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Summary 

Summary 

The San Joaquin County Department of Public Works (County) proposes to develop a 
uniform channel section supporting Austin Road Bridge with scour countermeasures to 
prevent channel degradation of the North Fork of South Littlejohns Creek (identified 
hereafter as South Littlejohns Creek). The proposed project is located in San Joaquin 
County, southeast of the City of Stockton, south of Arch Road, and north of the Forward 
Landfill, where Austin Road Bridge (Bridge No. 29C-259) crosses South Littlejohns 
Creek. The purpose of the project is to create a smooth channel transition throughout the 
project area and reduce channel degradation at abutments and piers that lead to bridge 
instability. 

This Natural Environment Study (NES), which has been prepared according to the 
Caltrans’ Guidance Template (Caltrans 2012), provides an overview of impacts to 
sensitive biological resources that could occur in the Biological Study Area (BSA) as a 
result of the project, and includes measures to mitigate for such impacts. It also provides 
a list of permits that may be required.  

The 0.98-acre BSA includes the project footprint, which includes 0.12 acre of open water 
habitat within South Littlejohns Creek, 0.46 acre of ruderal habitat along the banks of 
South Littlejohns Creek, 0.38 acre of developed land along Austin Road Bridge and the 
county right of way, and 0.02 acre of vineyard. 

The project would result in permanent direct effects to South Littlejohns Creek, resulting 
from excavation of the channel to create a smooth channel transition throughout the 
project area, and the placement of rock slope protection (RSP) to reduce channel 
degradation. As a result of associated construction, the project could temporarily directly 
affect the following special-status wildlife species: northwestern pond turtle (Actinemys 
marmorata marmorata), burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), cliff swallows (Hirundo 
pyrrhonota), pallid bat (Antrozus pallidus), Townsend’s big-eared bat (Corynorhinus 
townsendii townsendii), and greater western mastiff bat (Eumops perotis californicus). 
The project could temporarily indirectly affect the following special-status bird species: 
Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni), white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus), other nesting 
raptors, and loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus). The project is not expected to affect 
special-status plants. 

Because the project could potentially affect the biological resources listed above, the 
following permits will be required: Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 permit from the 
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Summary 

U. S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), CWA Section 401 water quality certification 
from the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and a Streambed Alteration 
Agreement from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) under Section 
1602 of the California Fish and Game Code.  

Best Management Practices and avoidance and minimization measures, as discussed in 
Chapter 4 of this NES, will be implemented to avoid permanent impacts to biological 
resources in the BSA. No permanent loss of any special-status species with potential to 
occur in the BSA or in the vicinity of the BSA or their habitat is expected to result from 
project implementation. Implementation of the project would not contribute substantially 
to the loss or degradation of biological resources in the area or region. Therefore, no 
cumulative effects on biological resources are expected. 
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Chapter 1 Introduction 

Chapter 1.  Introduction 
The environmental review, consultation, and any other action required in accordance with 
applicable Federal laws for this project is being, or has been, carried out by the California 
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) under its assumption of responsibility pursuant 
to National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Assignment MOU (23 USC 326).  

1.1.  Project History 

Recent history has shown that the channel bed along South Littlejohns Creek has 
experienced minor erosion in the upper reaches of the creek, increasing the side slopes. 
Streambed erosion increased due to a constriction of the channel from the bridge 
abutments and piers. The purpose of the project is to create a smooth channel transition 
throughout the project area and to reduce channel degradation at abutments and piers that 
lead to bridge instability. 

1.2.  Project Description 

Austin Road Bridge is situated southeast of the City of Stockton in a rural area of the 
county that is surrounded by agricultural land (Figure 1). The project is located on the 
East Stockton U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute quadrangle (Figure 2).  

The proposed project will involve the placement of rock slope protection (RSP) in the 
form of riprap beneath the bridge and along the adjacent embankments to address 
problems with scour along the stream channel that is exposing the bridge footings and 
bents to potential damage. Because the foundations are relatively shallow, smaller rocks 
will be placed underneath the bridge deck to avoid undercutting the bridge footings; 
however, because of the high velocities, concrete baffles will be required to effectively 
hold the small rocks in place. The proposed concrete baffles will be staggered to allow a 
nonconcrete path for riparian wildlife. Staging areas and temporary construction 
easements will be needed along the east and west edges of Austin Road to install the 
RSP. Access to the work site will be from Austin Road and adjacent San Joaquin County 
Department of Public Works (County) operational roads; no new access roads will be 
necessary and no utilities will be relocated. Staging areas will be within easements on 
graded and graveled surfaces immediately adjacent to the bridge. Construction activities 
for the project will include subsurface disturbance. Construction equipment used will be a 
large front-loader on creek banks and multi-size excavators in the channel bottom. The 
anticipated approximate depth of excavation is 4.5 feet (137 centimeters). All soil  
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Figure 1. Project Vicinity 
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Figure 2. Project Location  
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excavated during the project is anticipated to have been previously disturbed during 
bridge construction. The project impact area was determined based on planned horizontal 
extent of project-related, ground-disturbing activities, and anticipated maximum extent of 
vertical ground disturbance. The project impact area also includes access and staging 
areas for construction activities. 

The anticipated window for working within the limits of the low-flow channel is from 
September 1 to October 15. It is possible that the contractor can access the low-flow 
channel at an earlier date if irrigation flows are reduced. Construction activity in the low-
flow channel will cease by October 15, before the rainy season starts. Work on the creek 
banks will extend into the rainy season, but equipment will be removed from the channel 
before any forecasted storm event. Construction is expected to begin September 1, 2015. 
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Chapter 2.  Study Methods 

2.1.  Regulatory Requirements 

2.1.1.  Federal Endangered Species Act 
Under the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA), the Secretary of the Interior and the 
Secretary of Commerce have joint authority to list a species as threatened or endangered 
(16 USC 1533[c]). The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) has jurisdiction over 
plants, wildlife, and resident fish, while the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)1 
has jurisdiction over anadromous fish and marine fish and mammals. In addition to listed 
species, the USFWS publishes a list of candidate species. Candidate species are those for 
which the USFWS has sufficient biological information to support a proposal to list as 
endangered or threatened. Species on the candidate list are not protected under FESA, but 
they receive special attention during environmental review. 

Section 7 of FESA outlines procedures for federal interagency cooperation and 
participation in the conservation and recovery of federally listed species and designated 
critical habitat. Section 7(a) (2) requires federal agencies to consult with other federal 
agencies with regulatory authority to ensure that they are not undertaking, funding, 
permitting, or authorizing actions likely to jeopardize the continued existence of listed 
species, destroy, or adversely modify designated critical habitat. Critical habitat is an area 
occupied by a listed species that has the physical or geographical features essential to the 
conservation of the species. Critical habitat can also be unoccupied habitat that is 
essential to the conservation of the species. 

Section 9 of FESA prohibits the “take” of federally listed species. Take is defined under 
FESA in part, as killing, harming, or harassment of such species. Under federal 
regulations take is further defined to include habitat modification or degradation where it 
actually results in death or injury to wildlife by significantly impairing essential 
behavioral patterns, including breeding, feeding, or sheltering. USFWS can issue an 
incidental take statement that includes reasonable and prudent measures and terms and 
conditions that are mandatory actions to minimize the effects of the take. 

1 Since the project will avoid NMFS jurisdiction, the FESA discussion will focus on the USFWS only. 
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2.1.2.  Sections 404 and 401 of the Clean Water Act 
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) regulates the discharge of dredged or fill 
material into waters of the U.S.2 under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA). 
Wetlands are defined as areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or ground water 
at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and under normal circumstances do 
support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted to life in saturated soil conditions. 
Wetlands falling under the USACE jurisdiction must demonstrate the presence of three 
specific wetland parameters: 1) hydric soils, 2) hydrophytic vegetation, and 3) wetland 
hydrology. 

Wetlands include swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas; lakes, rivers, and streams are 
typically defined as “other waters of the United States.” Jurisdictional limits of these 
features are typically defined by the ordinary high water mark (OHWM), which is the 
line or sudden change in slope on the shore or bank that is established by the fluctuations 
of water and indicated by physical characteristics such as a clear natural line, shelving, a 
change in soils, a lack of woody or terrestrial vegetation, or other determining 
characteristics.  

Section 404 prohibits the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United 
States, (including wetlands) without a permit from the USACE. The regulations and 
policies of the USACE, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and USFWS mandate 
that the filling of wetlands be avoided unless it can be demonstrated that no practicable 
alternatives (to filling wetlands) exist. The four basic processes for obtaining Section 404 
authorization include: 1) Nationwide Permit (NWP), which covers specific categories of 
activities; 2) Regional Permit; 3) Letter of Permission; or 4) Individual Permit. 

Section 401 of the CWA requires that an applicant applying for a USACE permit for the 
discharge of dredge or fill material must also obtain a water-quality certificate from the 
appropriate state agency that states that their activity is consistent with the state’s water 

2 The term “waters of the US,” as defined in Code of Federal Regulations (33 CFR 328.3[a]; 40 CFR 
230.3[s]), includes: (1) all waters that are currently used, were used in the past, or may be susceptible to 
use in interstate or foreign commerce, including all waters that are subject to the ebb and flow of the tide; 
(2) all interstate waters, including interstate wetlands; (3) all other waters, such as intrastate lakes, rivers, 
streams (including intermittent streams), mud flats, sand flats, wetlands, sloughs, prairie potholes, wet 
meadows, playa lakes, or natural ponds, the use, degradation, or destruction of which could affect 
interstate or foreign commerce, including any such waters that are or could be used by interstate or 
foreign travelers for recreational or other purposes; or from which fish or shellfish are or could be taken 
and sold in interstate or foreign commerce; or which are used or could be used for industrial purposes by 
industries in interstate commerce; (4) all impoundments of waters otherwise defined as waters of the U.S. 
under the definition; (5) tributaries of waters identified in numbers (1) through (4); (6) territorial seas; 
and (7) wetlands adjacent to waters (other than waters that are themselves wetlands) identified in 
numbers (1) through (6). 
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quality standards and criteria. The conditions in the certificate are incorporated into the 
USACE permit. In California, there are nine Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB) regions, and authority to grant the certificate is delegated to the relevant 
regional office. The state has a policy of no-net-loss of wetlands and typically requires 
mitigation for impacts to wetlands before it will issue a water quality certification. 

2.1.3.  Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) (16 USC, Section 703-711; 40 Stat. 755), as 
amended, prohibits killing, possessing, or trading in migratory birds except in accordance 
with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the Interior. This act applies to whole 
birds, parts of birds, and bird nests and eggs. The MBTA does not provide protection for 
habitat of migratory birds, but does prohibit the destruction or possession of individual 
birds, eggs, or nest in active use without a permit from USFWS. 

2.1.4.  Executive Order 13112 Invasive Species 
Executive Order (EO) 13112 (February 3, 1999) directs all federal agencies to prevent 
and control introductions of invasive species in a cost-effective and environmentally 
sound manner. EO 13112 established a national Invasive Species Council made up of 
federal agencies and departments and a supporting Invasive Species Advisory Committee 
composed of state, local, and private entities. The Invasive Species Council and Advisory 
Committee oversee and facilitate implementation of the EO, including preparation of a 
National Invasive Species Management Plan (Management Plan). The Management Plan 
recommends objectives and measures to implement the EO and to prevent the 
introduction and spread of invasive species. The EO and directives from the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) require consideration of invasive species in National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analyses, including their identification and 
distribution, their potential impacts, and measures to prevent or eradicate them. 

2.1.5.  California Endangered Species Act 
Under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA), the CDFW maintains a list of 
threatened and endangered species. In addition, CDFW maintains lists of candidate 
species, and species of special concern. Candidate species are those species under review 
for addition to either the list of threatened or endangered species. Section 2080 of the 
Fish and Game Code prohibits take of state-listed species; however, CDFW may, 
pursuant to Section 2081(b) issue a permit for the take of state-listed species incidental to 
otherwise lawful activities, except in the case of fully-protected species. Impacts 
associated with the authorized take shall be minimized and fully mitigated. The measures 
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required to meet this obligation shall be roughly proportional in extent to the impact of 
the authorized taking on the species. 

2.1.6.  Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act 
Under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act (PCA), “waters of the state” fall under the 
jurisdiction of the State Water Resource Control Board (SWRCB) and RWQCBs. 
RWQCBs must prepare and periodically update water quality control basin plans. Each 
basin plan sets forth water quality standards for surface water and groundwater, as well as 
actions to control non-point and point sources of pollution to achieve and maintain these 
standards. In most cases, the RWQCBs seeks to protect these beneficial uses by requiring 
the integration of water quality control measures into projects that will result in discharge 
into waters of the state. Projects that affect wetlands or waters of the state must meet 
waste discharge requirements (WDRs) of the RWQCBs, which may be issued in addition 
to a water quality certification under Section 401 of the CWA. This jurisdiction includes 
waters (including wetlands and isolated wetlands) the USACE deems to be isolated or 
non-jurisdictional with respect to the Solid Waste Agency of Northern Cook County 
(SWANCC) decision (see discussion above under Sections 404 and 401 of the Clean 
Water Act). For waters of the state not subject to Section 404, the SWRCB and RWQCB 
would authorize impacts by issuing a WDR or in some cases, a waiver of WDR. 

2.1.7.  Section 1602 of the California Fish and Wildlife Code 
All diversions, obstructions, or changes to the natural flow or bed, channel, or bank of 
any river, stream, or lake in California that supports wildlife resources are subject to 
regulation by CDFW, pursuant to Section 1602 of the Fish and Game Code. Section 1602 
makes it unlawful for entity (i.e., any person, state or local governmental agency, or 
public utility) to substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow or substantially change 
the bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake without first notifying CDFW of 
such activity. The regulatory definition of a stream is a body of water that flows at least 
periodically or intermittently through a bed or channel having banks and supports fish or 
other aquatic life. This includes watercourses having a surface or subsurface flow that 
supports or has supported riparian vegetation. CDFW’s jurisdiction within altered or 
artificial waterways is based on the value of those waterways to fish and wildlife. A 
CDFW Streambed Alteration Agreement must be obtained for any project that would 
result in an impact to a river, lake, or stream that would adversely affect any fish or 
wildlife resource. 
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2.1.8.  Section 3503 of the California Fish and Wildlife Code  
Section 3503.5 of the Fish and Game Code states that it is “unlawful to take, possess, or 
destroy any birds-of-prey in the orders Falconiformes or Strigiformes...” These orders 
include hawks, owls, eagles, and falcons. The loss of an active nest is considered a 
violation of this code by CDFW. This statute does not provide for the issuance of any 
type of incidental take permit. Section 3503 prohibits unlawful take, possession or 
needless destruction of the nest or eggs of any bird. 

