italian thistle

FAC
NI
FAC
FACW
FAC
NI

Trees
Aesculus californica
Cedrus deodara
Eucalyptus globulus*
Ficus carica*
Fraxinus americana*
Fraxinus latifolia
Ginkgo biloba
Jacaranda mimosifolia
Juglans californica
Juglans regia*
Lingustrum lucidum*
Persea americana*
Phoenix canariensis*
Picea spp.*
Pinus spp.*
Populus fremonti ssp. fremonti
Prunus sp.*
Quercus agrifolia
Ulmus parvifolia*
Umbellularia californica
Shrubs and Woody Vines
Arctostaphylos sp. (ornamental)*
Cotoneaster pannosus*
Heteromeles arbutifolia
Rubus armeniacus*
Salix lasiolepis
Sambucus nigra ssp. caerulea
Toxicodendron diversilobum
Vitis vinifera*
Forbs
Artemisia douglasiana
Aloe maculate*
Artemisia douglasiana
Atriplex prostrata*
Cardamine oligosperma*
Carduus pycnocephalus*
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Scientific Name

Common Name

Wetland Indicator Status‡

Cirsium vulgare*
Delairea odorata*
Foeniculum vulgare*
Hedera helix*
Hirschfeldia incana*
Kickxia elantine*
Lactuca serriola*
Melilitous sp.
Persicaria amphibia
Rumex pulcher*
Vinca major*
Xanthium strumarium

Bull thistle
Cape ivy
Fennel
English ivy
Mediterranean hoary mustard
fluvellin
Prickly lettuce
Sweetclover
Water knotweed
Fiddle dock
Periwinkle
Rough cockle-bur

FACU
NI
NI
FACU
NI
UPL
FACU
undetermined
OBL
FAC
NI
FAC

Bermuda grass
Tall flatsedge
Smilograss

FACU
FACW
NI

Grasses and Grass-Like Plants
Cynodon dactylon*
Cyperus eragrostis
Stipa miliacea var. miliacea*

*Indicates species is not native to the San Francisco Bay Area.
1For the purpose of the wetland delineation, Populus fremontii ssp. fremontii is listed as FACW.
‡ Wetland Indicator Status for Region AW, California:
OBL (obligate)—almost always occurs in wetlands (99% probability of occurrence in wetlands).
FAC (facultative)—equally likely to occur in wetlands or nonwetlands (34–66% probability).
FACU (facultative upland)—usually occurs in nonwetlands but occasionally occurs in wetlands (1–33%
probability).
FACW (facultative wetland)—usually occurs in wetlands (6799% probability).
UPL (obligate upland)—almost never occurs in wetlands (1% probability); in general, species that are NI on
the wetland plant list are assumed to be obligate upland species.
NI (no indicator)—no indicator status assigned because regional status information is lacking; the indicator
status assigned to the species in the nearest adjacent region is applied, in this case, Region 9 (Northwest).
Undetermined—cannot be assigned an indicator status because plant could not be identified to species.
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Appendix D
Representative Photographs of
Biological Study Area

Photo 1. Newell Road Bridge from East Palo Alto, looking south.

Photo 2. Newell Road Bridge abutments, looking east.
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Photo 3. Newell Road Bridge abutments, looking west.

Photo 4. San Francisquito Creek from Newell Road Bridge, looking east.
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Photo 5. San Francisquito Creek from Newell Bridge, looking west.

Photo 6. Vegetated gravel bar in San Francisquito Creek, looking west.
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1 Introduction
The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), in cooperation with the City of Palo Alto
(City), proposes to replace the Newell Road Bridge and roadway approaches across San Francisquito
Creek. The Project is located in Santa Clara and San Mateo counties, in the cities of Palo Alto and East
Palo Alto. The Project is located southwest of U.S. Highway 101 and east of State Route 82 (El
Camino Real) on Newell Road between Edgewood Drive in Palo Alto and Woodland Avenue in East
Palo Alto, as shown in Figure 1. The limits of the Project, Project footprint (including four
alternatives), street names, and prominent landmarks are shown in Appendix A. San Francisquito
Creek, over which the Project crosses, delineates the city limits between the City and East Palo Alto,
as well as the boundary between Santa Clara and San Mateo counties.
This report documents existing tree resources within the Project site and includes the following
components, complementary to the narrative discussion.


Table 1: Tree Survey Data



Figure 1: Project Location



Figure 2: Tree Locations



Appendix A: Project Alternatives Engineering Plans



Appendix B: Site Photographs



Appendix C: City of East Palo Alto and Palo Alto Tree Ordinances

2 Current Conditions
California native, invasive, and landscape tree species are present in the survey area. Native species
identified include Fremont’s cottonwood (Populus fremontii), arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis),
California bay (Umbellularia californica), California buckeye (Aesculus californica), and coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia). Invasive species identified include eucalyptus (Eucalyptus sp.). Landscape
species identified include magnolia (Magnolia sp.), palms, pine (Pinus sp.), southern live oak
(Quercus virginiana), maidenhair tree (Ginko biloba), and some additional unknown landscape
species. Representative photographs of the Project site are provided in Appendix B.
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Figure 1. Project Location
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Figure 2.Tree Locations
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3 Methods of Survey
ICF investigated trees in the Project site on April 4, 2017. Sufficient satellite reception was not
available to collect tree location data using a Trimble GeoXT (GeoExplorer 2008 Series) global
positioning system unit. Instead, tree locations were documented by hand on paper maps then
digitized as depicted in Figure 2. All trees within the survey area with a trunk or multiple trunks
measuring 4 inches in diameter at 4.5 feet standard height (DSH) were documented. The survey
area encompasses all Project alternatives (Appendix A) and the Archaeological Area of Potential
Effect. Inaccessible trees were estimated for DSH.
The assessment criteria used and data recorded included those listed below for each tree.


Identification of the species



Location



Number of trunks



DSH



Height



Within creek floodwalls



Notes

4 Survey Results
A total of 97 trees were recorded within the survey area during the survey:


Fremont’s cottonwood (Populus fremontii)= 44 trees



Arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis)= 8 trees



California bay (Umbellularia californica)= 3 trees



California buckeye (Aesculus californica)= 5 trees



Coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia)= 8 trees



Pine (Pinus sp.)= 3 trees



Eucalyptus (Eucalyptus sp.)= 8 trees



Magnolia (Magnolia sp.)= 5 trees



Palm = 2 trees



Southern live oak (Quercus virginiana)= 4 trees



Maidenhair tree (Ginkgo biloba)= 3 trees



Unknown landscape species= 4 trees
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Of the 97 trees documented, 63 trees are located within the floodwall of the creek, including tree
ID #s 32-39 and 44-99. For information regarding specific trees located in the floodwall of the creek,
see Table 1 below.

5 City Ordinances and Protected Trees
East Palo Alto and Palo Alto have municipal codes protecting trees (Appendix C1-C3): City of East
Palo Alto Municipal Code ‘Tree Regulations’ Ordinance (Chapter 22, Article 4, Section 64206420.10), and City of Palo Alto Municipal Code ‘Trees and Vegetation’ Ordinance (Chapters 8.04,
8.08, and 8.10) which should be followed if trees are to be trimmed or removed. Permanently
affected trees that are protected will require application for tree removal permits filed with the
planning department.


The City of East Palo Alto has regulations on: 1) private trees having a main stem of greater than
or equal to 40” circumference (12.8” diameter) at 2 feet above grade; and 2) any tree within a
public right-of-way regardless of size (Appendix C1). For this survey all trees were measured at
4.5 feet above grade. In the East Palo Alto portion of the survey area, 1 coast live oak (Tree ID #
32), 6 eucalyptus (Tree ID #s 36 and 38-42), 3 Fremont’s cottonwoods (Tree ID #s 52, 53, and
58), and 1 landscape tree (Tree ID # 43) are protected; they each have a diameter of > 12.8”. The
remaining 39 trees within the East Palo Alto portion of the survey area (Tree ID #s 33-35, 37,
43-51, 54-57, and 59-99) that are less than 40" in circumference are located within the creek
channel between the floodwalls. If impacted, these trees should be assessed to determine if they
are located within the city’s public right-of-way and protected accordingly. See Appendix C1 for
detailed regulations.



The city of Palo Alto has regulations on: 1) protected trees including coast live oaks and valley
oaks (Quercus lobata) measuring 11.5” DSH or greater, and coast redwoods (Sequoia
sempervirens) measuring 18” DSH or greater; 2) ‘Heritage Trees’; and 3) trees within the street
or public right-of-way measuring 4" DSH (Appendix C2 and C3). In the Palo Alto portion of the
survey area, 2 coast live oaks (Tree ID #s 11 and 22) are protected; they each have a diameter of
> 11.5”. Regarding ‘Heritage Trees,’ no trees are currently located within the Palo Alto portion of
the survey area; seven heritage trees are located within 0.46m-2.75 mile of the survey area with
the nearest heritage tree located 0.46 mile southeast of the survey area. Regarding public or
street trees, 2 pines, 1 palm, 1 California bay, 5 eucalyptus, 1 California buckeye, and
2 maidenhair trees (Tree ID #s 6, 8-10, 15-20, 30, and 31) are regulated. The remaining 15 trees
within the Palo Alto portion of the survey area (Tree ID #s 1-5, 12, 13, 21, and 23-29) are not
protected or regulated. See Appendix C2 and C3 for detailed regulations.
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PA

Magnolia

3

PA

4

Within creek
floodwalls

2

Height (feet)

PA

Species Scientific
Name (sp.=
unknown species)
Magnolia sp.

(inches; individual
trunks separated
by comma/s)

City Location**

1

Species Common
Name (sp.=
unknown species)
Magnolia

Trunk
Diameter***

Tree ID*

Table 1. Tree Survey Data

Notes
Private property; in yard behind fence of house 3 ft
from sidewalk

16

35

No

Magnolia sp.

32

60

No

Private property; in yard behind fence of house 3 ft
from sidewalk

Magnolia

Magnolia sp.

13, 21, 10

60

No

Private property; in yard behind fence of house 3 ft
from sidewalk

PA

Magnolia

Magnolia sp.

18

45

No

Private property; in yard behind fence of house 3 ft
from sidewalk

5

PA

Magnolia

Magnolia sp.

4, 3

13

No

Private property; in yard behind fence of house 3 ft
from sidewalk

6

PA

Pine

Pinus sp.

15.5

75

No

City property; 15 ft from sidewalk

7

PA

Palm

---

No trunk

35

No

City property; 21.5 ft from sidewalk

8

PA

Pine

Pinus sp.

31

75

No

City property; 22.5 ft from sidewalk

9

PA

Palm

---

42

20

No

City property; 28 ft from sidewalk

10

PA

California bay

Umbellularia
californica

6.5

10

No

City property; 40 ft from sidewalk

11

PA

Coast live oak

Quercus agrifolia

22.5

60

No

City property; 34 ft from sidewalk

12

PA

California bay

Umbellularia
californica

3.25

15

No

City property; 36 ft from sidewalk

13

PA

Coast live oak

Quercus agrifolia

15

PA

Eucalyptus

Eucalyptus sp.

16

PA

California buckeye

Aesculus californica

17

PA

Eucalyptus

Eucalyptus sp.
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23
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20.5, 32, 24

30
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TOB

31
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No

City property; 4 ft from road and 2.5 ft from creek
TOB
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Name (sp.=
unknown species)
Eucalyptus sp.

(inches; individual
trunks separated
by comma/s)

City Location**

18

Species Common
Name (sp.=
unknown species)
Eucalyptus

Trunk
Diameter***

Tree ID*

California Department of Transportation
City of Palo Alto

Notes
City property; 4 ft from road

43.5

125

No

Eucalyptus sp.

48

125

No

City property; 2.5 ft from road between road and
sidewalk

Eucalyptus

Eucalyptus sp.

67

125

No

City property; at road curb between road and
sidewalk

PA

California bay

Umbellularia
californica

2.5

13

No

City property; 60 ft from road behind fence and 1 ft
from creek TOB

22

PA

Coast live oak

Quercus agrifolia

43.5

50

No

City property; 11 ft from road west of sidewalk

23

PA

Landscape
(unknown)

---

2

9

No

City property; 11 ft from road west of sidewalk

24

PA

Southern live oak

Quercus virginiana

1, 1, 1, 1

10

No

City property; just west of sidewalk

25

PA

Southern live oak

Quercus virginiana

1, 1, 1, 1

10

No

City property; just west of sidewalk

26

PA

Southern live oak

Quercus virginiana

1, 1, 1, 1

10

No

City property; just west of sidewalk

27

PA

Landscape
(unknown)

---

1.5

12

No

City property; west of sidewalk

28

PA

Southern live oak

Quercus virginiana

1

6.5

No

City property; between road and sidewalk

29

PA

Maidenhair tree

Ginkgo biloba

1.5

9

No

City property; between road and sidewalk

30

PA

Maidenhair tree

Ginkgo biloba

4.25

12

No

City property; between road and sidewalk

31

PA

Maidenhair tree

Ginkgo biloba

4.25

11

No

City property; between road and sidewalk

32

EPA

Coast live oak

Quercus agrifolia

16

30

Yes

Within creek floodwalls

33

EPA

Coast live oak

Quercus agrifolia

8

25

Yes

Within creek floodwalls

34

EPA

California buckeye

Aesculus californica

3, 3, 3, 3, 2, 1

17

Yes

Within creek floodwalls

35

EPA

Arroyo willow

Salix lasiolepis

4.5

25

Yes

Within creek floodwalls

36

EPA

Eucalyptus sp.

Eucalyptus sp.

28, 25

125

Yes

Within creek floodwalls

37

EPA

Arroyo willow

Salix lasiolepis

5

30

Yes

Within creek floodwalls

38

EPA

Eucalyptus sp.

Eucalyptus sp.

30

70

Yes

Within creek floodwalls

Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project
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EPA

Pine

41

EPA

42

Within creek
floodwalls

40

Height (feet)

EPA

Species Scientific
Name (sp.=
unknown species)
Eucalyptus sp.

(inches; individual
trunks separated
by comma/s)

City Location**

39

Species Common
Name (sp.=
unknown species)
Eucalyptus sp.

Trunk
Diameter***

Tree ID*

California Department of Transportation
City of Palo Alto

13

50

Yes

Notes
Within creek floodwalls

Pinus sp.

