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MITIGATION MEASURES 

 Yes No 

Mitigation measures have been proposed in project application. X  

Other mitigation measures are needed.  X 

The following measures are included in the project plans or proposals pursuant to Section 
15070(b)(1) of the State CEQA Guidelines: 
Mitigation Measure 1:  The applicant shall submit a plan to the Planning and Building 
Department prior to the issuance of any grading “hard card” that, at a minimum, includes the 
“Basic Construction Mitigations Measures” as listed in Table 8-2 of the BAAQMD CEQA 
Guidelines (May 2017).  These measures shall be implemented prior to beginning any ground 
disturbance and shall be maintained for the duration of the project activities: 
 
a. All exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas, soil piles, graded areas, and 

unpaved access road) shall be watered two times per day. 
 
b. All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material off-site shall be covered. 
 
c. All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent paved roads shall be removed using wet power 

vacuum street sweepers at least once per day.  The use of dry power sweeping is 
prohibited. 

 
d. All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 mph. 
 
e. Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment or vehicles off when not in use 

or reducing the maximum idling time to 5 minutes (as required by the California Airborne 
Toxics Control Measure Title 13, Section 2485 of California Code of Regulations [CCR]).  
Clear signage shall be provided for construction workers at all access points. 

 
f. All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance with 

manufacturer’s specifications.  All equipment shall be checked by a certified mechanic and 
determined to be running in proper condition prior to operation. 

 
g. Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number and person to contact at the County 

regarding dust complaints.  This person shall respond and take corrective action within 48 
hours.  The Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s phone number shall also be visible 
to ensure compliance with applicable regulations. 

 
Mitigation Measure 2:  A California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) approved qualified 
biologist shall conduct a preconstruction survey prior to any work in the spring, pond, or drainage 
areas, no longer than 48 hours in advance of the start of work.  If work is delayed after the 
inspection, or if work moves to a new area, an additional pre-construction survey is required.  
Resumes of biologist and biological monitors shall be provided to CDFW for review and approval 
well in advance of project work. 
 
Mitigation Measure 3:  Prior to any project or construction activities, the biological monitor or 
qualified biologist shall conduct and education session on species that may be present at the 
project work site.  The training shall include basic identification of the species, their basic habits, 
where they could be encountered in the work area, and procedures to follow if they are 
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encountered.  Any personnel joining the work crew later shall receive the same training before 
beginning work. 
 
Mitigation Measure 4:  In order to prevent noise impacts to nesting long-eared owls, heavy 
equipment used should be timed outside of the nesting season.  If grading occurs during the 
nesting season of raptors and migratory birds, a focused survey for active nests must be 
completed by a CDFW approved/qualified biologist within 15 days prior to the beginning of the 
project-related activities.  Surveys will be conducted in all suitable habitat located at the project 
work site, in staging and storage areas, and within 1,000 feet of the project work site.  If project 
work is halted for 15 days or more, a new survey is required.  The nesting season is February 1 to 
September 15. 
 
Mitigation Measure 5:  If active nests are found, the qualified biologist shall confer with CDFW 
regarding the appropriate action to comply with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.  The project may be 
delayed, or a buffer may be established around the nest.  The results depend on the location of 
the nest relative to project activities, and what project activities are planned. 
 
Mitigation Measure 6:  Upland habitat for special status species shall be protected during 
construction activities.  Staging areas should be established in areas already impacted by grading, 
and not in vegetated areas.  The upper, seasonal pond near the worksite should be protected 
from disturbance or modification because it provides habitat for special-status species. 
 
Mitigation Measure 7:  Wildlife exclusion fencing should be installed around the perimeter of the 
pond construction area during grading activities and should be regularly inspected by a biological 
monitor.  If any trenches or holes are dug, they should be covered at the end of each day, 
inspected for trapped wildlife each morning, and the length of time that they are open should be 
minimized.  If trapped wildlife is discovered, the wildlife should be removed by the CDFW-
approved biological monitor. 
 
Mitigation Measure 8:  Construction debris should immediately be placed in a truck or bin for 
removal off site, rather than piled on the ground.  Piles may attract reptiles and amphibians that 
could then be disturbed or injured when the material is later collected.  Following cabin removal, 
disturbed soil shall be stabilized as needed and native plants installed. 
 
