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SECTIONONE
1.

Section 1 ONE

1.1

Project Description

Project Description

Introduction and Project Location

The project area is located between Interstate 280 (I-280)/State Route (SR) 35 and SR 82 and
north of SR 92 in the Town of Hillsborough (Hillsborough or Town) in San Mateo County,
California (see Figure 1). The project area consists of eight Town-owned open space areas (Sites
A through G and Site I), all of which are adjacent to residential development (see Figures 2a and
2b). The open space areas total approximately 259 acres and contain canyons and hillsides in
elevations from approximately 100 feet to 615 feet above sea level. The proposed project
consists of fuel reduction and vegetation management activities on eight open space areas
adjacent to residential development to reduce the fire hazard potential to residents and structures
in the Town.

1.2

Project Background

Hillsborough is built into and around canyons, hills, and ravines. The Town owns nine open
space areas within the incorporated limits which range in size from approximately 1.6 acres to
approximately 53.8 acres, totaling approximately 259 acres. The open space areas are generally
undeveloped with rugged, steep, and heavily vegetated terrain. A wildland/urban interface exists
where these open space areas border residential properties.
Following the Oakland Hills Fire in 1991, the California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection (CALFIRE) created Fire Hazard Severity Zone Maps to assist in the identification of
potential wildfire hazard areas throughout the state. Two-thirds of the Town is in a Fire Hazard
Severity Zone and nearly half is an area designated “Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone”
(CALFIRE 2007). The wildfire risk in Hillsborough is due in part to the terrain and heavy
vegetation (fuel load) contained within its open space areas.
Currently, the Town addresses the potential wildfire threat through preventative activities, such
as the enforcement of building code requirements, through preparedness activities, such as active
participation in wildland firefighting training, and through encouraging fuel reduction efforts on
private properties. Through the guidance of the Town’s goals and policies of its 2005 General
Plan, such as goals related to preservation of open space and preservation, protection, and
restoration of natural resources, Hillsborough has initiated the process of comprehensive
planning and management for its open space areas. This process has included the development of
projects to mitigate the wildfire hazard in the Town.
In 2006, Hillsborough completed a vegetation/biological survey of its open space areas as an
initial step in its open space area planning and management processes. This survey served the
purpose of providing valuable baseline vegetation community data, data about habitat for
sensitive species, and information about fuel load characteristics to guide future vegetation
management and fire management planning. In 2008, Hillsborough completed the Vegetation
Management Strategies and Guidelines report for its open space areas. This report provided
goals, strategies, suggestions, and guidelines to facilitate future decision making regarding
vegetation management in the open space areas; a list of 22 potential projects that could be
implemented within the open space areas; a system for assessing and prioritizing potential
projects; methods for building public awareness, support, and involvement with the open space
areas; and a decision-making framework for the Town to form an Open Space Management Task
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Force (Task Force) to make project recommendations to the Town Council. In 2009, the Town
Council approved the Task Force’s list of project priorities, which consisted of 10 of the 22
potential projects that were identified in the report. These 10 projects were organized into 6
groups: 1) Wildfire Mitigation, 2) Partnerships, 3) Outreach, 4) Acacia Stand Conversion, 5)
High Priority Invasive Plants, and 6) Wildlife Management Plan.
The Town’s Wildfire Mitigation projects have been considered a top priority of activities to be
implemented in the Town’s open space areas. The Town has been approved for a Pre-disaster
Mitigation (PDM) grant from the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) which will
fund a portion of the Town’s proposed Wildfire Mitigation projects.

1.3

Project Description

The Town’s Wildfire Mitigation projects were originally described as two projects in the Town’s
2008 Vegetation Management Strategies and Guidelines report, which focused on two types of
areas within the open space areas: defensible space management zones (DSZs) and high-priority
fire management areas (HPFMAs). DSZs are defined as areas in the Town-owned open space
areas that are within 100 feet of a residential structure or building. DSZs are present along the
boundaries of eight open space areas, totaling approximately 44 acres. Town’s treatment
activities in the DSZ would not occur on private property. The Town is encouraging property
owners to conduct treatment activities on private property adjacent to the DSZ, but the Town is
not proposing to provide funding to conduct treatment activities on these private properties.
HPFMAs are defined as areas in the Town-owned open space areas that are outside the DSZs
and pose a high fire risk. HPFMAs have been designated in four of the open space areas in the
project area (Sites C, E, G and I), totaling approximately 74 acres.
FEMA would fund these two projects under one grant and FEMA considers these projects as one
“federal action” for the sake of its federal environmental compliance process. Due to these
factors, the likelihood that the Town would implement these projects during the same timeframe,
and that the activities of these projects are very similar, for the sake of its compliance with the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Town is evaluating these two projects as one
“proposed project”.
The proposed project would include vegetation clearing (treatment) activities specific for DSZs
or HPFMAs. However, many treatment activities in both areas would share similar
characteristics. General treatment activities are described in detail below, followed by treatment
activities specific for DSZs and HPFMAs.