23.5

75

No

In yard of apartment building 2.5 ft from sidewalk

Landscape
(unknown)

---

14.5

45

No

In yard of apartment building 4 ft from sidewalk

EPA

Coast live oak

Quercus agrifolia

33.5

70

No

In yard of apartment building 1 ft from sidewalk

43

EPA

Landscape
(unknown)

---

1.5

10

No

City property; between road and sidewalk

44

EPA

Fremont's
cottonwood

Populus fremontii

9

40

Yes

Within creek floodwalls; above high water mark

45

EPA

Arroyo willow

Salix lasiolepis

2.5

12

Yes

Within creek floodwalls; above high water mark

46

EPA

Coast live oak

Quercus agrifolia

8

30

Yes

Within creek floodwalls; above high water mark

48

EPA

California buckeye

Aesculus californica

8

35

Yes

Within creek floodwalls; above high water mark

49

EPA

Coast live oak

Quercus agrifolia

1

7

Yes

Within creek floodwalls; above high water mark

50

EPA

California buckeye

Aesculus californica

>1

5

Yes

Within creek floodwalls; above high water mark

51

EPA

California buckeye

Aesculus californica

1

5

Yes

Within creek floodwalls; above high water mark

52

EPA

Fremont's
cottonwood

Populus fremontii

26

90

Yes

Within creek floodwalls; above high water mark

53

EPA

Fremont's
cottonwood

Populus fremontii

22

40

Yes

Within creek floodwalls; above high water mark

54

EPA

Fremont's
cottonwood

Populus fremontii

7

45

Yes

Within creek floodwalls; above high water mark

55

EPA

Fremont's
cottonwood

Populus fremontii

6

45

Yes

Within creek floodwalls; above high water mark

56

EPA

Fremont's
cottonwood

Populus fremontii

5

45

Yes

Within creek floodwalls; above high water mark

Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project
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EPA

Fremont's
cottonwood

Populus fremontii

59

EPA

Arroyo willow

Salix lasiolepis

60-70

EPA

Fremont's
cottonwood

Populus fremontii

71-74

EPA

Arroyo willow

75-78

EPA

79-99

EPA

Within creek
floodwalls

58

Height (feet)

EPA

Species Scientific
Name (sp.=
unknown species)
Populus fremontii

(inches; individual
trunks separated
by comma/s)

City Location**

57

Species Common
Name (sp.=
unknown species)
Fremont's
cottonwood

Trunk
Diameter***

Tree ID*

California Department of Transportation
City of Palo Alto

5

45

Yes

Notes
Within creek floodwalls; above high water mark

13, 6

40

Yes

Within creek floodwalls

4

35

Yes

Within creek floodwalls; lying along creek's edge
within high water mark

1-3

515

Yes

Within creek floodwalls; between high water mark
and floodwall

Salix lasiolepis

1

10

Yes

Within creek floodwalls; at water's edge within high
water mark

Fremont's
cottonwood

Populus fremontii

<1

515

Yes

Within creek floodwalls; in middle of creek

Fremont's
cottonwood

Populus fremontii

<2

515

Yes

Within creek floodwalls; at water's edge within high
water mark

* Tree ID #s 14 and 47 were not used
** Palo Alto= PA; East Palo Alto= EPA
***Estimated diameter due to inaccessible trees= Tree ID #s 32-39 and 44-99
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Appendix A

Project Alternatives Engineering
Plans
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Figure 3a
Build Alternative 1
Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project
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Figure 3b
Build Alternative 2
Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project
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Figure 3c
Build Alternative 3
Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project

ICF Graphics…00305.12 (3-21-17)

0
Source: NV5, 2016.

20

40

60

80

100

Feet

Figure 3d
Build Alternative 4
Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project

Appendix B Site Photographs

Photo 1. Photo of bridge from Woodland Ave (East Palo Alto) looking SW

Photo 2. Photo of bridge from Newell Road (Palo Alto) looking NE

Photo 3. Photo of creek from bridge looking W

Photo 4. Photo of creek from bridge looking E

Photo 5. Photo of creek and bridge (from S bank) W of bridge looking E

Photo 6. Photo of creek and bridge (from S bank) E of bridge looking W

Appendix C1 City of East Palo Alto Municipal
Code: ‘Tree Regulations’ Ordinance
(Chapter 22, Article 4, Section 64206420.10)

East Palo Alto, CA Code of Ordinances

Page 1 of 4

ARTICLE 4. - TREE REGULATIONS
Section 6420. - Findings; purpose of article.
The city council finds that the preservation of native and ornamental trees is necessary for
the health, safety and welfare of the residents of the city; that such trees preserve scenic beauty,
prevent erosion of topsoil, protect against flood hazards, counteract pollutants in the air, and
maintain the climatic balance and decrease wind velocities. It is the intent of this article to
establish regulations for the installation, maintenance, preservation and removal of trees within
the city, consistent with the reasonable use of private property.
Section 6420.1. - Definition of tree.
For the purposes of this article, the word "tree" means a woody perennial plant characterized
by having a main stem or trunk, or a multi-stemmed trunk system with a more or less definitely
formed crown, and usually over ten (10) feet high at maturity. This definition shall not include
trees planted, grown and held for sale by licensed nurseries or the first removal or transplanting
of such trees pursuant to and as part of the operation of a licensed nursery business.
Section 6420.2. - Application of article.
This article shall apply to every owner of real property within the city, and to every person
responsible for removing or damaging a tree regardless of whether such person is engaged in a
tree removal business.
Section 6420.3. - Removal of certain trees without permit.
Except as otherwise provided in Section 6420.4, it is unlawful for any person to destroy or
remove or cause to be destroyed or removed, any protected tree upon any private or public
property in the city without first having obtained a permit to do so issued pursuant to this article.
A protected tree shall consist of any of the following:
(a)

Any tree having a main stem or trunk which measures forty (40) inches or greater in
circumference at a height of twenty-four (24) inches above natural grade;

(b)

Any tree within a public street or public right-of-way, regardless of size;

(c)

Any tree that existed at the time of an approval granted under the city's subdivision or
zoning ordinance and required to be preserved as part of such approval;

about:blank
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(d)
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Any tree required to be planted as a condition of any development approval granted by
the city; and

(e)

Any tree required to be planted as a replacement for an unlawfully removed tree as
provided in Subsection 6420.10(a) of this article.

Section 6420.4. - Exceptions.
The permit requirement set forth in Section 6420.3 shall not apply to any of the following:
(a)

Emergencies. If the condition of a tree presents an immediate hazard to life or property,
it may be removed without a permit on order of the city manager, the city building
inspector, or the city director of planning;

(b)

City employees. Employees of the city may without a permit take such action with regard
to trees on city-owned property as may be necessary to maintain safety;

(c)

Public utilities. Public utilities subject to the jurisdiction of the state public utilities
commission may without a permit take such action as may be necessary to comply with
the safety regulations of the commission and may be necessary to maintain a safe
operation of their facilities; and

(d)

Project approval. Where removal of tree has been authorized as part of any
development approval granted by the city, no permit shall be required for removal of
such tree.

Section 6420.5. - Application for permit.
Application for a tree removal permit shall be made to the director of planning on such form
as he/she may prescribe. The application shall contain the number and location of each tree to be
removed, the type and approximate size of the tree, the reason for removal, and such additional
information as the director may require.
Section 6420.6. - Determination on permit.
(a)

Criteria. Each application for a tree removal permit shall be reviewed and determined on the
basis of the following criteria:
(1)

The condition of the tree with respect to disease, imminent danger of falling, proximity to
existing or proposed structures, and interference with utility services;

(2)

The necessity to remove the tree for economic or other enjoyment of the property;

about:blank
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The topography of the land and the effect of the tree removal upon erosion, soil
retention, and the diversion or increased flow of surface waters;

(4)

The number, species, size and location of existing trees in the area, and the effect the
removal would have upon shade, privacy impact, scenic beauty, property values and any
established standards of the area; and

(5)

The number of healthy trees the property is able to support according to good forestry
practices.

(b)

Additional recommendations. The director of planning may refer the application to another
department, commission, or person for a report and recommendation. The director may also
require the applicant to furnish a written report from an independent tree expert acceptable
to the director, such report to be obtained at the expense of the applicant.

Section 6420.7. - Appeal procedures.
Any appeal of the decision of the director of planning pertaining to a tree removal permit
shall follow the appeal procedures as set forth in Chapter 30 of the Zoning Regulations.
(Ord. No. 284, § 6, 3-2-2004)
Section 6420.8. - No liability upon city.
Nothing in this article shall be deemed to impose any liability upon the city or upon any of its
officers or employees, nor to relieve the owner or occupant of any private property from the duty
to keep in safe condition any trees upon his property or upon a public right-of-way over his
property.
Section 6420.9. - Setback of new construction from existing trees.
No structure or pavement shall be constructed or installed within eight feet from any tree,
unless otherwise permitted by the approving authority.
Section 6420.10. - Violations; penalties.
The violation of any provision contained in this article is hereby declared to be unlawful and
shall constitute an infraction and a public nuisance. In addition thereto, any person who
intentionally removes or destroys any protected tree without a permit, or negligently causes the
removal or destruction of any protected tree, shall be penalized as follows:

about:blank
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Replacing each unlawfully removed tree with three new trees or such greater number of
new trees as the director of planning may determine to be necessary to provide an
aesthetic quality reasonably equivalent to the unlawfully removed tree. The size, species.
and condition of the replacement trees shall be subject to approval by the director of
planning. All such replacement trees shall be maintained by the property owner under a
five-year maintenance agreement with the city.

(b)

Where the director of planning determines that replacement trees will not provide
reasonably equivalent aesthetic quality, the director shall calculate the value of the
unlawfully removed tree in accordance with the latest edition of the Guide For
Establishing Values of Trees and Other Plants, as prepared by the Council of Tree and
Landscape Appraisers, and such value shall be the civil penalty for violation of this article
in addition to the penalty prescribed by law for the commission of an infraction offense.

(c)

The violation of any provision contained in this article during the conduct by any person
of a tree removal, landscaping, construction or other business in the city shall constitute
grounds for revocation of any business licensed issued to such person.

about:blank
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Print

Palo Alto Municipal Code

Title 8 TREES AND VEGETATION
Chapters:
8.04 Street Trees, Shrubs and Plants
8.08 Weed Abatement
8.10 Tree Preservation and Management Regulations

Chapter 8.04
STREET TREES, SHRUBS AND PLANTS
Sections:
8.04.010 Definitions.
8.04.015 Authority of city.
8.04.020 Permit required for certain work.
8.04.030 Application for permit.
8.04.040 Issuance of permit.
8.04.050 Public nuisances.
8.04.060 Abatement of public nuisances.
8.04.070 Damage to street trees.
8.04.080 Interference with enforcement.
8.04.090 Adoption of regulations.
8.04.010 Definitions.
(a) For the purposes of this chapter the following words shall have the meaning ascribed to
them in this section:
(1) "Person" means individuals, firms, associations and corporations, and agents, employees
or representatives thereof.
(2) "City" means the city of Palo Alto acting by and through its authorized representatives.

http://library.amlegal.com/alpscripts/get-content.aspx
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(3) "Street" means and includes all land lying between the boundaries of property abutting on
all public streets, boulevards, alleys and walks.
(4) "Parks" means and includes all parks to which names have been given by action of the city
council.
(5) "Public places" means and includes all grounds, other than streets or parks, owned by or
leased to and under the control of the city of Palo Alto.
(6) "Street tree" means and includes any woody perennial plant having a single main axis or
stem commonly achieving ten feet in height and capable of being shaped and pruned to develop a
branch-free trunk at least nine feet in height.
(7) "Shrub" means and includes any woody perennial plant, normally low, several-stemmed,
capable of being shaped and pruned without injury, within the area planted.
(8) "Hedge" means and includes any plant material, shrub or plant, when planted in a dense,
continuous line or area, as to form a thicket or barrier.
(9) "Plant" means and includes all other plant material, non-woody, annual, or perennial in
nature, not necessarily hardy.
(10) "Street trees, shrubs, or plants" means and includes any tree, shrub, or plant in any street,
park or public place in the city of Palo Alto.
(Ord. 4642 § 6, 2000: Ord. 1353 (part), 1951: prior code § 32.10(b)-(k))
8.04.015 Authority of city.
The city of Palo Alto shall have control of all street trees, shrubs and plants now or hereafter in
any street, park or public place within the city limits, and shall have the power to plant, care for,
and maintain such trees, shrubs and plants.
(Ord. 1353 (part), 1951: prior code § 32.10(a))
8.04.020 Violations - Penalty - Enforcement.
(a) Unless authorized by permit, no person shall:
(1) Plant, remove, top, or in any way damage, destroy, injure or mutilate a street tree.
(2) Fasten any sign, wire, or injurious material to any street tree.
(3) Excavate any ditch or tunnel; or place concrete or other pavement within a distance of ten
feet of the center of the trunk of any street tree.
(b) Violation of this section is a misdemeanor, punishable as provided in this code. Each day
of violation constitutes a separate offense and may be separately punished.
(c) Persons employed in the following designated employee positions are authorized to
exercise the authority provided in Penal Code Section 836.5 and are authorized to issue citations

http://library.amlegal.com/alpscripts/get-content.aspx

4/5/2017

Title 8 TREES AND VEGETATION

Page 3 of 16

for violations of this chapter: deputy director of public works operations, managing arborist,
planning arborist, and code enforcement officer.
(Ord. 4745 § 7, 2002: Ord. 1353 (part), 1951: prior code § 32.11)
8.04.030 Application for permit.
Any person desiring to do any of the work described in Section 8.04.020 may apply for a
permit so to do. The applicant shall state the nature of the work and the location where it will be
done.
(Ord. 1353 (part), 1951: prior code § 32.12(a))
8.04.040 Issuance of permit.
(a) A permit shall be issued authorizing so much of the work as:
(1) Will not create, continue or aggravate any hazardous condition, or public nuisance;
(2) Will not prevent or interfere with the growth; location or planting of approved street trees;
(3) Is consistent with the planting plan being followed by the city.
(Ord. 1353 (part), 1951: prior code § 32.12(b))
8.04.050 Public nuisances.*
(a) The following are, for the purposes hereof, defined to be public nuisances:
(1) Any dead, diseased, infested, or dying tree in any street; or on any private property so near
to any street tree as to constitute a danger to street trees, or streets, or portions thereof.
(2) Any tree or shrub on any private property or in any street, of a type or species apt to
destroy, impair or otherwise interfere with any street improvements, sidewalks, curbs, approved
street trees, gutters, sewers, other public improvements, including utility mains or services.
(3) Any tree limb, shrub, hedge, or plant reaching a height more than three feet above the curb
grade adjacent thereto, except tree trunks having no limbs lower than nine feet above curb grade,
within the thirty-five foot triangle of public or private property, measured from the projected
curb lines, at the intersections of any street improved for vehicular traffic where either traffic
signals, stop signs, or yield signs are not installed, or at any intersections which are determined
by the chief transportation official to contain tree limbs, shrubs, hedges, or plants that obscure
and impair the view of passing motorists, cyclists or pedestrians so as to create a safety hazard.
(4) Vines or climbing plants growing into or over any street tree; or any public hydrant, pole
or electrolier.
(5) Existence of any tree within the city limits that is infested, infected or in danger of
becoming infested or infected with objectionable insects, scale, fungus or growth injurious to
trees.

http://library.amlegal.com/alpscripts/get-content.aspx

4/5/2017

Title 8 TREES AND VEGETATION

Page 4 of 16

(6) The existence of any branches or foliage which interfere with visibility on, or free use of,
or access to, obstruct public vehicular or pedestrian travel on any portion of any street improved
for vehicular or pedestrian travel.
(7) Hedges or dense thorny shrubs and plants on any street or part thereof.
(8) Shrubs and plants more then two feet in height in any street, measured above top of curb
grade.
(Ord. 4722 § 1, 2001: Ord. 2032, 1961: Ord. 1353 (part), 1951: prior code § 32.13)
* Abatement procedure - See Chapter 9.56 of this code.

