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Wrigley, Ford & Wrigley-Ford Creeks Maintenance Project

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM
1. Project title: Wrigley-Ford Creek Maintenance Pr  oject
2. Lead agency name and address:

City of Milpitas
455 E. Calaveras Blvd.
Milpitas, CA 95035

3. Contact person and phone number : Fernando Bravo, (408) 586-3328
4. Project location:  City of Milpitas

5. Project sponsor's name and address:  Same as #2

6. General plan designation: Manufacturing and Warehousing (MFG)

7. Zoning: Heavy Industrial with site and architectural overlay (M2-S)

8. Description of project: (Describe the whole action involved, including but not limited to later phases of
the project, and any secondary, support, or off-site features necessary for its implementation. Attach
additional sheets if necessary.)

The City of Milpitas proposes to implement a praograf flood-control channel maintenance within the
Wrigley-Ford Creeks drainage system. The goal efRlpject is to maintain conveyance capacity fer th
100-year flood event within the bed and banks efRnoject reaches. The Project area is locatetieon t
northeastern floor of the Santa Clara Valley, inuslbanized setting that supports a mix of land uses
including residential, commercial, office spaced éime Union Pacific Railroad facilities (Figure The
channels are typical of urban drainage areas, gétterally straight reaches, trapezoidal cross ®secti
and culverts at road and driveway crossings. Tloggwed flood control Project reaches includes the
following:

» Ford Creek Upstream Reach [1,514 feet (ft)] - edkseftom the culvert outlet of a large parking
lot, downstream to the culvert inlet on the soludle ®f State Route 237 (Hwy 237).

* Ford Creek Downstream Reach (1,550 ft) - extends fthe culvert outlet on the north side of
Hwy 237, downstream to the confluence of Ford am)M¥y Creeks.

* Wrigley Creek Reach (1,778 ft) — extends from theyH237 crossing, downstream to the
confluence of Wrigley and Ford Creeks.

» Wrigley-Ford Creek Reach (2,217 ft)- extends frdma tonfluence of Wrigley and Ford Creeks,
downstream to the Wrigley-Ford Pump Station, whglocated just upstream of the confluence
of Wrigley-Ford Creek and Berryessa Creek.

In summary, the project includes removing 5 tré@siming trees and removing scrub vegetation on the
bottom of the channels. The project also includearing of the culverts. Part of the project inésd
mitigation, which would include the planting of nénges.

A detailed explanation of the project is below.

-2 _



Wrigley, Ford & Wrigley-Ford Creeks Maintenance Project

Ford Creek Upstream Reach

Initial Actions. The existing willow trees in this reach will be pad and some trees removed because
these trees obstruct flow in this reach to a detiratthe predicted 100-year flood event is notaioed
within the channel (Schaaf & Wheeler 2010). Theg/€itlesign team has developed a plan that minimizes
willow tree impacts while achieving the flood caitobjectives. The existing willow trees within thed

and banks will be pruned to remove branches taghtef 3 ft above the existing top of bank. Orthet
existing willow tree trunks that are obstructingwlin the channel bottom (5 trunks out of approxiha

17 existing tree trunks) will be mechanically reradyincluding 4 root wads. The channel bed wilhthe
be graded in the vicinity of the root wad remowadtions to restore a stable, uniform channel s{opg
channel profile). Wetland vegetation within thetfmint of grading will be removed.

Channel grading will occur along an approximated %inear (In) ft of channel within and betweentroo
wad removal locations and approximately 125 cubidy (CY) of sediment will be removed.

Long-term Maintenance of Channel Bed and BanksWoody vegetation will be precluded from
becoming established throughout this reach. Hetheceegetation within the channel bed and channel
banks will be kept to a height of less than 1.8uiing the rainy season. Vegetation maintenandebeil
accomplished via mowing/weed whacking herbaceoutane vegetation once per year in Sept-October
at the end of the growing season and just prighéobeginning of the rainy season. Herbicide treatm
may be used to eradicate woody plant species andative, invasive species. Herbicides must be
approved by the Environmental Protection AgencyAEfer use in aquatic environments.

Ford Creek Downstream Reach

Initial Actions. Sediment will be removed from the two, 4-ft diametelverts under Hwy 237.

This will be accomplished by excavating a smalliseaht detention basin area (~406) fivithin the
channel at the culvert outlets (to the depth ofekisting culvert invert). A barrier will be instadl to
prevent sediment from migrating downstream. Sediméihthen be flushed out of the culverts into the
retention basin and removed from the retentionrba§pproximately 20 cubic yards of sediment will be
removed from approximately 35 lineal ft of chanttetonstruct the sediment detention basin.

Wetland impacts will be limited to the removal @fltemergent wetland vegetation growing in the
channel bottom to remove potential obstructiondlda. Tall-emergent wetland plant species to be
removed include cattail§ypha latifolia and T. angustifolia), tules &cirpus

californicus and S acutus.), and bulrush Sirpus robustus). Both roots and shoots of tall emergent
wetland vegetation will be removed from the chariaémprove flow conveyance.

Long-term Maintenance of Channel Bed and BanksSediment will be removed from the
Hwy 237 culverts and sediment retention basin &sle& to maintain flow capacity. The frequency of
sediment removal is not currently known, but is@pated to be approximately once every five years.

Vegetation maintenance activities on the downstresanh of Ford Creek will be identical to thosettom
upstream reach of Ford Creek. Woody vegetation Wwél precluded from becoming established
throughout this reach. Herbaceous vegetation witiénchannel bed and channel banks will be kept to
height of less than 1.5 ft during the rainy seaséegetation maintenance will be accomplished via
mowing/weed whacking herbaceous wetland vegetatim® per year in Sept-October at the end of the
growing season and just prior to the beginninghef tainy season. Herbicide treatment (with herbigid
approved by the EPA for aquatic environments) mayised to eradicate woody plant species and non-
native, invasive species.
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Wrigley, Ford & Wrigley-Ford Creeks Maintenance Project

Wrigley Creek Reach

Initial Actions. A single clump of willows currently obstructing flowill be removed from the east bank

of the channel via mechanical methods. The existingerts crossing under Hwy

237 and the Union Pacific Railroad were recentBanked under a separate permit by the Santa Clara
Valley Transportation Authority (SCVTA).

Long-term Maintenance of Channel Bed and BanksSediment will be removed from the culverts
under Hwy 237 as needed to maintain flow capaditys will be accomplished by re-excavating a small
detention basin area (400)ftvithin the channel at the culvert outlets (to tieth of the existing culvert
invert), which was recently excavated under a sgparermit by the SCVTA. Approximately 100 cubic
yards of sediment will be removed from approxima&$ lineal ft of channel to construct the detemtio
basin. This area is currently devoid of wetland itedb The frequency of sediment removal is not
currently known, but is anticipated to be approxehaonce every five years.

Wetland vegetation will be allowed to persist ie tthannel bottom. Woody vegetation will be prectude
from establishing on the channel banks with theeption of riparian mitigation areas, if installdél.
needed for habitat mitigation, riparian planting# e installed and maintained such that at |&886 of
the channel cross-section is free of woody vegmtatiWoody vegetation maintenance will be
accomplished via a combination of mowing/weed whagkruning and herbicide treatment (with
herbicides approved by the EPA for use in aquaticrenments).

Care will be taken during maintenance work to awdigturbance to wetland vegetation growing in the
channel bottom.

Wrigley-Ford Creek Reach

Initial Actions. Sediment will be removed from the four culverts enRailroad Court. This will include
the removal of sediment and wetland vegetation dodistance of approximately 15 lineal feet
downstream (~ 30 cubic yards of sediment) of thiéréxa Court culverts (to the depth of the existing
culvert invert) to construct a sediment detentiasiiy to facilitate removal of sediment from theveuts.

The hydrology modeling determined that woody vefigtecan be allowed to cover the eastern

50% of the channel cross-section while maintairting predicted 100-year event within the channel
(Schaaf & Wheeler 2010). Willow trees currentlywgrim patches along the east bank and the canopy of
several patches currently extends across the tiaetef the channel.