Mitigation Measure 9:  It is recommended that the material on the slope failure be left in place 
and that no action be taken to remove it.  Removal would cause more disturbance of the 
embankment and could result in adverse impacts to the creek caused by debris and soil falling 
into the creek channel and affecting creek flows.  In addition, the debris may now provide habitat 
for roosting bats, reptiles, and birds.  Removal of the debris may negatively impact wildlife. 
 
Mitigation Measure 10:  Standard Best Management Practices for erosion control and 
stormwater pollution prevention shall be employed during and after construction to protect water 
quality onsite and downstream.  Stormwater management and water quality protection measures 
may include the use of straw wattles to catch sediment, covering stockpiles during rain events, 
covering exposed slopes with jute netting, and reseeding/planted graded areas.  The erosion 
control, slope protection, or other water quality protection measures shall not include 
plastic/synthetic netting because it ensnares amphibians and reptiles and could impact special-
status species. 
 
Mitigation Measure 11:  All new plantings/seeds should be comprised of native species known to 
occur in the surrounding natural habitat.  No plants listed by the California Invasive Plant Council 
shall be included in the revegetation specifications.  Revegetated areas should be monitored for 
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revegetation success and kept free of non-native invasive weed species until the native vegetation 
has grown in and become dominant. 
 
Mitigation Measure 12:  Any native trees removed for the project shall be replaced at a 6:1 ratio 
for oaks, a 3:1 ratio for other native trees, and a 1:1 ratio for non-native species.  All replacement 
trees shall be native species found to occur in the adjacent forested areas.  The bay laurel that is 
planned to be removed should be replaced by 3 native 15-gallon trees.  The trees need to be 
watered the first year to ensure establishment, and monitored for survival for five years.  Trees 
that die shall be replaced. 
 
Mitigation Measure 13:  In the event that prehistoric traces (human remains, artifacts, 
concentrations of shell/bone/rock/ash, etc.) are encountered, all construction activities within a 
fifty-meter radius of the find should be stopped, the County Planning Department notified, and an 
archaeologist retained to examine the find and make appropriate recommendations.  All 
contractors and sub-contractors shall be made aware of these requirements and shall adhere to 
all applicable laws including State Cultural Preservation laws. 
 
Mitigation Measure 14:  In the event that human skeletal remains are encountered, all work at 
the immediate location of the find must temporarily stop.  Public Resource Code 5097 and local 
Health and Safety codes establish a procedure for notifying the County Coroner’s Office and 
possibly the State Native American heritage Commission to seek recommendations from a Most 
Likely Descendant (Tribal Contact) before any further action at the location of the find can 
proceed.  All contractors and sub-contractors shall be made aware of these requirements and 
shall adhere to all applicable laws including State Cultural Preservation laws. 
 
Mitigation Measure 15:  Prior to commencement of the project, the applicant shall submit to the 
Planning Department for review and approval an erosion and drainage control plan that shows 
how the transport and discharge of soil and pollutants from and within the project site shall be 
minimized.  The plan shall be designed to minimize potential sources of sediment, control the 
amount of runoff and its ability to carry sediment by diverting incoming flows and impeding 
internally generated flows, and retain sediment that is picked up on the project site through the 
use of sediment-capturing devices.  The plan shall also limit application, generation, and migration 
of toxic substances, ensure the proper storage and disposal of toxic materials, and apply nutrients 
at rates necessary to establish and maintain vegetation without causing significant nutrient runoff 
to surface waters.  Said plan shall adhere to the San Mateo County Wide Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Program “General Construction and Site Supervision Guidelines,” including: 
 
a. Sequence construction to install sediment-capturing devices first, followed by runoff control 

measures and runoff conveyances.  No construction activities shall begin until after all 
proposed measures are in place. 

 
b. Minimize the area of bare soil exposed at one time (phased grading). 
 
c. Clear only areas essential for project activities. 
 
d. Within five days of clearing or inactivity, stabilize bare soils through either non-vegetative 

BMPs, such as mulching, or vegetative erosion control methods such as seeding.  
Vegetative erosion control shall be established within two weeks of seeding/planting. 

 
e. Project site entrances shall be stabilized immediately after grading and frequently 

maintained to prevent erosion and control dust. 
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f. Control wind-born dust through the installation of wind barriers such as hay bales and/or 
sprinkling. 