1.3.1 General Treatment Activities
Treatment activities in both the DSZs and HPFMAs would focus on reducing the biomass of
vegetation, particularly non-native vegetation through trimming or plant removal. Most of the
treatment activities (80 to 90 percent) would concentrate on shrub and understory vegetation.
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Wherever feasible, native grasses, shrubs, and trees1 would be avoided. In forest and woodland
areas, healthy native trees would be avoided to the extent feasible without compromising the
objective of reduced fire risk and fuel load reduction. Native trees left in place would to
maximize shading and promote resistance to invasion by non-native vegetation. Treatment and
avoidance areas would be identified by the Town or a qualified contractor; these areas would be
flagged to facilitate contractor recognition. Flagging would be removed after the completion of
the work.
Work would be performed using both hand tools and heavy equipment. Work would be
performed by one or more work crews, each with approximately four to six people. As standard
practice, work crews would take all necessary precautions to guard against and eliminate fire
hazards. No open flames or cigarettes would be permitted. Access roads in the open space areas
would be kept accessible to fire-fighting equipment at all times. Treatment activities would likely
not occur during “red flag” fire warning days, or in the event of a fire located within or adjacent
to the work area. Work crews would have water available for emergency fire suppression if
water is not readily available onsite. Work crews would have fire suppression equipment on site
at all times.
Sudden Oak Death (SOD), a tree disease that affects native oaks and other native trees, is known
to occur in at least two of the open space areas: Sites E and I. SOD-infected trees would be felled
if the Town determines that it is essential to meeting the treatment objective of wildfire fuel
reduction. The plant matter from felled SOD-infected trees would be left in-place to avoid the
spread of SOD. No additional treatment activities would be performed within 200 feet of
infected trees, and staging, parking, and work areas would be located away from infected trees to
the extent possible. All equipment, vehicles, and individuals would be inspected upon leaving
project areas for soil, leaves, twigs, and branches. Equipment and vehicles would be cleaned
onsite as needed to avoid spreading SOD and invasive species seed to offsite locations.
Treatment activities would involve minimal ground disturbance. Green waste would be
transported in the treatment areas through bundling and carrying or through the use of a pulley
system. Root balls would be left in place. Tree skidding would not occur. Slopes in all treatment
areas would be stabilized, and erosion-control measures would be installed as needed. Although
the need for erosion control is anticipated to be minimal, coconut coir matting or tackified
hydroseeding compounds would likely be used where needed for slope stabilization. Plastic
monofilament netting (sometimes used in erosion control matting) or similar material would not
be used because the plastic monofilament material can entangle reptiles and amphibians. Where
needed, erosion control measures could include, but would not be limited to, installing and
maintaining silt fences immediately downslope of disturbed areas and installing and maintaining
erosion control blankets on all sloped disturbed ground.

1

Native plants are considered to be plants that belong to the following vegetation communities: chaparral, coastal scrub,
Douglas fir/redwood forest, grassland, herbaceous wetland, hardwood forest, riparian forest/scrub. These communities were
classified in the project area in 2006 when Hillsborough mapped the vegetation resources of its open space areas.
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Herbicide would be used to control invasive plant species. Herbicide would be used to prevent
resprouting of freshly cut invasive plants by applying the herbicide directly to the cut stumps
(cut-and-paint application method). Herbicides would only be applied by a certified herbicide
applicator. No widespread foliar herbicide application would occur. Herbicides would be
restricted to glyphosate-based herbicides such as RoundUp or Rodeo.
Staging and access would take place on paved and dirt access roads as shown in Figures 2a and
2b. Sensitive biological resources to be avoided would be marked in the field for the duration of
treatment, and ingress/egress routes and green waste disposal sites would be marked. Existing
ingress or egress points would be used wherever possible.
A 200-foot buffer around wetlands and perennial water bodies would be staked out at the start of
the project activities. Work in the 200-foot buffer would adhere to the following:


No work within 50 feet of a wetland or waterbody.



For work between 50 and 200 feet of a wetland or water body:
o Herbicide use in the 200 to 50 foot zone would be restricted to glyphosate-based
herbicides that are approved by the EPA for use around water (e.g., Rodeo);
o Manual equipment (chainsaws, brush cutters, and other hand tools) would be used to
remove vegetation.
o No equipment fueling would occur.

To prevent the release of petroleum material into waterbodies from the use or storage of
petroleum-powered equipment, the following Best Management Practices (BMPs) would be
implemented:


Vehicles and equipment would be inspected and approved before use to ensure that they
would not leak hazardous materials such as oil, hydraulic fluid, or fuel.



Fueling would take place in designated staging areas, outside native vegetation or
wetlands.



The contractor would have emergency clean-up gear for spills (spill containment and
absorption materials) and fire equipment available onsite at all times. Vehicles and
equipment would be inspected before treatment begins.