8.04.060 Abatement of public nuisances.
When any public nuisance as defined herein exists, a notice may be sent by ordinary United
States mail to the owner or tenant involved. Such notice shall describe the condition, state the
work necessary to remedy the condition, and shall specify the time within which the work must
be performed. If, at the end of the time specified, such work has not been performed, the city
may perform such work, and the cost thereof shall constitute a charge against such owner or
tenant, and such charge shall be a lien on such property.
(Ord. 1353 (part), 1951: prior code § 32.14)
8.04.070 Damage to street trees.
Damages to any street tree, caused by any act or omission by any person, whenever such act or
omission is prohibited by or not authorized pursuant to this chapter, shall be charged to such
person or persons.
(Ord. 1353 (part), 1951: prior code § 32.15)
8.04.080 Interference with enforcement.
No person shall interfere with or delay the authorized representatives of the city from the
execution and enforcement of this chapter, except as provided by law.
(Ord. 1353 (part), 1951: prior code § 32.16)
8.04.090 Adoption of regulations.
The city may adopt regulations prescribing standards of landscaping and planting of streets,
parks and public places, therein. A copy of such regulations shall be available for public
inspection upon request, and all work performed in streets, parks or public places shall be
performed in accordance therewith.
(Ord. 1353 (part), 1951: prior code § 32.17)
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Chapter 8.08
WEED ABATEMENT*
Sections:
8.08.010 Weeds as public nuisance.
8.08.020 Resolution declaring nuisance.
8.08.030 Form and publication of notice.
8.08.040 Hearing - Power of council.
8.08.050 Order to abate nuisance.
8.08.060 Account and report of cost.
8.08.070 Notice of report.
8.08.080 Hearing on cost assessment.
8.08.090 Collection on tax roll.
* For abatement provisions pertaining to nuisances other than weeds - See Chapter 9.56. Legislative
body may declare weeds a nuisance and order the abatement thereof - See Gov. C.A. § 39561. City may
compel removal of dirt, rubbish, weeds, etc. - See Gov. C.A. §§ 39501-39502.

8.08.010 Weeds as public nuisance.
(a) No owner, agent, lessee or other person occupying or having charge or control of any
building, lot or premises within the city shall permit weeds to remain upon the premises, or
public sidewalks, or streets, or alleys between the premises and the center line of any public
street or alley.
(b) The word "weeds" as used in this chapter, means all weeds growing upon streets, alleys,
sidewalks, or private property in the city and includes any of the following:
(1) Weeds which bear or may bear seeds of a downy or wingy nature;
(2) Weeds and indigenous grasses which may attain such large growth as to become, when
dry, a fire menace to adjacent improved property;
(3) Weeds which are otherwise noxious or dangerous;
(4) Poison oak and poison ivy when the conditions of growth are such as to constitute a
menace to the public health;
(5) Accumulations of garden refuse, cuttings and other combustible trash.
(c) Every property owner shall remove or destroy such weeds from his property, and in the
abutting half of any street or alley between the lot lines as extended.
(Ord. 3982 § 1 (part), 1990: Ord. 1313 (part), 1950: prior code § 32.01)
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8.08.020 Resolution declaring nuisance.
Whenever any such weeds are growing upon any private property or properties or in any street
or alley within the city, the council shall pass a resolution declaring the same to be a public
nuisance and order the fire chief to give notice of the passage of such resolution as herein
provided, and stating therein that, unless such nuisance is abated without delay by the destruction
or removal of such weeds, the work of abating such nuisance will be done by the city authorities,
and the expense thereof assessed upon the lots and lands from which, and/or in the front and rear
of which, such weeds shall have been destroyed or removed. Such resolution shall fix the time
and place for hearing any objections to the proposed destruction or removal of such weeds.
(Ord. 3982 § 1 (part), 1990: Ord. 3192 § 1 (part), 1980: Ord. 2662 § 23 (part), 1972: Ord. 1313
(part), 1950: prior code § 32.02)
8.08.030 Form and publication of notice.
(a) Such notice shall be substantially in the following form:
NOTICE TO DESTROY WEEDS
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that on ______, 20 __, pursuant to the provisions of Section
8.08.020 of the Palo Alto Municipal Code, the City Council passed a resolution declaring that all
weeds growing upon any private property or in any public street or alley, as defined in Section
8.08.010 of the Palo Alto Municipal Code, constitute a public nuisance, which nuisance must be
abated by the destruction or removal thereof.
NOTICE IS FURTHER GIVEN that property owners shall without delay remove all such
weeds from their property, and the abutting half of the street in front and alleys, if any, behind
such property, and between the lot lines thereof as extended, or such weeds will be destroyed or
moved and such nuisance abated by the city authorities, in which case the cost of such
destruction or removal will be assessed upon the lots and lands from which, or from the front or
rear of which, such weeds shall have been destroyed or removed; and such cost will constitute a
lien upon such lots or lands until paid, and will be collected upon the next tax roll upon which
general municipal taxes are collected. All property owners having any objections to the proposed
destruction or removal of such weeds are hereby notified to attend a meeting of the Council of
said city, to be held in the Council Chamber of the City Hall in said city on ______, 20___, at
seven p.m., when and where their objections will be heard and given due consideration.
Date ______________________, 19____

Fire Chief
City of Palo Alto
(b) Such notice shall be published at least twice in a newspaper published and circulated in
said city, the first publication of which shall be at least ten days prior to the time fixed by the
council for hearing objections.
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(Ord. 4642 § 7, 2000: Ord. 3982 § 1 (part), 1990: Ord. 2662 § 23 (part), 1972: Ord. 1313 (part),
1950: prior code § 32.03)
8.08.040 Hearing - Power of council.
At the time stated in the notice, the council shall hear and consider any and all objections to the
proposed destruction or removal of such weeds, and may continue the hearing from time to time.
The council, by motion or resolution, shall allow or overrule any or all objections, if any, after
which the council shall thereupon be deemed to have acquired jurisdiction to proceed and
perform the work of destruction and removal of such weeds.
(Ord. 3982 § 1 (part), 1990: Ord. 1313 (part), 1950: prior code § 32.04)
8.08.050 Order to abate nuisance.
The council shall by resolution order the fire chief to abate such nuisance, or cause the same to
be abated, by having the weeds referred to destroyed or removed, and the fire chief and his
deputies, assistants, employees, contracting agents or other representatives are hereby expressly
authorized to enter upon private property for that purpose. Any property owner shall have the
right to destroy or remove such weeds himself, or have the same destroyed or removed at his
own expense; provided that such weeds shall have been removed prior to the arrival of the fire
chief or his authorized representatives to remove them.
(Ord. 3982 § 1 (part), 1990: Ord. 3192 § 1 (part), 1980: Ord. 2662 § 23 (part), 1972: Ord. 1313
(part), 1950: prior code § 32.05)
8.08.060 Account and report of cost.
The fire chief shall keep an account of the cost of abating such nuisance and embody such
account in a report and assessment list to the city council, which shall be filed with the clerk.
Such report shall refer to each separate lot or parcel of land by description sufficient to identify
such lot or parcel, together with the expense proposed to be assessed against each separate lot or
parcel of land.
(Ord. 3982 § 1 (part), 1990: Ord. 3192 § 1 (part), 1980: Ord. 2662 § 23 (part), 1972: Ord. 1313
(part), 1950: prior code § 32.06)
8.08.070 Notice of report.
The city clerk shall post a copy of such report and assessment list on the bulletin board near the
entrance door at the City Hall, together with a notice of the filing thereof and of the time and
place when and where it will be submitted to the city council for hearing and confirmation,
notifying property owners that they may appear at such time and place, and object to any matter
contained therein. A like notice shall also be published twice in a newspaper of general
circulation, published and circulated within the city. The posting and first publication of said
notice shall be made and completed at least ten days before the time such report shall have been
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submitted to the city council. Such notice, as so posted and published, shall be substantially in
the following form:
NOTICE OF HEARING ON REPORT AND ASSESSMENT FOR WEED ABATEMENT
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that on ______, 20__, the Fire Chief of the City of Palo Alto
filed with the City Clerk of said city a report and assessment on abatement of weeds within said
city, a copy of which is posted on the bulletin board at the entrance to the City Hall.
NOTICE IS FURTHER GIVEN that on _______, 20__, at the hour of seven p.m., in the
Council Chambers of said City Hall, said report and assessment list will be presented to the City
Council of said City for consideration and confirmation, and that any and all persons interested,
having any objections to said report and assessment list, or to any matter or thing contained
therein, may appear at said time and place and be heard.
Date _____________, 20___

City Clerk of the City of Palo Alto
(Ord. 4642 § 8, 2000: Ord. 3982 § 1 (part), 1990: Ord. 3192 § 1 (part), 1980: Ord. 2662 § 23
(part), 1972: Ord. 1313 (part), 1950: prior code § 32.07)
8.08.080 Hearing on cost assessment.
(a) At the time and place fixed for receiving and considering such report the city council shall
hear the same together with any objections which may be raised by any of the property owners
liable to be assessed for the work of abating such nuisance, and the fire chief shall attend such
meeting with his record thereof, and upon such hearing, the council may make such
modifications in the proposed assessments therefor as it may deem necessary, after which such
report and assessment list shall be confirmed by resolution.
(b) The amount of the cost of abating such nuisance upon, or in the front or rear of, the
various lots or parcels of land respectively referred to in such report, shall constitute special
assessments against such respective lots or parcels of land, and after thus made and confirmed,
shall constitute a lien on such property for the amount of such assessments, until paid.
(Ord. 3982 § 1 (part), 1990: Ord. 3192 § 1 (part), 1980: Ord. 2662 § 23 (part), 1972: Ord. 1313
(part), 1950: prior code § 32.08)
8.08.090 Collection on tax roll.
On or before the first day of September of each year, the amounts of such assessments against
the respective parcels of land shall be entered on the next tax roll which general city taxes are to
be collected. Thereafter, such amounts shall be collected at the same time, and in the same
manner, as general city taxes are collected, and shall be subject to the same interest and
penalties, and the same procedure and sale in case of delinquencies. All laws applicable to the
levy, collection and enforcement of city taxes are hereby made applicable to such assessments.
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(Ord. 3982 § 1 (part) 1990: Ord. 2452 § 7, 1968: Ord. 1313 (part), 1950: prior code § 32.09)

Chapter 8.10
TREE PRESERVATION AND MANAGEMENT REGULATIONS*
Sections:
8.10.010 Purpose.
8.10.020 Definitions.
8.10.030 Tree Technical Manual.
8.10.040 Disclosure of information regarding existing trees.
8.10.050 Prohibited acts.
8.10.060 No limitation of authority under Titles 16 and 18.
8.10.070 Care of protected trees.
8.10.080 Development conditions.
8.10.090 Designation of heritage trees.
8.10.095 Tree removal in HD Zone.
8.10.100 Responsibility for enforcement.
8.10.110 Enforcement - Remedies for Violation.
8.10.120 Fees.
8.10.130 Severability.
8.10.140 Appeals.
* Editor's Note: Prior Ordinance History: Section 2 of Ord. 4362 was previously codified herein, and
was not specifically repealed by adoption of Ord. 4568.

8.10.010 Purpose.
The purpose of this chapter is to promote the health, safety, welfare, and quality of life of the
residents of the city through the protection of specified trees located on private property within
the city, and the establishment of standards for removal, maintenance, and planting of trees. In
establishing these procedures and standards, it is the city's intent to encourage the preservation of
trees.
(Ord. 4568 § 1 (part), 1999)
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8.10.020 Definitions.
For the purposes of this chapter, the following definitions shall apply:
(a) "Basal flare" means that portion of a tree where there is a rapid increase in diameter at the
confluence of the trunk and rootcrown.
(b) "Building area" means that area of a parcel:
(1) Upon which, under applicable zoning regulations, a structure may be built without a
variance, design enhancement exception, or home improvement exception; or
(2) Necessary for construction of primary access to structures located on or to be constructed
on the parcel, where there exists no feasible means of access which would avoid protected trees.
On single-family residential parcels, the portion of the parcel deemed to be the building area
under this paragraph (b)(2) shall not exceed ten feet in width.
(c) "Building footprint" means the two-dimensional configuration of an existing building's
perimeter boundaries as measured on a horizontal plane at ground level.
(d) "Hazardous" means an imminent hazard or threat to the safety of persons or property.
(e) Development" means any work upon any property in the city which requires a
subdivision, planned community zone, variance, use permit, building permit, demolition permit,
or other city approval or which involves excavation, landscaping or construction within the
dripline area of a protected tree.
(f) "Director" means the director of planning and community environment or his or her
designee.
(g) "Discretionary development approval" means planned community zone, subdivision, use
permit, variance, home improvement exception, design enhancement exception, or architectural
review board approval.
(h) "Dripline area" means the area within X distance from the perimeter of the trunk of the
tree at four and one-half feet (fifty-four inches) above natural grade where X equals a distance
ten times the diameter of the trunk as measured four and one-half feet (fifty-four inches) above
natural grade.
(i) "Excessive pruning means removal of more than one-fourth of the functioning leaf and
stem area of a tree in any twelve-month period, or removal of foliage so as to cause the
unbalancing of a tree.
(j) "Protected tree means:
(1) Any tree of the species Quercus agrifolia (Coast Live Oak) or Quercus lobata (Valley
Oak) which is eleven and one-half inches in diameter (thirty-six inches in circumference) or
more when measured four and one-half feet (fifty-four inches) above natural grade; and
(2) Any Redwood tree (species Sequoia sempervirens) that is eighteen inches in diameter
(fifty-seven inches in circumference) or more when measured four and one-half feet (fifty-four
inches) above natural grade.
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(3) A heritage tree designated by the city council in accordance with the provisions of this
chapter.
(k) "Remove" means any of the following:
(1) Complete removal, such as cutting to the ground or extraction, of a tree.
(2) Taking any action foreseeably leading to the death of a tree or permanent damage to its
health; including but not limited to excessive pruning, cutting, girdling, poisoning, overwatering,
unauthorized relocation or transportation of a tree, or trenching, excavating, altering the grade, or
paving within the dripline area of a tree.
(l) "Tree" means any woody plant which has a trunk four inches or more in diameter at four
and one-half feet above natural grade level.
(m) "Tree report" means a report prepared by an arborist certified by the International Society
of Arboriculture or another nationally recognized tree research, care, and preservation
organization.
(n) "Tree Technical Manual" means the regulations issued by the city manager to implement
this chapter.
(Ord. 4680 § 2, 2001: Ord. 4568 § 1 (part), 1999)
8.10.030 Tree Technical Manual.
The city manager, through the departments of public works and planning and community
environment, shall issue regulations necessary for implementation of this chapter, which shall be
known as the Tree Technical Manual. The Tree Technical Manual will be made readily available
to the public and shall include, but need not be limited to, standards and specifications regarding:
(a) Protection of trees during construction;
(b) Replacement of trees allowed to be removed pursuant to this chapter;
(c) Maintenance of protected trees (including but not limited to pruning, irrigation, and
protection from disease);
(d) The format and content of tree reports required to be submitted to the city pursuant to this
chapter;
(e) The criteria for determining whether a tree is dangerous within the meaning of this
chapter.
(Ord. 4568 § 1 (part), 1999)
8.10.040 Disclosure of information regarding existing trees.
(a) Any application for discretionary development approval, or for a building or demolition
permit where no discretionary development approval is required, shall be accompanied by a
statement by the property owner or authorized agent which discloses whether any protected trees
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exist on the property which is the subject of the application, and describing each such tree, its
species, size, dripline area, and location. This requirement shall be met by including the
information on plans submitted in connection with the application.
(b) In addition, the location of all other trees on the site and in the adjacent public right of
way which are within thirty feet of the area proposed for development, and trees located on
adjacent property with canopies overhanging the project site, shall be shown on the plans,
identified by species.
(c) The director may require submittal of such other information as is necessary to further the
purposes of this chapter including but not limited to photographs.
(d) Disclosure of information pursuant to this section shall not be required when the
development for which the approval or permit is sought does not involve any change in building
footprint nor any grading or paving.
(e) Knowingly or negligently providing false or misleading information in response to this
disclosure requirement shall constitute a violation of this chapter.
(Ord. 4568 § 1 (part), 1999)
8.10.050 Prohibited acts.
It shall be a violation of this chapter for anyone to remove or cause to be removed a protected
tree, except as allowed in this section:
(a) In the absence of development, protected trees shall not be removed unless determined by
the director of planning and community environment, on the basis of a tree report prepared by a
certified arborist for the applicant and other relevant information, that the tree should be removed
because it is dead, is hazardous, is a detriment to or crowding an adjacent protected tree, or
constitutes a nuisance under Section 8.04.050(2) of this code.
(b) In the case of development on a single-family residential lot, other than in connection with
a subdivision:
(1) Protected trees shall not be removed unless the trunk or basal flare of the protected tree is
touching or within the building footprint, or the director of planning and community environment
has determined, on the basis of a tree report prepared by a certified arborist for the applicant and
other relevant information, that the tree should be removed because it is dead, is hazardous, is a
detriment to or crowding an adjacent protected tree, or constitutes a nuisance under Section
8.04.050(2) of this code.
(2) If no building footprint exists, protected trees shall not be removed unless the trunk of the
tree is located in the building area, or the director of planning and community environment has
determined, on the basis of a tree report prepared by a certified arborist for the applicant and
other relevant information, that the tree should be removed because it is dead, is hazardous, is a
detriment to or crowding an adjacent protected tree, or constitutes a nuisance under Section
8.04.050(2) of this code.
(3) If removal is allowed because the tree trunk is located in the building footprint, or the
trunk or basal flare is in the building area, or because the director of planning and community