 
g. Soil and/or other construction-related material stockpiled on-site shall be placed a minimum 

of 200 feet from all wetlands and drain courses.  Stockpiled soils shall be covered with tarps 
at all times of the year. 

 
h. Intercept runoff above disturbed slopes and convey it to a permanent channel or storm 

drains by using earth dikes, perimeter dikes or swales, or diversions.  Use check dams 
where appropriate. 

 
i. Provide protection for runoff conveyance outlets by reducing flow velocity and dissipating 

flow energy. 
 
j. Install storm drain inlet protection that traps sediment before it enters any adjacent storm 

sewer systems.  This barrier shall consist of filter fabric, straw bales, gravel, or sand bags. 
 
k. Install sediment traps/basins at outlets of diversions, channels, slope drains, or other runoff 

conveyances that discharge sediment-laden water.  Sediment traps/ basins shall be cleaned 
out when 50% full (by volume). 

 
l. Use silt fence and/or vegetated filter strips to trap sediment contained in sheet flow.  The 

maximum drainage area to the fence should be 0.5-acre or less per 100 feet of fence.  Silt 
fences shall be inspected regularly and sediment removed when it reaches 1/3 the fence 
height.  Vegetated filter strips should have relatively flat slopes and be vegetated with 
erosion-resistant species. 

 
m. Utilize coir fabric/netting on sloped graded areas to provide a reduction in water velocity, 

erosive areas, habitat protection, and topsoil stabilization. 
 
n. Throughout the construction period, the applicant shall conduct regular inspections of the 

condition and operational status of all structural BMPs required by the approved Erosion 
Control Plan. 

 
Mitigation Measure 16:  The applicant shall implement the following basic construction measures 
at all times: 
 
a. Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or reducing 

the maximum idling time to 5 minutes (as required by the California Airborne Toxic Control 
Measure Title13, Section 2485 of California Code of Regulations [CCR]).  Clear signage 
shall be provided for construction workers at all access points. 

 
b. All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance with 

manufacturer’s specifications.  All equipment shall be checked by a certified visible 
emissions evaluator. 

 
c. Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number and person to contact at the lead 

agency regarding dust complaints.  This person, or his/her designee, shall respond and take 
corrective action within 48 hours.  The Air District’s phone number shall also be visible to 
ensure compliance with applicable regulations. 

 



DETERMINATION (to be completed by the Lead Agency) . 

On the basis of this initial evaluation : 

I find the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and 
a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared by the Planning Department. 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environ­
ment, there WILL NOT be a significant effect in this case because of the mitigation 
measures in the discussion have been included as part of the proposed project. A 

X MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

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

Date 

ATTACHMENTS: 

Site Plan 

Project Plans 

Biological Resources Evaluation 
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Planner Ill 
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Summary of Biological Findings 

• The study area contains suitable habitat for five special-status animals: California red­
legged frog (Rana draytonii, federal Threatened, state Species of Special Concern), 
foothill yellow-legged frog (Rana boy/ii, state Species of Special Concern), San 
Francisco garter snake (Thamnophis sirtalis tetrataenia, state and federal 
Endangered, state Fully Protected species), long-eared owl (Asio otus, California 
species of special concern), and western pond turtle (Actinemys marmorata, 
California species of special concern). Measures are recommended to avoid impacts 
to these species. 

• Drainages on site flow to Woodruff Creek, a tributary to La Honda Creek, which is a 
tributary to San Gregorio Creek. Steelhead ( Oncorhynchus mykiss, federal 
Threatened) and coho salmon ( Oncorhynchus kisutch, federal Endangered) are known 
to occur in San Gregorio Creek (NOAA 2010). Protection of water quality, including 
management of sediment and pollutants, is necessary to protect these federally listed 
species. 

• The study area supports habitat for three special-status plants: western leatherwood 
(Dirca occidentalis), Dudley's lousewort (Pedicularis dudleyi), and white-flowered 
rein orchid (Piperia candida). None of the project activities currently proposed are 
expected to impact these species. If the project changes and requires removal of 
native vegetation, it is recommended that rare plant surveys be done at the appropriate 
time of year to detect the plants, and that their removal be avoided. 