2.1.9.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15206 
With respect to biological resources, this section specifies that a project shall be deemed 
to be of statewide, regional, or area wide significance if it would substantially affect 
sensitive wildlife habitats, including but not limited to riparian lands, wetlands, bays, 
estuaries, marshes, and habitats for rare and endangered species. 

2.1.10.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15380 
This section provides that a species not listed on the FESA or CESA may be considered 
rare or endangered under specific criteria. These criteria have been modeled after the 
definition in FESA and CESA. Section 15380 was included in the CEQA Guidelines 
primarily to deal with situations in which a public agency is reviewing a project that may 
have a significant effect on a candidate species that has not yet been listed by either 
USFWS or CDFW. Thus, Section 15380 provides an agency with the ability to protect a 
species from a project’s potential impacts until the respective government agencies have 
an opportunity to designate the species as protected, if warranted. 

An example would be the vascular plants considered by CDFW to be “rare, threatened, or 
endangered in California” and assigned a California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR). The 
CDFW system includes six rarity and endangerment ranks for categorizing plant species 
of concern, which are summarized as follows: 

• CRPR 1A: Plants presumed extinct in California 

• CRPR 1B: Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere 

• CRPR 2A: Plants presumed to be extinct in California, but more common elsewhere 

• CRPR 2B: Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California, but more common 
elsewhere 

• CRPR 3: Plants about which more information is needed – A review list 

• CRPR 4: Plants of limited distribution – A watch list 
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In general, plants ranked as CRPR 1A, 1B, or 2 are considered to meet the criteria of 
Section 15380.  

2.1.11.  Native Plant Protection Act 
This act (codified in Fish and Game Code Sections 1900-1913) is intended to preserve, 
protect, and enhance endangered or rare native plants in the state. The act directs CDFW 
to establish criteria for determining what native plants are rare or endangered. Under 
Section 1901, a species is endangered when its prospects for survival and reproduction 
are in immediate jeopardy from one or more cause. A species is rare when, although not 
threatened with immediate extinction, it is in such small numbers throughout its range 
that it may become endangered if its present environment worsens. Under the act, the 
Fish and Game Commission may adopt regulations governing the taking, possessing, 
propagation, or sale of any endangered or rare native plant. 

2.2.  Studies Required 

Biological resources that could potentially be affected by the project were initially 
identified through a review of pertinent literature and database searches (see Appendix 
A). Recent and historical reports of special-status species occurrences in the vicinity of 
the BSA were identified through a search of CDFW’s California Natural Diversity 
Database (CNDDB) (CDFW 2014) and the CNPS Inventory of Rare and Endangered 
Plants (CNPS 2014). The Biological Study Area (BSA) is located within the Stockton 
East 7.5-minute United States Geological Survey (USGS) quadrangle. Special-status 
species database searches were conducted for the Stockton East quadrangle and the 
following eight surrounding quadrangles:  Waterloo, Linden, Peters, Avena, Manteca, 
Lathrop, Stockton West, and Terminous. 

Additional information on biological resources with potential to occur in or near the BSA 
was obtained through a review of the following resources: 

• Search of USFWS Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office Threatened and Endangered 
Species Database of Listed Plant And Animal Species That Occur In or May Be 
Affected By Projects In The Stockton East USGS 7.5-Minute Quadrangle (USFWS 
2014). 

• Species Accounts for Plants and Animals Listed Under the Federal Endangered 
Species Act (USFWS 2012). 

• State and Federally Listed Endangered and Threatened Animals of California 
(CDFW 2011a).  
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• State and Federally Listed Endangered, Threatened, and Rare Plants of California 
(CDFW 2011b) 

• List of Fully Protected Animals in the State of California (CDFW 2012a). 

• Hierarchical List of Natural Communities by Holland Type (CDFW 2010) 

The BSA consists of a 0.98-acre project impact area, comprised of the bridge and 
adjacent access and staging areas, and a 100-foot valley elderberry longhorn beetle 
(Desmocerus californicus dimorphus) (VELB) habitat survey buffer. Following a review 
of background information, an AECOM biologist conducted a site survey of the BSA. 
The purpose of the site survey was to characterize biological resources in the BSA and to 
determine the potential for sensitive biological resources to occur in the BSA. The 
biologist surveyed the entire BSA on foot, described all plant communities encountered, 
and recorded all plant and wildlife species observed. The biologist mapped the location 
and extent of vegetation communities and wildlife habitats in the BSA. Habitats 
immediately adjacent to the project footprint were also assessed for their potential to 
support species and natural communities that could be temporarily indirectly affected by 
project implementation. 

Plant species encountered in the BSA that are designated as invasive by the California 
Invasive Plant Council (CalIPC), or as noxious weeds by the California Department of 
Food and Agriculture (CDFA) were noted during the reconnaissance survey. 

No focused special-status plant surveys were conducted. However, based on the review 
of background information and the habitats present in the BSA, only one special-status 
plant species, Sanford’s arrowhead (Sagittaria sanfordii) was determined to have 
potential to occur in the BSA. This species would have been detectable during the site 
reconnaissance survey in its vegetative state, which enables a positive identification if 
present (i.e. the plant can be identified by its leaves only). The plant was not observed in 
the BSA. Therefore, it was concluded that no special-status plants are present in the BSA.  

Focused wildlife surveys were not conducted as part of the reconnaissance-level 
biological assessment. The methods employed during the survey would not necessarily 
rule out the potential presence of some special-status species. However, based on the 
surveys conducted to date, a review of existing information for the area, and an 
assessment of habitats on-site, certain special-status wildlife species are not expected to 
occur or can be entirely ruled out (see Table 1). 
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A formal wetland delineation and jurisdictional determination for the BSA was 
conducted concurrently with the site survey. The wetland delineation was conducted in 
accordance with the procedures outlined in the USACE Wetlands Delineation Manual 
(Environmental Laboratory 1987) and Supplement for the Arid West (Environmental 
Laboratory 2008). Locations of potential waters of the United States and waters of the 
state were recorded and mapped on a 1 inch (”)=50 foot (‘) map of the BSA.  

2.3.  Personnel and Survey Dates 

The reconnaissance-level biological survey and wetland delineation in the BSA were 
conducted on March 19, 2012 by Shannon Hickey, who has backgrounds in botany and 
wildlife biology and a B.S. in Ecology and Environmental Policy. Ms. Hickey has more 
than 10 years of professional experience in conducting natural resource assessments. She 
is a trained wetland delineator and routinely conducts botanical and wildlife habitat 
assessments, wetland delineations, plant species inventories, and protocol surveys for 
special-status wildlife and plants.  

2.4.  Agency Coordination and Professional Contacts 

Kursten Sheridan, former Caltrans staff biologist, coordinated with the USFWS regarding 
the preparation of the Austin Road Bridge NES. Caltrans will facilitate further 
coordination with the USFWS in support of this project per Caltrans’ NEPA delegation, 
as needed. 

2.5.  Limitations That May Influence Results 

No limitations that could influence results were identified. An accurate assessment of the 
features potentially subject to USACE jurisdiction under the CWA was made from visual 
observations from the public right-of-way and aerial photograph interpretation. Soil 
samples were not collected during the reconnaissance survey because the only potential 
water of the United States identified in the BSA footprint (South Littlejohns Creek) was 
inundated.  
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Chapter 3.  Results: Environmental Setting 

3.1.  Description of the Existing Biological and Physical 
Conditions 

3.1.1.  Study Area 
The BSA for this project consists of the 0.98-acre project impact area, comprised of the 
bridge and adjacent access and staging areas, as well as a 100-foot VELB habitat survey 
buffer. Habitats immediately adjacent to the BSA were also assessed for their potential to 
support species and natural communities that could be indirectly affected by project 
implementation.  

Austin Road Bridge is located in a rural area of San Joaquin County that is characterized 
by agricultural land. Much of the project footprint consists of ruderal vegetation along the 
banks of South Littlejohns Creek and disturbed bare ground. A limited amount of 
roadside vegetation is present within the County right of way parallel to Austin Road. 
Beyond the right of way is private property characterized by disturbed bare ground and 
unpaved roads adjacent to agricultural fields to the north and vineyards to the southeast. 
The project footprint also includes Austin Road, Austin Road Bridge and the associated 
section of South Littlejohns Creek, which is characterized by open water. Riparian habitat 
is present immediately outside the BSA, to the southwest along South Littlejohns Creek. 
A small area of vineyard also is present in the BSA. The location and extent of habitat 
types in the BSA are shown in Figure 3. 

3.1.2.  Physical Conditions 
The BSA is within the San Joaquin Valley, a region characterized by a Mediterranean 
climate with hot dry summers and daytime temperatures commonly exceeding 100˚ 
Fahrenheit and cool rainy winters. The average annual rainfall in the area is 
approximately 14 inches and the majority of this precipitation falls from November to 
March. The elevation of the BSA is approximately 35 ft above mean sea level. The 
topography of the area is flat and the surrounding land uses are agricultural and rural 
residential.  

Littlejohns Creek is tributary to the San Joaquin River via French Camp Slough and the 
Calaveras River. Approximately 0.12 acre of South Littlejohns Creek is present within 
the BSA. The channel width or OHWM) under the bridge ranges from 35 to 45 ft.  
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Figure 3. BSA Habitat Types  
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The BSA includes one soil type described below: 

3.1.3.  Stockton Clay, Slopes 0-2 percent (map unit 250) 
The Stockton series is a deep soil with a hardpan located approximately 40 to 60 inches 
below the soil surface. Stockton soils formed in alluvium from mixed igneous and 
sedimentary rock sources. These soils occur in basins and in swales of drainageways and 
have slopes of 0 to 2 percent. Stockton soils are somewhat poorly drained, runoff is very 
slow or slow, and permeability is slow. Most areas are artificially drained (NRCS 2009). 

3.1.4.  Biological Conditions in the BSA 
As depicted in Figure 3, the BSA is mainly comprised of ruderal and developed habitats. 
Open water habitat is present in South Littlejohns Creek. Immediately adjacent to the 
BSA to the west is a stand of riparian scrub dominated by narrow-leaved willow (Salix 
exigua). Austin Road Bridge provides habitat for bird and bat species as described in 
detail below and also functions as a migratory corridor for migration between the riparian 
habitat to the west and agricultural habitat to the east. No elderberry shrubs were 
observed within the BSA or 100 ft from the boundary of the BSA during the site 
reconnaissance survey. Therefore, it was concluded that the BSA does not provide 
potential habitat for the valley elderberry longhorn beetle.  

3.1.4.1.  VEGETATION COMMUNITIES 
Ruderal 
Ruderal vegetation in the BSA occurs along the banks of South Littlejohns Creek and 
adjacent to the dirt roads that border the agricultural fields. Ruderal vegetation in the 
BSA is characterized by non-native annual grasses and weedy forbs such as 
Mediterranean barley (Hordeum murinum ssp. gussoneanum), Italian ryegrass (Festuca 
perennis), blessed milk thistle (Silybum marianum), redstem filaree (Erodium 
cicutarium), field mustard (Brassica rapa), cocklebur (Xanthium strumarium), and 
poison hemlock (Conium maculatum). A few native species, such as saltgrass (Distichlis 
spicata) and mugwort (Artemisia douglasiana), were also present along the banks of 
Littlejohns Creek. The banks and channel of Littlejohns Creek appear to be routinely 
maintained with periodic vegetation removal and weed control, particularly on the eastern 
side of Austin Road Bridge. Approximately 0.46 acre of ruderal vegetation occur in the 
BSA. 

Other 
In addition to the ruderal community, the BSA includes 0.38 acres of developed area 
characterized by roads, 0.12 acre of South Littlejohns Creek and a small acreage (0.02 
acres) of vineyard. 
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3.1.4.2.  GENERAL WILDLIFE USAGE AND MIGRATION CORRIDORS 
Wildlife usage in the BSA includes use by common species that occur in ruderal habitat 
and species that may use South Littlejohns Creek under the Austin Road Bridge as a 
corridor for migration between the riparian habitat to the west of the BSA and 
agricultural habitat to the east. Common wildlife that could use the BSA include gray fox 
(Urocyon cinereoargenteus), western harvest mouse (Reithrodontomys megalotis), 
striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis), desert cottontail (Sylvilagus audubonii), western fence 
lizard (Sceloporus occidentalis), and common garter snake (Thamnophis sirtalis). Austin 
Road Bridge could provide roosting habitat for bats (Myotis spp. and others) and nesting 
habitat for swallows (Hirundo spp. and others). 

Bird species observed in the vicinity of the BSA during the reconnaissance-level 
biological assessment in March 2012 include red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), house 
finch (Carpodacus mexicanus), song sparrow (Melospiza melodia), red-winged blackbird 
(Agelaius phoeniceus), black phoebe (Sayornis nigricans), and yellow-rumped warbler 
(Dendroica coronata).  

3.1.4.3.  AQUATIC RESOURCES 
Aquatic resources in the BSA are limited to the section of South Littlejohns Creek that 
traverses the BSA and can be characterized as open water habitat. 

3.1.4.4.  INVASIVE SPECIES 
Invasive plants are species that are not native to the region, persist without human 
assistance, and have serious impacts on their introduced environment (Simberloff et al. 
1997, Davis and Thompson 2000). The term invasive plant differs from the classification 
terms nonnative, exotic, or introduced plant because it is (when applied correctly) used 
only to describe those exotic plant species that displace native species on a large enough 
scale to alter habitat functions and values. CalIPC maintains a list of species that have 
been designated as invasive in California (CalIPC 2006). 