http://library.amlegal.com/alpscripts/get-content.aspx

4/5/2017

Title 8 TREES AND VEGETATION

Page 13 of 16

environment has determined that the tree is so close to the building area that construction would
result in the death of the tree, the tree removed shall be replaced in accordance with the standards
in the Tree Technical Manual.
(c) In connection with a proposed subdivision of land into two or more parcels, no protected
tree shall be removed unless removal is unavoidable due to restricted access to the property or
deemed necessary to repair a geologic hazard (landslide, repairs, etc.). The tree removed shall be
replaced in accordance with the standards in the Tree Technical Manual. Tree preservation and
protection measures for any lot that is created by a proposed subdivision of land shall comply
with the regulations of this chapter.
(d) In all circumstances other than those described in paragraphs (a), (b) and (c) of this
section, protected trees shall not be removed unless one of the following applies:
(1) The director of planning and community environment has determined, on the basis of a
tree report prepared by a certified arborist for the applicant and other relevant information, that
the tree should be removed because it is dead, dangerous or constitutes a nuisance under Section
8.04.050(2). In such cases, the dripline area of the removed tree, or an equivalent area on the site,
shall be preserved from development of any structure unless removal would have been permitted
under paragraph (2), and tree replacement in accordance with the standards in the Tree Technical
Manual shall be required.
(2) Removal is permitted as part of project approval under Chapter 18.76 (Permits and
Approvals) of this code, because retention of the tree would result in reduction of the otherwisepermissible building area by more than twenty-five percent. In such a case, the approval shall be
conditioned upon replacement in accordance with the standards in the Tree Technical Manual.
(Ord. 4826 § 4, 2004: Ord. 4680 § 3, 2001: Ord. 4568 § 1 (part), 1999)
8.10.060 No limitation of authority under Titles 16 and 18.
Nothing in this chapter limits or modifies the existing authority of the city under Title 18
(Zoning Ordinance) to require trees and other plants not covered by this chapter to be identified,
retained, protected, and/or planted as conditions of the approval of development. In the event of
conflict between provisions of this chapter and conditions of any permit or other approval
granted pursuant to Title 16 or Title 18, the more protective requirements shall prevail.
(Ord. 4826 § 5, 2004: Ord. 4568 § 1 (part), 1999)
8.10.070 Care of protected trees.
(a) All owners of property containing protected trees shall follow the maintenance standards
in the Tree Technical Manual.
(b) The standards for protection of trees during construction contained in the Tree Technical
Manual shall be followed during any development on property containing protected trees.
(Ord. 4568 § 1 (part), 1999)
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8.10.080 Development conditions.
(a) Discretionary development approvals for property containing protected trees will include
appropriate conditions providing for the protection of such trees during construction and for
maintenance of the trees thereafter.
(b) It shall be a violation of this chapter for any property owner or agent of the owner to fail
to comply with any development approval condition concerning preservation, protection, and
maintenance of any tree, including but not limited to protected trees.
(Ord. 4568 § 1 (part), 1999)
8.10.090 Designation of heritage trees.
(a) Upon nomination by any person and with the written consent of the property owner(s), the
city council may designate a tree or trees as a heritage tree.
(b) A tree may be designated as a heritage tree upon a finding that it is unique and of
importance to the community due to any of the following factors:
(1) It is an outstanding specimen of a desirable species;
(2) It is one of the largest or oldest trees in Palo Alto;
(3) It possesses distinctive form, size, age, location, and/or historical significance.
(c) After council approval of a heritage tree designation, the city clerk shall notify the
property owner(s) in writing. A listing of trees so designated, including the specific locations
thereof, shall be kept by the departments of public works and planning and community
environment.
(d) Once designated, a heritage tree shall be subject to the provisions of this chapter unless
removed from the list of heritage trees by action of the city council. The city council may remove
a tree from the list upon its own motion or upon written request by the property owner. Request
for such action must originate in the same manner as nomination for heritage tree designation.
(Ord. 4568 § 1 (part), 1999)
8.10.095 Tree removal in HD Zone.
Tree removal and relocation in the HD shall be subject to the provisions in Section 18.36.070.
To the extent Section 18.36.070 is inconsistent with this chapter, Section 18.36.070 shall control.
(Ord. 5123 § 2, 2011)
8.10.100 Responsibility for enforcement.
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The following designated employee positions may enforce the provisions of this chapter by the
issuance of citations: chief building official, assistant building official, code enforcement officer,
planning arborist.
(Ord. 4568 § 1 (part), 1999)
8.10.110 Enforcement - Remedies for Violation.
In addition to all other remedies set forth in this code or otherwise provided by law, the
following remedies shall be available to the city for violation of this chapter:
(a) Stop Work - Temporary Moratorium.
(1) If a violation occurs during development, the city may issue a stop work order suspending
and prohibiting further activity on the property pursuant to the grading, demolition, and/or
building permit(s) (including construction, inspection, and issuance of certificates of occupancy)
until a mitigation plan has been filed with and approved by the director, agreed to in writing by
the property owner(s), and either implemented or guaranteed by the posting of adequate security.
The mitigation plan shall include measures for protection of any remaining trees on the property,
and shall provide for replacement of each tree removed on the property or at locations approved
by the director of planning and community and by the director of public works, if replacement is
to occur on public property. The replacement ratio shall be in accordance with the standards set
forth in the Tree Technical Manual, and shall be at a greater ratio than that required where tree
removal is permitted pursuant to the provisions of this chapter.
(2) If a violation occurs in the absence of development, or while an application for a building
permit or discretionary development approval for the lot upon which the tree is located is
pending, the director may issue a temporary moratorium on development of the subject property,
not to exceed eighteen months from the date the violation occurred. The purpose of the
moratorium is to provide the city an opportunity to study and determine appropriate mitigation
measures for the tree removal, and to ensure measures are incorporated into any future
development approvals for the property. Mitigation measures as determined by the director shall
be imposed as a condition of any subsequent permits for development on the subject property.
(b) Civil Penalties.
(1) As part of a civil action brought by the city, a court may assess against any person who
commits, allows, or maintains a violation of any provision of this chapter a civil penalty in an
amount not to exceed five thousand dollars per violation.
(2) Where the violation has resulted in removal of a tree, the civil penalty shall be in an
amount not to exceed five thousand dollars per tree unlawfully removed, or the replacement
value of each such tree, whichever amount is higher. Such amount shall be payable to the city.
Replacement value for the purposes of this section shall be determined utilizing the most recent
edition of the Guide for Plant Appraisal, published by the Council of Tree and Landscape
Appraisers.
(c) Injunctive Relief. A civil action may be commenced to abate, enjoin, or otherwise compel
the cessation of such violation.
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(d) Costs. In any civil action brought pursuant to this chapter in which the city prevails, the
court shall award to the city all costs of investigation and preparation for trial, the costs of trial,
reasonable expenses including overhead and administrative costs incurred in prosecuting the
action, and reasonable attorney fees.
(Ord. 4568 § 1 (part), 1999)
8.10.120 Fees.
Tree reports required to be submitted to the city for review and evaluation pursuant to this
chapter shall be accompanied by the fee prescribed therefor in the municipal fee schedule.
(Ord. 4568 § 1 (part), 1999)
8.10.130 Severability.
If any provision of this chapter or the application thereof to any person or circumstance is held
to be invalid by a court of competent jurisdiction, such invalidity shall not affect any other
provision of this chapter which can be given effect without the invalid provision or application,
and to this end the provisions of this chapter are declared to be severable.
(Ord. 4568 § 1 (part), 1999)
8.10.140 Appeals.
Any person seeking the director's approval to remove a protected tree pursuant to the ordinance
codified in this chapter who is aggrieved by a decision of the director may appeal such decision
in accordance with the procedures set forth in Chapter 18.78 (Appeals).
(Ord. 4826 § 6, 2004: Ord. 4568 § 1 (part), 1999)
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News Details
Palo Alto's Heritage Trees
What Is A Heritage Tree
Heritage trees are individual trees of any size or species that are specifically designated as a
heritage tree by the city council.
Upon nomination by any person and with the written consent of the property owner(s), the city
council may designate a tree or trees as a heritage tree. A tree may be designated as a heritage
tree upon a finding that it is unique and of importance to the community due to any of the
following factors:
1. It is an outstanding specimen of a desirable species
2. It is one of the largest or oldest trees in Palo Alto
3. It possesses distinctive form, size, age, location, and/or historical significance.
After council approval of a heritage tree designation, the city clerk shall notify the property owner
(s) in writing.
For more information, please refer to the Tree Ordinance, 8.10.090 Designation of heritage trees,
and the Heritage Tree Application Checklist, Appendix N of the Tree Technical Manual.
Heritage Tree Listing
#1 - The El Palo Alto Redwood is located in El Palo Alto Park, corner of Alma and Palo Alto
Way, on the banks of San Francisquito Creek. The tree is California Historical Landmark #2, is
recognized by the National Arborist Association and International Society of Arboriculture for its
historical significance as 'a campsite for the Portola Expedition Party of 1769'; frequented by the
Coastanoan/Ohlone Indians; and used as a sighting tree by surveyors plotting out El Camino Real.
The Sequoia sempervirens, Coast Redwood is 90-inches in diameter, 110-feet in height (compared
to 134.6-feet in 1951) and has a crown spread of 40-feet. The tree is, as of 2002, 1061 years old
and is healthier today than 100 years ago.
Archive Photos
Other Photos
Photo2
Report
#2 - The Rinconada Oak, is located in Rinconada Park, along Embarcadero Road. The Quercus
agrifolia, Coast Live Oak is 52-inches in diameter, 75-feet in height and has a crown spread of

nearly 120-feet. The trees is over two centuries old and was dedicated by Mayor Liz Kniss in 1994.
Archive Photo
Report

#3 - Coast Redwood, is located on private property in the rear of 3759 La Donna Street, Palo
Alto. The Sequoia sempervirens, Coast Redwood is 64.6-inches in diameter, 125-feet in height and
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has a crown spread of nearly 25-feet. In 1999, the tree was valued at $32,600 and was estimated
to be over a century old.
Archive Photo
Report
#4 - Dawn Redwood, is located on private property in the front of 1032 Forest Avenue, Palo
Alto. The Metasequoia glyptostrobodies, Dawn Redwood is 27-inches in diameter, 48-feet in height
and has a crown spread of nearly 40-feet. In 1999, the tree was valued at $13,000 and was
estimated to be nearly a half century old.
Archive Photo
Report
#5 - Silver Maple, is located on private property in the rear of 1872 Edgewood Drive, Palo Alto.
The Acer saccarinum, Silver Maple is 55.2-inches in diameter, 72-feet in height and has a crown
spread of nearly 95-feet. In 2000, the tree was valued at $16,900 and was estimated to be over
half a century old.
Archive Photo
Report
#6 - American Elm, is located on private property in the center of the San Alma Homeowners
Association property, 4256 Ponce Drive, Palo Alto on the site where Don Secundo Robles (owner of
all the land that is now Palo Alto) built his adobe home sometime before 1840. The Ulmus
americana, American Elm is 39.5-inches in diameter, 60-feet in height and has a crown spread of
nearly 60-feet. In 2000, the tree was valued at $10,200 and was estimated to be over half a
century old.
Archive Photo
Report
#7 - Aleppo Pine, is located on private property in front of 12291 Ramona Street, Palo Alto. The
Pinus halepensis, Aleppo Pine is a twin-trunk combined 73-inches in diameter, 55-feet in height
and has a crown spread of nearly 60--feet. In 2004, the tree was valued at nearly $40,000 and
was estimated to be nearly 70 years of age, with a good prognosis for the future. Designated by
City Council Resolution, the tree has been described as 'the best example of an Aleppo Pine in all
of Palo Alto', by Jim McClenahan, a member of the American Society of Consulting Arborists. The
tree benefits from all the provisions contained in the City of Palo Alto Tree Preservation and
Management Regulations.
Archive Photo
Report
( urban canopy home page )

Last Updated March 14, 2007
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Floristic Survey Technical
Memorandum

Technical Memorandum
Date:

April 14, 2017

To: Dan Rivas and Tom Holstein

California Department of Transportation
District 4 Office of Local Assistance

Cc:

Michel Jeremias, City of Palo Alto
Kamal Fallaha, Maz Bozorginia, and Guido Persicone, City of East Palo Alto
Roger Montes, NV5

Prepared by: Amy May, Botanist, ICF
Subject: Floristic survey for the Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project

Introduction
This technical memorandum documents the methods and results of a floristic survey in support of
the Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project (Project), located on Newell Road between Edgewood
Drive in Palo Alto and Woodland Avenue in East Palo Alto in Santa Clara and San Mateo Counties,
California (Figure 1). The purpose of the survey is to determine whether any special-status plant
species occur within the Project boundaries.

Methods
Prior to the survey, ICF conducted a records search of the California Natural Diversity Database
(CNDDB) (California Department of Fish and Wildlife 2017) and California Native Plant Society’s
Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants in California (California Native Plant Society 2017) for the
Mountain View and Palo Alto U.S. Geological Survey 7.5-minute quadrangles to ascertain whether
any special-status plant species are known to occur in the Project vicinity. These are included in
Appendix A. In addition, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s Information for Planning and
Consultation tool provided an inventory of federally listed plants that may occur (U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service 2017). ICF botanists reviewed the results of the record searches and established
which special-status plant species have the potential to occur based on whether habitat for these
species is likely to be present within the Project boundaries.
ICF botanist Amy May conducted the floristic survey on April 4, 2017. The survey focused on three
special-status plant species with the potential to occur at the project site (Table 1). The specialstatus plant survey followed survey protocols developed by the California Native Plant Society
(California Native Plant Society 2001). During the survey, all plants were identified to the level
necessary to determine whether they qualified as special-status plants or were plant species with
unusual or significant range extensions. Ms. May walked through all accessible portions of the
Project site with natural vegetation. The survey coincided with the identification period of western
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leatherwood (Dirca occidentalis) and slender-leaved pondweed (Stuckenia filiformis ssp. alpina) but
not with the identification period of Davidson’s bush-mallow (Malacothamnus davidsonii). The
Jepson Manual (2nd Edition) was used as a standard for nomenclature (Baldwin et al. 2012).
Table 1. Special-Status Plants with the Potential to Occur at the Project Site
Scientific Name
Common Name
Dirca occidentalis
western leatherwood
Malacothamnus davidsonii
Davidson’s bush-mallow
Stuckenia filiformis ssp. alpina
slender-leaved pondweed

Status1
Federal/State/California
Native Plant Society
-/-/1B.2
-/-/1B.2
-/-/2B.2

Blooming
Period
January to
April
June to
January
February to
July

Lifeform
Perennial
deciduous shrub
Perennial
deciduous shrub
Perennial
rhizomatous herb
(aquatic)

1 Status

California Native Plant Society
List 1B = Rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere
List 2B = Rare, threatened, or endangered in California but more common elsewhere
0.2: Fairly endangered in California

Results
No special-status plant species were observed during the April 2017 survey. Horticultural species
are planted along Newell Road, Edgewood Drive, and Woodland Avenue. Natural vegetation
communities occur along San Francisquito Creek. These vegetation communities are disturbed by
horticultural plantings (ivy), nonnative species, human activity, and the flow of San Francisquito
Creek. In general, the northern bank of San Francisquito Creek has more riparian vegetation than
the southern bank.