Therefore, up to 0.04 acres (175%) &if willow canopy will be pruned/removed in thisach to maintain

at least 50% of the channel cross-section freeomidy vegetation canopy.

Long-term Maintenance of Channel Bed and BanksSediment will be periodically removed from the

culverts under Railroad Court. This will includeettemoval of sediment (~ 30 cubic yards) and wdtlan

vegetation for a distance of approximately 15 lirffeat downstream of the Railroad Court culverts to
facilitate access for removal of sediment from téverts. The frequency of sediment removal is not
currently known, but is anticipated to be approxehaonce every five years.

Creek Bottom and Eastern Bank. Herbaceous wetlagdtation is currently abundant within the channel
bottom and willow riparian vegetation currently acg in patches rooted on the eastern creek bank.
Wetland vegetation will be allowed to persist oa tthhannel bottom. Woody riparian vegetation will be
allowed to continue to grow on the eastern creeglkbi&loreover, additional riparian vegetation may be
planted on the eastern bank, if needed for habittgation. However, woody vegetation rooted on the
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Wrigley, Ford & Wrigley-Ford Creeks Maintenance Project

eastern creek bank will be pruned, as needed, totarathe western 50% of the channel cross-section
free of woody vegetation canopy.

Western Creek Bank. Woody vegetation does not stiyreccur on the western creek bank and will be
precluded from future establishment on the westegek bank. Woody plant seedlings (if found) on the
western creek bank will be manually removed ortegavith herbicide (approved by the EPA for aquatic
environments). Herbaceous vegetation will be kepd taximum height of 1.5 ft on the western creek
bank via mowing/weed whacking.

Care will be taken during maintenance work to autigturbance to wetland vegetation growing in the
channel bottom.

9. Surrounding land uses and setting:  Briefly describe the project's surroundings:

The project site includes Wrigley Creek, Ford Crael where the creeks merge and create “Wrigley-
Ford Creek”. The Ford Creek portion of the projmihmences just south (1/4 mile) of State Route 237
(Calaveras Blvd.) and merges with Wrigley Creek path (1/4 mile) of SR 237. The Wrigley Creek
portion of the project commences where the VTA ‘WYlé&y Creek Improvement Project” (State
Clearinghouse # 2009112090) ends approximatelynjorgh of SR 237 (east of Ford Creek). To the
immediate east of the project are residential dagdland to the immediate west of the project is a
combination of industrial and residential dwellingee project maps for details.

The downstream terminus of the Project area ai\ttigley-Ford Creek pump station is located just
upstream of the confluence of Wrigley-Ford Creethviderryessa Creek. Berryessa Creek then flows for
approximately 0.5 miles in the northwesterly diil@etto its confluence with Lower Penitencia Creek.
Lower Penitencia Creek then flows approximatelyriles to Lower Coyote Creek along the shoreline
of the South San Francisco Bay.

10. Other public agencies whose approval is require  d (e.g., permits, financing approval, or
participation agreement.)

Regional Water Quality Control Board, US Army Cogé€ngineers, California Department of Fish and
Game



Wrigley, Ford & Wrigley-Ford Creeks Maintenance Project

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least
one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

O
]
Fl
£l
a
O

Agriculture and Forestry

Aesthetics O ReSOUCEs M Air Quality
Biological Resources ¥ Cultural Resources O Geology /Soils
Grgenbouse Gas o Haza(ds & Hazardous O Hydrp!ogy f Water
Emissions Materials Quality

Land Use / Planning O  Mineral Resources M Noise

Population / Housing 0 Public Services 0 Recreation
Transportation/Traffic O Utiities / Service Systems ~ [J  Mandatory Findings

of Significance

DETERMINATION: {To be completed by the Lead Agency)
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

|

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

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

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

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

i find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (2) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

&«Wﬁgdﬂ% 1 JM

Signature v , Date
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MAPS

Figure 1: Vicinity Map
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H.T. HARVEY & ASSOCIATES Figure 1: Vicinity Map

ECOLOGICAL CONSULTANTS Wrigley, Ford and Wrigley-Ford Creeks Maintenance Project (3159-01)
December 2010




Wrigley, Ford & Wrigley-Ford Creeks Maintenance Project

Figure 2: Project Map

| Habitat Types-
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Figure 2A: Wrigley-Ford Creek Habitat Map

Wrigley, Ford and Wrigley-Ford Creeks Maintenance Project (3159-01)
December 2010
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Wrigley, Ford & Wrigley-Ford Creeks Maintenance Project

" LEGEND
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“Ac shown on this map represents total habitats within
Biotic Study Area.
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Wrigley, Ford and Wrigley-Ford Creeks Maintenance Project (3159-01)
December 2010
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Wrigley, Ford & Wrigley-Ford Creeks Maintenance Project

[ wittow Riparian (0.76 ac)
[ Freshwater Emergent Wetiand (1.8 ac)
[ Aquatic (0.83 ac) |
[| [ | ruderal vegstation/ Bare Ground (2.81 ac)
1 |:| Ornamental/ Landscaped (0.28 ac)
| [7777] peveioped (0.23 ac)
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Figure 2C: Ford Creek Habitat Map

Wrigley, Ford and Wrigley-Ford Creeks Maintenance Project (3159-01)
December 2010
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Imagery, Source: Schaaf & Wheeler
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Wrigley, Ford & Wrigley-Ford Creeks Maintenance Project

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

1. A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are adequately
supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question.
A "No Impact" answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the
impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault
rupture zone). A "No Impact" answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors
as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based
on a project-specific screening analysis).

2. All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site,
cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational
impacts.

3. Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist
answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with
mitigation, or less than significant. "Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial
evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one or more "Potentially Significant Impact"
entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required.

4. "Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies where the
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact" to a
"Less Than Significant Impact." The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly
explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from "Earlier
Analyses," as described in (5) below, may be cross-referenced).

5. Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process,
an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section
15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:

a. Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

b. Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the
scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards,
and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier
analysis.

c. Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures
Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the
earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project.

6. Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for
potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or
outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the
statement is substantiated.

7. Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or
individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.

8. This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead
agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project's
environmental effects in whatever format is selected.

9. The explanation of each issue should identify:

a. the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
b. the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance
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Wrigley, Ford & Wrigley-Ford Creeks Maintenance Project

ISSUES
I. AESTHETICS
Potentially L(_ess_ f‘_l'han Less Than ¢ .
Significant _Slgm_ icant Significant No Impact Information
With Mitigation Source(s)
Impact Impact
Incorporated
Would the project:
1) Have a substantial adverse effect
on a scenic vista? [ [ [ X A
2) Substantially damage scenic ] ] ] X A

resources, including, but not
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings,
and historic buildings within a state
scenic highway?

3) Substantially degrade the U] ] U] X A
existing visual character or
quality of the site and its
surroundings?

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

Environmental setting:

The project site is located within an industriaain the center of the City of Milpitas. The paijeite is
bound to the north by Abel Street, to the west lyirBad Avenue and residential dwellings, to thetea
by residential, commercial and industrial, to tbeth by industrial development and a trucking tfans
parking lot. The Calaveras Boulevard overpassr(thesrailroad) is located within the vicinity.

Comment:
1) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenictad?

The proposed project would result in no impactasd are no designated scenic vistas (either b@itlye
of Milpitas or another agency) in the vicinity diet project site.

2) Substantially damage scenic resources, includingut not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings,
and historic buildings within a State scenic highwg?

The proposed project would result in no impacthesgroject site is not located within or adjacenat
State scenic highway.

3) Substantially degrade the existing visual charaer or quality of the site and its surroundings?