Poison hemlock is the only plant on the CalIPC list of invasive species (2006) that was 
identified in the BSA during the reconnaissance survey in March 2012. Additional 
invasive plant species that were not identifiable at the time of the survey have potential to 
occur in the BSA. 
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3.2.  Regional Species and Habitats of Concern 

3.2.1.  Regional Importance 
Most of the native vegetation in the region has been removed for vineyard cultivation, 
agricultural operations, and commercial and residential development. Limited riparian 
habitat is present along South Littlejohns Creek in the vicinity of the BSA, and along 
other creeks and agricultural waterways in the area. The portion of South Littlejohns 
Creek that traverses the BSA appears to be routinely maintained and has become 
dominated by ruderal vegetation. The willow riparian scrub habitat immediately west of 
the BSA to the west is confined to a narrow corridor as a result of surrounding 
agricultural land uses.  

3.2.2.  Existing Level of Disturbance 
Much of the BSA is subject to regular disturbance from surrounding agricultural 
operations and road maintenance within the County right-of-way on either side of Austin 
Road.  

3.2.3.  Habitats of Concern 
Habitats of concern include those that are of special concern to resource agencies or are 
afforded specific consideration through the CEQA, Section 1602 of the California Fish 
and Game Code, and/or Section 404 of the CWA. The only habitat of concern in the BSA 
is South Littlejohns Creek.  

3.2.3.1.  SOUTH LITTLEJOHNS CREEK 
South Littlejohns Creek is a perennial creek that traversed the BSA in a southwesterly 
direction. It is tributary to the San Joaquin River, a traditional navigable waterway, via 
French Camp Slough and the Calaveras River and therefore is subject to USACE 
jurisdiction under Section 404 of the CWA. Within the BSA, South Littlejohns Creek is 
characterized by an open water channel and ruderal vegetation on the banks. 

3.2.4.  Special-status Species 
Special-status species that have been previously documented in the nine quadrangles 
containing and surrounding the BSA were identified using CDFW’s CNDDB (CDFW 
2014) and the CNPS Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants (2014). Additional listed 
species that could be affected by projects in San Joaquin County were identified using a 
list generated by the USFWS Threatened and Endangered Species Database (USFWS 
2014). Table 1 lists the special-status plant and wildlife species known from the project 
vicinity, as identified in the database searches. Table 1 also provides information on the 
listing status, habitats and the rationale for whether or not they might be affected by the 
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project. Previously documented CNDDB occurrences are shown in Figure 4. The 
majority of these species are not expected to occur in the BSA because no suitable habitat 
is present. Because raptors nesting up to 0.25 mile from the project footprint could be 
indirectly affected by project implementation, these species are considered to have 
potential to occur if there is suitable habitat within 0.25 mile of the project footprint. 
Special-status plant and wildlife species that have the potential to occur in the BSA are 
discussed in Sections 4.2 and 4.3 of this NES. No critical habitat for federally listed 
species has been designated in or near the BSA. 

Table 1. Special-Status Species with Potential to Occur in the BSA 

Scientific Name Common 
Name Status General Habitat 

Description 
Habitat Present 

(HP)/ Habitat 
Absent (HA) 

Rationale for 
Occurrence in or near 

BSA 
PLANTS 
Astragalus 
tener var. tener 

Alkali milk-
vetch 

CRPR-
1B.2 

Playas and vernal 
pools with alkaline 
soils or grasslands 
with adobe clay 
alkaline soils. 

HA Not expected to occur; 
suitable habitat not 
present in the BSA. 

Atriplex 
cordulata var. 
cordulata 

Heartscale CRPR-
1B.2 

Chenopod scrubs 
in meadows and 
seeps. 

HA Not expected to occur; 
suitable habitat not 
present in the BSA. 

Atriplex 
joaquiniana 

San Joaquin 
spearscale 

CRPR-
1B.2 

Alkaline soils in 
chenopod scrub, 
playas, meadows 
and seeps, and 
grasslands. 

HA Not expected to occur; 
suitable habitat not 
present in the BSA. 

Blepharizonia 
plumosa 

Big tarplant CNPS-
1B.1 

Valley and foothill 
grassland, foothill 
woodland, 
chaparral. 

HA Not expected to occur; 
suitable habitat not 
present in the BSA. 

Brasenia 
schreberi 

Watershield CRPR-
2B.3 

Freshwater 
marshes and 
swamps. 

HA Not expected to occur; 
suitable habitat not 
present in the BSA. 

California 
macrophylla 

Round-leaved 
filaree 

CRPR-
1B.1 

Clay soils in 
cismontane 
woodland and 
valley and foothill 
grassland. 

HA Not expected to occur; 
suitable habitat not 
present in the BSA. 

Chloropyron 
palmatum 

Palmate-
bracketed 
bird’s-beak 

CRPR-
1B.1 
CE 
FE 

Chenopod scrub in 
valley and foothill 
grasslands. 

HA Not expected to occur; 
suitable habitat not 
present in the BSA. 

Cirsium 
crassicaule 

Slough thistle CRPR-
1B.1 

Marshes, 
chenopod scrub, 
and riparian scrub. 

HA Not expected to occur; 
suitable habitat not 
present in the BSA. 
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Table 1. Special-Status Species with Potential to Occur in the BSA 

Scientific Name Common 
Name Status General Habitat 

Description 
Habitat Present 

(HP)/ Habitat 
Absent (HA) 

Rationale for 
Occurrence in or near 

BSA 
Delphinium 
recurvatum 

Recurved 
larkspur 

CRPR-
1B.2 

Chenopod scrub in 
cismontane 
woodland and 
valley and foothill 
grassland. 

HA Not expected to occur; 
suitable habitat not 
present in the BSA. 

Eryngium 
racemosum 

Delta button-
celery 

CRPR-
1B.1 
SE 

Riparian scrub in 
vernally mesic clay 
depressions. 

HA Not expected to occur; 
suitable habitat not 
present in the BSA. 

Hibiscus 
lasiocarpos var. o
ccidentalis 

Woolly rose-
mallow 

CRPR-
1B.2 

Freshwater 
marshes. 

HA Not expected to occur; 
suitable habitat not 
present in the BSA. 

Lathyrus 
jepsonii var. jeps
onii 

Delta tule pea CRPR-
1B.2 

Freshwater and 
brackish marshes. 

HA Not expected to occur; 
suitable habitat not 
present in the BSA. 

Lilaeopsis 
masonii 

Mason’s 
lilaeopsis 

CRPR-
1B.1 
SR 

Shore zones of 
freshwater and 
brackish tidal. 
 

HA Not expected to occur; 
suitable habitat not 
present in the BSA. 

Limosella 
subulata 

Delta 
mudwort 

CRPR-
2B.1 

Marshes and 
swamps. 

HA Not expected to occur; 
suitable habitat not 
present in the BSA. 

Sagittaria 
sanfordii 

Sanford’s 
arrowhead 

CRPR-
1B.2 

Marshes and 
swamps. 

HP Suitable habitat present, 
but species not observed 
during site visit when it 
would have been 
identifiable 

Scutellaria 
lateriflora 

Side- 
flowering 
skullcap 

CRPR-
2B.2 

Meadows and 
seeps, marshes 
and swamps 

HA Not expected to occur; 
suitable habitat not 
present in the BSA. 

Symphotrichum 
lentum 

Suisun marsh 
aster 

CRPR-
1B.2 

Brackish and 
freshwater 
marshes. 

HA Not expected to occur; 
suitable habitat not 
present in the BSA. 

Trichocoronis 
wrightii var. wrigh
tii 

Wright’s 
trichocoronis 

CRPR-
2B.1FE 

SR 

Vernal pools. HA Not expected to occur; 
suitable habitat not 
present in the BSA. 

Trifolium 
hydrophilum 

Saline clover CRPR 
1B.2 

Alkaline vernal 
pools. 

HA Not expected to occur; 
suitable habitat not 
present in the BSA. 

Tuctoria greenei Greene’s 
tuctoria 

CRPR-
1B.1 
FE 
SR 

Vernal pools. HA Not expected to occur; 
suitable habitat not 
present in the BSA. 

INVERTEBRATES 
Branchinecta 
lynchi 

Vernal pool 
fairy shrimp 

FT Vernal pools. HA Not expected to occur; 
suitable habitat not 
present in the BSA. 

Branchinecta 
mesovallensis 

Midvalley 
fairy shrimp 

FSC Vernal pools. HA Not expected to occur; 
suitable habitat not 
present in the BSA. 

Austin Road Bridge Scour Mitigation Project NES 19 



Chapter 3 Results: Environmental Setting 

Table 1. Special-Status Species with Potential to Occur in the BSA 

Scientific Name Common 
Name Status General Habitat 

Description 
Habitat Present 

(HP)/ Habitat 
Absent (HA) 

Rationale for 
Occurrence in or near 

BSA 
Desmocerus 
californicus 
dimorphus 

Valley 
elderberry 
longhorn 
beetle 

FT Elderberry shrubs 
typically in riparian 
habitat. 

HA Not expected to occur; 
suitable habitat not 
present in the BSA. 

Lepidurus 
packardi 

Vernal pool 
tadpole 
shrimp 

FE Vernal pools. HA Not expected to occur; 
suitable habitat not 
present in the BSA. 

AMPHIBIANS 
Ambystoma 
californiense 

California 
tiger 
salamander 

FT 
ST 

SSC 

Vernal pools and 
permanent waters 
in grasslands; 
burrows in 
adjacent upland 
sites. 

HA Not expected to occur; 
suitable habitat not 
present in the BSA. 

Rana aurora 
draytonii 

California 
red-legged 
frog 

FT 
SSC 

Foothill streams 
with dense 
shrubby or 
emergent riparian 
vegetation, 
minimum 11–20 
weeks of water for 
larval 
development, and 
upland refugia for 
aestivation. 

HA Not expected to occur; 
suitable habitat not 
present in the BSA and 
this species is presumed 
extirpated from the valley 
floor. 

REPTILES 

Actinemys 
marmorata 
marmorata 

Northwestern 
pond turtle 

SSC Ponds, marshes, 
rivers, streams, 
sloughs. 

HP Could occur; suitable 
habitat present in South 
Littlejohns Creek. 

Thamnophis 
gigas 

Giant garter 
snake 

FT 
ST 

Freshwater marsh, 
low-gradient 
streams and 
sloughs. 

HA Not expected to occur. 
South Littlejohns Creek 
no longer provides 
suitable habitat 
conditions for the species 
due to agricultural 
conversion and it is no 
longer expected to occur 
in the Stockton diverting 
canal; the nearest 
documented occurrence 
location (Hansen, pers. 
comm. 2014) .The BSA is 
highly disturbed and 
vegetation is cleared on a 
regular basis by the 
Flood Control District. 
White Slough Wildlife 
Area approximately 20 
miles northwest of the 
BSA supports the only 
known extant population 
in San Joaquin County. 
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Table 1. Special-Status Species with Potential to Occur in the BSA 

Scientific Name Common 
Name Status General Habitat 

Description 
Habitat Present 

(HP)/ Habitat 
Absent (HA) 

Rationale for 
Occurrence in or near 

BSA 
BIRDS 
Elanus leucurus 
(nesting) 

White-tailed 
kite 

SSC 
FP 

Forages in open 
meadows, 
grasslands, and 
agricultural fields. 

HP Could nest in medium to 
large valley oaks within a 
quarter mile of the BSA. 

Buteo swainsoni Swainson’s 
hawk 

ST Nest in riparian 
forest and 
scattered trees; 
forage in 
grasslands and 
agricultural fields. 

HP Expected to occur; 
suitable foraging and 
nesting habitat present 
within a quarter mile of 
the BSA. 

Athene 
cunicularia 
(burrowing sites) 

Western 
burrowing owl 

SSC Grasslands and 
agricultural fields. 

HP Could occur; suitable 
foraging and nesting 
habitat present in the 
BSA. 

Lanius 
ludovicianus 
(nesting) 

Loggerhead 
shrike 

SSC Grasslands and 
agricultural areas 
with fairly dense 
patches of shrubs 
for nesting. 

HP Could occur; suitable 
foraging habitat is 
present in the BSA and 
suitable nesting habitat 
present in the riparian 
corridor adjacent to the 
BSA. 

Vireo bellii 
pusillus 

Least Bell’s 
vireo 

FE 
SE 

Dense, low, 
shrubby 
vegetation in 
riparian areas, but 
also brushy fields, 
young second-
growth forest or 
woodland, scrub 
oak, coastal 
chaparral, and 
mesquite 
brushlands. 

HA Not expected to occur; 
suitable habitat not 
present in the BSA. 

Melospiza 
melodia 
(year round) 

Song sparrow 
(Modesto 
population) 

SSC Nests and forages 
primarily in 
emergent marsh, 
riparian scrub, and 
early successional 
riparian forest 
habitats in the 
north-central 
portion of the 
Central Valley. 

HA Not expected to occur; 
suitable habitat not 
present in the BSA. 

Agelaius tricolor 
(nesting) 

Tricolored 
blackbird 

SSC Nest in dense 
cattails and tules, 
riparian scrub, and 
other low, dense 
vegetation; forage 
in grasslands and 
agricultural fields. 

HA Not expected to occur; 
suitable habitat not 
present in the BSA. 
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Table 1. Special-Status Species with Potential to Occur in the BSA 

Scientific Name Common 
Name Status General Habitat 

Description 
Habitat Present 

(HP)/ Habitat 
Absent (HA) 

Rationale for 
Occurrence in or near 

BSA 
Xanthocephalus 
xanthocephalus 

Yellow-
headed 
blackbird 

SSC Nest in marshes; 
forage in marshes 
and surrounding 
grasslands and 
agricultural fields. 

HA Not expected to occur; 
suitable habitat not 
present in the BSA. 

MAMMALS 

Antrozus pallidus Pallid bat SSC Grasslands, 
shrublands, 
woodlands, and 
forests near water; 
roosts in buildings, 
trees, caves, 
mines, and 
crevices. 

HP Could occur; suitable 
roosting habit is present 
under Austin Road 
Bridge. 

Corynorhinus 
townsendii 
townsendii 
(roosting) 

Townsend’s 
big-eared bat 

SSC Caves and 
buildings primarily 
in mesic habitats. 

HP Could occur; suitable 
roosting habit is present 
under Austin Road 
Bridge. 

Eumops perotis 
californicus 
(roosting) 

Greater 
western 
mastiff bat 

SSC Crevices in cliff 
faces, tall 
buildings, trees, 
and tunnels in 
open semi-arid to 
arid areas with 
abundant roost 
locations. 