• The study area contains water bodies that fall within the jurisdiction of the state and 
federal govenunents including the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USA CE), 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife (CDFW). The project site is within designated Critical Habitat for 

_California red-legged frog. 

• An evaluation of potential impacts and reconrn1ended measures to avoid significant 
impacts to biological resources is provide in Chapter 5. 
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Chapter 1 Introduction 

1.1 Introduction 

This report describes the biological resources within an approximately 5-acre study area 
that is a portion of a 39-acre parcel located at 70 Langley Hill Road in San Mateo 
County, California. The property is regulated by San Mateo County (County). The 
landowner unde,took several unpem1itted modifications around an existing pond at the 
property in 2012/2013. County inspection of these modifications resulted in 
implementation of mandatory erosion control measures and a requirement for a biological 
report. Moving fon:vard, the property owner wishes to address red-tag items identified by 
the County to remedy their violation. The biological report is required to describe the 
biological resources within the study area, applicable regulatory pennits, and future 
avoidance and mitigation measures to implement during actions taken to remedy red-tag 
items. The actions are listed in section l .4 and discussed fmther in Chapter 5. 

1.2 Environmental Setting 

Location and Surrounding Land Uses 

The study area is located on a privately-owned property in the Santa Crnz Mountains on 
the west side of Skyline Boulevard in San Mateo County (Figure 1). The property is 
accessed by a dirt road and is primarily undeveloped. The property is 39 acres in size and 
ranges in elevation from 980 to 1,420 feet (Figure 2). A di1t access road winds through 
the property descending toward the property's northern boundary and the study area 
which contains a pond, three tent cabins, a composting toilet, and a gravel pad. Several 
side roads intersect the main access road. Various foot trails cross the property as well. 

The property is heavily wooded and supports numerous drainages and springs as well as 
two ponds. Woodruff Creek, a perennial stream that drains to San Gregorio Creek, is 
located adjacent to the property's northern boundary. The steep south creek bank of 
Woodruff Creek is within the property boundary, and the project is at least l 00 feet 
higher than the creek. Surrounding parcels are similar: primarily forested and with 
limited development. There are a few residences and a vineyard/winery (Clos de la Tech) 
in the area. 

Study Area 

The property owner developed an approximately 2-acre area to create a private 
retreat/campground at the north end of the property (Figure 2 and Figure 3). The existing 
access road extends over a concrete strncture and piped spring to a large dirt pad 
(approximately 8,000 square feet) covered in gravel. The artificial pond was built by a 
previous property owner by excavating soil, building an earthen berm and capturing the 
flows of adjacent springs. The parcel contains numerous springs, and the pond is filled by 
both a spring that naturally flows into it and a spring that is diverted into the pond (Figure 
3). The spring flow is piped through the concrete structure in a 12-inch polyethylene pipe. 
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The water from these springs is captured in the pond until the depth is such that the water 
overflows into pipes that convey the water to a tributary to Woodruff Creek (see 
discussion of Drainage B in the next paragraph). Three tent cabins with wooden decks on 
raised footings are located adjacent to the pond. A composting toilet was installed at the 
edge of the pad and at the top of bank of a tributary to Woodruff Creek (Drainage A, 
Figure 3). A foot bridge was going to be built across Drainage A, and bridge footings 
were installed, but the bridge was not built. The owner had installed the footings and 
beams for a deck adjacent to the pond when the County issued a stop-work order. The 
tent cabins, toilet, bridge footings, and partial deck are the facilities that have been 
recently constructed. In addition, the property owner graded earthen benches in the bank 
of the pond for a multi-level deck not yet installed. Photos of the study area are provided 
in Appendix A. 

The pond is fed by a spring that has been piped and diverted into the pond and a spring 
that flows into the pond from the southeast (Charles Hartsog Soils Report 2013). The 
pond is approximately 11,000 square feet in size. There are three four-inch vertical pipes 
in the pond for pond overflow. Water overflovvs into these pipes and discharges at the toe 
of the berm face, eventually flowing into Woodruff Creek through a tributary drainage 
(Figure 3, referred to as Drainage B in this report). The pond holds water year-round. 

There is a segment of earthen road that connects the entrance road to another earthen road 
on the west side of the pond that leads down along Drainage B. This short segment of 
road is directly adjacent to the pond, is not used as a road, and is redundant with a road 
behind the tent cabins so it is not required for access (Figure 3). 