Leaks, drips, and other spills would be cleaned up immediately to avoid soil or
groundwater contamination. Cleanup of a spill on soil would include removing the
contaminated soil using the emergency spill cleanup gear. Contaminated soil and
disposable gear used to clean up a spill would be properly disposed of following State
and Federal hazardous material disposal regulations.



Major vehicle maintenance and washing would be done offsite.
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Spent fluids including motor oil and radiator coolant and used vehicle batteries would be
collected, stored, and recycled as hazardous waste offsite.



Spilled dry materials would be swept up immediately.

Green waste would be processed and disposed of onsite to the extent feasible without
compromising the objective of reduced fire risk and fuel load reduction. When necessary to
remove green waste for fuel load reduction, the waste would be collected, chipped, and then
transported offsite to a green waste processing facility. Green waste that is composed of logs and
large branches free of smaller branches and leaves that would be disposed of onsite would be cut
into 4- to 6-foot-long sections and placed in stacks no larger than 3 feet high, 5 feet long, and 4
feet wide. Leaves, branches, bark, and duff would be collected, chipped or shredded, and
compressed into flat piles no more than 2 feet high, 5 feet long, and 5 feet wide. Piles of green
waste will be separated by different distances, depending on slope.
The Town would employ noise control techniques to reduce the intrusion of noise from the
mechanical equipment that would be used to implement the proposed project. Control techniques
would include the use of mufflers, use of quieter machinery, and other techniques that would not
require equipment redesign. Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines would be
prohibited.
The treatment areas would be maintained annually to preserve low fuel loads. Follow-up
treatment may include the following activities to maintain the prescribed vegetation density and
structure:


Cutting or mowing brush and grasses



Removing brush piles, accumulated green waste, downed wood, logs, and other woody
debris



Removing dead trees



Thinning and pruning shrubs and trees



Installing necessary erosion control

1.3.2 Treatment Activities Specific to DSZs
Treatment in the DSZs would encompass approximately 44 acres in all open space areas
included in the project area and would take place over 3 years. During the first year of treatment,
work would be performed using a combination of hand tools and mechanical equipment
(chainsaws, brush cutters, flail mowers or rotary mowers, chippers, and other hand tools) to
remove approximately 33 to 50 percent of the existing understory vegetation, mow grasses to a
maximum of 8 inches above ground level, and prune and thin trees. Native shrubs and trees
would be avoided when feasible. Activities in the second and third year would include follow-up
treatment of target invasive plant resprouts and seedlings.
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Most or all of the tree branches from ground level to approximately 10 feet above ground level
would be pruned to create a canopy opening and separation between the tree limbs and foliage
and the shrub and groundcover understory. Large-scale tree removal is not anticipated, but some
small trees may be thinned to create tree spacing in order to meet the objective of reduced fire
risk and fuel load reduction. Native trees would be removed if the Town determines that it is the
only practicable means to meet the treatment objectives. For instance, small native trees may be
removed from under tree canopies if the Town determines that the small trees could serve as
ladder fuel between the vegetated understory and the overstory tree canopy. Hazard and diseased
trees (including native trees) identified by the Town would be felled when necessary to
accomplish the treatment objective. The need to remove individual trees would be determined by
a biologist.
Non-native shrubs, particularly those that are invasive, would be removed. Native shrubs would
be selectively thinned and removed from under tree canopies when determined by the Town to
be essential to facilitate the creation of breaks in vegetation ladder fuels between the shrub
understory and the tree overstory. Spacing between brush clumps and/or shrubs is presented in
Table 1. The maximum diameter of remaining shrub clumps would be approximately two times
the height of the vegetation. The maximum diameter of shrub clumps would be approximately 12
feet (as measured from the edges of the crowns), and branches would be pruned to a height of 3
feet.
Table 1. Recommended Shrub Clump Spacing
Percent Slope

Approximate Brush and
Shrub Clump Spacing

0 to 10 percent

2.5 x shrub height

11 to 20 percent

3 x shrub height

21 to 40 percent

4 x shrub height

>40 percent

6 x shrub height

Green waste would generally be collected and relocated to adjacent open space lands, preferably
lands included for treatment as HPFMAs under the proposed project.