HP Could occur; suitable 
roosting habit is present 
under Austin Road 
Bridge. 

Sylvalagus 
bachmani riparius 

Riparian 
brush rabbit 

FE 
SE 

Riparian scrub 
communities. 

HA Not expected to occur; 
suitable habitat not 
present in the BSA. 

FISH 
Acipenser 
medirostris 

Green 
sturgeon 

FT Marine waters, 
estuaries, lower 
reaches of large 
rivers, and salt or 
brackish waters off 
river mouths. 

HA Not expected to occur; 
found only in mainstem 
and large tributaries of 
the Sacramento River 
Basin. 

Hypomesus 
transpacificus 

Delta smelt FT/ 
SE 

Spawns in tidally 
influenced 
freshwater 
wetlands and 
seasonally 
submerged 
uplands. Rears in 
Suisun Marsh and 
other areas of the 
Delta within 
salinity gradient. 

HA Not expected to occur; 
restricted to the 
Sacramento-San Joaquin 
Delta. 
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Table 1. Special-Status Species with Potential to Occur in the BSA 

Scientific Name Common 
Name Status General Habitat 

Description 
Habitat Present 

(HP)/ Habitat 
Absent (HA) 

Rationale for 
Occurrence in or near 

BSA 
Oncorhynchus 
mykiss 

Central valley 
steelhead 

FT Requires cold 
freshwater 
streams with 
gravel for 
spawning. Rears 
in rivers and Delta 
prior to emigrating 
to the ocean. 

HA Not expected to occur; 
Littlejohns’s Creek does 
not provide gravel or 
shallow vegetated habitat 
for spawning in the BSA. 

Oncorhynchus 
tshawytscha 

Central 
Valley spring-
run Chinook 
salmon 

FT Requires cold 
freshwater 
streams with 
gravel for 
spawning. Rears 
in rivers and Delta 
prior to emigrating 
to the ocean. 

HA Not expected to occur; 
Littlejohns’s Creek does 
not provide gravel or 
shallow vegetated habitat 
for spawning in the BSA. 

Oncorhynchus 
tshawytscha 

Sacramento 
River winter-
run Chinook 
salmon 

FE Requires cold 
freshwater 
streams with 
gravel for 
spawning. Rears 
in rivers and Delta 
prior to emigrating 
to the ocean. 

HA Not expected to occur; 
restricted to the 
Sacramento-San Joaquin 
Delta and Littlejohn’s 
Creek does not provide 
gravel or shallow 
vegetated habitat for 
spawning in the BSA.  

Spirinchus 
thaleichthys 

Longfin smelt FC 
ST 

Open waters of 
estuaries, mostly 
in middle or 
bottom of water 
column. Prefers 
salinities of 15-30 
ppt but can be 
found in 
freshwater or 
almost pure 
saltwater. 

HA Not expected to occur; 
restricted to the 
Sacramento-San Joaquin 
Delta and suitable habitat 
is not present in 
Littlejohn’s Creek. 

Absent [A] means no further work needed. Present [P] means general habitat is present and species may be present. 
Status: Federal Endangered (FE); Federal Threatened (FT); Federal Proposed (FP, FPE, FPT); Federal Candidate (FC), 
Federal Species of Concern (FSC); State Endangered (SE); State Threatened (ST); Fully Protected (FP); State Rare (SR); 
State Species of Special Concern (SSC); California Native Plant Society (CNPS).  
California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) - CRPR 1B: rare, threatened or endangered in California and elsewhere; CRPR 2B: 
rare, threatened or endangered in California but more common elsewhere 
0.1:  Seriously endangered in California; 0.2-Fairly endangered in California; and 0.3-Not very endangered in California. 
Sources: CNDDB 2014, USFWS 2014, and CNPS 2014. 
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Figure 4. CNDDB Map 
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Chapter 4.  Results: Biological Resources, 
Discussion of Impacts and 
Mitigation  

4.1.  Natural Communities of Special Concern 

4.1.1.  South Littlejohns Creek  
South Littlejohns Creek flows perennially in a southwesterly direction through the BSA 
and the project footprint. South Littlejohns Creek is tributary to the San Joaquin River, a 
traditional navigable waterway, via French Camp Slough and the Calaveras River. South 
Littlejohns Creek is subject to USACE jurisdiction under Section 404 of the CWA and 
CDFW regulation under Section 1602 of the Fish and Game Code. 

4.1.1.1.  SURVEY RESULTS 
Approximately 0.12 acre of the South Littlejohns Creek channel is present in the project 
footprint and could be temporarily affected during project construction. 

4.1.1.2.  AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION EFFORTS 
To avoid and minimize impacts to South Littlejohns Creek, the project Grading Plan shall 
include the following elements: 

• A dewatering and diversion plan that indicates the scheduling approach and/or 
maximum diverted flows to minimize risks from potential rain events, specific 
diversion/bypass/dewatering methods and equipment, the types and locations of 
temporary Best Management Practices (BMPs) for the diversions and reintroduction 
points, measures and options for treating turbid water before release back to the 
channel, and stated water quality performance standards to obtain prior to releasing 
treated water 

• Description of wetting flows before activation of treated channel sections based on a 
“channel seasoning” plan that indicates the water source(s), volumes, and duration 
required; phased placement of clean, washed gravels; and the measures and options 
for treating potentially turbid water 

• Temporary erosion-control measures (such as fiber rolls, staked straw bales, 
detention basins, check dams, geofabric, sandbag dikes, and temporary revegetation 
or other ground cover) in disturbed areas 

• Erosion control measures for the rainy season for disturbed surfaces 
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• Establishment of native grasses or other appropriate vegetative cover on the 
construction site as soon as possible after disturbance 

The following BMPs shall be part of the Grading Plan: 

• Stabilized Construction Entrance/Exit, TC-1 

• Entrance/Outlet Tire Wash, TC-3 

• Street Sweeping and Vacuuming, SC-7 

• Dewatering Operations, NS-2 

• Vehicle and Equipment Cleaning, NS-8 

• Vehicle and Equipment Fueling, NS-9 

• Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance, NS-10 

• Material Delivery and Storage, WM-1 

• Stockpile Management, WM-3 

4.1.1.3.  PROJECT IMPACTS 
The proposed project will include the excavation of the existing earthen channel bottom 
and banks to an approximate depth of 4.5 ft to create a more uniform channel. The 
proposed project will involve the placement of a ¼ ton class RSP to reduce channel 
degradation.  

Temporary, direct effects could occur from workers moving construction equipment 
associated with the scour, which could potentially adversely affect the water quality in 
South Littlejohns Creek, but the avoidance and minimization measures outlined above are 
expected to fully offset potential effects on water quality. RSP would be placed along the 
banks of the creek. 0.12 acre of waters of the United States would be impacted by the 
excavation of the channel bed. Placement of RSP above the OHWM would result in 
modification of the adjacent banks of South Littlejohns Creek. Areas of South Littlejohns 
Creek that are above the OHWM, but within the 100-year floodplain are regulated under 
Section 1602 of the Fish and Game Code.  

Construction would require temporary dewatering of the channel below the bridge. 
Dewatering would entail a temporary installation of an access ramp and coffer dams, or 
alternative diversion methods, to access the creek channel during potential flow periods 
within the creek. 
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4.1.1.4.  COMPENSATORY MITIGATION  
Prepare and implement a plan to remove all temporary construction materials and restore 
the streambed to preconstruction conditions following project implementation. This 
would be required as a condition of the Nationwide Permit and Streambed Alteration 
Agreement.  

4.1.1.5.  CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
No permanent loss of any section of South Littlejohns Creek, a water of the United States 
and a California stream subject to CDFW jurisdiction under Section 1602, is expected to 
result from project implementation. With the implementation of avoidance and 
minimization measures, the project would not contribute substantially to the loss or 
degradation of this type of resource in the area or region. Therefore, no cumulative 
effects on waters of the United States or California streams are expected. 

4.2.  Special-Status Plant Species  

No special-status plant species are present in the BSA. No suitable habitat exists in the 
BSA for most of the special-status plant species identified in Table 1. The only special-
status plant species with potential to occur is Sanford’s arrowhead. This species was 
determined to be absent from the BSA during the biological surveys conducted in the 
BSA. Therefore it was determined that no special-status plant species are present. 
Therefore, no impacts to special-status plant species would occur as a result of project 
implementation and no mitigation is required. 

4.3.  Special-Status Animal Species Occurrences 

4.3.1.  Northwestern Pond Turtle 
Northwestern pond turtle (Emys marmorata marmorata) is a California species of special 
concern. It occurs in ponds, marshes, rivers, streams, and irrigation ditches supporting 
aquatic vegetation. Adjacent upland areas are also used for basking and thermoregulation, 
egg-laying, and aestivation. Features that improve habitat quality for this species include 
emergent and submergent aquatic vegetation for cover, as well as rocks, logs, and open 
mud banks for basking. 

4.3.1.1.  SURVEY RESULTS 
The section of South Littlejohns Creek located in the BSA is considered potential habitat 
for northwestern pond turtle. Submergent or emergent aquatic vegetation was not 
observed during the March 2012 reconnaissance survey; however, the banks and possibly 
channel of the creek appear to be routinely maintained and could support aquatic 
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vegetation between maintenance activities. The nearest documented CNDDB occurrence 
was recorded approximately 15.5 miles west of the BSA. Water and emergent vegetation, 
when present, in South Littlejohns Creek provide potential aquatic habitat for 
northwestern pond turtle. 

4.3.1.2.  AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION EFFORTS 
The following measures to avoid and minimize impacts to northwestern pond turtle will 
be implemented: 

• To the extent possible, construction activities should be confined to the areas above 
the OHWM of South Littlejohns Creek.  

• Clearing shall be confined to the minimal area necessary within 200 ft of aquatic 
habitat to facilitate construction activities. To ensure that construction equipment and 
personnel do not affect upland and aquatic habitat for northwestern pond turtle 
outside of the project footprint, orange barrier fencing will be erected at the creek 
bank to clearly define the habitat to be avoided. 

• In-water work shall occur during periods of low flow or no water flow, or when flow 
has been diverted out of the work zone. 

• BMPs shall be implemented throughout construction, as outlined in section 4.1.1.2. 
of the NES and Chapter 5 of the Water Quality Assessment Report, to avoid and 
minimize adverse effects to the water quality and natural habitats within the BSA. 

• Preconstruction surveys shall be conducted immediately after dewatering and prior 
to construction activities. If northwestern pond turtles are found during field surveys, 
a qualified biologist permitted by CDFW shall move the turtle(s) to the nearest 
suitable habitat outside the project construction area. 

4.3.1.3.  PROJECT IMPACTS 
Project implementation could result in temporary impacts to northwestern pond turtles, if 
they are present in South Littlejohns Creek, from construction noise and activity and 
potential adverse effects to water quality. Direct impacts from construction activities 
could occur if pond turtles are present in the construction area. Implementation of 
construction BMPs and other measures outlined above are expected to fully avoid or 
minimize these potential impacts. 
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4.3.1.4.  COMPENSATORY MITIGATION 
Implementation of the minimization and avoidance efforts are expected to fully offset 
potential impacts to northwestern pond turtle and its habitat. Therefore, no compensatory 
mitigation is warranted. 

4.3.1.5.  CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 
No net loss of northwestern pond turtles or their habitat is expected to occur as a result of 
this project. Therefore, no cumulative effects on northwestern pond turtle are anticipated. 

4.3.2.  Swainson’s Hawk and Other Raptors  
Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni), white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus), and other 
raptors could be present in suitable nesting and foraging habitat within 0.25 mile of the 
BSA. Suitable habitat for western burrowing owl is present within the BSA along the 
banks of South Littlejohns Creek and within a 200-ft buffer of the BSA. 

Swainson’s hawk is state listed as threatened. Swainson’s hawks usually nest in large 
trees, primarily valley oak (Quercus lobata), cottonwood (Populus fremontii), and willow 
(Salix sp.), and most nests in the Central Valley are located in remnant riparian habitat 
along drainages. Swainson’s hawks also nest in small groves, roadside trees, and isolated 
trees. During the nesting season, Swainson’s hawks require suitable foraging habitat in 
association with suitable nesting habitat. Suitable foraging habitats include field crops 
(e.g., alfalfa and wheat), fallow fields, grassland, pasture, and some row crops. 

White-tailed kite is a California fully protected species and California species of special 
concern. White-tailed kites forage in open grasslands, meadows, farmlands, and emergent 
wetlands. They nest in trees in grasslands, agricultural lands, wetlands, oak woodland, 
oak savanna, and riparian habitats associated with open areas. Nest sites range from 
relatively small isolated trees to large woodland patches. White-tailed kites are year-
round residents in the Central Valley, typically found near agricultural areas. 

Western burrowing owl is a state species of special concern. Burrowing owls typically 
occur in open, dry, sparsely vegetated habitats, such as annual and perennial grasslands 
and agricultural areas. They may also use habitats in urban areas, such as vacant lots, 
airports, athletic fields, golf courses, and railroad corridors. Burrow availability is a 
critical feature of suitable habitat. Burrowing owls are capable of digging their own 
burrows in areas with soft soil, but they generally prefer to adopt those excavated by 
other animals, typically ground squirrels (Spermophilus beecheyi). In areas where 
burrows are scarce, they can use pipes, culverts, debris piles, and other artificial features 
(Center for Biological Diversity et al. 2003). 
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4.3.2.1.  SURVEY RESULTS 
Thirty-one occurrences of Swainson’s hawk have been reported in the CNDDB database 
within a five-mile radius of the BSA. The nearest recorded occurrence is a 2002 nesting 
record from approximately 0.16 mile south of the BSA (CNDDB 2012) on landfill 
property along Austin Road. This nest tree is still present and has been used by the pair 
since at least 1988 (CNDDB 2012). No hawks or potential hawk nests were observed in 
the BSA during the field survey. However, a Swainson’s hawk was observed flying over 
the area by an AECOM biologist in 2011during surveys conducted for a different project. 
Agricultural fields surrounding the BSA provides suitable foraging habitat and mature 
trees within a quarter mile of the BSA provide suitable nesting habitat. Therefore, 
Swainson’s hawk is expected to occur within 0.25 mile of the BSA. 