Discussion
The three special-status plant species listed in Table 1 were not identified within the Project site
during the April 4, 2017, floristic survey. The habitat conditions are marginally suitable due to the
moderate degree of disturbance at the Project site.
Western leatherwood and Davidson’s bush-mallow can occur in riparian woodland. Although
riparian woodland is present within the Project site, it is not of high enough quality to support these
species. Riparian woodland within the Project site consists of arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis), blue
elderberry (Sambucus nigra ssp. caerulea), and Fremont cottonwood (Populus fremontii), and
primarily occurs on the northern bank of San Francisquito Creek to the eastern side of Newell Road
Bridge. The northern bank of San Francisquito Creek on the western side of Newell Road Bridge has
riparian woodland but it is more disturbed, as characterized by the presence of nonnative
Eucalyptus trees (Eucalyptus sp.), English ivy (Hedera helix), and Cape ivy (Delairea odorata). The
northern and southern banks of the creek are densely vegetated with nonnative plant species
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including bristly ox-tongue (Helminthotheca echioides), bull thistle (Cirsium vulgare), California
burclover (Medicago polymorpha), common sow thistle (Sonchus oleraceus), cut leaved geranium
(Geranium dissectum), fennel (Foeniculum vulgare), fumitory (Fumaria sp.), Himalayan blackberry
(Rubus armeniacus), Italian thistle (Carduus pycnocephalus ssp. pycnocephalus), perennial mustard
(Hirschfeldia incana), periwinkle (Vinca sp.), ripgut grass (Bromus diandrus), and smilo grass (Stipa
miliacea var. miliacea). In addition to the nonnative species listed above, vegetation on the southern
bank of San Francisquito Creek is dominated by English and Cape ivy and Himalayan blackberry.
It is unlikely that western leatherwood and Davidson’s bush-mallow occur at the Project site due to
the low quality of the riparian woodland. There is one CNDDB occurrence of western leatherwood
within the Project vicinity, approximately 6 miles southwest of the Project, but it has not been fieldverified (California Department of Fish and Wildlife 2017). There are no CNDDB occurrences of
Davidson’s bush-mallow within the Project vicinity. Davidson’s bush-mallow is a perennial,
deciduous shrub that has leaves and flowers from June to January. It may not have been observed
during the survey because the survey did not coincide with its identification period. However,
previous surveys completed in December 2012 (within identification period) and August 2015 also
did not observe this species.
Slender-leaved pondweed can occur in freshwater drainage channels like San Francisquito Creek
but it is unlikely to occur within the Project site. The only CNDDB occurrence in the Project vicinity
is from an 1899 collection at an unknown location (California Department of Fish and Wildlife
2017).

Conclusions
Western leatherwood, Davidson’s bush-mallow, and slender-leaved pondweed are not present in
the project site.
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SciName
Acanthomintha duttonii

ComName
San Mateo thorn‐mint

TaxonGroup
Dicots

ElmCode
PDLAM01040

TotalOccs
5

FedList
Endangered

CalList
Endangered

GRank
G1

SRank
S1

RPlantRank
1B.1

Allium peninsulare var.
franciscanum

Franciscan onion

Monocots

PMLIL021R1

Astragalus tener var. tener

alkali milk‐vetch

Dicots

Centromadia parryi ssp.
congdonii

Congdon's tarplant

Chloropyron maritimum ssp.
palustre

OthrStatus
Habitats
SB_UCBBG‐UC Berkeley Chaparral | Ultramafic |
Botanical Garden
Valley & foothill grassland

21

None

None

G5T1

S1

1B.2

Cismontane woodland |
Ultramafic | Valley &
foothill grassland

Cismontane woodland, valley
and foothill grassland.

PDFAB0F8R1

65

None

None

G2T2

S2

1B.2

Alkali playa | Valley &
foothill grassland | Vernal
pool | Wetland

Dicots

PDAST4R0P1

93

None

None

G3T2

S2

1B.1

Point Reyes salty bird's‐
beak

Dicots

PDSCR0J0C3

68

None

None

G4?T2

S2

1B.2

Cirsium fontinale var. fontinale Crystal Springs fountain
thistle

Dicots

PDAST2E161

5

Endangered

Endangered

G2T1

S1

1B.1

Cirsium praeteriens

lost thistle

Dicots

PDAST2E2B0

1

None

None

GX

SX

1A

Collinsia corymbosa

round‐headed Chinese‐
houses
San Francisco collinsia

Dicots

PDSCR0H060
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None

None

G1

S1

1B.2

Collinsia multicolor

Dicots

PDSCR0H0B0
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None

None

G2

S2

1B.2

SB_RSABG‐Rancho
Santa Ana Botanic
Garden

Dirca occidentalis

western leatherwood
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PDTHY03010
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1B.2

Eryngium aristulatum var.
hooveri
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Santa Ana Botanic
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Vernal pool | Wetland

Vernal pools.

Alkaline depressions, vernal
pools, roadside ditches and
other wet places near the
coast. 1‐50 m.

2

Valley & foothill grassland |
Vernal pool
Cismontane woodland |
Coastal prairie | Coastal
scrub | Ultramafic | Valley
& foothill grassland

Vernal pools, valley and foothill
grassland.
Coastal scrub, valley and
foothill grassland, coastal
prairie, cismontane woodland.

Clay. 3‐305 m.

2

Often on serpentine; various
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on clay, in grassland. 3‐400 m.

1

Chaparral | Ultramafic |
Valley & foothill grassland

Chaparral, valley and foothill
grassland.

1

Chaparral | Cismontane
woodland
Broadleaved upland forest |
Chaparral | Cismontane
woodland | North coast
coniferous forest |
Ultramafic | Valley &
foothill grassland

Chaparral, cismontane
woodland.
Chaparral, valley and foothill
grassland, cismontane
woodland, broadleafed upland
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forest.

In serpentine barrens and in
serpentine grassland and
chaparral. 60‐370 m.
Gravelly alluvium. 1‐735 m.
Grassy sites, in openings;
sandy to rocky soils. Often
seen on serpentine after
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weak affinity to serpentine.
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2

Mesic sites. 15‐160 m.

1

G2

S2

1B.2

S2

1B.2
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Hesperolinon congestum
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26

Threatened
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G1

S1
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SB_RSABG‐Rancho
Santa Ana Botanic
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G2Q

S2

1B.2

S3
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Plagiobothrys chorisianus var.
chorisianus

Choris' popcornflower
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40
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None
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S2

1B.2

2
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Santa Ana Botanic
Garden
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Chaparral | Cismontane
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Broadleafed upland forest,
chaparral, closed‐cone
coniferous forest, cismontane
woodland, north coast
coniferous forest, riparian
forest, riparian woodland.

None

None

2

Broadleaved upland forest |
Chaparral | Cismontane
woodland | Closed‐cone
coniferous forest | North
coast coniferous forest |
Riparian forest | Riparian
woodland

None

None

Usually in coastal salt marsh
with Salicornia, Distichlis,
Jaumea, Spartina, etc. 0‐115
m.
Serpentine seeps and
grassland. 45‐185 m.

SB_RSABG‐Rancho
Santa Ana Botanic
Garden

None

None

Coastal salt marsh.

1

None

None

Marsh & swamp | Salt
marsh | Wetland

1
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4

On decomposed shale
(mudstone) mixed with
humus; sometimes on
serpentine. 30‐250 m.
On brushy slopes, mesic sites;
mostly in mixed evergreen &
foothill woodland
communities. 25‐425 m.

81

57

Alkaline soils, sometimes
described as heavy white clay.
0‐230 m.

0‐30 m.

PDAPI0Z130

PDMAL0Q0E0

Valley and foothill grassland.

Closed‐cone coniferous forest,
coastal scrub.

PMLIL0V0C0

PDAST6G010

Valley & foothill grassland

Coastal dunes.

Dicots

Dicots

1

Closed‐cone coniferous
forest | Coastal scrub

Monocots

Dicots

Low ground, alkali flats, and
flooded lands; in annual
grassland or in playas or vernal
pools. 0‐168 m.

Coastal dunes

Jepson's coyote‐thistle

arcuate bush‐mallow

Alkali playa, valley and foothill
grassland, vernal pools.

4

1

fragrant fritillary

woodland woollythreads

ReturnOccs
1

Although not seen since 1901,
this Cirsium is thought to be
quite distinct from other
Cirsiums acc. to D. Keil. 0‐100
m.

Eryngium jepsonii

Monolopia gracilens

MicroHab
Uncommon serpentinite
vertisol clays; in relatively
open areas. 50‐300 m.
Clay soils; often on serpentine;
sometimes on volcanics. Dry
hillsides. 5‐350 m.

Little information exists on this
plant; it was collected from the
Palo Alto area at the turn of the
20th Century.

Fritillaria liliacea

Malacothamnus arcuatus

GenHab
Chaparral, valley and foothill
grassland.

Chaparral | Coastal prairie | Chaparral, coastal scrub,
Coastal scrub
coastal prairie.

2
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SciName
ComName
TaxonGroup
Stuckenia filiformis ssp. alpina slender‐leaved pondweed Monocots

ElmCode
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FedList
None

CalList
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GRank
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SRank
S3

RPlantRank
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Suaeda californica

California seablite

Dicots
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Endangered

None

G1
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Trifolium amoenum

two‐fork clover

Dicots
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26

Endangered
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G1

S1

1B.1

OthrStatus

SB_RSABG‐Rancho
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Dept of Agriculture
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Marsh & swamp | Wetland

GenHab
Marshes and swamps.

Freshwater marsh | Marsh
& swamp | Wetland

Marshes and swamps.

Coastal bluff scrub |
Ultramafic | Valley &
foothill grassland

Valley and foothill grassland,
coastal bluff scrub.

MicroHab
Shallow, clear water of lakes
and drainage channels. 300‐
2150 m.
Margins of coastal salt
marshes. 0‐5 m.
Sometimes on serpentine soil,
open sunny sites, swales. Most
recently cited on roadside and
eroding cliff face. 5‐310 m.
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1

1
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Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project Site
Assessment for California Red-Legged Frog
1 Project Location and Description
The City of Palo Alto and California Department of Transportation, in cooperation with the City of
East Palo Alto, proposes to replace the existing Newell Road Bridge (bridge) over San Francisquito
Creek (creek) in the City of Palo Alto, Santa Clara County, California and in the City of East Palo Alto,
San Mateo County, California (Figure 1 and Figure 2). Newell Road is a local roadway connecting W.
Bayshore Road and Embarcadero Road, located immediately southwest of U.S. Highway 101 (US
101). The bridge site is located approximately 930 feet south of the W. Bayshore Road/Newell Road
intersection and approximately 4,162 feet (0.79 mile) from the Embarcadero Road/Newell Road
intersection. Newell Road Bridge is the primary public access across San Francisquito Creek for
residents of the adjacent communities.
Newell Road is a two-lane facility, but the the existing bridge is too narrow to safely accommodate
two lanes of vehicle traffic or provide safe access for bicycle and pedestrian traffic across San
Francisquito Creek. In addition, the sight distances from the bridge are poor, and the bridge
alignment creates an undesirable offset in the horizontal alignment of Newell Road (in East Palo
Alto). As a result, the existing bridge is classified as being Functionally Obsolete (FO).1 The FO status
of the existing bridge, along with its low sufficiency rating of 40.9, makes the existing bridge eligible
for replacement under the Federal Highway Bridge Program.
The existing two-lane bridge is hydraulically deficient and does not meet current Federal Emergency
Management Agency standards. The 2016 Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD) hydraulic
model indicates that the existing bridge opening can convey peak flows of 6,600 cubic feet per
second (cfs) (SCVWD 2016). However, upstream constraints along the creek currently restrict lower
flows (i.e., Pope Chaucer Road Bridge limits creek flow to approximately 5,400 cfs). The estimated
1% flow rate2 for San Francisquito Creek is 8,300 cfs. A separate project being evaluated by SCVWD
and San Francisquito Creek Joint Powers Authority (SFCJPA) could allow flows of up to
approximately 7,200 cfs to reach the bridge. Similarly, projects currently under construction
downstream of the bridge will increase the downstream capacity to at least 7,200 cfs. This Project is
separate from the Santa Clara Valley Water District and SFCJPA’s upstream project because it
addresses inadequate safety for vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian users of the bridge and
anticipated streamflow capacity. Analysis and design of upstream improvements is outside the

1“Functionally

obsolete” is a description or classification of highway bridges in the Highway Bridge Replacement
and Rehabilitation Program (23 Code of Federal Regulations 650.409). A “deficient” bridge is defined as having a
Sufficiency Rating ≤80 and is Structurally Deficient and/or Functionally Obsolete. Inadequate appraisal ratings of
deck geometry, under clearances, approach roadway alignments, structural conditions, and waterway adequacy
can result in FO classification. This is described in Section 6.12.1, page 6-35 and 6-36 of the Local Assistance
Program Guidelines.
2 A 1% flow rate (also informally referred to as the 100-year flow rate) is the creek flow rate that has a 1% chance
of being equaled or exceeded in any given year.
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scope of this Project. The design features of the Build Alternatives could include removal of the
existing bridge; construction of new approaches, two standard lanes, and accommodation for bicycle
and pedestrian travel (including sidewalk and potential road widening for sharrow); potential
addition and reconfiguration of utilities including street lighting; modification to street signage;
addition of retaining walls; and bank stabilization measures in the portion of the creek disturbed by
the construction. Four potential alternatives are being evaluated for this Project.


Build Alternative 1: Remove the existing bridge and install signalization to facilitate two-way
traffic on a one-way bridge, on the existing alignment of Newell Road.



Build Alternative 2: Remove the existing bridge and replace it with a two-lane bridge on the
existing alignment of Newell Road.



Build Alternative 3: Remove the existing bridge and replace it with a two-lane bridge on a partial
realignment of Newell Road.



Build Alternative 4: Remove the existing bridge and replace it with a two-lane bridge on a full
realignment of Newell Road.

The proposed roadway improvements would accommodate either a two-way single lane bridge or
two 14-foot-wide shared lanes (vehicles and bicycles). The roadway profile at the new bridge would
be raised approximately 1.6 feet higher than the existing bridge in order to improve flood hazard for
the adjacent communities, and would provide the deeper structure depth that is needed to span the
creek. Roadway approach work would be required at each end of the bridge in order to transition
from the new bridge profile and geometry to the existing roadway. The proposed bridge would
accommodate either a two-way single lane bridge or two 14-foot-wide shared lanes (vehicles and
bicylces). Five-foot-wide sidewalks on either side of the bridge would also be constructed to
enhance pedestrian safety.