1.3.3 Treatment Activities Specific to High Priority Fire Management Areas
In HPFMAs, work would be performed in Sites C, E, G and I on approximately 74 acres. Both
hand tools and mechanical equipment would be used. Pruning and thinning activities would
generally be focused on removing non-native shrubs. The removal of invasive plants would be
prioritized, with the highest priority given to French broom (Genista monspessulana).
Green waste would be processed and stored in the treatment area. The first year of treatment
would consist of brush removal, tree limbing, select tree removal, and grass/herbaceous
vegetation mowing. The second and third years would consist of brush removal, grass mowing,
and treatment of resprouts and seedlings of invasive species with herbicides (glyphosate).
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1.3.4 Project Schedule
Treatment would occur over 3 years, after which long-term maintenance would be conducted
annually or as needed. Most treatment would be performed in the first year, with follow-up
treatments in the subsequent 2 years. Maintenance could consist of mowing, brush removal, and
retreatment of invasive plant infestations with herbicides (glyphosate).
Work would take place from 9 a.m. to 5 p.m., Monday through Friday, in compliance with the
Town’s noise ordinance.
Treatment would generally occur during the non-nesting season for migratory birds (between
August 15 and February 1). Treatment during the nesting season for birds (February 1 to August
15) would occur only after a biologist has conducted appropriate nesting surveys for active nests,
and a 200-foot exclusion area has been established around active nests. Work would be
prohibited within the 200-foot exclusion area until nesting is complete and birds have fledged.
Treatment within habitat considered by an onsite biologist to be suitable for the federally listed
California red-legged frog (CRLF) (Rana draytonii) or the federally listed San Francisco garter
snake (SFGS) (Thamnophis sirtalis tetrataenia) would occur between May 1 and October 15 to
avoid potential disturbance to breeding CRLFs and hibernating SFGSs. Treatment in suitable
habitat would not occur when it is raining or within the 24 hours after a rain event of more than
0.5 inch in 24 hours.

1.4

Future Foreseeable Projects in Open Space Areas

The Town approved the prioritization of 10 projects categorized into 6 groups to occur in its
open space areas: 1) Wildfire Mitigation, 2) Partnerships, 3) Outreach, 4) Acacia Stand
Conversion, 5) High Priority Invasive Plants, and 6) Wildlife Management Plan. Of the 22
projects initially provided to the Task Force, these 10 projects were the only ones considered by
the Town Council. The other 12 projects of the 22 originally described in the 2008 Vegetation
Management Strategies and Guidelines report could potentially be considered by the Town
Council at some time in the future, but no funding or contractual efforts have been dedicated to
these projects.
The projects categorized as “Wildfire Mitigation” would consist of the proposed project. The
project categorized as “High Priority Invasive Plants” was implemented in 2009 and focused on
the removal of high priority invasive plants such as egg-leaved spurge and star thistle in Sites C
and I. Activities under this project category may continue in the future as needed and as funding
is available. The projects categorized as “Partnerships” could include the use of the open space
areas for formal education, the development of Memorandums of Understanding with learning
institutions, and activities such as habitat restoration and trail planning and use. The projects
categorized as “Outreach” would focus on public outreach and education about issues and
activities in the open space areas. The “Acacia Stand Conversion” project category would
involve forest stand conversion and vegetation management activities that would focus on
changing existing stands of acacia to mixed oak woodlands. The “Wildlife Management Plan”
\6-JUN-13\\OAK
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project category would involve the development of a wildlife management plan, program, and
policy.
Of the 10 projects considered by the Town Council, only the High Priority Invasive Plants
project has been implemented, and only the two Wildfire Mitigation projects evaluated in this
document as the proposed project have the potential for funding in the near-term. The grant from
FEMA would fund a portion of the Town’s Wildfire Mitigation projects. The Town Council has
not considered funding any of the other 7 projects prioritized by the Task Force, and the Town
has not sought outside funding sources, such as grants, for any of these projects. Thus, the
likelihood of implementing these other projects in the near-term (next five years) is minimal.

1.5

Consistency with General Plan, Zoning, and Applicable Land Use Controls

The project areas are subject to the 2005 Town of Hillsborough General Plan, the Hillsborough
Zoning Ordinance (Title 17 of the Hillsborough Municipal Code), and restrictions set forth in
Grant Deeds that were established when the titles of the open space areas were transferred to the
Town.
The Town of Hillsborough General Plan land use designation for the project site is Open Space
and Conservation which allows for unimproved open space and public facilities. The zoning
designation for the project areas is Residence District, which allows for property owned by the
Town to be used for open space with the intent of being kept unimproved. The proposed project
would maintain the unimproved state of the open space areas, and thus, the proposed project is
consistent with the land use designation and zoning for the project site. The proposed project is
also consistent with the following General Plan policies:


Open Space and Conservation:
o Policy 2.1: Continue to maintain Town-owned open space in a manner that
balances the need to protect natural habitat with controlling vegetation to reduce
fuel loads, arrangements and potential wildfire hazards.
o Policy 3.8: Continue to preserve the quality of trees in open space areas and in
public landscaped areas.
o Policy 3.9: Preserve dedicated open space areas and evaluate recreational
potential of open space.



Public Safety:
o Goal 1: Prevent and reduce risks to property and protect residents from urban and
wildfire hazards.
o Policy 1.2: Support fire prevention, public education, early detection programs
and property inspections to identify and avoid fire hazards.
o Policy 1.3: Encourage the maintenance of ground cover and fire breaks on all
open space lands.

There are several Grant Deeds that restrict land uses in these areas. Most of these restrictions are
related to granting easements for public utilities use and restrictions to use of the areas for open
\6-JUN-13\\OAK
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space uses. Specific for Site E, which contains Crocker Lake, the Burlingame Country Club has
exclusive water rights to Crocker Lake and the groundwater in the surrounding adjacent
property. Since the proposed project would result in continued use of the project site as open
space, the proposed project would be consistent with these Grant Deed-based land use
restrictions.