No white-tailed kites were observed within the BSA during the March 2012 survey, but 
foraging and nesting habitat within 500 ft of the BSA is suitable for the species. 

Eight occurrences of burrowing owl have been reported in the nine quads containing and 
surrounding the BSA (CNDDB 2012). The nearest CNDDB occurrence was recorded 
approximately 1.5 miles northwest of Austin Road Bridge. No owls or burrows were seen 
within the BSA during the March 2012 biological assessment reconnaissance survey; 
however, suitable habitat for this species is present in the BSA along the upper banks of 
South Littlejohns Creek and along the margins of the vineyards and agricultural fields 
within a 200-foot buffer around the BSA. Therefore, there is potential for western 
burrowing owl to occur in and adjacent to the BSA. 

4.3.2.2.  AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION EFFORTS 
The following measures to avoid and minimize impacts to Swainson’s hawk and other 
raptors will be implemented: 

• If project activities occur during the raptor-nesting season (March 1 through August 
31), a focused survey to identify active Swainson’s hawk or other raptor nests shall 
be conducted by a qualified biologist before commencement of activities. Surveys 
shall follow the guidelines provided in Recommended Timing and Methodology for 
Swainson’s Hawk Nesting Surveys in the Central Valley (Swainson’s Hawk 
Technical Advisory Committee 2000) and include all areas of suitable nesting habitat 
within 0.25 mile of the project footprint. Consistent with survey guidelines, surveys 
would be conducted during at least two of the following survey periods: Period II 
(March 20 to April 5), Period III (April 5 to April 20), Period V (June 10 to July 30) 
prior to beginning construction. If no active nests are found, no further avoidance 
and minimization measures shall be required. 
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• If active nests are found during the surveys, appropriate buffers shall be established 
to avoid impacts. No project activity shall commence within the buffer area until a 
qualified biologist confirms that the nest is no longer active. Given the project 
location and proposed construction methods, an exclusion buffer will be established 
through coordination with CDFWto provide adequate protection for nesting hawks 
and their young. A buffer of 500 ft would likely be recommended for white-tailed 
kite and other raptors. The size of the buffers may be reduced if a qualified biologist 
determines that project activity within a reduced buffer will not be likely to adversely 
affect the nest. This should be confirmed through coordination with CDFW. 

The following measures to avoid and minimize impacts to burrowing owl will be 
implemented: 

• A qualified biologist will conduct a survey according to the methods described in 
Appendix D of CDFW’s Staff Report on Burrowing Owls (CDFW 2012b) prior to 
the start of construction activities in the BSA and within a 500-ft (150 meter) buffer 
to assess whether western burrowing owls are present in the project vicinity. 

• If an active burrow is found during the non-breeding season (September 1 through 
January 31), every effort should be made to avoid direct impacts on the burrow. If 
the burrow cannot be avoided, then a burrowing owl exclusion plan shall be 
developed according to guidance provided in Appendix E of CDFW’s Staff Report 
on Burrowing Owls (CDFW 2012b). Any burrowing owls excluded from their 
burrows will be relocated outside of the impact area using passive or active 
methodologies developed in consultation with CDFW and may include active 
relocation to preserve areas or to artificial replacement burrows created on site if 
approved by CDFW. No burrowing owls will be excluded from occupied burrows 
until the burrowing owl exclusion and relocation plan is approved by CDFW. 
Exclusion of owls from an active burrow should only be employed if no other 
avoidance and minimization measures are feasible. 

• If an active burrow is found during the breeding season (February 1 through August 
31), occupied burrows shall not be disturbed and shall be provided with a 150-ft to 
1,500 ft protective buffer unless a qualified biologist verifies through non-invasive 
means that either: 1) the birds have not begun egg laying, or 2) juveniles from the 
occupied burrows are foraging independently and are capable of independent 
survival. The appropriate size of the buffer (between 150 to 1,500) will depend on 
the time of year and level of disturbance as outlined in the CDFW Staff Report 
(2012b, pg 9).The size of the buffer may be reduced if a qualified biologist, in 
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consultation with CDFW, determines burrowing owls would not be adversely 
affected by the proposed activities. Once the fledglings are capable of independent 
survival, the owls will be relocated outside the impact area following a burrowing 
owl exclusion and relocation plan developed in consultation with CDFW and the 
burrow will be destroyed to prevent owls from reoccupying it. No burrowing owls 
will be excluded from occupied burrows until the burrowing owl exclusion and 
relocation plan is approved by CDFW. 

4.3.2.3.  PROJECT IMPACTS 
Project implementation could result in temporary indirect impacts on Swainson’s hawk, 
white-tailed kite, and other nesting raptors. No trees would be removed as a result of 
implementing the project, but construction could disturb nesting raptors, if they are 
present in suitable nesting habitat in the vicinity of the project, causing them to abandon 
their nests. Nest abandonment could result in mortality of chicks or eggs.  

Project implementation could result in temporary and direct disturbance to Swainson’s 
hawk. Nest sites could be located in isolated trees within a 0.25 mile of the BSA. 
Construction-related activity could cause nest abandonment, particularly during the pre-
nesting, egg-laying, and incubation stages of the reproductive cycle. 

Project implementation could result in temporary indirect and direct impacts on western 
burrowing owl. Temporary indirect impacts on this species could result from the 
movement of equipment and workers associated with construction activities. Direct 
impacts could result from destruction of occupied burrows, if they are present within the 
BSA and disturbance during construction if burrows are present within up to a 650-ft 
buffer around the BSA, potentially resulting in abandonment of occupied burrows and 
nests and subsequent mortality of chicks and eggs. 

4.3.2.4.  COMPENSATORY MITIGATION 
Implementation of the minimization and avoidance efforts are expected to fully offset 
temporary and indirect impacts to Swainson’s hawk and white-tailed kite, and other 
raptors and their habitat. Therefore, no compensatory mitigation is warranted for these 
species. There is potential for permanent loss of active burrowing owl nest sites. The 
following measures shall be implemented if active burrowing owl nests are found on the 
project site and these nest sites are lost as a result of implementing the project: 

• The project applicant shall mitigate the loss through preservation of other known 
nest sites at a ratio of 1:1. Preservation shall be provided through purchase of credits 
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from a CDFW-approved burrowing owl conservation bank if credits are available for 
the project area. 

• All burrowing owl mitigation lands shall be preserved in perpetuity and incompatible 
land uses shall be prohibited in habitat conservation areas. Burrowing owl mitigation 
lands shall be located as close as possible, based on availability of sufficient suitable 
habitat, to the project site. 

4.3.2.5.  CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 
No net loss of Swainson’s hawks and other raptors or their habitat is expected to occur as 
a result of this project. Therefore, no cumulative effects on these species are anticipated. 

4.3.3.  Loggerhead Shrike and Other Migratory Birds  
Loggerhead shrike is a California species of special concern. This species is a common 
year-round resident throughout most of California. Loggerhead shrikes occur in 
grasslands, agricultural lands, open shrublands, and woodlands. Optimal habitat typically 
includes thorny shrubs on which they can impale their prey, but they can also be found in 
habitats that lack this component. They prey on insects, mice, and small birds. 
Loggerhead shrikes nest in shrubs and small trees. Other common migratory bird species 
(e.g., mourning dove, American robin, and scrub jay) could nest in the BSA or 
surrounding areas. While these are not special-status species, they are protected under the 
MBTA and destruction of any migratory bird nest is a violation of the MBTA. 

4.3.3.1.  SURVEY RESULTS 
There are no documented occurrences of loggerhead shrike recorded in the CNDDB in 
the nine quads containing and surrounding the BSA. No loggerhead shrikes were 
observed within the BSA during the March 2012 biological assessment reconnaissance 
survey; however foraging habitat in the BSA is suitable for the species and it could nest 
in the willow riparian scrub along South Littlejohns Creek, immediately adjacent to the 
BSA. No common migratory bird nests (except swallow nests, which are addressed 
below) were observed in the BSA during the March 2012 biological assessment 
reconnaissance survey, but potential nesting habitat for a number of common migratory 
birds is present. 

4.3.3.2.  AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION EFFORTS 
The following measures to avoid and minimize impacts to loggerhead shrike and other 
nesting migratory birds will be implemented: 

• If project activities occur during the loggerhead shrike or migratory bird nesting 
season (March 1 through August 31), a focused survey to identify active shrike and 
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other migratory bird nests shall be conducted by a qualified biologist before 
commencement of activities. Surveys shall include all areas of suitable nesting 
habitat within 200 ft of the project footprint. If no active nests are found, no further 
mitigation shall be required. 

• If active nests are found during the surveys, appropriate buffers shall be established 
to avoid impacts. No project activity shall commence within the buffer area until a 
qualified biologist confirms that the nest is no longer active. Given the project 
location and proposed construction methods, it is anticipated that CDFW would 
recommend a 200-foot buffer around a loggerhead shrike nest to provide adequate 
protection for nesting shrikes and their young. The size of the buffers may be 
reduced if a qualified biologist determines that project activity within a reduced 
buffer will not be likely to adversely affect the nest. This should be confirmed with 
CDFW. The appropriate buffer for common migratory bird nests is 50 feet. 

4.3.3.3.  PROJECT IMPACTS 
Project implementation could result in temporary and direct disturbance to loggerhead 
shrikes or other nesting migratory birds. Nest sites could be located in shrubs and small 
trees in the riparian habitat within the BSA. Construction-related activity could cause nest 
abandonment, particularly during the pre-nesting, egg-laying, and incubation stages of 
the reproductive cycle. 

4.3.3.4.  COMPENSATORY MITIGATION 
Implementation of the minimization and avoidance efforts are expected to fully offset 
temporary and indirect impacts to loggerhead shrike and migratory birds and their 
habitat. Therefore, no compensatory mitigation is warranted. 

4.3.3.5.  CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 
No net loss of loggerhead shrikes, migratory birds, or their habitat is expected to occur as 
a result of this project. Therefore, no cumulative effects on logger head shrikes are 
anticipated. 

4.3.4.  Swallows 
Cliff swallows are migratory birds that winter in South America and migrate north to 
breed in the spring. Although not state or federally listed, cliff swallows are protected 
under the MBTA. Suitable nest sites include rough surfaced cliffs, caves, buildings, 
bridges, tunnels, and tree trunks. In addition to nest sites, suitable habitat must include a 
fresh mud supply and quiet lakes, ponds, streams, or rivers nearby for drinking water. 
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4.3.4.1.  SURVEY RESULTS 
Cliff swallow nests were observed under Austin Road Bridge during the March, 2012 
biological assessment reconnaissance survey.  

4.3.4.2.  AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION EFFORTS 
The following measures to avoid and minimize impacts to cliff swallows will be 
implemented: 

• If project activities are expected to occur during the cliff swallow nesting season 
(from April to August with peak activity in June), the County shall install 5/8 inch 
bird netting along both sides of the existing bridge between the deck and the water 
surface to exclude nesting swallows. The netting must be installed prior to February 
15, and maintained until September 1 or until the bridge work is deconstructed and 
completed. 

• The County shall retain an on-site monitor (qualified biologist) to perform weekly 
inspections of the netting and maintain it in proper functioning condition. The 
monitor shall inspect the bridge weekly for signs that swallows may have infiltrated 
the netting and begun building nests under the bridge. 

• If project activities occur during the cliff swallow nesting season (from April to 
August with peak activity in June) and exclusionary netting was not in place and 
monitored during as described in bullet 1, a focused survey to identify active cliff 
swallow nests in the BSA shall be conducted by a qualified biologist from 2-15 days 
before commencement of construction activities. If no active nests are found, no 
further mitigation shall be required. 

• If nesting swallows are present (eggs or nestlings only), construction shall not 
commence until nesting cycle has completed. The nest cycle for cliff swallows is 
approximately one to two weeks. No project activity shall commence until a 
qualified biologist confirms that the nests are no longer active. 

• If it looks like swallows are starting to build a nest; however there are no eggs or 
nestlings, the nests can be removed to ensure that no active nests are present during 
construction. 

4.3.4.3.  PROJECT IMPACTS 
Project implementation could result in temporary and direct disturbance to cliff swallows. 
Swallow nests are present on the undersurface of Austin Road Bridge. Construction-
related activity could destroy active swallow nests and eggs or nestlings, if present. Nest 
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abandonment, could occur during the pre-nesting, egg-laying, and incubation stages of 
the reproductive cycle. 

4.3.4.4.  COMPENSATORY MITIGATION 
Implementation of the minimization and avoidance measures is expected to fully offset 
potential impacts to cliff swallows and their habitat. Therefore, no compensatory 
mitigation is warranted. 

4.3.4.5.  CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 
No net loss of cliff swallows or their habitat is expected to occur as a result of this 
project. Therefore, no cumulative effects on cliff swallows are anticipated. 

4.3.5.  Bats 
There is potential nesting habitat on the underside of Austin Road Bridge for three bats 
that occur in San Joaquin County: pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus), Townsend’s big-eared 
bat (Corynorhinus townsendii), and greater western mastiff bat (Eumops perotis).  

Pallid bat is a California species of special concern. Pallid bat is a locally common 
species of low elevations in California. It occupies a wide variety of habitats, including 
grasslands, shrublands, woodlands, and forests. Most pallid bats (95%) roost in groups of 
20, typically in caves, crevices, mines, and occasionally in hallow trees and buildings. 
Roost must protect bats from higher temperatures. Bats move deeper into cover if 
temperatures rise (Zeiner et al 1990). 

Townsend’s big-eared bat is a California species of special concern and a federal species 
of concern. It forages over a wide variety of grassland, wetland, shrub, and wooded 
habitats, although it is most common in mesic forests. This species roosts in small 
colonies of 12–200 individuals, typically in caves and rock crevices. Bridges, buildings, 
and tree cavities are also occasionally used for roosting. Nursery roosts are most often 
located in caves, tunnels, mines, and buildings (Zeiner et. al 1990). 