2 Background
The Project is located within the current and historical range of the California red-legged frog (Rana
draytonii) (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2002). Final critical habitat for California red-legged frog
was designated by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) on March 17, 2010 (75 Federal
Register [FR] 12816–12959). The Project is not located within critical habitat.
Information regarding potential habitat within the Project site, as well as California red-legged frog
locality information, is important in determining the likelihood that the species will occur at the site.
Conducting a site assessment is the first step in reaching such a determination, according to the
USFWS’s Revised Guidance on Site Assessment and Field Surveys for the California Red-legged Frogs
(U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2005). An ICF wildlife biologist conducted a site assessment to
determine if the Project site and surrounding area contain suitable habitat for California red-legged
frog. This report documents the results of the site assessment. USFWS will use the results of this site
assessment to determine the need to conduct additional surveys to determine the presence or
absence of the species.
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3 Species Description
3.1 Legal Status
California red-legged frog is one of two species of red-legged frog found on the Pacific coast. The
California red-legged frog and northern red-legged frog were considered subspecies but have been
found to be separate species (Shaffer et al. 2004). USFWS designated California red-legged frog as
threatened on June 24, 1996 (61 FR 25813). Final critical habitat for California red-legged frog was
designated by USFWS on March 17, 2010 (75 FR 12816–12959).

3.2 Distribution
The historical range of the California red-legged frog extended along the coast from the vicinity of
Gualala, Mendocino County, and inland from the vicinity of Redding, Shasta County, southward to
San Diego County (Storer 1925:235; Jennings and Hayes 1994:63). The species is known from
isolated locations in the Sierra Nevada, North Coast, and northern Transverse Ranges. It is locally
abundant in portions of the San Francisco Bay area and along the central coast, and is still present in
Baja California, Mexico (69 FR 19622). California red-legged frog is believed to be extirpated from
the floor of the Central Valley (U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2002: 5). California red-legged frogs
have been found at elevations that range from sea level to about 5,000 feet, although nearly all
sightings have occurred below 3,500 feet (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2002).

3.3 Reasons for Decline
The decline of California red-legged frog is attributable to a variety of factors, including large-scale
commercial harvesting and the establishment of nonnative aquatic predators such as bullfrogs
(Rana catesbeiana), crayfish (Astacidae), and various species of fish (U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service
2002: 23–24). Habitat alterations such as conversion of land to agricultural and commercial uses,
reservoir construction, off-highway vehicle use, and abusive land-use practices (i.e., excessive
livestock grazing) threaten the remaining populations (U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2002: 17–20;
Jennings and Hayes 1994: 65).

3.4 Habitat Requirements
California red-legged frogs use a variety of habitat types; these include various aquatic systems as
well as riparian and upland habitats (U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2002: 12). However, they may
complete their entire life cycle in a pond or other aquatic site that is suitable for all life stages (66 FR
14626). California red-legged frogs inhabit marshes; streams; lakes; ponds; and other, usually
permanent, sources of water that have dense riparian vegetation (Stebbins 2003: 225). Habitat
generally consists of deep (at least 2.5 feet deep) still or slow-moving water with shrubby riparian
vegetation (willows [Salix sp.]) and/or tules (bulrush) [Scirpus sp.] and cattails [Typha sp.])
(Jennings and Hayes 1994: 64). Juvenile frogs seem to favor open, shallow aquatic habitats with
dense submergent vegetation. Although California red-legged frogs can inhabit either ephemeral or
permanent streams or ponds, populations probably cannot be maintained in ephemeral streams in
which all surface water disappears (Jennings and Hayes 1994: 64–65).
California red-legged frogs are highly aquatic and spend the majority of their lives in the riparian
zone (Brode and Bury 1984: 32). Adults may take refuge during dry periods in rodent holes or leaf
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litter in riparian habitats (U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2002: 14). Adult California red-legged frogs
have been observed using large cracks in the bottom of dried ponds as refugia (Alvarez 2004: 162).
Although red-legged frogs typically remain near streams or ponds, marked and radio-tagged frogs
have been observed to move more than 2 miles through upland habitat. These movements are
typically made during wet weather and at night (U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2002: 12–13.)
California red-legged frogs breed from November through April and typically lay their eggs in
clusters around aquatic vegetation (U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2002: 16). Larvae undergo
metamorphosis between July and September, 3.5–7 months after hatching (66 FR 14626). However,
larvae have been observed to take more than a year to complete metamorphosis in four counties on
the central coast of California (Fellers et al. 2001: 156).
The diet of California red-legged frogs is highly variable. Larval red-legged frogs probably eat algae,
and invertebrates were found to be the most common food consumed by juveniles and adults. In
addition, larger frogs will eat vertebrates such as Sierran treefrogs (Pseudacris sierra regilla) and
California deer mice (Peromyscus californicus). Juvenile frogs are active diurnally and nocturnally,
whereas adult frogs are mostly nocturnal. Feeding activity most commonly occurs along the
shoreline and on the surface of the water (U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2002: 16).

4 Assessment Methods
ICF wildlife biologist Eric Christensen examined aerial photo images of the Project vicinity and the
Palo Alto and Mountain View 7.5-minute U.S. Geological Survey topographic quadrangles and
identified potential habitat (i.e., streams and ponds) for California red-legged frogs within 1 mile of
the Project site (U.S. Geologic Survey 1991). A records search of the California Natural Diversity
Database (2017) was conducted for a 5-mile radius of the Project site (Figure 3). The Recovery Plan
for the California Red-Legged Frog (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2002) was reviewed for known
locations of red-legged frogs in the Project vicinity.
The site assessment was based on habitat requirements described in USFWS’s Revised Guidance on
Site Assessments and Field Surveys for the California Red-legged Frog (August 2005).
Mr. Christensen conducted a site assessment of the Project site and potentially suitable habitats
within 1 mile of the bridge replacement site (Site 1) on May 23 and July 27, 2012, to assess the
suitability of habitat to support breeding or non-breeding (i.e., foraging, refuge, dispersal) aquatic
habitat for California red-legged frogs (Figure 4). Potential habitat in the Project site consists of a
portion of San Francisquito Creek, which flows through the City of Palo Alto, the City of East Palo
Alto, and into south San Francisco Bay. The assessment covered portions of the San Francisquito
Creek approximately 670 feet upstream and 300 feet downstream from the Newell Road Bridge
(Project site) (Site 1), which was inspected by walking down the dry San Francisquito Creek
channel.
An additional six sites within 1 mile of the Project site were assessed. These included a pond in a
business park (Site 2), a pond within the City of Palo Alto Municipal Golf Course (Site 3), Emily
Renzel Wetlands (Site 4), the O’Connor Pump Detention Pond (Site 5), upper San Francisquito Creek
at Emma Lane (Site 6) and lower San Francisquito Creek at W. Bayshore Road (Site 7).
All seven sites assessed are shown in Figure 4. For each site assessed in the field, Mr. Christensen
completed a site assessment datasheet, which included information on the physical characteristics
Site Assessment for California Red-Legged Frog for the
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of the aquatic habitat, topography of the area, and vegetation present. Sites were assessed prior to
the field visits using aerial photography review (Google 2012) in combination with other California
red-legged frog data used throughout this assessment. Site assessment information is summarized
in Chapter 5, Results. Appendix A includes the datasheets for each site assessed, and Appendix B
includes representative photographs of the potential habitats at all of the sites that were assessed in
the field.

5 Results
5.1 Occurrences in Project Vicinity
The California Natural Diversity Database report from the search of a 5-mile radius around the
Project site contains three records for California red-legged frog observations approximately 3.71
miles, 4.9 miles, and 5.11 miles southwest of the Project site (California Department of Fish and
Wildlife 2017), as shown in Figure 3. The nearer occurrence (#230, map index #33087) is from the
observation of numerous adults and juveniles in Matadero and Deer Creeks from 1997 to 1999 and
last on September 15, 2001. Deer Creek is tributary to Matadero Creek, which flows through
urbanized portions of Palo Alto and into south San Francisco Bay. The second nearest occurrence
(#640, map index #51392) is from the 2003 observation of one juvenile in an unnamed creek along
Walsh Road, approximately 0.4 mile south of Bear Gulch Reservoir. The unnamed creek is tributary
to the Atherton Channel, which drains northeast towards urban areas of the Town of Atherton and
becomes an engineered roadside channel at El Camino Real near the Menlo School and College. The
drainage continues northeast paralleling Watkins Avenue, where it becomes subsurface at
Middlefield Road and ultimately enters south San Francisco Bay. The third occurrence (#231, map
index #33091) is from the observation of numerous adults and juveniles in San Francisquito Creek
(from the confluence with Bear Creek to 1 mile southwest of Interstate 280 [I-280]) from 1997 to
1999 and last on September 1, 2001. San Francisquito Creek flows through Palo Alto between a
natural river bank and a non-natural levee, ultimately flowing into south San Francisco Bay. There
are no other records for occurrences within 5 miles of the Project site (Figure 3).

5.2 Potential Habitat in the Project Site (Site 1)
The Project site is Site 1. Potential habitat in the Project site consists of the portion of the San
Francisquito Creek within the Project site (refer to Figure 2 and the Project site on Figure 4). The
Project site was assessed between 10:00 a.m. and 1:00 p.m. on May 23, 2012. The weather was clear
and sunny with partial cloud cover, and the temperature was warm in the sun and slightly cooler in
the shade. The elevation within the Project site ranges from approximately 10 feet to 30 feet above
mean sea level. Land uses of the upland areas surrounding the Project site consist of residential
homes, residential neighborhood streets, Woodland Avenue, and Edgewood Road.
San Francisquito Creek is an ephemeral drainage that is approximately 35 feet wide within the
Project site. At the time of the site assessment, the portion of the creek assessed was dry with the
exception of two pools of standing water approximately 3 and 4 feet deep. Aquatic habitat within the
creek could not be characterized since it was dry at the time of the assessment, but it is likely
dominated by areas of run during higher flows. The substrate comprised relatively well-sorted sand,
pebbles, gravel, and few cobbles. Vegetation growing along the sides of the channel included willow
(Salix spp.) shrubs and trees and cottonwood (Populus fremontii) shrubs and trees. Overhanging
Site Assessment for California Red-Legged Frog for the
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vegetation consisted of willow trees and shrubs, cottonwood shrubs, Himalayan blackberry (Rubus
armeniacus), European privet (Ligustrum vulgare), eucalyptus (Eucalyptus sp.), California buckeye
(Aesculus californica), and blue elderberry (Sambuccus nigra ssp. caerulea). Other vegetation along
the channel included German ivy (Delairea odorata), stinging nettle (Urtica dioica), and sparse
grasses. The majority of the creek banks were steeply sloped, with two dominant benches above the
ordinary high water line, and were covered with trees, shrubs, German ivy, Himalayan blackberry,
and various grasses. Portions of the banks were stabilized with “sack-crete” patches that do not
support vegetation. Riparian vegetation was primarily limited to the river margins, low flood-prone
areas, and up natural portions of the bank to the first bench (approximately halfway up).
Photographs of the aquatic habitat and associated riparian habitat in the Project site are included in
Appendix B
As mentioned earlier, San Francisquito Creek was dry at the time of the assessment, with the
exception of two discontinuous pools at either end of the assessment area. One of the pools was
located approximately 670 feet upstream from the Newell Road Bridge and the second was located
approximately 300 feet downstream from the bridge (refer to Photographs 1, 2, 3, and 4 in Appendix
B). The upstream pool was approximately 50 feet by 8 feet with an estimated maximum depth of 3
feet. The downstream pool was approximately 80 feet by 60 feet with an estimated maximum depth
of 4 feet. Emergent vegetation was composed of willow shrubs and a few nutsedges (Cyperus
eragrostis) primarily around the pool margins, with overhanging tree canopy-cover and Himalayan
blackberry surrounding the north and south sides of the pools. A portion of the stabilized “sackcrete” bank adjacent to each of the pools was partially undercut.
San Francisquito Creek has high flows during the breeding season, with an average flow of 41.33 cfs
throughout the California red-legged frog breeding season (San Francisquito Watershed Council
2006). Consequently, the portion of San Francisquito Creek within the Project site is unlikely to
provide suitable breeding habitat for California red-legged frog, but may provide suitable
nonbreeding habitat during the portions of the year when the flow is slower. The only suitable
upland habitat is the riparian vegetation immediately along the creek. There are no recent records of
California red-legged frogs in the lower reach (downstream of I-280) of San Francisquito Creek, but
there is one occurrence in upper (above I-280) San Francisquito Creek, approximately 5.11 linear
miles (7.74 stream miles) away from the Project site. The other two occurrences are located
approximately 3.71 and 4.9 linear miles from the Project site but they are respectively located
within the Matadero Creek and the Atherton Channel watersheds (California Department of Fish and
Wildlife 2017), both of which flow into south San Francisco Bay and do not hydrologically connect to
the San Francisquito Creek watershed. Within the Project site, suitable upland habitat would be
limited to the riparian corridor along the creek due to the significant extent of incision of the
channel; steep banks; high degree of residential development, landscaping, and roads; relatively
frequent traffic conveyed by Woodland Avenue and Edgewater Road; and further residential and
commercial development beyond.

5.3 Other Potential Habitat in the Project Vicinity
Portions of the the Palo Alto and Mountain View quadrangles and aerial photo images were
examined to identify potential California red-legged frog habitat within 1 mile of the Project site. As
described above, one creek, three ponds, and one managed wetland complex were identified on
maps and investigated in the field as potential habitat. The portion of San Francisquito Creek within
the Project site was evaluated between 10:00 a.m. and 1:00 p.m. on May 23, 2012. The other sites
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were evaluated between 3:00 p.m. and 7:45 p.m. on July 27, 2012. All the sites are described below
and are shown on Figure 4.

5.3.1 Site 2 (Business Park Pond)
The business park pond, located immediately south of Embarcadero Road approximately 1.13 mile
south of the Project site (Figure 4), was assessed and appears to be perennially supplied water from
an anthropogenic source. It is approximately 325 feet long by 125 feet wide on average with a
maximum bank-full depth of 3.5 feet. The pond was created by humans, as evidenced by a concrete
bottom covered in cobbles (refer to Photographs 5 and 6 in Appendix B). No emergent vegetation
was observed, but overhanging vegetation was present along portions of the pond. This vegetation
was all planted within planter boxes or specific locations along the edge of the constructed pond and
included weeping willow (Salix babylonica), papyrus (Cyperus papyrus), ornamental hedges, and
turfgrass. The upland consisted of landscaped vegetation, pedestrian sidewalks, numerous
commercial office buildings, and associated roads. The pond is believed to be chlorinated to
minimize algae and aquatic plant formation and only minimal shaded cover over the pond was
observed. The pond is unlikely to provide suitable breeding or non-breeding habitat for California
red-legged frog. Given the degree of development around the pond, movement of frogs from San
Francisquito Creek to the pond (or vice versa) is not likely to occur.

5.3.2 Site 3 (Municipal Golf Course Pond)
The City of Palo Alto Municipal Golf Course Pond, located approximately 0.9 mile south of the Project
site (Figure 4), was assessed and appears to be perennially inundated. It is approximately 380 feet
long by 160 feet wide with an estimated maximum bank-full depth in excess of 4 feet (photographs 7
and 8 in Appendix B). The substrate of the pond is unknown due to the high turbidity of the water,
but is expected to be sand and silt based on the surrounding soil. Emergent vegetation observed
included cattail (Typha spp.), bull rush (Schoenoplectus acutus), and floating water primrose
(Ludwigia peploides) mainly along the margins of the pond. Overhanging vegetation consisted only
of a large eucalyptus tree. The upland surrounding the pond consists of the City of Palo Alto
Municipal Golf Course. The Municipal Golf Course pond is hydrologically isolated from other
drainages but is 370 feet southeast from the tidally influenced portion of San Francisquito Creek. It
is also likely that the pond is managed to remove vegetation build up for aesthetic reasons. Based on
the information above, the pond is unlikely to provide suitable breeding or non-breeding habitat for
California red-legged frog. Movement by frogs from San Francisquito Creek to the pond (or vice
versa) could occur, but is not likely due to the high salinity of the lower portion of San Francisquito
Creek.