1.6

Other Required Approvals

Major permits or approvals that would likely be required for the proposed project include the
following:


Federal Endangered Species Act: As a federal lead agency, FEMA has complied with
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. The Town of Hillsborough would be
responsible for implementing all measures developed by FEMA and the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service. No additional compliance or approval process would be necessary.



California Endangered Species Act: The California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW) has reviewing authority over the proposed project for its potential to impact
state-listed species and Species of Special Concern, and their habitat. CDFW will have
the opportunity to comment on the project’s potential effects to species protected under
the California Endangered Species Act during the public and agency comment process
required under CEQA. If necessary, the Town would respond to and coordinate with
CDFW to further minimize impacts.



Migratory Bird Treaty Act: The Town would ensure that implementation of the proposed
project would not result in “take” of migratory birds. CDFW has been delegated authority
to determine the project’s potential effects to migratory birds during the public and
agency comment process required under CEQA.
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Initial Study/Determination

INITIAL STUDY AND ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM
Project Title:
Lead Agency’s Name
and Address:
Lead Agency Contact:
Project Location:

Hillsborough Fire Hazard Mitigation and Fuel Reduction Program
Town of Hillsborough
1600 Floribunda Avenue
Hillsborough, California 94010-6418
Edmund B. Cooney, Senior Program Analyst
The project area is located between Interstate 280 (I-280)/State Route (SR) 35 and SR
82 and north of SR 92 in the Town of Hillsborough in San Mateo County, California
(see Figure 1). The project area consists of eight Town-owned open space areas (Sites A
through G and Site I), all of which are adjacent to residential development (see
Figures 2a and 2b).
Open Space and Conservation

General Plan Land Use
Designation:
Zoning:
Residence District (RD)
Description:
See Project Description, Section 1.3
Agencies Whose Approval Is Required: Town of Hillsborough, USFWS, FEMA
Surrounding Land Uses: majority Residential; also Private Schools, Private Recreational, Open Space and
Conservation

Environmental Factors Potentially Affected
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project,
involving at least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the
checklist on the following pages.
Aesthetics

Agricultural and Forestry
Resources

Air Quality

Biological Resources

Cultural Resources

Geology/Soils

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Hazards & Hazardous
Materials

Hydrology/Water Quality

Land Use/Planning

Mineral Resources

Noise

Population/Housing

Public Services

Recreation

Transportation/Traffic

Utilities /Service Systems

Mandatory Findings of
Significance

Determination
On the basis of this initial evaluation:
I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the
environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the
project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
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I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and
an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.
I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or
“potentially significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one
effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable
legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier
analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed
adequately in an earlier Environmental Impact Report (EIR) or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including
revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing
further is required.

______________________________
Elizabeth Cullinan
Director of Planning and Building
Town of Hillsborough

______________________________
John Mullins
Public Works, Superintendent
Town of Hillsborough

________________________
Date Signed

________________________
Date Signed
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Environmental Checklist Form

Environmental Checklist Form

Aesthetics

Would the project:
a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a
scenic vista?
b. Substantially damage scenic resources,
including but not limited to trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within
a state scenic highway?
c. Substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its
surroundings?
d. Create a new source of substantial light or
glare which would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact



Source
16, 19,
20, 23



16, 19,
20, 23



16, 19,
20, 23


19, 23

DISCUSSION:
a, b, and c) Less Than Significant Impact
The visual character of the landscape within the project area consists mainly of vegetated areas
including hardwood forest, chaparral, coastal scrub, grasslands, riparian forest, and scrub. The
proposed project areas are adjacent to single-family residential neighborhoods. Primary viewers
of the proposed project areas include residents of homes surrounding the project areas. Because
all of the proposed project areas are on lands that are closed to the public, viewpoints of the
project areas would be from outside the project area and often from a distance.
Most of the treatment activities (80 to 90 percent) would concentrate on shrub and understory
vegetation reduction. In forest and woodland areas, healthy native trees would be avoided to the
maximum extent possible. Native trees would be removed if it is the only reasonable means to
meet the treatment objectives in specific areas. Some small trees may be selectively thinned,
removing limbs and branches, to increase spacing between trees.
The proposed project would change the existing visual quality of the landscape within the
proposed project area but would not change the existing visual character. Vegetation in the
proposed project area is currently very dense, and removal of shrubs and groundcover understory
would decrease the volume of the vegetation, creating more openings between the shrub layer
and the overstory layer, reducing fuel ladders that can carry fire from the ground into the tree
layer. Furthermore, the limbing of trees and the pruning of tree limbs would potentially open
new viewsheds within the project area. The change in the visual quality of the landscape would
be most observable within the defensible space management zones, which are closest to
residences surrounding the project area.
Short-term impacts to views of the project area would occur during vegetation clearing while
crews are working. Work crews, equipment, and vegetation flagging are not typical components
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of the viewshed and would be moderately noticeable to viewers, especially viewers from
adjacent residences who are most familiar with the visual resources of the project area. Because
the crews would be working among vegetation and many trees and shrubs would not be
removed, views of the work crews would be minimal and limited to when the crews are working
at a specific location. Fugitive dust from work in the project area could temporarily affect vistas
during project work hours. Flagging would be removed after the completion of the work.
The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista, nor would it
substantially damage scenic resources. After the proposed project has been implemented, the
visual character of the project area would continue to consist mainly of vegetated areas including
hardwood forest, Eucalyptus, chaparral, coastal scrub, grasslands, riparian forest, and scrub.
Thus, the proposed project would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of the site and its surroundings.
d) No Impact
No new source of substantial light or glare would adversely affect day or nighttime views within
or in the vicinity of the project area.
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Agriculture and Forest Resources