Drainage A (Figure 3) drains surface water and ,Nater from a spring. The composting 
toilet is located at the top of this tributary's west bank at the eastern end of the dirt pad. 
The toilet contains all waste within a buried container and does not leach into the soil. As 
noted above, the property owner had begun to build a bridge over Drainage A. Cement 
footings are located at the top of bank on either side of the drainage. Some soil 
disturbance has occurred on the t:v.•o banks and the County required erosion control 
measures here (described below). 

A large amount of woody material primarily from downed trees had been collected and 
piled behind the tent cabins and at the edge of the property. This pile was at the top of a 
steep ravine that is also the south bank of Woodruff Creek. The significant weight of the 
wood caused the embankment to collapse into the ravine, although it appears that little, if 
any, material fell into the creek. The collapse mimicked a natural slope failure which 
provides habitat for early colonizing plant species and small wildlife species including 
insects, reptiles, amphibians and mammals. 

Numerous springs and drainages occur on the 39-acre property. In addition to the 
artificial pond, the property contains a second, seasonal pond located above the study 
area (Figure 2 and Photo 13). As the entire property is sloped toward Woodruff Creek, 
drainages on site flow to the creek and therefore are assumed to be waters of the U.S. and 
of the State of California and under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
and the California Water Resources Control Board/Regional Water Quality Control 
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Board. Woodruff Creek is a tributary to La Honda Creek which drains to San Gregorio 
Creek. San Gregorio Creek flows 12 miles southwest through steep and forested canyons 
until it meets the Pacific Ocean at San Gregorio State Beach near San Gregorio. The 
National Marine Fisheries Service has identified San Gregorio Creek a Coho salmon 
( On.corhynchus kisutch, federal Endangered) and steelhead ( Oncorhynchus my kiss, 
federal Threatened) stream, and both species are assumed present in San Gregorio Creek 
(NOAA 2010). La Honda Creek, located in the La Honda Creek watershed to the north of 
the San Grego1io watershed is known to suppo1t steelhead as well as suitable habitat for 
Coho salmon. It is not known if these species occur in Woodruff Creek. 

The County, upon discovery of the unpermitted work on the property in 2013, ordered a 
stop work and required the installation of erosion control measures. The following 
erosion control measures were installed, and a re-inspection of these measures was done 
in late 2015 and again in May 2016: 

• Gravel laid over the entire dirt pad; 

• Jute netting and strav,, wattles installed below the bridge pads at Drainage A; 

• Jute netting and straw wattles installed over the earthen benches and along the 
entire slope between the pond and pad (east and north sides of pond); 

• Jute netting and straw wattles installed over the berm face down to the toe; and, 

• Sterile grass seed spread over bare ground areas at the berm face down to the toe. 

1.3 Purpose and Need 

The County requested an analysis of the potential biological impacts and permit 
requirements for actions proposed to remedy the red-tagged items. The Applicant 
consulted MIGITRA biologists regarding the biological resources at the site to infonn the 
restoration design. This report assesses the potential impacts of the currently proposed 
actions, and identifies the Avoidance and Minimization Measures (AMMs) required to 
prevent significant impacts. 

1.4 Project Description 

The owner plans to proceed with actions that will remove the red-tag items that currently 
violate County code and/or regulations, including the following, as summarized in a letter 
provided by JF Consulting Geotechnical Services (dated July 27 2016): 

MIGITRA 

• Cut the footbridge footing bolts flush with the footings and hand grade around the 
footings to bury them and restore a natural condition; 

• Remove the silt fencing downslope of the footbridge footings; 

• Remove the deck footings/beams at the edge of the pond; 

• Regrade the north and east banks of the pond to a 3: 1 slope where steep terraces 
are currently present in order to stabilize the slope (this requires spring diversion, 
draining the pond and the removal of one native bay tree); 
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• Remove the gravel pad within ten feet of the pond and spring and 25 feet of the 
top of slope adjacent to Drainage A, decompact, and revegetate these areas; 

• Remove the concrete wall adj a cent to the pond and restore the area to a 3: 1 slope 
(requires spring diversion and draining the pond); 

• Remove the tent cabins and footings; 

• Inspect the drainage structures and the base of the existing berm (this requires 
spring diversion and draining the pond); 

• Construct a new berm adjacent to the outward side of the existing berm on the 
west side of the pond; and 

• Decompact the dirt road bordering the south side of the pond and revegetate with 
native species. 