The project site is located in a highly urbanizezhan the City of Milpitas. While Calaveras Boded /
State Route 237 (SR 237) is a designated sceniwector under th€ity of Milpitas General Plan, the
visual quality of the project site, located in beém commercial/industrial uses and the Santa Clara
Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) / Union PatifRailroad right-of-way, is substantially degraded

The proposed restoration of Ford Creek, Wrigley eRrand Wrigley-Ford Creek would have no
significant impact on the visual character of tmejgct site as viewed from adjacent properties thed
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Calaveras Boulevard / SR 237 overpass. Therefwogect implementation would result in a ‘no’ or a
‘beneficial impact'.

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

No lighting or other features that would resulglare are proposed as part of the project. Thezetbe
project would have no impact.
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farmland.

II. AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST RESOURCES
In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies
may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the
California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and
In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range
Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement
methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant No |
Impact

Information

mpact Source(s)

1

2)

3)

4)

5)

Would the project:

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

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

Conflict with existing zoning for, or
cause rezoning of, forest land (as
defined in Public Resources Code
section 12220(g)) or timberland (as
defined by Public Resources Code
section 4526)?

Result in the loss of forest land or
conversion of forest land to non-
forest use?

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

[

O

[

X 9,C

Comment:

1) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Famland of Statewide Importance
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuanto the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agermy, to non-agricultural use?
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Project implementation would result in no impacttlas project site is designatéttban and Built up
. . . 1
Land by the State’s Farmland Mapping and MonitoringgPam.

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

No impact would occur as the project site is zofoed non-agricultural use (i.e., Heavy Industrialfhe
City of Milpitas Zoning Ordinance and no Williams@iat contract applies to the project site.

3) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause reaning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code section 12220(g)) or timberland (defined by Public Resources Code section
4526)?

No impact would occur as the project site is zofteda non-forest land or timberland use (i.e., Heav
Industrial) in the City of Milpitas Zoning Ordinaac

4) Resultin the loss of forest land or conversioaf forest land to non-forest use?

No impact would occur since the project site dastsinclude forest land.

5) Involve other changes in the existing environnmt which, due to their location or nature, could
result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-

forest use?

The project site is located in a heavily urbaniaesh and no agricultural uses exist in the vicinity
Therefore, project implementation would result mmimpact.

1 santaClara County Important Farmland 2008, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, Stat€alifornia Department
of Conservation. Accessed September 10, 2009ealiitp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dirp/FMMP/pdf/2008/s81pdf
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. AIR QUALITY
Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution
control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations.

Less Than

Potentially S Less Than .
S Significant S No Information
Significant ; o Significant
With Mitigation Impact Source(s)
Impact Impact
Incorporated

Would the project:

1) Conflict with or obstruct ] ] X ] 10
implementation of the applicable
air quality plan?

2) Violate any air quality standard or U] ] X ] 10
contribute substantially to an
existing or projected air quality
violation?

3) Result in a cumulatively U] ] X ] 10
considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the
project region is classified as
non-attainment under an
applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard
including releasing emissions
which exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone precursors?

4) Expose sensitive receptors to U] ] X ] 10
substantial pollutant
concentrations?

5) Create objectionable odors ] ] X ] 10
affecting a substantial number of
people?

Environmental Setting:

The project includes the removal and trimming ajetation (trees and shrubs), the clearing of ctdver
and planting of new vegetation. Tree removal drahoel grading will require the use of hand tooid a

a backhoe, accessing from the more readily conaebank. Tree trimming will be performed with hand
tools, with small truck access to remove the cg#tinin some areas, tree trimming access will recui
cherry-picker on the opposite bank. Culvert clegnwill require a backhoe for outlet cleaning, and

jetter or similar device to clean the pipe interi@ediment capture BMPs will be installed by hahthe
culvert outlets. Riparian and wetland Mitigatidanging will be performed using hand tools and a
potentially a ditch witch for irrigation pipe indl#ion. Herbicides approved by the Federal
Environmental Protection Agency for use in aquatigironments may be applied with backpack sprayers
for weed control. Annual maintenance trimming ofttaeeous species will be by hand (weed-whacking).

Comment:
1) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

See the answer for (3) below.
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2) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation?

See the answer for (3) below.

3) Resultin a cumulatively considerable net incr&se of any criteria pollutant for which the project
region is classified as non-attainment under an apigable federal or state ambient air quality
standard including releasing emissions which exceedjuantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors?

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQ@W has established screening methods to
determine whether development projects could exsaguficance thresholds for air quality impacts of
project operations and therefore require a detadiedquality analysis. Because the project proposes
removal and trimming of some vegetation (trees ahdibs), clearing culverts and planting new
vegetation, the project will not exceed State atdfal standards. No grading is proposed, so thereh
less than significant impact is anticipated.

4) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial potent concentrations?

Short-term construction and long-term operatioréivies would result in particulate exhaust eritas
from diesel equipment. However, due to the distantexisting sensitive receptors from proposed
activities and the dispersive qualities of diessfttipulate exhaust, this would be a less-than-Bamit
impact.

5) Create objectionable odors affecting a substaial number of people?

While project implementation would result in diesadhaust emissions, it would not create or expose
substantial number of people to objectionable addiss would be a less-than-significant impact.
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IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Less Than
Significant
With Mitigation
Incorporated

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant No Impact
Impact

Information
Source(s)

Would the project:

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

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

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

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

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

6) Conflict with the provisions of an
adopted Habitat Conservation
Plan, Natural Community

Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or state
habitat conservation plan?

L L

X [

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

No federal or state listed endangered or threatgpedies are expected to occur in the project &tea.
special-status plant species are expected to doclive project area. Implementation of the proposed
project will modify the habitat used or likely t@ lused as foraging habitat, however, the projectldvo
not result in a significant impact to special-ssaatnimal species including the short-eared owltheon
harrier, white-tailed kite, American peregrine fai¢c golden eagle, willow flycatcher, California lgsel
warbler, and tricolored blackbird. These species the project area infrequently, and in low nummper
when foraging, and none of these species are kmowast within the project area.

The project reaches of Wrigley-Ford and Wrigley ék®edoes provide nesting habitat for up to 2-3spair
of San Francisco Common Yellowthroats, a Califorsyeecies of special concern. Proposed activities
could impact nesting yellowthroats. Howewte number of common yellowthroat nests that could
potentially be impacted is low, and representsrg small proportion of the regional population
of this subspecies. The loss of such small numbgkiadividuals would not be considered a
significant impact under CEQA Therefore, the project will have little, if any,feft on regional
populations of special-status species.

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

The proposed project will result in permanent losapproximately 0.22 acres of willow riparian halyi
0.12 acres along the upstream reach of Ford Creg@l0#®6 acres along Wrigley Creek, and 0.04 acres
along Wrigley-Ford Creek. The willow riparian hatithat would be lost offers limited value to witel

due to the narrow, limited nature of the riparianriclor, and the isolation of this habitat by sumding
urbanization. Nonetheless, this habitat is domihde native red arroyo willow trees and does previd
habitat for common, urban-adapted wildlife specidsreover, willow riparian habitat is a sensitive,
regulated habitat. Therefore, the loss of 0.22saofewillow riparian habitat is considered a sigraht
impact under CEQA and will require mitigation. Iraplentation of the following mitigation measure will
reduce this impact to a less-than significant level

Mitigation Measure BR-1. Restore Riparian Habitat. The loss of approximately 0.22 acres of willow-
riparian habitat will be mitigated at a 3:1 ratisufface area of riparian mitigation: surface aréa o
permanent impacts) via the restoration of riparfebitat. At least 0.66 acres of riparian habitat,
dominated by native willow species, coast live (@lkercus agrifolia), and valley oakQuercus lobata),

will be restored. All riparian mitigation sites Wibe preserved in perpetuity. The riparian habitat
restoration will be installed preferably during tbeme year as the impacts from Project construetih
not more than one year following the impacts.