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

Would the project:
a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on maps
prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to nonagricultural use?
b. Conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract?
c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in
Public Resources Code section 12220(g)),
timberland (as defined by Public
Resources Code section 4526), or
timberland zoned Timberland Production
(as defined by Government Code sections
51104 (g))?
d. Result in the loss of forest land or
conversion of forest land to non-forest
use?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Source
4, 12, 16



12, 15

15, 20, 23



15, 20, 23
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e. Involve other changes in the existing
environment which, due to their location
or nature, could result in conversion of
Farmland to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest
use?
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Source
12, 15,
20, 23



DISCUSSION:
a and b) No Impact
The proposed project would not convert any farmland to non-agricultural use. According to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program San Mateo Important Farmland Map (2008)
(Farmland Map), the proposed project area does not contain any farm land. The Farmland Map
delineates the location of the proposed project areas as land either classified as “Urban and BuiltUp Land” or “Other Land.” According to the Agricultural Preserves (Land under Williamson Act
Contract) map (2001), no land within the proposed project area is under Williamson Act
Contract. The proposed project would not be located on farmland of any kind and would not
involve any changes that could result in the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use.
Therefore, the project would have no impact to agricultural resources.
c, d, and e) No Impact
“Forest land” is defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g) as “land that can support 10percent native tree cover of any species, including hardwoods, under natural conditions, and that
allows for management of one or more forest resources, including timber, aesthetics, fish and
wildlife, biodiversity, water quality, recreation, and other public benefits.” Most of the project
area would be considered forest land by this definition. The proposed project would not conflict
with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land [as defined in Public Resources Code
section 12220(g)]. The proposed project area does not qualify as timberland under Public
Resources Code section 4526 or Government Code section 51104 (g). The proposed project
would not change the existing land use (Open Space and Conservation) at the proposed project
site and would continue to allow the project area to be considered forest land [as defined in
Public Resources Code section 12220(g)]. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in the
conversion of forest land to non-forest use. As such, the proposed project would have no impacts
to forest resources.
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Air Quality

Where available, the significance criteria
established by the applicable air quality
management or air pollution control
district may be relied upon to make the
following determinations. Would the
project:
a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation
of the applicable air quality plan?
b. Violate any air quality standard or
contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation?
c. Result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is in nonattainment under an applicable federal or
state ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions which
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?
d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations?
e. Create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact




Source
1, 16, 20,
23
1, 2, 3,
16, 20,
23, 25
1, 2, 20,
23



2, 20, 23




20, 23

DISCUSSION:
The Federal Clean Air Act of 1970 resulted in the adoption of federal air pollutant standards,
known as National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), for pollutants including carbon
monoxide (CO), ozone (O3), sulfur dioxide (SO2), nitrogen oxides (NOx), particulate matter less
than 10 microns in diameter (PM10), and fine particulate matter (PM2.5). The state air pollutant
standards are known as the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS), and are
generally more stringent than the NAAQS.
The proposed project is within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAB) and is under the
jurisdiction of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). The Bay Area 2010
Clean Air Plan is the most recent regional air quality plan. With respect to NAAQS, SFBAB is
currently designated non-attainment for O3, 24-hour PM2.5, and unclassified for 24-hour PM10.
With respect to California standards, the SFBAB is currently designated non-attainment for O3,
PM2.5, and PM10
a) No Impact
The proposed project would include temporary vegetation clearing (treatment) activities specific
for DSZs or HPFMAs that would be maintained on an annual basis to preserve low wildfire fuel
loads. Project-related emissions would be temporary, and the proposed project would not create
any operational sources of air pollutant emissions. As described in more detail in part b) below,
the emissions from implementing the proposed project would not exceed any project-specific
emissions threshold established by the BAAQMD. BAAQMD does not have specific emissions
thresholds for vegetation clearing projects. As the proposed project would result in temporary
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emissions over a short period (three years), would involve the temporary use of mechanical
equipment, and would not result in long term operational emissions, the project-related emissions
would be similar in nature to those of a construction project. Thus, the BAAQMD construction
emission thresholds are the appropriate emission-type to use for analyzing air quality impacts of
the proposed project. The BAAQMD’s emissions thresholds are determined by BAAQMD to
allow for the SFBAB to meet the CAAQS and NAAQS. As such, with emissions below
BAAQMD’s project-specific emissions threshold, the proposed project would not conflict with
or obstruct the implementation of the applicable SFBAB air quality plan, the Bay Area 2010
Clean Air Plan.
b) Less Than Significant Impact
Exhaust from mechanical equipment, including chain saws, other hand-operated mechanical
equipment, mowers, chipping equipment, and transport of green waste would generate small
amounts of air pollutant emissions. These emissions would be temporary and would not exceed
any air quality standard because they are below significant emissions thresholds established by
the BAAQMD.
The proposed project includes vegetation clearing (treatment) activities for eight Town-owned
open space areas (Sites A through G and Site I), consisting of eight DSZs and four HPFMAs.
Daily criteria pollutant emissions generated by the project are summarized in Table 2 below.
Calculations conservatively assume that vegetation clearing at each site would be performed by a
team of four to six workers, with each team using up to two brush chippers/trimmers, two diesel
chainsaws, one riding mower, one diesel stump grinder, and nonmotorized hand tools. The
calculations in Table 2 are based on an 8-hour workday with equipment used for 50 percent of
the workday.
Table 2. Construction Related Daily Criteria Pollutant Emissions
Equipment Description

Horsepower

# of pieces
of equipment

hours/day

Chain Saws

6

16

Trimmers/Edgers/Brush Cutter

6

Rear Engine Riding Mowers

Emission (lb/day)
VOC

CO

NOX

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

CO2

4

0.64

2.54

4.52

0.01

0.40

0.39

497.40

16

4

0.64

2.54

4.52

0.01

0.40

0.39

497.40

25

8

4

1.34

5.29

9.41

0.02

0.84

0.82

1,036.25

Chippers/Stump Grinders

33

5

4

0.74

3.11

7.34

0.02

0.60

0.58

856.01

HD Chippers/Stump Grinders

103

3

4

1.23

4.53

14.54

0.03

0.91

0.88

1,442.02

Total Equipment Emission, lb/day

4.59

18.02

40.34

0.08

3.16

3.06

4,329.07

Total Green Waste Truck Emission, lb/day

0.01

0.10

0.44

0.00

0.02

0.01

99.38

Total Project Emission, lb/day

4.60

18.12

40.77

0.09

3.17

3.08

4,428.46

Note:

- Emission factors for all equipment is based on Commercial Lawn and Garden Equipment emission factor from NONROAD 2008 EPA model
for San Francisco County (year 2011) (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 2009).
- Daily emissions were calculated assuming 50 percent equipment operation load on an 8 hours/day working schedule.
- Emission factors for on-road, medium-heavy-duty trucks are based on results from Emfac Emissions Model 2007 Version 2.3 for San Francisco
County at year 2011 (California Air Resources Board 2006). The number of trucks was assumed based on the number of sites that may need to
transport the green waste (site with heavy duty chipper) to the processing facility (assumed to be within 5 miles of the project area).
- Green waste from DSZs and HPFTAs would be processed and disposed of onsite to the full extent possible while retaining the overall objective
of reduced fire risk and fuel load reduction. As a last resort for areas where removal of green waste is necessary for fuel load reduction, green
waste would be collected, chipped, and then transported offsite to a green waste processing facility.
- Workers are expected to commute locally. Emissions from local commute are expected to be very small/ negligible.
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The 2010 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines provide emission thresholds for construction-related
criteria air pollutants and air pollutant precursors2. Under the 2010 BAAQMD CEQA
Guidelines, the proposed project would be considered a construction-related project, as the
proposed project would only result in temporary emissions and would not result in operational
emissions. The thresholds are 54 lbs/day for NOx, VOC, and PM2.5 exhaust; 82 lbs/day for PM10
exhaust; 219 lbs/day for SO2; and 547 lbs/day for CO. There is no applicable threshold for CO2
emissions for construction-related activities. Based on the above analysis, the project daily
criteria pollutant emissions would be well below the aforementioned BAAQMD thresholds.
The proposed project would involve minimal ground disturbance and would not involve grading
or earth-moving that would generate significant amounts of dust and would not create any
permanent sources of air pollutant emissions. Therefore the proposed project would not result in
air pollutant emissions in violation of air quality standards.
c) Less Than Significant Impact
The only sources of air pollutant emissions from the proposed project would be exhaust from
mechanical equipment, including chain saws, other hand-operated mechanical equipment,
mowers, and chipping equipment; and exhaust from green waste transportation trucks. These
emissions would be temporary and would occur over the course of three years, with follow-up
work occurring during the fourth and fifth year. The proposed project would involve minimal
ground disturbance; would not involve grading or earth-moving, which would generate dust; and
would not create any permanent sources of air pollutant emissions. All green waste generated by
the project would be processed and disposed of onsite to the full extent possible while retaining
the overall objective of reduced wildfire risk and fuel load reduction. As a last resort for areas
where removal of green waste is necessary for fuel load reduction, green waste would be
collected, chipped, and then transported offsite to a green waste processing facility.
With respect to cumulative considerable net increases in non-attainment criteria pollutants,
BAAQMD’s current approach is to consider a proposed project to have a significant cumulative
air quality impact if the project would individually result in a significant air quality impact. As
described in part b) above, the proposed project does not individually result in significant air
quality impacts.
Another method to analyze cumulative air quality impacts, especially for proposed projects that
would not individually result in significant air quality impacts, is to evaluate the consistency of
the proposed project with the local general plan and to evaluate the consistency of the general
plan with the regional air quality plan. The Town’s General Plan is consistent with the air quality
plan for the SFBAB and the proposed project is consistent with the Town’s General Plan (Open
Space and Conservation Element Policy OCS-2.1). Therefore, the proposed project would not
result in significant cumulative considerable net increases of any criteria pollutants, and no
further analysis regarding cumulative impacts is necessary.