The wood debris pile on the embankment described in Section l .2 will be left in place, 
and not moved, per recommendations in the prior biological report. The impacts and 
AMMs to minimize the impacts for these activities are discussed in Chapter 5. 

MIGITRA 
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Chapter 2 Methodology 

2.J Database Searches and Literature Review 

MIGITRA reviewed the information listed below to determine what special-status species 
are documented to occur in the project region and that may occur within the study area. 

• A records search of CDFW's California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) for 
the Mindego and La Honda USGS 7.5-minute quadrangles (CNDDB 2016); 

• CNPS 8th update of the Online inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of 
Calfornia (CNPS 2015); and, 

,-._ • USFWS California Natural Diversity Database (IPaC) resource list for the project 

,...,___ 

~ 

area (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2016). 

2.2 Field Survey 

A survey of the study area was conducted by Autumn Meisel, Senior Biologist, and Sarah 
Daniels, Biologist and GIS Specialist, of MIGITRA Environmental Sciences on October 
8, 2013. The site was surveyed on foot from approximately 12:15 PM to 2:30 PM. A 
reconnaissance-level survey was conducted of the biological study area, and habitats, 
plants and wildlife present were noted. 

During the site visit, study area features were noted by MIGITRA staff using a GPS unit 
accurate to approximately 5 meters. Precise location of project features and topography 
of the study area were delineated in CAD by the project geologist (Hartsog), and these 
data were supplied to MIGITRA. 

A second site visit was conducted on October l 7, 2013 by Autumn Meisel and Tay 
Peterson, MIGITRA Senior Project Manager. The purpose of the second site visit was to 
review potential permitting scenarios with respect to impacts to Waters of the U.S. and 
state. 

A site meeting with CDFW Environmental Scientist Suzanne DeLeon was held in 
November 2015 to discuss the project and to ask for recommendations from CDFW on 
how to proceed with the removal of red tag items and restoration of the site. 
Conversations with CDFW are ongoing, and this report was finalized during agency 
consultation in order to provide the County with information on biological resources on 
site. 

MIG ITRA 
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Chapter 3 Results 

This section describes vegetation communities present on site, common wildlife 
expected, special-status species present or potentially present on site, and regulated 
waters. Photos of the study area are provided in Appendix A. 

3.1 Vegetation 

The site supports primarily mixed evergreen forest. Dominant tree species include 
Douglas fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii), California bay ( Umbellularia californica), coast 
live oak (Quercus agrifolia), and big leaf maple (Acer macrophyllum). Other woody 
species observed to a lesser extent include tan oak (Notholithocarpus densiflorus), white 
alder (A/nus rhombtfolia), California buckeye (Aesculus californica), and toyon 
(Heteromeles arbut(folia). The ground water is high and many springs are present on the 
property. Thus vegetation found along the drainages does not differ greatly from that 
found elsewhere in the study area. The understory is dominated by thimbleberry (Rubus 
parviflorus), stinging nettle (Urtica dioica), Himalayan blackberry (Rubus armeniacus), 
poison oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum), and a variety of ferns. 

3.2 Riparian Habitat 

Riparian vegetation requires or tolerates soil moisture levels in excess of that available in 
adjacent terrestrial areas, and is typically associated with the banks, edges, and or 
terrestrial limits of freshwater bodies and watercourses. Typically, riparian vegetation can 
be distinguished from adjacent upland vegetation as it fonm a visually distinct and 
structurally separate linear plant assemblage. Freshwater bodies and watercourses do not 
always support riparian vegetation. 

Several drainages within the study area convey water to Woodruff Creek. Vegetation 
found along these corridors is dominated by thimbleberry, nettle, fems, and Himalayan 
blackberry and thus is similar to that found tlu·oughout the study area. The study area 
does not support a riparian vegetation community that is distinct from the assemblage of 
upland plants. 

3.3 Wildlife 

The study area is primarily forested and provides habitat for a variety of common birds, 
insects, reptiles, and amphibians. Numerous species of passerine birds common in the 
region may forage or nest in slu·ubs and trees on site. The study area does not support 
habitat for federally threatened and state endangered marbled murrelet (Brachyramphus 
marmoratus) as it is located too far from the ocean and does not support old growth 
redwoods. 