H. T. Harvey & Associates’ restoration ecologistsiducted a preliminary reconnaissance of the Rrojec
area to search for riparian mitigation opportusitien City-owned land. Ample riparian mitigation
opportunities are available within the project aaeane or more of the following

City-owned sites:
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= East bank of Wrigley-Ford Creek, downstream of WriRacific Railroad crossing — restore
riparian habitat in the existing gaps in the woadgwrian corridor (currently dominated by
ruderal habitat) to create a contiguous corridaipErian habitat.

= East bank of Wrigley Creek, upstream of the VTA/BRIhe- Convert ruderal habitat and
ornamental/landscaped areas to riparian habitat.

A Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (MMP) will be preped by a qualified restoration ecologist to guide
the restoration effort. The MMP will meet the regments of the CDFG, USACE, and
RWQCB and will provide the following:

1. Summary of habitat impacts and proposed mitigagtios
2. Goal of the restoration to achieve no net tddmbitat functions and values

3. Location of mitigation site(s) and descriptmfrexisting site conditions

4. Mitigation design:
= existing and proposed site hydrology
grading plan if appropriate, including bank staition or other site stabilization features
soil amendments and other site preparation elenasrappropriate
planting plan
irrigation and maintenance plan

5. Monitoring plan (including final and performancriteria, monitoring methods, data analysis,
reporting requirements, monitoring schedule, realedeasures/adaptive management, etc.)

6. Contingency

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

The proposed sediment excavation and long-termtagge maintenance will impact a total of
approximately 0.21 acres of in-stream, freshwattamd habitat. The majority of these impacts are
located on Ford Creek (0.20 acres) with a smalbgrtion located within Wrigley-Ford Creek at the
Railroad Court culvert outlet (0.01 acres). Sedingxcavation will temporarily convert approximately
20% of this impact area (~0.04 acres) from wetlandspen water along the upstream reach of Ford
Creek where wetlands are expected to re-establislvever, sediment excavation will permanently
convert approximately 20% of the impact area (@€4s) from wetlands to open water within the
downstream reach of Ford Creek (0.03 acres) aMdrigley-Ford Creek (0.01 acres). The remainder of
the wetland impact area will be subjected to omgpannual disturbance from weed-whacking/mowing.
Wetland habitat is a sensitive, regulated habitatrefore, the Project’s wetland impact is congdex
significant impact under CEQA and will require myition. Implementation of the following mitigation
measure will reduce this impact to a less-thanisagmt level.

Mitigation Measure 2. Restore Wetland Habitat Functons and ValuesWetland habitat impacts will
be mitigated at a level that will ensure no nesloshabitat functions and values. The narrow,tkchi
nature of the wetland habitat and the isolatiothisf habitat by the surrounding urbanization sutigfly
limit the wildlife habitat value of the wetland hitdi onsite. Therefore, wetland impacts will beigated
at a ratio of 2:1 (mitigation surface area: impagaface area) via a combination of in-kind, fresteva
wetland habitat mitigation and out-of-kind ripariaabitat restoration within the Project site. Inki

-21 -



Wrigley, Ford & Wrigley-Ford Creeks Maintenance Project

wetland mitigation will be provided at a 1:1 mitiigan ratio (0.21 acres of wetland mitigation) and-of-
kind riparian mitigation will also be provided atLd ratio (0.21 acres of riparian mitigation). Theitat
mitigation will be installed preferably during teeme year as the impacts from Project construetiah
not more than 1 year following the impacts.

The on-site wetland mitigation will be located viitthe bed and banks of Ford Creek (both the ugstre
and downstream reaches) on City-owned lands. Thigation will involve the preservation of suitable
conditions for the persistence of wetland vegetiadilong the project reaches of Ford Creek. Addiilgn
native wetland vegetation will be re-vegetated égading and planting) in suitable locations alibveg
upstream reach of Ford Creek after sediment exiceiwat/ithin this reach, wetland re-vegetation
activities will be located along the excavated clemeach and upstream of the channel excavatina zo
where water depths will be reduced to depths tieasaitable for wetland habitat by the removalauftr
wad obstructions to flow. The project actions altimg upstream reach of Ford Creek will improve the
physical conditions that support wetland habitairayeasing light penetration (via riparian tremowal)
and decreasing water depths (via removal of ob#bngto flow). These improvements are expected to
support rapid wetland re-establishment (within ye&rs) and potentially increase the surficial etxtén
wetland habitat within the upstream reach of Forele&.

The out-of-kind riparian mitigation will entail threstoration of riparian habitat along Wrigley-
Ford and/or Wrigley Creeks as summarized aboviedriltoss of Riparian Habitat” section.

An MMP will be prepared by a qualified restoratierologist. A single MMP can be prepared that covers
both the riparian (see above section “Loss of Raparlabitat) and wetland impacts and mitigatione Th
MMP will meet the requirements of the USACE, RWQG@RBd CDFG and will provide the following:

1. Summary of habitat impacts and proposed mitigagtios

2. Goal of the restoration to achieve no net tddsabitat functions and values

3. Location of mitigation site(s) and descriptmfrexisting site conditions

4. Mitigation design:

existing and proposed site hydrology

grading plan if appropriate, including bank staaition or other site stabilization features

soil amendments and other site preparation elenasrappropriate

planting plan
irrigation and maintenance plan

5. Monitoring plan (including final and performancriteria, monitoring methods, data analysis,
reporting requirements, monitoring schedule, realedeasures/adaptive management)

6. Contingency plan for mitigation elements thangdt meet performance or final success criteria

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

Project implementation could interfere with movetsesf native, resident, or migratory fish or wifdli

species, or with established native resident oraigy wildlife corridors. However, based on thghiy
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disturbed nature of the habitat on site, and th@gsed project schedule, this would be a less than
significant impact.

5) Conflict with any local policies or ordinancesprotecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

The project would result in no impact as implemgatawould not result in the removal of historic or
heritage trees or conflict with any local tree preation policy or ordinance. Since the project ldou
restore biological and hydrological functions of ttreeks, it would not conflict with local policies
ordinances protecting biological resources. Theegfilnere is no impact.

6) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Haltiat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regionaor state habitat conservation plan?

There is no Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Camitg Conservation Plan, or other approved local,

regional, or State habitat conservation plan adbfatethe project area. Therefore no impact would
occur.
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V. CULTURAL RESOURCES

Potentially L_ess_f‘_l’han Less Than ¢ .
Significant _Slgm. icant Significant No Impact Information
With Mitigation Source(s)
Impact Impact

Incorporated

Would the project:

1) Cause a substantial adverse U] U] X ]
change in the significance of an
historical resource as defined in
§15064.5?

2) Cause a substantial adverse ] ] X ]
change in the significance of an
archaeological resource as defined
in §15064.5?

3) Directly or indirectly destroy a U] U] X ]
unique paleontological resource or
site, or unique geologic feature?

4) Disturb any human remains, U] U] X ]
including those interred outside of
formal cemeteries?

Environmental Setting:

Within the immediate vicinity of the project sigxtensive cultural resources surveys as part ofSerga
Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) FreigRailroad / Lower Berryessa Creek Project as well
as the Santa Clara Valley Transportation AuthoBiticon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor. Technical
reports surveying the potential for cultural resmsr were prepared for both projects as part of thei
environmental review and are incorporated by refegef the VTAWrigley Creek Improvement Project.

Those studies indicated that no archeological depos other cultural resources were identifiedhivit
the areas surveyed for the VTA’s FRR / LBC projeldibwever, several locations, including a portidn o
the project site area for the VTWrigley Creek Improvement Project were identified during the Rapid
Transit project as having potential for buried aetlogical deposits.

Comment:

Checklist items 1-4 are considered together.

1) Cause a substantial adverse change in the sigo#&nce of an historical resource as defined in
§15064.5?

2) Cause a substantial adverse change in the sigoiédnce of an archaeological resource as defined
in §15064.5?

3) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleonological resource or site, or unique geologic
feature?

4) Disturb any human remains, including those irgrred outside of formal cemeteries?

