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3. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of 
the CWA, through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption or other means. 

4. Have a substantial interference with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species, their wildlife corridors or nursery sites. 

5. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources. 

6. Conflict with an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan 
or other approved local, regional or State habitat conservation plan. 

 
 
D. Impact Discussion 

1. Project Impacts 
This section describes the potential impacts that could occur to biological resources as a result of 
the project on the site.  For the following analysis, the General Plan was reviewed.  
 
1. Substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on a plant or animal 

population, or essential habitat, defined as a candidate, sensitive or special-status species. 
The existing landscaping and ruderal grasslands provide habitat for a number of wildlife species 
common in urban and grassland habitat.  Common wildlife species such as these are abundant 
throughout California and therefore are not afforded protection by federal, State or local resource 
agencies.  However, there remains a remote potential for occasional foraging and possibly nesting 
by a number of special-status raptor species, as discussed below.   
 
Common wildlife would most likely be wary of construction activities during future grading, and 
are not likely to remain on-site or in the immediate vicinity.  Some common wildlife may be tem-
porarily displaced and have to compete with existing populations in adjoining areas for resources.  
However, following construction some of these species would return and occupy the developed 
site.  Although some individuals of common wildlife species may be inadvertently killed during 
construction, development-related impacts are not likely to cause substantial adverse affects to 
common wildlife populations.  For these reasons, the loss of common wildlife habitat associated 
with implementation of the proposed project would not be considered a significant impact. 
 
The proposed project would remove the existing vegetative cover from the site, including non-
native plants associated with the ruderal annual grasslands of the proposed project site and any re-
maining landscape trees and shrubs.  As indicated in the Tree Report,11 all 99 of the trees on the site 

                                                         
11 Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc., 2004, Tree Report for Sycamore Row/East Washington Place, Peta-

luma, California, prepared for Pulte homes, November 1. 
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would have been removed to accommodate proposed development.  No native trees indigenous to 
the Petaluma area would be removed as part of the project.  The Landscape Plan for the project 
indicates that a variety of primarily ornamental trees would be planted along street frontages, in the 
parking lots, and around the mixed-use development, which should provide for more than a 2:1 
replacement for the trees to be removed.  Because the landscape trees are not regulated by City or-
dinance and the site is dominated by non-native plant species, the loss of existing vegetative cover is 
not considered significant.   
 
Due to the extent of past development and grading, no special-status plant species are believed to 
occur on the site, and no impact is anticipated.  Based on the findings in the Biological Resources 
Analysis, supplemental surveys are considered necessary to confirm the absence of such species. 
 
Suitable habitat for most special-status animal species does not occur on the site and no adverse im-
pacts are anticipated.  There is a remote potential that one or more special-status bird species may 
occasionally forage in the remaining ruderal grasslands of the site and could establish nests in the 
future before construction proceeds.  The loss of the existing low-quality foraging habitat is gener-
ally not considered a significant impact given the limited value, extent of surrounding development, 
and available habitat in other locations.  This includes the loss of potential foraging habitat for 
white-tailed kite, red-shouldered hawk, and other raptors.  Destruction of a nest in active use would 
be a violation of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and would be a potentially significant impact.   
 
2. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community 

type, such as native grasslands. 
No sensitive natural communities, such as riparian habitat, freshwater marsh, or remnant native 
grasslands, occur on the site.  The remaining vegetative cover is composed of ornamental landscap-
ing and non-native ruderal grasslands.  Even the seasonal wetlands are dominated by non-native 
ruderal species.  No impact on sensitive natural communities is anticipated. 
 
3. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of 

the CWA, through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption or other means. 
Proposed improvements would eliminate the 0.09-acre of Corps regulated waters and the 0.23-acre 
of seasonal wetlands.  Although this is a relatively small area of affected waters, dominated by non-
native species, any loss of jurisdictional wetlands is considered significant because of the incremental 
loss.   
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4. Have a substantial interference with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species, their wildlife corridors or nursery sites. 

Since the site is surrounded by urban uses and has been developed in the past for urban uses, it does 
not act as a corridor for wildlife movement nor as a nursery site.  Therefore, the proposed project 
would have no impact on wildlife movement or a known nursery site. 
 
5. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources. 
The proposed project would be located in an area where sensitive biological and wetland resources 
are generally absent, and would therefore not conflict with any local policies or ordinances related 
to protection of sensitive resources.  In addition, mitigation measures identified at the end of this 
section to address the potential loss of raptor nests and to replace any jurisdictional waters affected 
by development would address the loss of any sensitive resources on the site.  The new tree plant-
ings proposed as part of the Landscape Plan would serve to replace existing trees on the site.  There-
fore, no impact would occur in relation to conformance with local plans and policies.  
 