Greater western mastiff bat is a California species of special concern. This is the largest 
native bat species in the United States. Suitable habitat for this species consists of 
extensive open areas with rock outcrops, cliffs, buildings, or trees for roosting. It occurs 
in a variety of open habitats including woodlands, scrub, annual grassland, chaparral, and 
urban areas (Zeiner et. al 1990). Nursery roosts are typically in tight rock crevices or 
crevices in buildings (Zeiner et. al 1990). This species commonly shares roosts with other 
bat species. 
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4.3.5.1.  SURVEY RESULTS 
Bats were not observed during the survey conducted in March 2012 but marginally 
suitable habitat is present. Pallid bat, greater western mastiff bat, and Townsend’s big-
eared bat could roost underneath Austin Road Bridge, although the potential is very low 
for the bridge to be used as a nursery roost because there are no suitable cavities to 
occupy. The nearest documented CNDDB occurrence for pallid bat was recorded 
approximately 9.5 miles east of the BSA. The nearest documented CNDDB occurrence 
for greater western mastiff bat was approximately 17.8 miles southeast of the BSA. 
Townsend’s big-eared bat was recorded approximately 25.4 southwest of the BSA. 

4.3.5.2.  AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION EFFORTS 
• A focused survey to determine if bats are roosting at the bridge shall be conducted by 

a qualified biologist before commencement of construction activities and before 
installation of exclusionary netting or other exclusionary devices. 

• If roosting pallid bats, greater western mastiff bat, or Townsend’s big-eared bats are 
identified, then the County shall consult with CDFW regarding biological 
significance of the bat population and appropriate measures that could be used to 
exclude bats from roosting under the bridge. Suitable exclusionary materials may 
include netting, Visqueen© poly sheeting, foam filling (for crevices), or other 
mechanical devices. 

4.3.5.3.  PROJECT IMPACTS 
Project implementation could result in temporary and direct disturbance to pallid bat, 
greater Western mastiff bat, or Townsend’s big-eared bat, if present. Construction-related 
activity could cause roost abandonment but is unlikely to result in abandonment of young 
since it is unlikely that Austin Road Bridge serves as a nursery roost. 

4.3.5.4.  COMPENSATORY MITIGATION 
If it is determined that a substantial impact to pallid bat, greater Western mastiff bat, or 
Townsend’s big-eared bat will occur, then the County shall compensate for the impact 
through the development and implementation of a mitigation plan in coordination with 
CDFW. 

4.3.5.5.  CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 
There are no other known projects that are likely to affect pallid bat, greater Western 
mastiff bat, or Townsend’s big-eared bat occurring in the area and the project site is not 
expected to support a nursery roost. Therefore, cumulative effects are expected to be 
negligible. 
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Chapter 5.  Results: Permits and Technical 
Studies for Special Laws or 
Conditions 

5.1.  Federal Endangered Species Act Consultation Summary 

The proposed project would not affect species listed as threatened or endangered under 
the federal ESA. No designated critical habitat is present within the BSA and therefore 
critical habitat will not be affected by the proposed project. Because the project would 
not affect a federally-listed species, consultation with USFWS pursuant to Section 7 of 
the ESA is not required.  

5.2.  Federal Fisheries and Essential Fish Habitat Consultation 
Summary 

The proposed project would not affect fish species listed as threatened or endangered 
under the federal ESA and there is no critical habitat designated within the BSA. Because 
the project would not affect federally-listed fish species, consultation with USFWS or the 
NMFS pursuant to Section 7 of the ESA is not required. 

5.3.  California Endangered Species Act Consultation Summary 

The proposed project could affect species listed as rare, threatened, or endangered under 
the CESA. Species under the jurisdiction of CDFW that could be affected by the 
proposed project include Swainson’s hawk if they are present in the BSA; however, 
implementation of the proposed avoidance and minimization measures would ensure the 
project does not result in take of Swainson’s hawk. Therefore, formal consultation with 
CDFW is not warranted. Coordination with CDFW is recommended to establish 
appropriate protective buffers if nesting Swainson’s hawks are found in the BSA or 
surrounding areas during preconstruction surveys. 

5.4.  Wetlands and Other Waters Coordination Summary 

Portions of South Littlejohns Creek that would be affected by project construction are 
regulated by USACE, RWQCB, and/or CDFW under Sections 401 and 404 of the CWA, 
and Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code. A copy of the draft preliminary 
delineation of waters of the United States is included in Appendix B. 
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The project would likely qualify for a NWP 13 (bank stabilization). In addition, NWP 33 
(Temporary Access and Dewatering) would likely be required for project construction. 

Because a Section 404 permit would be required, the County must obtain water quality 
certification from the RWQCB, pursuant to Section 401 of the CWA to ensure the project 
is consistent with the state’s water quality standards and criteria.  

South Littlejohns Creek also is subject to regulation by CDFW under Section 1602 of the 
California Fish and Game Code. Therefore, implementation of the project would require 
a Streambed Alteration Agreement. 

5.5.  Invasive Species 

The CalIPC Invasive Plant Inventory was used for the analysis of invasive species that 
occur in the BSA. The following invasive species from the list was identified within the 
BSA during the reconnaissance survey March 2012: poison hemlock. Additional invasive 
plant species that were not identifiable at the time of the survey have potential to occur in 
the BSA. 

The infestations of invasive species in the BSA are similar to those found along roadsides 
and agricultural areas throughout the Central Valley. To prevent the spread of weeds, the 
following management measures should be implemented to comply with EO 13112: 

• Use only certified weed-free straw or rice straw mulch; 

• Use native, non-invasive species or non-persistent hybrids in erosion control 
plantings to stabilize site conditions and prevent invasive species from colonizing; 

• Minimize surface disturbance to the greatest extent possible; 

• Construction equipment must be cleaned to remove debris that could contain 
invasive species or their seeds prior to transport to and from the BSA; and 

• Washing of construction vehicles and equipment shall be limited to approved 
maintenance facilities or staging areas. 
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INTRODUCTION 
The San Joaquin County Department of Public Works (County) proposes to develop a uniform channel section 
supporting Austin Road Bridge with scour countermeasures to prevent channel degradation of the North Fork of 
South Littlejohns Creek. The proposed project is located in San Joaquin County, southeast of the City of 
Stockton, south of Arch Road, and north of the Forward Landfill, where Austin Road Bridge (Bridge 29C-259) 
crosses South Littlejohns Creek. The purpose of the project is to create a smooth channel transition throughout the 
project area and reduce channel degradation at abutments and piers that lead to bridge instability. 

STUDY AREA 

The study area is located approximately 2 miles east of State Route (SR) 99 in unincorporated central San Joaquin 
County (Exhibit 1). The study area footprint for this delineation includes the proposed project site as well as a 
buffer surrounding the work area. The study area is approximately 0.98 acres and is located within the U.S. 
Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute Stockton East Quadrangle, Township 1 North, Range 7 East, Section 34/35 
(Exhibit 2). The study area is approximately 35 feet above mean sea level (msl). South Littlejohns Creek is a 
USGS blue-lined stream, which is tributary to French Camp Slough, a tidally influenced water of the United States.  

This report presents the results of the delineation of waters of the United States, as defined by the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACE) under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA), for the study area. It is 
considered a draft until verified by the Sacramento District of USACE. 

DELINEATION METHODS 
Before conducting the wetland delineation of the study area, an AECOM wetland ecologist reviewed recent color 
aerial photographs of the study area at a scale of 1 inch = 200 feet and the soil survey of San Joaquin County 
(NRCS 2009) to determine areas of potential USACE jurisdiction. Shannon Hickey conducted the wetland 
delineation on March 19, 2012. The nearest precipitation rain gauge is the Stockton Fire Station (SFS), located 
approximately 7 miles to the northwest of the study area. At the time of the field investigation, approximately 
3.12 inches of precipitation had been recorded for Stockton, CA in 2012. The last measureable precipitation event 
prior to the field survey was recorded on March 17, measuring 0.27 inches of rainfall (DWR 2012). 
Approximately 1 inch of rain was recorded in the 10 days prior to the field investigation (DWR 2012). Routine 
wetland determination data forms were completed for two data points and are provided in Appendix A. 

The USACE 1987 wetland delineation manual (Environmental Laboratory 1987) and Regional Supplement to the 
Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Arid West Region (Environmental Laboratory 2008) were used 
to delineate wetlands that could be subject to USACE jurisdiction under Section 404 of the CWA. The 1987 
manual and 2008 Arid West Supplement provide technical guidelines and methods for the three-parameter 
approach to determining the location and boundaries of jurisdictional wetlands. This approach requires that an 
area must support positive indicators of hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, and wetland hydrology to be a 
wetland. Potential jurisdictional areas were identified and mapped in the field and later digitized onto an aerial 
photograph. Sample point locations were recorded digitally using a global positioning system (GPS) data logger 
(Trimble XH) and imported onto an electronic version of the aerial photograph. GPS data were recorded in 
NAD 83 datum. 
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To determine whether hydrophytic vegetation dominated the area, plant species at the sample site were listed on 
data forms and the wetland indicator status was recorded for the dominant species using the USACE’s National 
Wetlands Plant List for the Arid West Region (Lichvar and Kartesz 2013). Hydrophytic species include those 
listed as obligate (OBL), facultative wetland (FACW, FACW*), or facultative (FAC, FAC*, FAC+, but not FAC–). 
Before the release and implementation of the Arid West Supplement, the 1987 wetland delineation manual treated 
species listed as FAC– as species that are more likely to occur in upland habitats and, therefore, did not include 
FAC– as a hydrophytic species (Environmental Laboratory 1987, 2008). The manual assigns an asterisk to species 
that have limited ecological information available. The plus (+) and minus (–) designations specify the higher or 
lower part of the frequency range. The designation of a species corresponds to the probability that a species will 
occur in a wetland habitat. The indicator categories are defined as: 

► OBL: greater than 99% occurrence in wetlands, 
► FACW: between 66% and 99% occurrence in wetlands, and 
► FAC: between 34% and 66% occurrence in wetlands. 

The Arid West Supplement gives equal weight to all FAC-listed species (i.e., plus [+] and minus [–] modifiers are 
not used)—FAC–, FAC, and FAC+––plants are all considered to be FAC. A sample site was considered to have 
hydrophytic vegetation if greater than 50% of the dominant species had an indicator status of FAC or wetter. 

Species that usually occur in nonwetlands (67–99% estimated probability), but are occasionally found in wetlands 
(1–33% estimated probability), are identified as facultative upland (FACU). Obligate upland (UPL) species may 
occur in wetlands in another region, but almost always (>99%) occur–under natural conditions–in nonwetlands in 
California (Region 0). A no indicator (NI) designation is recorded for those species for which insufficient 
information was available to determine an indicator status. A not listed (NL) designation indicates a species is not 
listed in Reed (1988). These four indicators—UPL, FACU, NI, and NL—are used to identify species not 
considered hydrophytic. According to standard protocol, a species with an NL designation is considered UPL 
when completing the “Prevalence Index Worksheet” portion of the wetland determination data form 
(Environmental Laboratory 2008). Botanical nomenclature follows The Jepson Manual: Vascular Plants of 
California, Second Edition (Baldwin et al. 2012). 

Wetland hydrology was assessed by recording observations such as drainage patterns, watermarks, flooded or 
saturated soil conditions, and other indicators of wetland hydrology. In addition, potentially jurisdictional areas 
were all evaluated in terms of the feature’s status as a navigable waterway, adjacency, or hydrological connection 
to a navigable waterway. 

Waters of the United States were delineated based on the ordinary high-water mark (OHWM). OHWMs for 
drainages typically correspond with characteristics such as shelving, scour lines, and other natural linear features 
which define the bed and bank portion of the channel that floods under normal conditions (USACE 2005). 

Soils were examined by digging soil test pits to determine whether hydric soils exist in a sampling location. Soils 
were described in terms of depth, matrix color, redoxymorphic color (when present), and moisture status at each 
sampling location. Other diagnostic features indicative of hydric soils, such as the presence of concretions and 
oxidized rhizospheres (a redoximorphic feature, according to Vepraskas [1992]), were also recorded on data 
forms. Hydric soil determinations were based on the indicators provided by the 1987 delineation manual, 2008 
Arid West Supplement, the Field Indicators of Hydric Soils in the United States: A Guide for Identifying and 
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 Delineating Hydric Soils (NRCS 2010a), and Vepraskas (1992). Soil units mapped to the study area by the soil 
survey were cross-referenced to The National Hydric Soils List by State (NRCS 2010b) to determine if the soil 
was listed as a hydric map unit. 

The U.S Army Corps of Engineers Jurisdictional Determination Form Instructional Guidebook was consulted to 
aid the preliminary determination that an area would be subject to USACE jurisdiction under Section 404 of the 
CWA (USACE 2007). The significant nexus test––outlined in a memorandum jointly authored by the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and USACE––was applied to each potentially jurisdictional habitat type 
(Grumbles and Woodley 2008). To facilitate jurisdictional determination consistent with the guidance, each water 
body delineated was evaluated as a Traditional Navigable Water (TNW), Relatively Permanent Water (RPW), or 
non-RPW based on the following definitions: 

► TNWs include all waters subject to the ebb and flow of the tide, or waters that are presently used, have been 
used in the past, or may be used in the future to transport interstate or foreign commerce, and all waters that 
are navigable in fact under federal law for any purpose. 

► RPWs are waters that flow continuously at least seasonally (typically at least 3 months of the year) and are 
not TNWs. 

► Non-RPWs are waters that do not have continuous flow at least seasonally. 

The following types of water bodies are subject to CWA jurisdiction: 

► All TNWs and adjacent wetlands; 

► Relatively permanent tributaries of TNWs and wetlands with a continuous surface connection to such 
tributaries; and 

► Non-relatively permanent tributaries of TNWs and adjacent wetlands if they have a significant nexus to a 
TNW. Non-RPWs and adjacent wetlands are determined to have a significant nexus to a TNW if they 
significantly affect the chemical, physical, or biological integrity of a downstream TNW. 

SOIL SURVEY RESULTS 

According to the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Web Soil Survey (WSS) of San Joaquin 
County, California the soils within the study area belong to the Stockton soil series (NRCS 2009); according to 
the The National Hydric Soils List by State (California), the Stockton map unit contains minor hydric inclusions 
(NRCS 2010b). A soils map is provided in Appendix B. 