-24 —



Wrigley, Ford & Wrigley-Ford Creeks Maintenance Project

The project does not contemplate any grading aheark, so while no discernable impacts to cultural
resources, including historical, archeological, aateontological resources and / or human remais,
anticipated, the possibility cannot be precludeat #uch resources are present below the groundcsurf
and could be damaged during proposed constructitivitees. This would be a less-than-significant
impact with the following mitigation:

Mitigation Measure Cultural Resources - MMCR-1 (Digurbance of Subsurface Cultural Resources during
Project Construction.) If subsurface cultural resources deposits are erteced during construction, work in
the immediate vicinity should be halted until a lified archaeologist can assess the significanctheffinds.
The construction contract will include the followispecifications regarding archaeological resources

Should any archaeological or historical artifacts sikeletal material be discovered or unearthed nduri
construction activities, all work within ten mete32.808 feet) of the find shall be halted. The Caxtor
(Subcontractor or Engineer or Inspector as appatgrishall immediately notify the City’'s project nager, at
(408) 586-3328, who will initiate procedures in amtance with State Law (California Public ResourCesle,
Section 5097.98 and Health and Safety Code, Se¢f60.5). Construction activities within ten meté32.808
feet) of the find shall remain halted until autlzation is obtained from the City’s named and destigth agent
that construction in the vicinity of the find magcommence.
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VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Potentially Lgss_ '_I'han Less Than ; .
Significant _Slgm_ﬂ_can_t Significant No Impact Information
With Mitigation Source(s)
Impact Impact

Incorporated

Would the project:

1) Expose people or structures to 5
potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss,
injury, or death involving:

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

b) Strong seismic ground shaking? U] U] U] X 5
c) Seismic-related ground failure, ] ] ] X 5
including liquefaction?
d) Landslides? U] U] U] X 5
2) Result in substantial soil erosion or ] ] X ] 5
the loss of topsoil?
3) Be located on a geologic unit or ] ] ] X 12

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

4) Be located on expansive soil, as U] U] U] X 12
defined in Table 18-1-B of the
Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial risks to life
or property?

5) Have soils incapable of adequately ] ] ] X 12
supporting the use of septic tanks
or alternative wastewater disposal
systems where sewers are not
available for the disposal of
wastewater?

Comment:

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

a) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as describ& on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Gdogist for the area or based on other
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substantial evidence of a known fault? (Refer to Dision of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.)
b) Strong seismic ground shaking?
c) Seismic-related ground failure, including liqueaction?
d) Landslides?
For geologic hazards described in items 1 (a-@&) ptioposed project would not result in the develepm
of any structures or human uses (other than rouiamtenance activities) that would expose peaple t
substantial adverse effects, including the rislos$, injury or death. Therefore no impact is apéted.
2) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss ¢opsoil?
Removal of some vegetation obstructions would tesulnatural sediments to disburse in a pattern
different than currently exists. Over time, sedimemuld build up in a natural way. Therefore, this
temporary effect is a less than significant impact.
3) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is @table, or that will become unstable as a result of
the project, and potentially result in on- or off-gte landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,

liquefaction or collapse?

The proposed project would not result in the cargsiton of any structures that would be subjech&esée
geological hazards nor cause the project site¢orbhe unstable. No impact would occur.

4) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Tlabl8-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial risks to life or property?

The project would not expose property or peoplsulostantial risks associated with expansive sadis.
impact would occur.

5) Have soils incapable of adequately supportindné use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems where sewers are not available fitve disposal of wastewater?

Project implementation would not result in the w$eseptic tanks or alternative waste water disposal
systems. No impact would occur.
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VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Potentially LG."SS. '_I'han Less Than ¢ .
Significant _S|gn|_f|_can_t Significant No Impact Information
With Mitigation Source(s)
Impact Impact
Incorporated

Would the project:

1) Generate greenhouse gas
emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a U] ] U] X 10
significant impact on the
environment?

2) Conflict with any applicable plan, U] ] U] X 10
policy or regulation of an agency
adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases?

Discussion:

The project proposes maintenance of creeks by timiguand removal some vegetation (trees and scrub);
clearing culverts and planting new vegetation. griading is proposed.

Comment:

1) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either difgcor indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment?

Based on BAAQMD screening, the project does nothhe potential to have a significant impact on the
environment based on CO2 emissions.

2) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regilation of an agency adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

The project is consistent with air quality plang aherefore it is anticipated that no impact witicar.
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VIIl. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant No Impact
Impact

Information
Source(s)

1)

Would the project:

Create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment through
the routine transport, use, or

disposal of hazardous materials?

[

O

X 0

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7

Create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the

release of hazardous materials into

the environment?

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

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

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

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

Impair implementation of, or
physically interfere with, an
adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation
plan?
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VIIl. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Potentially L(.ess. ‘_I'han Less Than .
Significant _S|gn|_f|.can.t Significant No Impact Information
With Mitigation Source(s)
Impact Impact
Incorporated

Would the project:

8) Expose people or structures to a U] ] U] X 5
significant risk of loss, injury or
death involving wild land fires,
including where wild lands are
adjacent to urbanized areas or
where residences are intermixed
with wild lands?

Comment:

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

Hazardous materials typically associated with qoetibn and maintenance operations include petnoleu
products such as diesel fuel, gasoline, brake flaydiraulic oil, pesticides, and herbicides. Redeaf
construction-related hazardous materials couldchaiférigley-Ford Creek and downstream waters. This
would be a less-than-significant impact with impémation of a required Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Program.

2) Create a significant hazard to the public or theenvironment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the releaseof hazardous materials into the
environment?

Identified subsurface utilities on or adjacenthe Wrigley Creek and Wrigley-Ford Creek projecesit
include underground pipelines and cables paraliidl the creeks and rail lines. While there imote
potential for accident (i.e., rupture and fire /pksion) during ground-disturbing activities, the
pipelines/cables are well delineated and locataslidel the limits of the work. All required preciaus
have been incorporated into the proposed designwanudd be observed during project construction.
Future leaks of the pipeline would not expose petplhazardous materials as no occupied strucuees
proposed as part of the project.

Existing railroad operations would not pose anyitiathl risk to humans as site access would be
restricted to maintenance or other workers withrapate training to perform their duties adjactenthe
Union Pacific Railroad right-of-way. Therefore, thés a less than significant impact.

3) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous @cutely hazardous materials, substances, or
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or prposed school?

The Elan Esprit preschool is located just underqureater mile from the project site to the westhe
site’s northern boundary. Diesel emissions, actaii contaminant would be generated during shesrtit
construction activities and would not pose a sutisthhazard to multifamily residences located eta®
the site due to dispersive nature of diesel exhalishg-term operation and maintenance activitigshs
as the application of pesticides would result less-than-significant impact to sensitive receptiven
the relatively small amounts and frequency thay theuld be applied.
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4) Be located on a site which is included on atlisf hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a resultpmld it create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment?

The project area is not located on a site purst@rGovernment Code Section 65962.5 (e.g., State
Department of Toxic Substance Control ‘Cortese’}&bd, as a result, would not create a substantial
hazard to the public or the environméntldentified sites in the vicinity of the project wld not be
disturbed by proposed construction activities. itfdpact would occur.

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

The project area is not located within two milesaafairport land use plan or a public airport, rothe
vicinity of private airport. San Jose InternatibAaport is located approximately five miles sowsst of
the project site. Given the distance from theggoats and that the project would not result in aeyw
occupied structures, no impact would occur.

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

See response to item 5). No impact would occur.

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

The proposed project would have no effect on amoptetl emergency response or evacuation plans and
proposes no new uses for which emergency servioakive required. No impact would occur.

8) Expose people or structures to a significant sk of loss, injury or death involving wild land
fires, including where wild lands are adjacent to wbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wild lands?