6. Conflict with an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan 

or other approved local, regional or State habitat conservation plan. 
The proposed project would not conflict with any adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved conservation plan.  No such conservation plans 
have been adopted encompassing the project site, and no impact is therefore anticipated. 
 
2. Cumulative Impacts  
A list-based approach has been used for this cumulative analysis.  The analysis considers the devel-
opment projects listed in Appendix E (Cumulative Projects) and whether this project would have 
significant cumulative impacts on biological resources in combination with the  cumulative pro-
jects.  
 
Implementation of the proposed project would result in potentially significant impacts to biological 
resources, including tree nesting raptors and jurisdictional wetlands.  Other cumulative projects, as 
listed in Appendix E, could have similar impacts to such resources, thereby possibly contributing to 
significant cumulative impacts.  However, as discussed below, the identified mitigation measures 
would reduce the impacts occurring under this project to a less-than-significant level.  Development 
of the proposed project would contribute to an incremental loss of ruderal, non-native grassland in 
the central Petaluma area, which currently provides habitat for common plant and animal species.  
However, due to the extent of development in the surrounding area, dominance of the site by non-
native plant species, and the relatively low wildlife habitat values of the site, the contribution of the 
proposed project to cumulative impacts is not considered substantial.  In addition, the low-quality 
wetlands and the ornamental tree plantings would be replaced.  As a result, the project would result 
in a less-than-significant contribution to a cumulative impact on biological resources. 
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E. Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact BIO-1:  Proposed development could result in the direct loss or temporary, construction-
period disturbance to tree nesting raptors if new nests are established in the future in advance of 
construction.  This would be considered a significant impact. 
 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1:  Adequate measures should be taken to avoid inadvertent take of 
raptor nests in active use.  This should be accomplished by taking the following steps.   

♦ If construction is proposed during the nesting season (March – August), a focused survey for 
nesting raptors and other migratory birds should be conducted by a qualified biologist 
within 30 days prior to the onset of construction, in order to identify any active nests on 
the proposed project site and within 300 feet of proposed construction, not just trees slated 
for removal. 

♦ If no active nests are identified during the survey period, or if development is initiated dur-
ing the non-breeding season (September – February), tree removal, grading and construction 
may proceed. 

♦ If raptors nests are found, an adequate setback should be established around the nest loca-
tion and construction activities restricted within this no-disturbance zone until the qualified 
biologist has confirmed that any young birds have fledged and are able to function outside 
the nest location.  Required setback distances for the no-disturbance zone should be based 
on input received from the CDFG and/or USFWS following the focused surveys, but prior 
to demolition/construction, and may vary depending on species and sensitivity to distur-
bance.  The no-disturbance zone should be fenced with temporary chain link fencing. 

♦ A report of findings should be prepared by the qualified biologist and submitted to the City 
for review and approval prior to initiation of grading and demolition/construction during 
the nesting season (March – August).  The report should either confirm the absence of any 
active nests or should confirm that any young within a designated no-disturbance zone have 
successfully fledged and demolition/construction can proceed. 

 
Significance After Mitigation:  Less than significant. 

 
Impact BIO-2:  Proposed development would eliminate 0.09 acres of Corps regulated waters and 
the 0.23 acres of seasonal wetland.  This would be considered a significant impact. 
 

Mitigation Measure BIO-2:  Adequate measures should be taken to mitigate the loss of jurisdic-
tional waters.  An application should be submitted to the Corps and RWQCB and necessary 



C I T Y  O F  P E T A L U M A  

E A S T  W A S H I N G T O N  P L A C E  E I R  
B I O L O G I C A L  R E S O U R C E S  

4.4-16 

 
 

authorizations obtained under the CWA and any other applicable federal and State regulations 
prior to issuance of a grading permit.  Any jurisdictional waters that are lost or disturbed 
should be mitigated on a “no-net-loss” basis in accordance with the Corps mitigation guide-
lines, either through on-site or off-site replacement or through participation in purchase of 
mitigation credits from an approved mitigation bank at a minimum 1:1 ratio or as otherwise 
required by the Corps and RWQCB.   
 
If on-site or off-site wetland habitat creation is proposed, than a detailed wetland mitigation 
and monitoring plan should be prepared by a qualified wetland specialist and submitted to the 
Corps and the RWQCB as part of the Section 404 permit application and the Section 401 Wa-
ter Quality Certification.  Any habitat creation, restoration, and/or enhancement should spec-
ify performance criteria, maintenance and long-term management responsibilities, monitoring 
requirements, and contingency measures, and should provide a minimum five years of mainte-
nance and monitoring. 

 
Significance After Mitigation:  Less than significant. 
 
 

 