STOCKTON CLAY, SLOPES 0-2 PERCENT (MAP UNIT 250) 

The Stockton series is a deep soil with a hardpan located approximately 40 to 60 inches below the soil surface. 
Stockton soils are somewhat poorly drained soils formed in alluvium from mixed igneous and sedimentary rock 
sources. These soils occur in basins and in swales of drainageways and have slopes of 0 to 2 percent. Stockton 
soils are taxonomically classified as fine, smectitic, thermic Xeric Epiaquerts. 
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Stockton soils are somewhat poorly drained, runoff is very slow or slow, and permeability is slow. Most areas are 
artificially drained. Stockton soils have hydric inclusions of the following soils at approximately 2 percent each: 
Guard, Egbert, Galt, Jacktone, and Rioblancho (NRCS 2010b).  

DELINEATION RESULTS 
The study area contains one feature: 0.08 acres of the North Fork of South Littlejohns Creek that potentially 
qualifies as a waters of the United States according to Section 404 of the CWA (Exhibit 3). Upland habitats 
include ruderal habitat at the top of the banks of South Littlejohns Creek, developed habitat along Austin Road 
and Austin Bridge and vineyard (Appendix C). 

A delineation sample site is depicted on Exhibit 3 and is cross-referenced to the wetland determination data form 
provided in Appendix A. Habitat descriptions are included below and a habitat map is provided in Appendix C. 
Representative photographs of the study area are provided in Appendix D, and a list of vegetation observed 
during the field survey is provided in Appendix E. 

JURISDICTIONAL HABITAT TYPES 

WATERS OF THE UNITED STATES  

South Littlejohns Creek is a relatively permanent water (RPW) that has a direct hydrologic connection to waters of 
the United States. It is a tributary to the San Joaquin River via French Camp Slough and the Calaveras River, tidally 
influenced waters of the United States.  Approximately 0.08 acres of South Littlejohns Creek are present within the 
study area. 

Vegetation observed along the banks of South Littlejohns Creek is characterized predominately by nonnative 
weedy species such as poison hemlock (Conium maculatum) (FACW), black mustard (Brassica nigra) (NL), 
blessed milk thistle (Silybum marianum) (NL), Italian thistle (Carduus pycnocephalus) (NL), cocklebur 
(Xanthium strumarium) (FAC), mugwort (Artemisia douglasiana) (FAC), Italian ryegrass (Festuca perennis) 
(FAC), and saltgrass (Distichlis spicata) (FAC). The distance between the OHWMs from bank to bank across 
South Littlejohns Creek ranges from approximately 19 feet to 38 feet. Data forms 1 and 2 in Appendix A provide 
information about South Littlejohns Creek in the study area. South Littlejohns Creek is potentially subject to 
USACE jurisdiction because it has a direct connection to French Camp Slough, a tidally influenced waters of the 
United States.  

NONJURISDICTIONAL HABITATS 

Approximately 0.92 acres of the study area is composed of potentially nonjurisdictional habitats (Table 1). 
Potentially nonjurisdictional habitats within the study area include ruderal area, developed areas and vineyard 
(Appendix C). These habitats are potentially nonjurisdictional under Section 404 of the CWA because they lack 
one or more of the following three criteria which define wetlands: a hydrophytic plant assemblage, hydric soils, 
and wetland hydrology. The developed and agricultural habitats are located outside the OHWM of South 
Littlejohns Creek. The conclusions of this delineation are contingent upon verification by the Sacramento District 
USACE. 
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Table 1 
Potentially Nonjurisdictional Features 

Upland Habitats 

Developed  0.38 acres 

Ruderal  0.52 acres 

Vineyard  0.02 acres 

Total Potentially Nonjurisdictional Features 0.92 acres 

Note: Locations of developed and ruderal habitats are depicted on the Habitat Map provided as Appendix C. 
Source: Data compiled by AECOM 2012 

 

DEVELOPED  

Developed areas within the study area are associated with Austin Road and Austin Bridge as well as dirt roads 
adjacent to the agricultural field and vineyards (Appendix C). Developed areas are not likely subject to USACE 
jurisdiction under Section 404 of the CWA because these areas do not meet the definition of wetlands or waters of 
the United States. 

RUDERAL 

Ruderal areas characterized by weedy species are present along the banks of South Littlejohns Creek. Ruderal 
areas are not likely subject to USACE jurisdiction under Section 404 of the CWA because these areas do not meet 
the definition of wetlands or waters of the United States. 

VINEYARD 

A small area of vineyard is present within the study area. Soils were not investigated in this habitat type because 
other wetland plants and wetland hydrology were not observed.  

JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION 
One potentially jurisdictional feature was identified within the 0.98-acre study area. Approximately 0.06 acres of 
South Littlejohns Creek, an RPW that is directly tributary to French Camp Slough, a tidally influenced water of 
the United States is present in the study area. South Littlejohns Creek is potentially subject to Section 404 of the 
CWA because it has a direct connection to other waters of the United States.  

The areas of vineyard, ruderal, and developed land in the study area are not likely subject to USACE jurisdiction 
under Section 404 of the CWA because they lack one or more criteria that define wetlands, do not possess an 
OHWM, and are located outside of an OHWM. 

The conclusions of this wetland delineation are contingent on verification by the Sacramento District USACE. 
San Joaquin county Department of Public Works is requesting that USACE review and verify this delineation of 
waters of the United States and provide a preliminary jurisdictional determination for the 0.06 acre of RPW 
identified within the project study area  

AECOM  Austin Road Bridge Scour Mitigation Project 
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Wetland Delineation Data Forms 
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APPENDIX B 
Soils Map 

 





 
Source: AECOM 2012 
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APPENDIX C 
Habitat Map 

 





 
Source: AECOM 2012 
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APPENDIX D 
Representative Photographs 

 





 
View of Austin Road Bridge crossing South Littlejohns Creek, looking west. 

 

  
View of Austin Road and adjacent agricultural field, looking north. 

Austin Road Bridge Scour Mitigation Project  AECOM 
 D-1 Preliminary Delineation 



 
View of Austin Road and adjacent vineyard to northwest.  
  

 
 

 
View of South Littlejohns Creek and Austin Road Bridge, looking south. 

AECOM  Austin Road Bridge Scour Mitigation Project 
Preliminary Delineation D-2  



 
The soil within D1 is 7.5YR 4/4 down to 8 inches and 7.5YR 3/3 down to 14 inches, 
clay loam soil. 
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Appendix E 
Plant Species Observed List (March 19, 2012) 

Scientific Name Common Name NWPL Indicator Status  
(Lichvar and Kartesz 2013) 

Avena fatua Wild oat NL 

Artemisia douglasiana Mugwort FAC 

Brassica nigra Black mustard NL 

Bromus diandrus Ripgut brome NL 

Carduus pycnocephalus Italian thistle NL 

Erigeron canadensis Canada horseweed FAC 

Conium maculatum Poison hemlock FACW 

Cynodon dactylon Bermuda grass FAC 

Distichlis spicata Inland saltgrass FAC 

Erodium cicutarium Redstem filaree NL 

Geranium dissectum Cutleaf geranium NL 

Hordeum murinum Foxtail barley FACU 

Lactuca serriola Prickly lettuce FAC 

Festuca perennis Italian ryegrass FAC 

Silybum marianum Blessed milk thistle NL 

Xanthium strumarium Cocklebur FAC 

Source: Lichvar and Kartesz 2013 
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 E-1 Preliminary Delineation 







































































































































CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION/CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION DETERMINATION FORM 
Continuation Sheet 

February 12, 2014 

Page 2 of 2 

10-SJ-San Joaquin County        BPMP-5929(223) 
Dist.-Co.-Rte. (or Local Agency) P.M./P.M. E.A/Project No. Federal-Aid Project No. (Local Project)/Project No.  

Continued from page 1: 

Environmental Commitments: 

 Preparation of a Preliminary Site Investigation for heavy metals, pesticides, and herbicides is recommended 
prior to start of work. Information gathered from that report will be used to create a worker health and safety 
plan 

 Excess soils will be re-used on site or disposed of at an appropriate facility 

 A Grading Plan to prevent storm water pollution will be prepared to identify specific actions and BMPs as 
detailed in the project Water Quality Assessment (May 2013) 

 A Spill Prevention Plan will be prepared that identifies contingency measures, responsible parties, reporting 
requirements, and other actions as detailed in the Water Quality Assessment (May 2013) 

 If project activities are expected to occur during cliff swallow nesting season (from April to August), 5/8 inch bird 
netting will be installed along both sides of the existing bridge between the deck and the water surface. This 
netting will be monitored by a qualified biologist. Inactive, empty nests can be removed prior to start of 
construction 

 A focused survey for bats will be conducted by a qualified biologist prior to start of construction. If sensitive 
species are observed, appropriate exclusionary measures will be taken 

 Management measures to prevent the spread of invasive species, such as those given in the project Natural 
Environment Study, will be implemented to comply with EO 13112 

 If cultural materials are discovered during construction, including human remains, do not disturb the resources 
and immediately stop all work within a 60-foot radius of the discovery and within any nearby area suspected to 
overlie the discovery. Immediately notify all appropriate parties including the Caltrans District 10 Local 
Assistance archaeologist, the Local Assistance Engineer (DLAE), and the County Coroner if human remains 
are found. Do not move cultural materials or take them from the job site. Do not resume work within the 
discovery area until authorized. Additional protocols for human remains are given in the State Health and 
Safety Code Section §7050.5 and §5097.98 

 



Categorical Exclusion Checklist 
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Dist/Co/Rte/PM: 10-SJ-San 
Joaquin 

Fed. Aid No. (Local Project): BPMP-5929(223) EA/Project No.:       

 
SECTION 1: TYPE OF CE: Use the information in this section to determine the applicable CE and 

corresponding activity for this project. 
 
1. Project is a CE under CE Assignment 23 USC 326.      Yes      No 

If “yes”, check applicable activity in one of the three tables below (activity must be listed in 23 CFR 771.117 (c) or (d) list or 
included in activities listed in Appendix A of the CE Assignment MOU to be eligible for 23 USC 326). 

 

Activity Listed in 23 CFR 771.117(c) 

1  Activities which do not involve or lead directly to construction such as planning and research activities; grants for training; 
engineering to define the elements of a proposed action or alternatives so that social, economic, and environmental effects can 
be assessed; and Federal-aid system revisions which establish classes of highways on the Federal-aid highway system. 

2  Approval of utility installations along or across a transportation facility. 

3  Construction of bicycle and pedestrian lanes, paths, and facilities. 

4  Activities included in the State's highway safety plan under 23 USC 402. 

5  Transfer of Federal lands pursuant to 23 USC 107(d) and/or 23 USC 317 when the land transfer is in support of an action that is 
not otherwise subject to FHWA review under NEPA. 

6  The installation of noise barriers or alterations to existing publicly owned buildings to provide for noise reduction. 

7  Landscaping. 

8  Installation of fencing, signs, pavement markings, small passenger shelters, traffic signals, and railroad warning devices where 
no substantial land acquisition or traffic disruption will occur. 

    9
1
 The following actions for transportation facilities damaged by an incident resulting in an emergency declared by the Governor of 

the State and concurred in by the Secretary, or a disaster or emergency declared by the President pursuant to the Robert T. 
Stafford Act (42 USC 5121)

2
: 

 (i) Emergency repairs under 23 USC 125; 

 (ii) The repair, reconstruction, restoration, retrofitting, or replacement of any road, highway, bridge, tunnel, or transit facility (such 
as a ferry dock or bus transfer station), including ancillary transportation facilities (such as pedestrian/bicycle paths and bike 
lanes), that is in operation or under construction when damaged and the action: 

(A) Occurs within the existing right-of-way and in a manner that substantially conforms to the preexisting design, function, and 
location as the original (which may include upgrades to meet existing codes and standards as well as upgrades warranted to 
address conditions that have changed since the original construction); and 

(B) Is commenced within a 2-year period beginning on the date of the declaration. 

10  Acquisition of scenic easements. 

11  Determination of payback under 23 USC 156 for property previously acquired with Federal-aid participation. 

12  Improvements to existing rest areas and truck weigh stations. 

13  Ridesharing activities. 

14  Bus and rail car rehabilitation. 

15  Alterations to facilities or vehicles in order to make them accessible for elderly and handicapped persons. 

16  Program administration, technical assistance activities, and operating assistance to transit authorities to continue existing 
service or increase service to meet routine changes in demand. 

17  The purchase of vehicles by the applicant where the use of these vehicles can be accommodated by existing facilities or by new 
facilities which themselves are within a CE. 

18  Track and railbed maintenance and improvements when carried out within the existing right-of-way. 

                                                 
1
 On the CE form, distinguish between c9i  or c9ii 

2 Include copy of the emergency declaration in the file 

http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/granule/USCODE-2011-title23/USCODE-2011-title23-chap4-sec402/content-detail.html


Categorical Exclusion Checklist (continued) 
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Dist/Co/Rte/PM: 10-SJ-San 
Joaquin 

Fed. Aid No. (Local Project): BPMP-5929(223) EA/Project No.:       

19  Purchase and installation of operating or maintenance equipment to be located within the transit facility and with no significant 
impacts off the site. 

20  Promulgation of rules, regulations, and directives. 

21  Deployment of electronics, photonics, communications, or information processing used singly or in combination, or as 
components of a fully integrated system, to improve the efficiency or safety of a surface transportation system or to enhance 
security or passenger convenience. Examples include, but are not limited to, traffic control and detector devices, lane 
management systems, electronic payment equipment, automatic vehicle locaters, automated passenger counters, computer-
aided dispatching systems, radio communications systems, dynamic message signs, and security equipment including 
surveillance and detection cameras on roadways and in transit facilities and on buses. 

22
3
  “Projects, as defined in 23 U.S.C. 101, that would take place entirely within the existing operational right-of-way.  Existing 

operational right-of-way refers to right-of-way that has been disturbed for an existing transportation facility or is maintained for a 

transportation purpose.  This area includes the features associated with the physical footprint of the transportation facility 

(including the roadway, bridges, interchanges, culverts, drainage, fixed guideways
4
, mitigation areas, etc.) and other areas 

maintained for transportation purposes such as clear zone, traffic control signage, landscaping, any rest areas with direct access 

to a controlled access highway, areas maintained for safety and security of a transportation facility, parking facilities with direct 

access to an existing transportation facility, transit power substations, transit venting structures, and transit maintenance 

facilities.  Portions of the right-of-way that have not been disturbed or that are not maintained for transportation purposes are not 

in the existing operational right-of-way.”  Existing operational right-of-way also does not include areas outside those areas 

necessary for existing transportation facilities such as uneconomic remnants, excess right-of-way that is secured by a fence to 

prevent trespassing, or that are acquired and held for a future transportation project.   A transportation facility must already exist 

at the time of the review of the proposed project being considered for the CE. This precludes the acquisition of right-of-way and 

the subsequent use of this CE to build within that right-of-way. 