The project site is in a highly urbanized areatiatty far from wild lands with high potential fdires.
There are residences immediately adjacent to thjegirsite, westerly of Wrigley-Ford Creek and rawn
structures would be placed onsite. Restoratioivibes would likely improve on-site conditions and
lower the3 potential for fire by removing weeds analsh consistent with the City’'s weed abatement
program

2 Envirostar Database, California Department ofig @ubstances Control. Accessed September 23, @lli® at
http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov

3 Section 5.3 Fire Safety, Seismic and Safety Element, City of Milpitas General Plan, City of Milpitas, Updated 2002.
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IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant No Impact
Impact

Information
Source(s)

2)

3)

4)

Would the project:
1) Violate any water quality standards

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

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

0
0

0
0

X L]
0 ¢

5)

6)

7

Create or contribute runoff water
which would exceed the capacity
of existing or planned storm
water drainage systems or
provide substantial additional
sources of polluted runoff?
Otherwise substantially degrade
water quality?

Place housing within a 100-year
flood hazard area as mapped on
a Federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insurance
Rate Map or other flood hazard
delineation map?
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IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Potentially LG."SS. '_I'han Less Than :
Significant _S|gn|_f|_can_t Significant No Impact Information
With Mitigation Source(s)
Impact Impact
Incorporated
Would the project:
8) Place within a 100-year flood U] ] U] X 14, C
hazard area structures which
would impede or redirect flood
flows?
9) Expose people or structures to a ] ] ] X 14, C
significant risk of loss, injury, or
death involving flooding,
including flooding as a result of
the failure of a levee or dam?
10) Be subject to inundation by U] ] U] X 5 C
seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

Comment:
1) Violate any water quality standards or waste idcharge requirements?

Construction activities would generate pollutatist tcould degrade water quality in Wrigley Creeld an
receiving waters. This would be a less-than-sigaift impact with implementation of a required
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program. Sedinoapture and removal BMPs will be required at each
site.

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

The project will not change the geometry or toppbsaof the creek channel and therefore it is not
anticipated that groundwater recharge will be afécTherefore, there is no impact.

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

Implementation of the project will result in an iease in flow capacity of the channel; however, no
substantial increase in sediment load over thdiegisonditions is expected. Therefore, the impa&tss
than significant.

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

The removal of vegetation obstructions would regulimprovements to the channel’s hydrologic and
geomorphic functions. The project is intendededuce flooding impacts to adjacent properties.
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5) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm
water drainage systems or provide substantial addibnal sources of polluted runoff?

The proposed project would improve hydrologic arrgorphic functions of Wrigley-Ford Creek.
Project implementation would therefore result indfecial impacts related to flooding and water dyal

6) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

Once constructed, the proposed project would reetitrén any discharges that might violate waterlitya
standards or require the RWQCB to establish wastehdrge requirements. Thus, no impacts are
anticipated.

7) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard aa as mapped on a Federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other floodhazard delineation map?

The proposed project would not place housing withid00-year flood hazard area, as the proposed
project does not include construction of any strred.

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

The proposed project would not result in the plagenof structures within a 100-year flood hazaehar
that would impede or redirect flood flows.

9) Expose people or structures to a significant sk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding,
including flooding as a result of the failure of devee or dam?

The project would not expose people or structuses significant risk of loss, injury, or death iviag
flooding. The proposed project includes improvetaghat would either improve flooding conditions or
maintain existing conditions. In addition, thealeaf the stream channel does not include any dams
levees which could expose people or structuressigraficant risk or loss, injury or death due &ildre.
The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) dfaiture inundation hazard map for Milpitas
indicates that the project area is not located iwith dam failure inundation aréa. The Santa Clara
County Geologic Hazard Zones mapping also indictitasthe project area is not located within a dike
failure hazard zong.No impact would occur.

10) Be subject to inundation by seiche, tsunamiy onudflow?

The project site is not located near the open ooeamy sizeable water body which could generate a
seiche or tsunami. As the project area is locatecklatively level terrain and is surrounded pritgeby
urban development, there is no potential for thegeot site to be inundated by a mudflow. The Santa
Clara County Geologic Hazard Zones map also ingsctitat the project area is not located within a
landslide hazard zon&No impact would occur.

4 pamFailure Inundation Hazard Map for NW San Jose/Milpitag/Santa Clara, Association of Bay Area Governments, 1995.
S santaClara County Geologic Hazard Zones, County of Santa Clara, 2002.

6  santaClara County Geologic Hazard Zones, County of Santa Clara, 2002.
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X. LAND USE
Potentially LG."SS. '_I'han Less Than .
Significant Significant Significant No Impact Information
With Mitigation Source(s)
Impact Impact
Incorporated
Would the project:
1) Physically divide an established O O O 2 2
community?
2) Conflict with any applicable land ] ] ] X 2,8

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

3) Conflict with any applicable habitat U] ] U] X 2
conservation plan or natural
community conservation plan?

Comment:
1) Physically divide an established community?

Project implementation would not divide an estdiglits community as it is a restoration of an existing
creek. No impact would occur.

2) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, polly, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction
over the project (including, but not limited to, a general plan, specific plan, local coastal
program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpese of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

As the project would restore and enhance the bioldrydrologic, geomorphic, and aesthetic conddion
of Wrigley-Ford Creek, it would not conflict witlhé goals and policies of applicable plans (€gy of
Milpitas General Plan) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigatimg environmental effect.
Inconsistencies with such plans would only resulaisignificant impact if a substantial adversesita}
effect would occur. While the project could result short-term construction-related impacts, such
impacts would be less-than-significant with incagdon of mitigation as necessary. Therefore, no
impact would occur related to conflicts with adapfgans.

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

There is no Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Comity Conservation Plan, or other approved local,

regional, or State habitat conservation plan adbfte the project area. Therefore, no impact would
occur.
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Xl. MINERAL RESOURCES

locally-important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other
land use plan?

Potentially LG."SS. '_I'han Less Than .
Significant _S|gn|_f|.can.t Significant No Impact Information
With Mitigation Source(s)
Impact Impact
Incorporated
Would the project:
1) Resultin the loss of availability of a
known mineral resource that would O [ O X
be of value to the region and the
residents of the state?
2) Result in the loss of availability of a ] ] ] X

Comment:

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

The proposed project would not result in the losavailability of a known mineral resource that wibu
be of value to the region and the residents othte as no known mineral resources exist at the $he
project site is an existing creek in a highly uilzad area and not suitable for mineral resourceaetion.

No impact would occur.

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

The project site is an existing creek in a highllgamnized area and is not delineated as a minesaliree
recovery site on a local general plan, specifiapta other land use plan. No impact would occur.

-36 —




Wrigley, Ford & Wrigley-Ford Creeks Maintenance Project

XIl. NOISE
Potentially ;?;ﬁiﬁTcrﬂ Less Than Information
Significant With Mitigation Significant No Impact Source(s)
Impact Impact
Incorporated

Would the project result in:

1) Exposure of persons to or U] X U] ] 6, C
generation of noise levels in
excess of standards established in
the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable standards
of other agencies?

2) Exposure of persons to, or U] ] X ] 6, C
generation of, excessive ground
borne vibration or ground borne
noise levels?

3) A substantial permanent increase ] ] X ] 6
in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels
existing without the project?

4) A substantial temporary or periodic U] ] X ] 6
increase in ambient noise levels in
the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project?

5) For a project located within an U] ] U] X 6
airport land use plan or, where
such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a
public airport or public use
airport, would the project expose
people residing or working in the
project area to excessive noise
levels?

6) For a project within the vicinity of a U] ] U] X 6
private airstrip, would the project
expose people residing or working
in the project area to excessive
noise levels?

Environmental Setting:

The project site is located in the City of Milpitas the vicinity of Calaveras Boulevard/State RoQ87
(SR 237), east of Railroad Avenue, east of the Wiilacific Railroad mainline (UPRR) and easterly of
Berryessa Street. The nearest existing noisetsengind uses in the vicinity include the Macedoni
Missionary Baptist Church approximately 1,000 felest of the project site across the UPRR mainline,
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an apartment complex located 50 feet east of thigirsite and single-family homes 60 feet west of
. 7
Wrigley-Ford Creek along Berryessa Street.