5.3.3 Site 4 (Emily Renzel Wetlands)
The Emily Renzel Wetlands are a marsh restoration project constructed in 1992 and maintained by
the City of Palo Alto (City of Palo Alto 1995, 2012). The wetlands are located approximately 1.37
mile southeast of the Project site (Figure 4). The wetlands were assessed and are expected to be
perennially supplied by reclaimed water from the City of Palo Alto Regional Water Quality Control
Plant. It is approximately 15 acres in area with an estimated maximum bank-full depth in excess of 4
feet (Photographs 9 and 10 in Appendix B). The substrate of the wetlands is unknown due to the
high turbidity of the water, but is expected to be sand and silt based on the surrounding soil.
Emergent vegetation observed included dense cattail, bull rush, and nutsedge along the margins of
the wetlands. Overhead vegetation observed included a few willow trees and Himalayan blackberry.
Site Assessment for California Red-Legged Frog for the
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The uplands surrounding the wetlands consist of E. Bayshore Road and US 101 on the west, and
grassland and saltmarsh in other directions. The Emily Renzel Wetlands are hydrologically isolated
from natural drainages, but are routinely allowed to overflow, through an outfall, into adjacent
wetlands that ultimately flow into south San Francisco Bay. The Emily Renzel Wetlands are located
approximately 0.79 mile south from the tidally influenced portion of San Francisquito Creek. The
hydroperiod of the wetlands is managed entirely by the City of Palo Alto Regional Water Quality
Control Plant release of reclaimed water and the wetlands experienced significant flow during
outflow operations at the time of the assessment. Based on the information above, the pond is
unlikely to provide suitable breeding or non-breeding habitat for California red-legged frog.
Movement by frogs from San Francisquito Creek to the wetlands (or vice versa) could occur, but is
not likely due to the high salinity of the lower portion of San Francisquito Creek, as well as the high
degree of commercial development, major roads, and landscaped areas between each location.

5.3.4 Site 5 (O’Connor Pond)
The O’Connor Pond is a drainage collection element in the City of Palo Alto’s drainage system. It is
actively maintained by the City of Palo Alto and the pond is frequently pumped out by the O’Connor
Pump Station into San Francisquito Creek (City of Palo Alto 2011). The pond is located
approximately 0.8 mile northeast of the Project site (Figure 4). The pond was assessed in the field
and is expected to be perennially supplied with drainage and run-off water from adjacent
neighborhoods. It is approximately 520 feet by 160 feet with an estimated maximum bank-full depth
in excess of 4 feet (Photographs 11 and 12 in Appendix B). The substrate of the pond is unknown
due to the high turbidity of the water, but is expected to be primarily sand and silt based on the
surrounding soil with a salt crust (as seen in the shallow portions of the pond). Emergent vegetation
observed included cattail and pickleweed (Salicornia pacifica) along the margins and in the shallow
areas of the pond. Overhead vegetation observed included salt grass (Distichlis spicata). The uplands
surrounding the pond consist of ruderal grassland and residential development on the west; and a
levee, saline grassland and saltmarsh in other directions. The pond is hydrologically isolated from
natural drainages, but the O’Connor Pump Station pumps water from the pond, through an outfall,
and into lower San Francisquito Creek that flows into south San Francisco Bay. The pond is located
approximately 265 feet northwest from the tidally influenced portion of San Francisquito Creek. The
hydroperiod of the pond is managed entirely by the City of Palo Alto’s O’Connor Pump Station
operation. Based on the information above, the pond is unlikely to provide suitable breeding or nonbreeding habitat for California red-legged frog. Movement by frogs from San Francisquito Creek to
the pond (or vice versa) could occur, but is not likely due to the high salinity of the lower portion of
San Francisquito Creek, as well as the high salinity of the O’Connor Pond.

5.3.5 Site 6 (Upper San Francisquito Creek)
Upper San Francisquito Creek was assessed approximately 0.6 mile northwest of the Project site
(Figure 4) and appeared to be ephemeral. It was approximately 30 feet wide with a maximum bankfull depth of 3 feet. The portion of San Francisquito Creek that was assessed is located immediately
south of the intersection of Emma Lane and Woodland Avenue. The creek was dry at the time of the
assessment, but it was relatively flat (refer to Photographs 13 and 14 in Appendix B). The substrate
was moderately sorted sand, pebbles, and gravel. No emergent vegetation was observed, but
overhanging vegetation was present within and along the creek. This vegetation included Himalayan
blackberry, German ivy, eucalyptus, willow, and cottonwood. The southern bank is a steep slope of
“sack-crete” covered in ivy, while the northern bank is moderately steep with a bench approximately
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12 feet above the channel bottom and is densely vegetated. The upland consists of a narrow corridor
of riparian forest along the north and south banks, Woodland Avenue, residential development,
residential streets, and landscaped areas. San Francisquito Creek likely has fast flows during the
breeding season and is unlikely to provide suitable breeding habitat for California red-legged frog,
but may provide suitable nonbreeding habitat during the portions of the year when the flow is
slower.

5.3.6 Site 7 (Lower San Francisquito Creek)
Lower San Francisquito Creek was assessed approximately 0.5 mile southwest of the Project site, at
the intersection of the W. Bayshore Road, 20 feet downstream, and 150 feet upstream (Figure 4).
Lower San Francisquito Creek appears to be perennially inundated at the assessment area; however,
the inundation is believed to be water from south San Francisco Bay since the creek was not flowing.
At the assessment site, the creek is approximately 50 feet wide with an estimated maximum bankfull depth of 4 feet due to turbid water conditions. The portion of the creek that was assessed is
approximately 1.5 mile upstream from its terminus in south San Francisco Bay. The portion of the
creek assessed was characterized by a large static pool (refer to Photographs 15 and 16 in Appendix
B). The substrate was not visible within the inundated portion of the channel but is expected to be
poorly sorted silt, sand, and pebbles. No emergent vegetation was observed, but overhanging
vegetation was present along the creek. This vegetation consisted primarily of perennial
pepperweed (Lepidium latifolium). The banks consist of vertical concrete walls immediately
southwest and northeast of the W. Bayshore Road overcrossing, but transition to a more gradual
slope further upstream from the overcrossing. Overall, the southern bank is a steep slope of “sackcrete” with little vegetation, while the densely vegetated northern bank is steep with a bench
approximately 10 feet above the water level below which is a vertical drop-off. The uplands consist
of residential development (single family homes and apartment buildings), residential streets, and
W. Bayshore Road (a major thoroughfare) and US 101. Lower San Francisquito Creek likely has fast
flows during the breeding season and is unlikely to provide suitable breeding habitat for California
red-legged frog, but may provide suitable nonbreeding habitat during the portions of the year when
the flow is slower and the outflow of freshwater pushes the brackish water lower in the drainage.
Movement by frogs from Lower San Francisquito Creek upstream, higher in the creek (or vice versa)
could occur within or along the creek.

6 Conclusions
The closest recorded sighting of a California red-legged frog (occurrence #230, map index #33087)
is approximately 3.71 linear miles southwest of the Project site in Matadero and Deer Creeks
(California Department of Fish and Wildlife 2017), which is not within the San Francisquito Creek
watershed (Figure 3). California red-legged frog was observed at this location in 1997, 1998, 1999,
2000, and 2001. The second nearest record (occurrence #640, map index #51392) is approximately
4.9 linear miles from the Project site in an unnamed creek tributary to the Atherton Channel
(California Department of Fish and Wildlife 2017), which passes through urban areas of Atherton to
ultimately enter south San Francisco Bay. The Atherton Channel is not hydrologically connected to
San Francisquito Creek. The third record of a California red-legged frog (occurrence #231, map
index #33091) is approximately 5.11 linear miles from the Project site southwest within a higherorder portion of San Francisquito Creek located west of I-280 (California Department of Fish and
Wildlife 2017). This occurrence is hydrologically connected to the San Francisquito Creek,
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approximately 7.74 miles upstream from the Project site. California red-legged frog was observed at
this location in 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, and 2001.
Of the seven sites assessed, there were no recorded sightings on record or observed during the field
surveys. However, some of the sites may provide suitable habitat for breeding and/or movement as
summarized in Table 1. Refer to the data sheets in Appendix A for more detail.

Table 1. Summary Conclusions of the California Red-Legged Frog Habitat Site Assessments

Site Assessed1

May Provide
Suitable Breeding
Habitat2

1 (Project Site)
2 (Business Park Pond)
3 (Municipal Golf Course Pond)
4 (Emily Renzel Wetlands)
5 (O’Connor Pond)
6 (Upper San Francisquito Creek)
7 (Lower San Francisquito Creek)

May Provide
Suitable
Movement
Habitat3

Unlikely to
Provide Breeding
or Movement
Habitat

X
X
X
X
X
X
X

1 The

sites assessed are described in greater detail in the text and are shown in Figure 4.
These sites are expected to provide suitable breeding habitat and movement habitat for California redlegged frog.
3 These sites may provide suitable movement habitat, but are unlikely to provide suitable breeding
habitat for California red-legged frog because of fast flows in these drainages.
2

In the Project site (Site 1), San Francisquito Creek provides suitable movement habitat for California
red-legged frog, but high/fast flows during the breeding season are expected to result in unsuitable
conditions for California red-legged frog breeding within the Project site and downstream of this
area. Within the Project site, suitable upland use by California red-legged frog is expected to be
limited to the riparian corridor along the creek due to the extent of incision of the channel; steep
banks; unsuitable residential upland beyond; and high traffic volume conveyed by Woodland
Avenue and Edgewater Road, and routine traffic on the residential streets.
Although suitable habitat is present in the Project site and within 1 mile of the site, the potential for
California red-legged frogs to occur in the Project site is considered low due to the expected high
flows in San Francisquito Creek during the breeding season, the low amount of upland habitat
adjacent to the creek, and the urban nature of the area around the Project site, which eliminates the
possibility of upland connectivity to other extant occurrences.
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Appendix D.

California Red-legged Frog Habitat Site Assessment Data Sheet

Date of Site Assessment: 05/~ 3& 1"2
tmmld~yyy)
Site Assessment Biologists: el.ri ~levSQv ( £r-i "-

(Last name) , (first Dame)

(Last name)

(first Dame)

(Last name) (first Dame)

(Last Dame)

(first name)

SiteLocation: ~ CifAV'~ ,ve.we.il K.ot)ol r,J ""7°Z-7/IS.7&//¡J
(County, General location name, UTM Coordi tes or Lat./Long. or T-R-S ).

J7-z.0~/ ii.qi',e VJ
** ATTACH A MAP (include habitat types, important features, and species locations)**

Proposed project name: N~eJ1 fLo. ~:J~ f!10lc.~
Brief description of proposed action:

£e¡k~~ Ðf V'i'sJI rJ~eJ Ko~ gr,'J::/~.. W¡t~ ~

wid e- h ",.J e. '" I ¡ ~"''' to h¿lt", ". "-""- ""oJ.Je. ~ .t 10 i.

o-t li_tl,.~ ""VJ o.llow ror h.¡5ke- flow$: ;IA s~ J-1êV'CA'StfLJ/J-

G. +0 s.,: ).tj F EM A r~L)íf'~eW$".
1) Is this site within the current or historic range of the CRF (circle one)~ NO

the site (circle one)? YES §

2) Are there known records ofCRF within 1.6 km (1 mi) of

locations.

If yes, attach a list of all known CRF records with a map showing all

GENERAL AQUATIC HABITAT CHARACTERIZATION
(if multiple ponds or streams are within the proposed action area, fill out one data sheet for each)

POND:
Size:

Maximum depth:

Vegetation: emergent, overhanging, dominant species:

Substrate:

Perennial or Ephemeral (circle one). If ephemeral, date it goes dry:
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California Red-legged Frog Habitat Site Assessment Data Sheet

STREAM: Î' \
Bank full width: 3 S + l. (o.v~ )
Depth at bank full: 3i -Ç.¡.

Stream gradient: ~lwH...J'3 f~ (-o.oo~ stope.)

Are there pools (circle one)? ~ NO
If

yes,
Size of stream pools: Uesl-ea: 504. ~ ~ ++. ')

ow..

slte-i-', ~o.t l: lC c"o+ t:

Maximum depth of stream pools: VpsJ-I'~: ~rr DD....rJeøIM: ~y +f-.

Characterize non-pool habitat: run, riffe, glide, other: L'I-Le. tv-S J ('3 ((wl-

li 'ßr:..~~, '

for lk +..o J.,'sLSi/;f-/J1&JCl,S f?c/S/ $ ""k,ove. ~ se.I'C"Vegetation: em gent, overhanging, dominant species: i:~e.?i~'h w;\(ow, c.o Ho"w.o.t,

e:e. . '. tv; lloi. c.ffwot?J 11....I'( .. /"/..cke.t" 'rìvd- e.l.ú- '¡V
b(Jvk~e.,. eÁde.but"'J i G, ~'-ØM ìv'j f ~ s h7J'~ ~f/e.
Substrate: LJ¿L s...+e.l: ~"L pe.hhle.,,¡ jrnvel.. d ~ c.Lble-s.
Bank description: RrHenS of ~li1' 6-1 ~ s~~ ~... s~-cre.'¡~
1~e. Sl1""l~
&e-_ ¡vb' (jfi oi~s 0+5 blMk.s o.J? bh.J'j .:r~, i.Ji

v~e.e. wiK ¿ be-~ 0. bcv- tk OH LJ M (o-piroot. 15 -Fl- -. 2.0 -N- A.hc: ~ DHWM).
Perennial or\€hem~(circle one). If ephemeral, date it goes dry: £. xpe4eJ Apr; ,_ .
Other aquatic habitat characteristics, species observations, drawings, or comments:

?~ts; ~~ \t~ ;",t:(vJe. w;lIow S~rv~S a. ¡.¡;T 0~s tW,,~~

~j'\..

? ic. t l)V'e-: I - J 2.
Necessary Attachments:
1. All field notes and other supporting documents
2. Site photographs

Maps with important habitat features and species location
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Date of Site Assessment: 0'" It 7/i,l"z.
'(mmldd/yyy)

Site Assessment Biologists: C ~n,f£. Se.Sf. £r,'c.

(Last Dame) ; (first Dame)

(Last Dame)

(first Dame)

(first name)

(Last name)

(first Dame)

(Last Dame)

Site

Location: ~+.. C'et... 'Eu$,...tl$ PC'k.Po..'i (S.L~ 2-), ~7.Z.7'i.'S..Al

(County, General l~cation name, UTM Coordinates or Lat./Long. or T-R-S). ~

Ji.i.°,,'57.'l tt

** ATTACH A MAP (include habitat types, important features, and species locations)**
Proposed project name: IVe..o#ll Jlo..J

.. .

Br.J d\~ "R ...c-cel'e.t-

Brief description of proposed action:
S e. f: V" sJ- .J tJS l.

1) Is this site within the current or historic range of

the CRF (circle one)?§ NO

2) Are there known records of CRF within 1.6 km (1 mi) of the site (circle one)? YES ~
If yes, attach a list of all known CRF records with a map showing all

locations.