Several mammals such as coyote (Canis latrans), mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus), and 
northern raccoon (Procyon lotor) may also forage or move through the site. No houses of 
the San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat (Neotomafuscipes annectens), a state species of 
special concern, were observed within the study area during any of the site visits. Snakes 
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and amphibians such as Santa Cruz garter snake (Thamnophis atratus atratus), Pacific 
treefrog (Pseudacris regilla), slender salamander (Batrachoseps attenuatus) and arboreal 
salamander (Aneides lugubris) may occur on site. Bats such as hoary bat (Lasiurus 
cinereus) and little brown myotis (Afyotis luctfugus) may roost within trees on site as the 
presence of a year round water source within the pond is an attraction for roosting bats. 

It is unknown if any fish species have been planted within the pond. During the site visit 
in November 2015 a small splash was heard in the middle of the pond that was consistent 
with a fish and not an amphibian. However, the water is murky and no fish could be 
observed from the edge of the pond. 

3.4 Special-Status Species 

Special-status species are plants and animals that are legally protected under the ESA, 
CESA, or other such regulations, as well as species considered sufficiently rare by the 
scientific community to qualify for such listing. For the purposes of this report, special­
status species comprise species in one or more of the categories listed below. 

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

• Species that are candidates for possible future listing as threatened or endangered 
under the ESA (73 Federal Register [FR] 75176). 

• Species listed or proposed for listing by the state of California as threatened or 
endangered under CESA (14 CCR 670.5). 

• Species that meet the definitions of rare or endangered under CEQA (State CEQA 
Guidelines, Section 15380). 

• Plants listed as rare under the California Native Plant Protection Act (California 
Fish and Game Code, Section 1900 et seq.). 

• Plants considered by CN PS to be "rare, threatened, or endangered in California" 
(Lists 1 B and 2). 

• Animal species listed as of special concern by CDFW. 

• Animals fully protected in California (California Fish and Game Code, Section 
3511 [birds], 4700 [mammals], and 5050 [amphibians and reptiles]). 

3.4.1 Animals 

Based on a review of the CNDDB, IPaC, and the preparer' s knowledge of sensitive 
species, five special-status wildlife species (California red-legged frog, foothill yellow­
legged frog, San Francisco garter snake, long-eared owl and western pond turtle) were 
identified as having the potential to occur in the study area. Two more fish species, 
steelhead and coho salmon, were detennined to have potential to occur downstream of 
the study area in waters hydrologically connected to the site. This detennination is based 
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on the presence of suitable habitat or the location of the study area within the species' 
known range. Each of these species is discussed b elow. 

3.4.1.1 California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii, State Species of Special 
Concern and Federal Threatened) 

California red-legged frog (CRF) breeds in slow-moving or still water, preferably ponds, 
pools and marshes that support vegetation such as cattail, bulrush and willows. This 
species often breeds in man-made pools such as stock ponds. During the non-breeding 
season, it may use a variety of aquatic habitats including streams, springs, springs and 
water traps. However, the species is not restricted to aquatic habitats. It will use upland 
areas, especially during the winter months when it is wet, sometimes for weeks or months 
at a time . Red-legged frog is capable of moving long dis tances overland when conditions 
are appropriate. It w ill also seek shelter in moist areas such as leaf litter or mammal 
burrows when waters recede. 

CRF oviposits its eggs in ponds and pools in slow-moving creeks during the winter and 
early spring. Tadpo.les batch after one to two weeks and transform into frogs after four to 
seven months. Young frogs do not mature into breeding adults for three to four years. 
Tadpoles are thought to feed on algae, whi le adults feed on insects and small vertebrates. 
CRF is vulnerable to predators during its aquatic development and thus it is usually 
absent from suitable habitat that contains introduced aquatic predators such as bullfrogs 
and various fish. It also requires adequate cover in the fom1 of deep pools and/or 
emergent vegetation. CRF is adapted to seasonal ponds that dry in late summer/early fall. 
These ponds typically dry slowly, allowing any young of the year to complete 
metamorphosis and leave the pond for upland cover. Ponds that dry seasonally generally 
do not support bullfrogs, which require perennial water to persist. 