Noise levels from on-site heavy-construction equpmwould exceed standards set by the City of
Milpitas. However, the City's noise regulationsoyide exceptions for construction noise, allowing
construction activities to exceed applicable nasndards when construction takes place during less
noise-sensitive daytime hours (i.e., between 7:080 aqd 7:00 PM. Project construction hours would
occur from 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM Monday through Fridaxcept holidays, consistent with City of
Milpitas requirements.

Comment:

1) Exposure of persons to or generation of noisevels in excess of standards established in the
local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicalel standards of other agencies?

In the short term, temporary construction actigitemuld result in annoyance and/or sleep disrugtion
occupants of the nearby existing noise-sensitind lzses and / or create a substantial temporargaee

in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. hi§ would be a less-than-significant impact with
mitigation incorporation. In the long-term, temaoyr operational activities (e.g., sediment remavad
vegetation maintenance) would result in noise Eveat would not exceed the City of Milpitas’ noise
standard of 60 dBA CNEL for single-family residemtand 65 dBA CNEL for multi-family residential
areas. This would result in a less than signiticaipact.

Mitigation Measure Noise-1 (MM-N1) In addition to adherence of provisions set fortlhie City of
Milpitas Municipal Code (discussed above), the grbgponsor shall mitigate construction noise irtgac
by implementing the following measures:

» Properly maintain construction equipment and egip appropriate noise control features, such
as mufflers, in accordance with manufacturers’ gjgations;

» Locate temporary stationary noise generating eqeiijpras far as possible from identified
sensitive receptors;

» Utilize “quiet” air compressors and other temporstationary noise sources (e.g., generators)
where technology exists;

» Radios shall be controlled so as not to be audibtside the project site; and

» Designate a “Disturbance Coordinator” responsibterésponding to any complaints about
construction noise from neighboring properties.e @sturbance coordinator will determine the
cause of the noise complaint (e.g., non-compliavitte permitted construction hours) and
implement reasonable measures to correct the pnobléne project sponsor shall conspicuously
post a telephone number for the disturbance coaialirat the construction site and include it in
the notice sent to neighbors regarding the construschedule.

Responsibility and Monitoring The City of Milpitas would be responsible to erestirat the above
mitigation measures would be implemented duringegtaconstruction. In addition, the City would be
responsible for designating a Disturbance Coordimat monitor complaints and correct problems.

7 Noise-sensitive land uses generally include thuses where exposure would result in adverse sffed., sleep disturbance,
annoyance), as well as uses where quiet is antedsgament of their intended purpose. Resideace®f primary concern
because of the potential for increased and prolbegeosure of individuals to both interior and extenoise levels. Other
sensitive land uses include hospitals, convaledeeiiities, parks, hotels, churches, librarieg] ather uses where low
interior noise levels are essential.
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2) Exposure of persons to, or generation of, exage ground borne vibration or ground borne
noise levels?

Construction activities could result in varying degs of temporary ground borne vibration, dependimg
the specific construction equipment used and ojpeitinvolved. Vibration generated by construction
equipment spreads through the ground and diminighesagnitude with increases in distance. It is
expected that construction equipment would incladeackhoe, excavator, and trucks, which typically
result in levels of ground borne vibration at 2®tférom the process that can exceed the applicable
threshold of annoyance (80 VdB). However, becalieeearest residential structures would be located
approximately 60 feet from the construction sitetlz nearest point, and ground borne vibration
dissipates rapidly with distance, vibration leveisuld not surpass the 80-VdB threshold at thesebyea
residential structures. Construction activities {dotesult in ground borne vibration that would not
exceed recommended State or Federal standards.wdhld be a less-than-significant impact.

3) A substantial permanent increase in ambient nee levels in the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project?

While project implementation would result in pelimdhaintenance activities, it would not result itya
new permanent stationary or mobile noise sour@éss would be a less-than-significant impact.

4) A substantial temporary or periodic increase irmmbient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project?

As described in 1) above, long-term operation & firoposed project would not include any new
stationary or mobile noise sources. In additichdescussed in 1) above, while maintenance aeviti
would be an intermittent source of noise, they woubt exceed applicable standards. As a result, no
substantial permanent increase in ambient noisgdevould occur. Accordingly, this would be a less
than-significant impact and no mitigation wouldriequired.

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

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

For items 5) and 6), the project area is not latatithin two miles of an airport land use plan goublic
airport, or in the vicinity of private airport. ®aose International Airport is located approxirhafive
miles southwest of the project site. Given theadise from these airports and the fact that thgeptro
would not include the development of any noise-si@asreceptors, the project would not expose peopl
residing or working on the project site to excessivise levels. No impact would occur.
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XllIl. POPULATION AND HOUSING

Less Than

people, necessitating the
construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

P_ote_rfl_tially Significant Less_f‘_l’han Information
Significant With Mitigation Significant No Impact Source(s)
Impact Impact
Incorporated
Would the project:
1) Induce substantial population ] ] ] X 7
growth in an area, either directly
(for example, by proposing new
homes and businesses) or
indirectly (for example, through
extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?
2) Displace substantial numbers of U] ] U] X 7
existing housing, necessitating
the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?
3) Displace substantial numbers of ] ] ] X 7

Comment:

1) Induce substantial population growth in an areagither directly (for example, by proposing new
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for examplehiough extension of roads or other

infrastructure)?

The proposed project would not result in the camsiton of new homes or businesses.

Improved

infrastructure (i.e., floodwater conveyance andverik) would not reasonably be expected to induce
population growth by removing barriers to new depehent. No impact would occur.

2) Displace substantial numbers of existing homesgcessitating the construction of replacement

housing elsewhere?

The proposed project would not displace any exgiomes. No impact would occur.

3) Displace substantial numbers of people, necesgihg the construction of replacement housing

elsewhere?

The proposed project would not displace persongeoessitate the construction of replacement housing

No impact would occur.
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XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES
Potentially Ié(iegr?if-ircgi? Less Than Information
Significant With Mitigation Significant No Impact Source(s)
Impact Impact
Incorporated
Would the project:
1) Result in substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with
the provision of new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the
need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts,
in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or
other performance objectives for
any of the public services:
Fire Protection? L] ] L] X 5
Police Protection? ] ] ] X 5
Schools? L] L] L] X
Parks? ] ] ] X 4
Other Public Facilities? L] L] L] X

Comment:

1) Result in substantial adverse physical impactassociated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities, or the need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of whichcould cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service #os, response times, or other performance
objectives for any of the public services:

The proposed project would not create any new tires and uses or add additional population that
would require schools, park, or other public faieii. Therefore, there is no impact.
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XV. RECREATION

Less Than

Potentially Significant Less Than Information
Significant With Mitigation Significant No Impact Source(s)
Impact Impact

Incorporated

Would the project:

1) Increase the use of existing ] ] ] X 4
neighborhood and regional parks
or other recreational facilities such
that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would
occur or be accelerated?

2) Does the project include ] ] ] X 4
recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might
have an adverse physical effect on
the environment?

Comment:

1) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and gmnal parks or other recreational facilities
such that substantial physical deterioration of thefacility would occur or be accelerated?

The proposed project would have no impact assatiatth increasing use of existing parks. Therefore,
there is no impact.

2) Include recreational facilities or require the onstruction or expansion of recreational facilities
that might have an adverse physical effect on thengironment?

The project sponsor proposes no new recreatiocdltifss as part of the project. The restored kree
would be an environmentally sensitive area wittpuablic access. Therefore, no impacts are anticipate
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XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant No Impact
Impact

Information
Source(s)

1

2)

3)

4)

5)

7

Would the project:

Exceed the capacity of the existing
circulation system, based on an
applicable measure of
effectiveness (as designated in a
general plan policy, ordinance,
etc.), taking into account all
relevant components of the
circulation system, including but
limited to intersections, streets,
highways and freeways, pedestrian
and bicycle paths, and mass
transit?