GENERAL AQUATIC HABITAT CHARACTERIZATION
(if multiple ponds or streams are within the proposed action area, fill out one data sheet for each)

POND:
_~, ~
Size: 32ST'n X I L 5 "t+.

Maximum depth:

5.5 -Pt.

Vegetation: emergent, overhanging, dominant species: J'ø eøe.ja. v~.

~~?$J=~~ ..ill.., ~.~. 1'~'jrrlS, ø.......~
Substrate: C.bb ,~s ~ I elM kJøl4!~ Î&i C Ðe.ef.eff
r Ephemeral (circle one). If ephemeral, date it goes dry:
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STREAM:
Bank full width:
Depth at bank full:
Stream gradient:

Are there pools (circle one)? YES NO
If yes,
Size of stream pools:
Maximum depth of stream pools:

Characterize non-pool habitat: run, riffe, glide, other:

Vegetation: emergent, overhanging, dominant species:

Substrate:

Bank description:

Perennial or Ephemeral (circle one). If ephemeral, date it goes dry:

Other aquatic habitat characteristics, species observations, drawings, or comments:

ptc.+we.s 1- G.
tJ"'~.4;$ ~&"Stt

AI ...~l h 6) SkAJ~, &00 ~-ej~ c.vU

W~~ ,$ VUj c.'~ri hlt~-; eklW":~.

Necessary Attachments:
I. All field notes and other supporting documents
2. Site photographs

Maps with important habitat features and species location
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Date of Site Assessment: 07 Ä 7/Í i 'Z
(mmlddlyyy)
Site Assessment Biologists: C W¡s-\C- !.e., En' c.

Site

(Last Dame) (first Dame)

(Last name)

(first Dame)

(Last Dame)($:I-e: '3) (first Dame)

(Last Dame)

(first name)

Location: SAA+o- Clø.iro. Pc.\o AI'h. MlJ~ . I ÚJlt Lo..,¡se. R.. 37°Z7/11.73//¡J
(County, General location name, UTM Coordinates or Lat./Long. or T-R- ). /.
I "Z:z.0

7"1

i..71 '/w

** ATTACH A MAP (include habitat types, important features, and species locations)**

Proposed project name: N~..e.i Roo. "8.. iet;: "l ße1N.e.e.
Brief description of proposed action:

Se. t¡rsS- lA~ $~

the CRF (circle one)?~ NO

1) Is this site within the current or historic range of

2) Are there known records of CRF within 1,6 km (l mi) of the site (circle one)? YES §
If

yes, attach a list of all known CRF records with a map showing all locations.

GENERAL AQUATIC HABITAT CHARACTERIZATION
(if multiple ponds or streams are within the proposed action area, fill out one data sheet for each)

POND:

Size: 3Zo ++. )C 1"0 f+.

Maximum depth;=LJ f+ .

Vegetation: emer~ent, overhanging, dominant species: £l4..~~ t '. Co.tti I, h" II

Y"v$ hi Øol'¡o +'lo",+jV\~ wØ\tu 'p(""lS('O~e. Ai'O&1rt,( ..¥!)¡"'s.. Ove.L.9-b"~:
OH-f. e.vG9(':,åv s. +,¡ee.

Substrate: So-lAJ ~J s;Ii-.

~renn~r Ephemeral (circle one). If ephemeral, date it goes dry:
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STREAM:
Bank full width:
Depth at bank full:
Stream gradient:

Are there pools (circle one)? YES NO
If yes,
Size of stream pools:
Maximum depth of stream pools:

Characterize non-pool habitat: run, riffe, glide, other:

Vegetation: emergent, overhanging, dominant species:

Substrate:

Bank description:

Perennial or Ephemeral (circle one). If ephemeral, date it goes dry:

Other aquatic habitat characteristics, species observations, drawings, or comments:

y;c.t"'~ 7 -10
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.+

~
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Necessary Attachments:
1. All field notes and other supporting documents
2. Site photographs

Maps with important habitat features and species location
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Date of Site Assessment: 07/1. ï /"U\7dnmldd/yyy~

Site Assessment Biologists: Clei' sfe s.e. En' c:

(Last Dame) (first Dame)

(Last name)

(first name)

(first Dame)

(Last Dame)

(first Dame)

(Last name)

Site

Location: Sci-tA. CIO\V',£..:LJ ~u1 We.tW'S(SJ~Ll), '37°ZÇ/?;cP.7-t¡"I'
(County, General

location name, UTM Coordinates or Lat./Long. or T-R-S ). ~

I 'Z z.0(l.. SG:. Z. 7 /" W
** ATTACH A MAP (include habitat types, important features, and species locations )**
Proposed project name: Ne.l..U g,o",d 'BY'.cl'jA. ~eylø.c.e.....,

Brief description of proposed action:

S4. MrsJ- ~s~.

1) Is this site within the current or historic range of the CRF (circle one)? ~ NO

the site (circle one)? YES ~

2) Are there known records ofCRF within 1.6 km (1 mi) of

locations.

If yes, attach a list of all known CRF records with a map showing all

GENERAL AQUATIC HABITAT CHARACTERIZATION
(if multiple ponds or streams are within the proposed action area, fill out one data sheet for each)

POND: (' )

Maximum depth: 2: Lf ft.

Size: iso.c. = 3'gcgf+. x 1700ft

Vegetation:. emergent, overhanging, dominant species: £i;-eJ,fW t~ '~So ~it

bull rvs~! ø.~ I'H..+~d~f' Overl.i:(/""~ ¡Uøi. +l"S (fetoJ,

Hi.. e-/p.'JC4 bl -e. .i.e...'j.
Substrate: £Ve.d S-J ~ s:lt.
~~e~r Ephemeral (circle one). If ephemeral, date it goes dry:
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STREAM:
Bank full width:
Depth at bank full:
Stream gradient:
Are there pools (circle one)? YES NO
If yes,
Size of stream pools:

Maximum depth of stream pools:

Characterize non-pool habitat: run, riffe, glide, other:

Vegetation: emergent, overhanging, dominant species:

Substrate:

Bank description:

Perennial or Ephemeral (circle one). If ephemeral, date it goes dry:

Other aquatic habitat characteristics, species observÆttions, drawings, or comments:
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1. All field notes and other supporting documents
2, Site photographs

Maps with important habitat features and species location
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Date of Site Assessment: b 7 /2. 7 b i ""
(mmldd/yyY)
Site Assessment Biologists: Ci.: i;~se., ¡rr: C.

Site

(Last naIDe) ; (first Dame)
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(first Dame)

Location: So. Hc.~e., 0'

c.......,. ~6.J (S¡k s) 37°Z747./¿ì/jv lZi.°'/31.o'1//W
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** ATTACH A MAP (include habitat types, important features, and species locations)**

Proposed project name: I\~ I l2~of ßr.~ 1?iA.e~
Brief description of proposed action:

~ +lrSJ- ~ 5 L.,

1) Is this site within the current or historic range of

the CRF (circle one)?~ NO

the site (circle one)? YES ~

2) Are there known records ofCRF within 1.6 km (1 mi) of
If

yes, attach a list of all known CRF records with a map showing all

locations.

POND: f\

GENERAL AQUATIC HABITAT CHARACTERIZATION
(if multiple ponds or streams are within the proposed action area, fill out one data sheet for each)

Size: 5 lDt+. ~ \(00 f+. Maximum depth: ¿Lf 1t.

Vegetation: emergent, overhanßing, dominant species: £i,Ô~:. CA+~l ~
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STREAM:
Bank full width:
Depth at bank full:
Stream gradient:
Are there pools (circle one)? YES NO
If yes,
Size of stream pools:
Maximum depth of stream pools:

Characterize non-pool habitat: run, riffe, glide, other:

Vegetation: emergent, overhanging, dominant species:

Substrate:

Bank description:

Perennial or Ephemeral (circle one). If ephemeral, date it goes dry:

Other aquatic habitat characteristics, species observations, drawings, or comments:
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1. All field notes and other supporting documents
2. Site photographs

Maps with important habitat features and species location
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Site Location: So- l1..ko ( S~ l-r""c.i'S'lIJ:L" Cr.e ø.1- Woøo( lo-J Av.f. ~ £..fA L",. (sd-'C ~
(County, General Iocation name, UTM Coordinates or Lat./Long. or T-R-S ).
"$7°i.7/i.-;.ßil'tJ 1-i:i..oCb..4t..SorrW

** ATTACH A MAP (include habitat types, important features, and species locations)**

Proposed project name: tJ~dA Koø.J
Brief description of proposed action:

-gr,~5l
?.i~
o

S.. r: í S t- ~s h-e

l) Is this site within the current or historic range of

the CRF (circle one)~ NO

2) Are there known records of CRF within 1.6 km (1 rni) of the site (circle one)? YES (§
If yes, attach a list of all known CRF records with a map showing all locations.

GENERAL AQUATIC HABITAT CHARACTERIZATION
(if multiple ponds or streams are within the proposed action area, fill out one data sheet for each)

POND:
Maximum depth:

Size:

Vegetation: emergent, overhanging, dominant species:

Substrate:

Perennial or Ephemeral (circle one). If ephemeral, date it goes dry:
Appendix D.

California Red-legged Frog Habitat Site Assessment Data Sheet

STREAM:

width: ;;0 r+.

Bankfull

Depth at bank full: ~-F+-. (_'1)
Stream gradient: i.e.lJ...~ .fM (-0. oo~r+. Çlofe.)

Are there pools (circle one)? YES ~
If

yes,

Size of stream pools:
Maximum depth of stream pools:

Characterize non-pool habitat: run, riffe, glide, other:

Vegetation: emergent, overhanging, dominant species: ¡io eøe-~I-,

Q.i"~'~" Hi~~lh bI4c.~("JI Ger../i r v,j i e e,4.JfJvsl
wdlot.. o. CAff "" woo .

Substrat~: Mok.k/t) ~-h S~ 16"~!&~ e-:t jca.veJ.
Bank description: S ..v~ h",Jc - S+~ ~ fe J $o-dL-ut.tJ. ;V.rlÄ-

lMd (WJd~ s +c.., b e.d €AT i i. f.J. '" (i.. v- ~,. e/ J,., rh/ ei e- S' e.

v~.

Perennial Or~(Circle one). If ephemeral, date it goes dry: ky.edeJ 8Fr¡ I
Other aquatic habitat characteristics, species observations, drawings, or comments:

P r'J """ ~ 1/z./;i .

-p,'c. S Z L - 2 5
Necessary Attachments:
1, All field notes and other supporting documents
2. Site photographs

Maps with important habitat features and species location
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California Red-legged Frog Habitat Site Assessment Data Sheet

Site Assessment: Ó7;Z
7~i'Z
i (mm/ddlyyy)

Date of

Site Assessment Biologists: C L-r-i S ~ s~ l £: r/ c.

(Last name) . (first Dame)

(Last name)

(first Dame)

(Last Dame) (first name)

(Last name)

(first Dame)

Site Location: "" M",tc.o Lci.e. SA.. Fr~e"s IJl C,~ (S¡le
(County, General location name, UTM Coordinates or Lat,/Long. or T-R-S).

-S 7l:Z. 7/g.4("¡J 17.¡.°7'llo.7o/e' w

** ATTACH A MAP (include habitat types, important features, and species locations)**

Proposed project name: IJe-dl f-oAJ 6rJl¥" ik In.e-JBrief description of proposed action:

1) Is this site within the current or historic range of

the CRF (circle one)~ NO

the site (circle one)? YES ~

2) Are there known records ofCRF within 1.6 km (1 mi) of
If

yes, attach a list of all known CRF records with a map showing all locations.

GENERAL AQUATIC HABITAT CHARACTERIZATION
(if multiple ponds or streams are within the proposed action area, fill out one data sheet for each)

POND:
Maximum depth:

Size:

Vegetation: emergent, overhanging, dominant species:

Substrate:

Perennial or Ephemeral (circle one). If ephemeral, date it goes dry:
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California Red-legged Frog Habitat Site Assessment Data Sheet

STREAM:
Bank full width: So fi.
Depth at bank full: Z. Lj ft.
Stream gradient: ß,e.1 ",w.': fM (- o. (90:' s Icpe.)

Are there pools (circle one)? ~ NO
If

yes,

Size of stream pools:
Maximum depth of stream pools:
Characterize non-pool habitat: run, riff1e,~ other: ~-lir~ r ~

L-ov J i ,',J /e1 ç.T- -H~ -; c.Ç,s-5~

Vegetation: emergent, overhanging, dominant species: ¡V"" ~Û~ ~'

Ov. ~'~" pe- e.vi."e ,po/p.ewe.

Substrate: L:kl"3 f~"'l''j Ç...o\eP: Cnhfofe.,. iellze~ s~ ~S"..fl-

. IS .l.~s
s 10 -e ., '$D.e.- t.-e

.e v ~t w' A.

~..vQ- /0 f. wl.~~ ~ ¡.~ ." N.,~"" b""¥Ik ,
~ or Ephemeral (circle one). If ephemeral, date it goes dry:

Other aquatic habitat characteristics, species observations, drawings, or comments:

t:Ai'v ('~ w..~ ìlAv..,:e, bj w~ ilA+rvdi'~ froVV~.¡

SFB~.

txpeA preJ~J h,rk ~J k.,ti S~I'Ie:~.
¡iJvre hJblojL- ~.(h¡i.J ~ :f ~IØ~ 1)r.Jj~S Cr; a.+ wl.~çJ-) ci,, btS. 1 6/ ~/~ (boy. Gr.(vvd- '$jçf~).

pi,,-ltl~: 26 -So
Necessary Attachments:
1. All field notes and other supporting documents
2. Site photographs

Maps with important habitat features and species location

Appendix B
Photographs of Habitat Assessed

Graphics … 00305.12 (3-28-2017)

Photo 1. San Francisquito Creek from Newell Road Bridge looking downstream.

Photo 2. San Francisquito Creek from immediately upstream of Newell Road Bridge looking downstream.

Appendix B
Representative Photographs

Graphics … 00305.12 (3-28-2017)

Photo 3. San Francisquito Creek pool upstream from Newell Road Bridge.

Photo 4. San Francisquito Creek pool downstream from Newell Road Bridge.

Appendix B
Representative Photographs

Graphics … 00305.12 (3-28-2017)

Photo 5. Business Park Pond from southeast corner looking west.

Photo 6. Business Park Pond from southeast corner looking northwest.

Appendix B
Representative Photographs

Graphics … 00305.12 (3-28-2017)

Photo 7. Municipal Golf Course Pond from west of center of pond looking northeast.

Photo 8. Municipal Golf Course Pond from west of center of pond looking southeast.

Appendix B
Representative Photographs

Graphics … 00305.12 (3-28-2017)

Photo 9. Emily Renzel Wetlands from south end looking northwest.

Photo 10. Emily Renzel Wetlands from south end looking north.

Appendix B
Representative Photographs

Graphics … 00305.12 (3-28-2017)

Photo 11. O’Connor Pump Station Pond from southeast corner looking north.

Photo 12. O’Connor Pump Station Pond 30 feet from southeast corner looking north.

Appendix B
Representative Photographs

Graphics … 00305.12 (3-28-2017)

Photo 13. Upper San Francisquito Creek from north bank looking southwest.

Photo 14. Upper San Francisquito Creek from north bank looking southeast.

Appendix B
Representative Photographs

Graphics … 00305.12 (3-28-2017)

Photo 15. Lower San Francisquito Creek from W. Bayshore Road looking south (upstream).

Photo 16. Lower San Francisquito Creek from W. Bayshore Road (left) and U.S. 101 (right) looking west ( across
downstream).

Appendix B
Representative Photographs