There are numerous records of CRF in the vicinity of the study area (CNDDB 2016). The 
nearest location is approximately 1.5 miles to the southeast in a pond on the Russian 
Ridge Open Space Preserve, 0.25 mile northwest of Mindego Lake. There are no records 
in the CNDDB of CRF having been recorded in Woodruff Creek. 

The pond within the study area may provide breeding habitat for CRF, however the lack 
of cover or emergent vegetation and the potential for fish or bullfrogs to be present 
reduce the habitat quality for breeding. California red-legged frog may forage and 
disperse through the drainages on site, and may breed in the vegetated ponds located in 
close proximity to the study area. The project site is within Critical Habitat (SNM-2) for 
CRF. 

3.4.1.2 Foothill yellow-legged frog (Rana boy/ii, State Species of Special Concern) 

Foothill yellow-legged frogs (FYF) are found near rocky streams in a variety of habitats, 
including valley-foothill riparian, mixed conifer, coastal scrub, chaparral, and wet 
meadow types. Within these habitats, the FYF requires shallow, flowing water in sm all to 
moderate-sized streams containing some cobble-sized or larger substrate. The 
microhabitat provided by the cobble substrate is utilized for ovipositing eggs and as a 
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significant refuge for lanrae and post metamorphosis frogs. Like CRF, because FYF are 
vulnerable to predators during their aquatic development, they ai-e usually absent from 
suitable habitat that contains introduced aquatic predators such as bullfrogs and vai-ious 
fish. 

Between late March and early June, FYF oviposit egg masses on the downstream side of 
cobbles and boulders in slow moving water. It is speculated that FYF take two years from 
egg laying to reach adult size. The adult diet consists of aquatic and tenestJ.-ial insects. 
Significant seasonal movements or migrations from breeding areas have not been 
reported, however FYF have been documented underground and beneath surface objects 
more than 155 feet from water. 

There is one record of foothill yellow-legged frog in the project vicinity, when one adult 
was recorded in Pescadero Creek in 1999, approximately 5 miles south of the study area 
(CNDDB 2016). The drainages within the study area lack the structural complexity and 
volume of water to provide breeding habitat for FYF, although the species could disperse 
through the study area. The pond does not provide suitable breeding habitat for FY F. 

3.4.1.3 San Francisco garter snake (Thamnophis sirtalis tetrataenia, State and 
Federal Endangered; State Fully Protected) 

The preferred habitat of San Francisco garter snake (SFGS) is a densely vegetated pond 
near an open hillside \Vhere they can sU11 themselves, feed, and find cover in rodent 
burrows; however, considerably less ideal habitats can be successfully occupied. 
Temporary ponds and other seasonal freshwater bodies are also used. Emergent and 
bankside vegetation such as cattails (Typha spp.), bulrushes (Scirpus spp.) and spike 
rushes (Juncus spp. and Eleocharis spp.) are preferred and used for cover. The area 
between stream and pond habitats and grasslands or banks is used for basking; while 
nearby dense vegetation or water often provide escape cover. Snakes also use floating 
algal or rush mats, if available. 

Adult snakes sometimes estivate (enter a donnant state) in rodent burrows dw:ing summer 
months when ponds dry. On the coast, snakes hibernate dming the winter in upland small 
manunal buITows, but further inland, if the weather is suitable, snakes may be active 
year-round. San Francisco garter snakes forage extensively in aquatic habitats. Adult 
snakes feed primarily on California red-legged frogs. They may also feed on juvenile 
bullfrogs, but they are unable to feed on the larger adults. Adult bullfrogs likely prey on 
smaller SFGS, and may be a contributing factor in their decline. Newborn and juvenile 
SFGS depend heavily upon Pacific tree frogs as prey. 

San Francisco garter snake has been recorded in close proximity to the project area. One 
record of SFGS occurs approximately one mile to the north in a sag pond. Another record 
for SFGS occurs approximately 1.5 miles to the south in a pond on the Russian Ridge 
Open Space Preserve (CNDDB 2016). Vegetated ponds in close proximity to the study 
area provide suitable habitat for the snake. The species is not expected to breed or forage 
in the pond within the study area due to the lack of cover provided within or on the 
margins of the pond. However, the species could disperse through the study area. 
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