Conflict with an applicable
congestion management program,
including, but not limited to level of
service standards and travel
demand measures, or other
standards established by the
county congestion management
agency for designated roads or
highways?

Result in a change in air traffic
patterns, including either an
increase in traffic levels or a
change in location that results in
substantial safety risks?
Substantially increase hazards due
to a design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections)
or incompatible land uses (e.g.,
farm equipment)?

Result in inadequate emergency
access?

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

[

O O

[

O O

X [

O O
X X

Comment:

1) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantian relation to the existing traffic load and
capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a batantial increase in either the number of vehicle
trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or cogestion at intersections)?
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2) Exceed, individually or cumulatively, a level ofservice standard established by the county
congestion management agency for designated roadshighways?

For items 1) and 2), short-term construction tcaffind intermittent vehicle trips generated by |oegn
project maintenance activities would not resuldisubstantial increase in the number of vehighes tthe
volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestiorintgrsections nor exceed, either individually or
cumulatively, a level of service standard establishy the county congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways. This would be atlemssignificant impact.

3) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, incliding either an increase in traffic levels or a
change in location that results in substantial safg risks?

Project implementation would not result in any dajes to existing air traffic patterns or create a
hazardous condition. No impact would occur.

4) Substantially increase hazards due to a desigfeature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm egament)?

Project implementation would not create hazardomsditions as no changes to the existing street
network or incompatible uses are proposed. No atnywauld occur.

5) Result in inadequate emergency access?

The proposed project would have no effect on exgséimergency access and proposes no new uses for
which police or fire protection would be requireds a result, the project should not adverselycaffe
emergency response times, performance objectivesergice ratios for the City of Milpitas Policedan
Fire Departments. No impact would occur.

6) Result in inadequate parking capacity?

The proposed project would not generate any newaddnfior parking or reduce the exiting parking
supply in the vicinity. No impact would occur.

7) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or prograns supporting alternative transportation (e.g.,
bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?

Proposed construction and restoration activitiesild/aot result in any changes to the existing stree

network or conflict with adopted plans and policesporting alternative transportation. No impact
would occur.
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XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Potentially L(_ess_ ‘_I'han Less Than ¢ .
Significant _S|gn|_f|_can_t Significant No Impact Information
With Mitigation Source(s)
Impact Impact

Incorporated

Would the project:

1) Exceed wastewater treatment U] ] U] X
requirements of the applicable
Regional Water Quality Control
Board?

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

3) Require or result in the U] ] X ]
construction of new storm water
drainage facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction
of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

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

5) Result in a determination by the L] L] L] X
wastewater treatment provider
which serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate
capacity to serve the project’s
projected demand in addition to
the provider’s existing
commitments?

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

7) Comply with federal, state, and ] ] ] X
local statutes and regulations
related to solid waste?

Comment:

1) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of thapplicable Regional Water Quality Control
Board?

No impact would occur as the proposed project wagtiresult in any structures or uses that generate
wastewater.
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2) Require or result in the construction of new watr or wastewater treatment facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the constructiof which could cause significant environmental
effects?

As stated above, since the project would not gémexastewater it would not require or result in the
construction of new water or wastewater treatmacitifies. No impact would occur.

3) Require or result in the construction of new stom water drainage facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which coud cause significant environmental effects?

The project would result in the improvement andarepf existing culverts and outfalls. Construntio
related impacts to hydrology, water quality, andldgical resources would be less than significaiti w
mitigation incorporation and are discussed in thespective sections.

4) Have sufficient water supplies available to seevthe project from existing entittements and
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements nesd?

Irrigation water for proposed maintenance actisitieould not require new or expanded entitlements to
serve the project.

5) Result in a determination by the wastewater trelanent provider that serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate capacity to serve thproject’s projected demand, in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?

See items 1) and 2). No impact would occur.

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

Operation of the proposed project would not geresatlid waste. No impact would occur to area
landfills.

7) Comply with federal, State, and local statutesral regulations related to solid waste?

See item 6). The project would not conflict witltdl statutes and regulations related to solid evaito
impact would occur.
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XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Less Than
Significant
With Mitigation
Incorporated

Potentially Less Than
Significant

Impact Impact

Significant No Impact

Information
Source(s)

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

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

3) Does the project have the potential
to achieve short-term environmental
goals to the disadvantage of long-
term environmental goals?

4) Does the project have environmental
effects which will cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings,

either directly or indirectly?

L L Ll

X

Comment:

1) Does the project have the potential to substamily degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to
drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to elimate a plant or animal community, reduce the
number or restrict the range of an endangered, rarge or threatened species, or eliminate

important examples of the major periods of Californa history or prehistory?

As discussed iBiological Resourcesthe project would not result in any of the effelisted in item 1).
The project intends to restore and enhance biddgieydrological, and geomorphic functions of
Wrigley-Ford Creek, a degraded urban drainage.tdratfon activities would remove and replace non-

native plant species with natives.
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As no historic or subsurface cultural resourceskamvn occur on site and the likelihood of discianver
such resources is believed to be low, the prognbt anticipated to eliminate important exampliethe
major periods of California history or prehistoryCultural Resources section provides a detailed
description of cultural resources analysis to date.

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

The respective sections above discuss cumulatifeeteffor topical areas for which adverse changes
would occur, generally from short-term constructiaativities. Such impacts would be less than
significant with mitigation incorporation. The peot’s contribution to cumulative impacts to airadjty,
noise, water quality and hydrology, and biologiggisources would be less than cumulatively
considerable.

3) Does the project have the potential to achievehort-term environmental goals to the
disadvantage of long-term environmental goals?

The project’s scope in the short term will bentfeé environment in the long run with the additiottaks
and maintenance of the creeks.

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

All identified construction related-impacts (e.ganstruction noise and diesel exhaust) were deteani
to be less-than-significant impacts or less thgniicant with mitigation incorporation.
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SOURCES
General Sources:

=

CoNOTOrWDN

15.

CEQA Guidelines - Environmental Thresholds (Professional judgment and expertise and review
of project plans).

City of Milpitas General Plan (Land Use Chapter)

City of Milpitas General Plan (Circulation Chapter)

City of Milpitas General Plan (Open Space & Environmental Conservation Chapter)

City of Milpitas General Plan (Seismic and Safety Chapter)

City of Milpitas General Plan (Noise Chapter)

City of Milpitas General Plan (Housing Chapter)

City of Milpitas Zoning (Title XI)

California Department of Conservation, Santa Clara County Important Farmland 2006, Map.
June 2005.

Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Guidelines, June 2010.

County of Santa Clara Department of Public Works, Soil Map Sheet 19, 1964.

United States Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service, Soils of Santa Clara County,
1968.

California Department of Conservation, Geologic Map of the San Francisco-San José
Quadrangle, 1990.

Federal Emergency Management Agency, Flood Insurance Rate Map, Community Panel Nos.
06085CINDOA, 06085C0058H, 06085C0059H, 06085C0066H, 06085C0067H, 06085C0068H,
06085C0069H.06085C0080H, 06085C0086H, and 06085C0087H.

Transit Area Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact Report, June 2008.

Project Related Sources:

A.
B.

Harvey

C.

Project application and plans.
Wrigley, Ford, Wrigley-Ford Creeks Maintenance Project Biotic Study, December 2010 by HT

Associated references by footnote in discussion sections.

Note: Authority cited: Sections 21083, 21083.05)IRuResources Code. Reference: Section 65088 .4, Gade;
Sections 21080, 21083.05, 21095, Pub. Resources; Eockka Citizens for Responsible Govt. v. City of Eureka
(2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 35Protect the Historic Amador Waterways v. Amador Water Agency (2004) 116
Cal.App.4th at 11095an Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City and County of San Francisco (2002)
102 Cal.App.4th 656.
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