23
5
 

 

 

Federally-funded projects: Enter project cost $       and Federal funds $      

(i) That receive less than $5,000,000 of Federal funds; or  

(ii) With a total estimated cost of not more than $30,000,000 and Federal funds comprising less than 15 percent of the 

total estimated project cost. 

Activity Listed in Examples in 23 CFR 771.117(d) 

1  Modernization of a highway by resurfacing, restoration, rehabilitation, reconstruction, adding shoulders, or adding auxiliary lanes 
(e.g., parking, weaving, turning, climbing). 

2  Highway safety or traffic operations improvement projects including the installation of ramp metering control devices and lighting. 

3  Bridge rehabilitation, reconstruction or replacement or the construction of grade separation to replace existing at-grade railroad 
crossings. 

4  Transportation corridor fringe parking facilities. 

5  Construction of new truck weigh stations or rest areas. 

6  Approvals for disposal of excess right-of-way or for joint or limited use of right-of-way, where the proposed use does not have 
significant adverse impacts. 

7  Approvals for changes in access control. 

8  Construction of new bus storage and maintenance facilities in areas used predominantly for industrial or transportation purposes 
where such construction is not inconsistent with existing zoning and located on or near a street with adequate capacity to handle 
anticipated bus and support vehicle traffic. 

9  Rehabilitation or reconstruction of existing rail and bus buildings and ancillary facilities where only minor amounts of additional 
land are required and there is not a substantial increase in the number of users. 

10  Construction of bus transfer facilities (an open area consisting of passenger shelters, boarding areas, kiosks and related street 
improvements) when located in a commercial area or other high activity center in which there is adequate street capacity for 
projected bus traffic. 

                                                 
3
 On the CE form, identify in the project description that all work is within operation right-of-way. 

4
 “Fixed Guideway” means a public transportation facility using and occupying a separate right-of-way for the exclusive use of public transportation such as rail, a 

fixed catenary system (light rail, trolley, etc.) passenger ferry system, or for a bus rapid transit system. 
5
 On the CE form, distinguish between c23i or c23ii. 
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Dist/Co/Rte/PM: 10-SJ-San 
Joaquin 

Fed. Aid No. (Local Project): BPMP-5929(223) EA/Project No.:       

11  Construction of rail storage and maintenance facilities in areas used predominantly for industrial or transportation purposes 
where such construction is not inconsistent with existing zoning and where there is no significant noise impact on the 
surrounding community. 

12  Acquisition of land for hardship or protective purposes. Hardship and protective buying will be permitted only for a particular 
parcel or a limited number of parcels. These types of land acquisition qualify for a CE only where the acquisition will not limit the 
evaluation of alternatives, including shifts in alignment for planned construction projects, which may be required in the NEPA 
process. No project development on such land may proceed until the NEPA process has been completed. 

(i) Hardship acquisition is early acquisition of property by the applicant at the property owner's request to alleviate particular 
hardship to the owner, in contrast to others, because of an inability to sell his property. This is justified when the property owner 
can document on the basis of health, safety or financial reasons that remaining in the property poses an undue hardship 
compared to others. 

(ii) Protective acquisition is done to prevent imminent development of a parcel which may be needed for a proposed 
transportation corridor or site. Documentation must clearly demonstrate that development of the land would preclude future 
transportation use and that such development is imminent. Advance acquisition is not permitted for the sole purpose of reducing 
the cost of property for a proposed project 

Activity Listed in Appendix A of the CE Assignment MOU for State Assumption of Responsibilities for Categorical Exclusions 

1  Construction, modification, or repair of storm water treatment devices (e.g., detention basins, bioswales, media filters, infiltration 
basins), protection measures such as slope stabilization and other erosion control measures throughout California. 

2  Replacement, modification, or repair of culverts or other drainage facilities. 

3  Projects undertaken to assure the creation, maintenance, restoration, enhancement, or protection of habitat for fish, plants, or 
wildlife (e.g., revegetation of disturbed areas with native plant species; stream or river bank revegetation; construction of new, or 
maintenances of existing fish passage conveyances or structures; restoration or creation of wetlands). 

4  Routine repair of facilities due to storm damage, including permanent repair, to return the facility to operational condition that 
meets current standards of design and public health and safety without expanding capacity (e.g., slide repairs, construction or 
repair of retaining walls). 

5  Routine seismic retrofit of facilities to meet current seismic standards and public health and safety standards without expansion 
of capacity. 

6  Air space leases that are subject to Subpart D, Part 710, title 23, Code of Federal Regulations. 

7  Drilling of test bores/soil sampling to provide information for preliminary design and for environmental analyses and permitting 
purposes. 

2. Project is a CE for a highway project under NEPA Assignment 23 USC 327.      Yes      No 

(Use only if project does not qualify under CE Assignment 23 USC 326 [activities not included in three previous lists above].) 

3.  Independent Utility and Logical Termini 

 The project complies with NEPA requirements related to connected actions and segmentation (i.e. the project must have 

independent utility, connect logical termini when applicable, be usable and be a reasonable expenditure even if no additional 
transportation improvements in the area are made and not restrict further consideration of alternatives for other reasonably 
foreseeable transportation improvements). (FHWA Final Rule, “Background,” Federal Register Vol. 79, No. 8, January 13, 2014.) 

4. Categorical Exclusions Defined (23 CFR 771.117[a]). 

FHWA regulation 23 CFR 771.117(a) defines categorical exclusions as actions which: 

 do not induced significant impacts to planned growth or land use for the area;  

 do not require the relocation of significant numbers of people;  

 do not have a significant impact on any natural, cultural, recreational, historic or other resources; 

 do not involve significant air, noise, or water quality impacts; 

 do not have significant impacts on travel patterns; or 

 do not otherwise, either individually or cumulatively, have any significant environmental impacts.  

 Checking this box certifies that project meets the above definition for a Categorical Exclusion. 
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Fed. Aid No. (Local Project): BPMP-5929(223) EA/Project No.:       

5. Exceptions to Categorical Exclusions/Unusual Circumstances (23 CFR 771.117[b]). 

FHWA regulation 23 CFR 771.117(b) provides that any action which normally would be classified as a CE but could involve 
unusual circumstances requires the Department to conduct appropriate environmental studies to determine if the CE classification 
is proper. Unusual circumstances include actions that involve: 

 Significant environmental impacts;  

 Substantial controversy on environmental grounds;  

 Significant impact on properties protected by section 4(f) of the DOT Act or section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act; 
or  

 Inconsistencies with any Federal, State, or local law, requirement or administrative determination relating to the environmental 
aspects of the action. 

All of the above unusual circumstances have been considered in conjunction with this project. (Please select one.) 

 Checking this box certifies that none of the above conditions apply and that the project qualifies for a Categorical Exclusion. 

 Checking this box certifies that unusual circumstances are involved. However, the appropriate studies/analysis have been 

completed, and it has been determined that the CE classification is still appropriate. 

 

SECTION 2:  Compliance with FHWA NEPA policy to complete all other applicable environmental 
requirements

6
 prior to making the NEPA determination: 

 
During the environmental review process for which this CE was prepared, all applicable environmental requirements were 
evaluated. Outcomes for the following requirements are identified below and fully documented in the project file. 
 

Air Quality 

 Air Quality Conformity Findings Checklist has been completed and project meets all applicable AQ requirements. 

 For 23 USC 326 projects which require an air quality conformity determination (certain projects under 23 CFR 
771.117(c)(22) and (23), list the date of the Caltrans conformity determination:       

 For 23 USC 327 projects, list date of FHWA concurrence on conformity determination:       

Cultural Resources 

 Section 106 compliance is complete-select appropriate finding: 

 Screened Undertaking      No Historic Properties Affected      No Adverse Effect     Adverse Effect/MOA 

Noise 

23 CFR 772 

 Is this a Type 1 project?      Yes;      No (skip this section.) 

 Future noise levels with project either approach or exceed NAC or result in a substantial increase 

If yes,      Abatement is reasonable and feasible      Abatement is not reasonable or feasible  

Waters, Wetlands  

 Section 404 of the Clean Water Act  

Impacts to Waters of the US:      Yes      No 

If yes, approval anticipated: 

 Nationwide Permit      Individual Permit      Regional General Permit      Letter of Permission 

 Wetland Protection (Executive Order #11990) 

 No wetland impact 

 Wetland Impact; Only Practicable Alternative Finding is included in a separate document in the project file 

 Section 401 of the Clean Water Act 

 Exemption      Certification 

Floodplains 

 Floodplains (Executive Order #11988)  

 No Floodplain Encroachment      No Significant Encroachment      Significant Encroachment 

                                                 
6 Please consult the SER for a complete list of applicable laws, statutes, regulations, and executive orders that must be considered before completing the CE. 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/ser/forms.htm#conformitychklst




Local Assistance NEPA Environmental Commitment Record 
 
  

Project Name Austin Road Bridge Scour Mitigation  Local Agency and Contact Name Mark Hopkins 

Federal Aid Number BPMP-5929(223)  Local Agency Phone and E-mail 
(209) 468-3085   
mhopkins@sjgov.org 

     

Project Description San Joaquin County Department of Public Works proposes to install scour countermeasures at Austin Road Bridge (#29C0259) 
over South Littlejohns Creek, southeast of Stockton in San Joaquin County. The scope of work includes channel excavation, 
application of rock-slope protection (RSP), staggered concrete baffles, bank excavation with vegetation removal, installation of a 
temporary access ramp, and temporary coffer dams. Work within the channel will occur during periods of low flow on South 
Littlejohns Creek. All work will occur within the County right-of-way and temporary construction easements will be required for 
access and staging; no work will occur on the bridge deck. 

 

Approx. Start Date 
of Construction 

October 2014 

 
 
 

Task and Brief Description 
Page 
of ED 
or CE 

Responsible 
Party 

Timing/ 
Phase 

Specific Action(s) Taken to 
Comply with Task 

Local Agency 
Certification of 

Task Completion 
Remarks 

Initial Date  
 

Biological Commitments Cliff Swallow nesting prevention, bat survey, invasive species 

If project activities are expected to occur during cliff swallow 
nesting season (from April to August), 5/8 inch bird netting will 
be installed along both sides of the existing bridge between 
the deck and the water surface. This netting will be monitored 
by a qualified biologist. Inactive, empty nests can be removed 
prior to start of construction 

2 
Local Agency 

Project Manager 
and Contractor 

Prior to start of 
and during 

construction 

Take measures to prevent cliff 
swallow nesting 

   

A focused survey for bats will be conducted by a qualified 
biologist prior to start of construction. If sensitive species are 
observed, appropriate exclusionary measures will be taken 

2 
Local Agency 

Project Manager 
Prior to start of 

construction 
Bat survey and installation of 

exclusionary measures as needed 
   

 
 
 
Measures in accordance with Executive order 13112 (Invasive 
Species) shall be followed to avoid the distribution of invasive 
plants during construction (see the May 2014 Natural 
Environment Study Chapeter 5) 
 
 
 
 

2 Contractor 
During 

construction  
Measures will be taken to prevent 

the spread of invasive species 
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Page 
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Timing/ 
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Specific Action(s) Taken to 
Comply with Task 

Local Agency 
Certification of 

Task Completion 
Remarks 

Initial Date  
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Cultural Resource Commitments  

If cultural materials are discovered during construction, 
including human remains, do not disturb the resources and 
immediately stop all work within a 60-foot radius of the 
discovery and within any nearby area suspected to overlie the 
discovery. Immediately notify all appropriate parties including 
the Caltrans District 10 Local Assistance archaeologist, the 
Local Assistance Engineer (DLAE), and the County Coroner if 
human remains are found. Do not move cultural materials or 
take them from the job site. Do not resume work within the 
discovery area until authorized. Additional protocols for human 
remains are given in the State Health and Safety Code Section 
§7050.5 and §5097.98 

2 Contractor 
During 

construction 

Stop work in immediate area if 
cultural materials are encountered 
during construction. Do not remove 

items and contact appropriate 
personnel 

   

 

Hazardous Waste Commitments Preliminary Site Investigation, Worker Health and Safety Plan, Excess soil disposal 

Preparation of a Preliminary Site Investigation for heavy 
metals, pesticides, and herbicides is recommended prior to 
start of work. Information gathered from that report will be 
used to create a worker health and safety plan 

2 
Local Agency 

Project Manager 
Before the start 
of construction 

A Preliminary Stie Investigation will 
be done and the information from 
that report will be used to develop 

Worker Health & Safety Plan 

   

Excess soils will be re-used on site or disposed of at an 
appropriate facility 

2 Contractor 
During 

construction  
    

 

Visual/Scenic Commitments  

None        
 

Water Quality Commitments Grading Plan, Spill Prevention Plan 

A Grading Plan to prevent storm water pollution will be 
prepared to identify specific actions and BMPs as detailed 
in the project Water Quality Assessment (May 2013)  

2 
Local Agency 

Project Manager 
Before the start 
of construction 

Development of a Grading Plan    

A Spill Prevention Plan will be prepared that identifies 
contingency measures, responsible parties, reporting 
requirements, and other actions as detailed in the Water 
Quality Assessment (May 2013) 

2 
Local Agency 

Project Manager 
Before the start 
of construction 

Development of a Spill Prevention 
Plan 

   

 

Air Quality Commitments  

 
None 
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Noise Commitments  

None        
 

Other Commitments  

None        
 

Permits  

1602 Agreement from California Department of Fish and 
Game 

   
Copy of permit provided to Caltrans 

on date 
  Agreement approved on date 

404 permit from U.S. Army Corps of Engineers    
Copy of permit provided to Caltrans 

on date   Permit approved on date 

401 permit from the Regional Water Quality Control Board    
Copy of permit provided to Caltrans 

on date   Permit approved on date 
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