2

The 2010 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines have been vacated under a court order until BAAQMD complies with CEQA. The
previous 1999 CEQA Guidelines and thresholds of significance are recommended for use by lead agencies. The criteria
mass emission thresholds have been chosen over any screening equivalent thresholds (e.g. less than 2,000 trips) indicated in
either CEQA Guideline. The criteria mass emission thresholds in the two guidelines are similar. The 2010 Guidelines have
a lower NOx and VOC threshold as well as add a PM2.5 threshold. Therefore, the use of the lower and more inclusive 2010
BAAQMD Guidelines is appropriate for the use in this analysis.
\6-JUN-13\\OAK

3-7

SECTIONTHREE

Environmental Checklist Form

d) Less Than Significant Impact
Occupants of land uses such as schools, children’s day care centers, and hospitals are considered
to be more sensitive to poor air quality than the general public because they have increased
susceptibility to the effects of air pollutants on the respiratory system. The project area is within
open space areas that are closed to the public; thus, no sensitive receptors are present in the
project area. Though, the project area is generally surrounded by residential development (i.e.,
the Town) that includes schools and recreational areas. Due to the small size, limited emissions
(Table 2), and the short duration of treatment activities (3 years), operation of internal
combustion equipment such as chainsaws, chippers, brush cutters, and mowers would not expose
sensitive receptors to significant air pollutant levels, as defined in the BAAQMD CEQA
guidelines. Similarly, emissions from project workers commuting to-and-from the proposed
project sites would be negligible and would not be expected to expose any sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations.
e) No Impact
The proposed project would not create any sources of objectionable odors that would impact
substantial numbers of people. Sources of exhaust associated with the proposed project, such as
chippers and mowers, would be temporary and mobile, and would operate in open space areas
that are closed to the public.
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Biological Resources

Would the project:
a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either
directly or through habitat modifications,
on any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status species in local
or regional plans, policies, or regulations,
or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?
b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional
plans, policies, or regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and Game
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
c. Have a substantial adverse effect on
federally protected wetlands as defined by
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
(including but not limited to marsh, vernal
pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal,
filling, hydrological interruption, or other
means?
d. Interfere substantially with the movement
of any native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species or with established native
resident or migratory wildlife corridors,
or impede the use of native wildlife
nursery sites?
e. Conflict with any local policies or
ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree preservation
policy or ordinance?
f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact



Source
5, 7, 19,
20, 21,
22, 23,
24, 26

5, 7, 15,
16, 19,
20, 21,
22, 23, 24



19, 20, 23


5, 7, 19,
20, 21,
22, 23, 24



15, 16,
18, 20, 23



5, 16


DISCUSSION:
Research and Surveys
Database research, habitat assessment, and intensive surveys for plant and wildlife species were
conducted to identify candidate, sensitive and special status species with potential to occur in the
project area. The California Native Plant Society’s RAREFIND database and California Natural
Diversity Database (CNDDB) were searched and a species list was obtained from the US Fish
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to identify the protected species that have the potential to occur
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in the project area and its vicinity. Reconnaissance-level habitat and vegetation mapping surveys
were conducted over the course of several days in 2006 and 2009. Additionally, intensive
botanical surveys for special status plants were conducted on May 25, 26, 27, and 28; June 4;
July 16 and 17, 2007; and on March 24, 2008. These surveys followed CDFW survey guidelines
and were conducted during the reported blooming periods for targeted special-status species with
potential to occur in the area. General wildlife surveys were conducted on May 25, 26, 27, and
28, 2007, at various times of day. Focused surveys for CRLF were conducted in 2008 and 2009
around Crocker Lake, a reservoir adjacent to the project area in Site E. The lake had been
identified by the Town as being potential breeding habitat for CRLF.
Survey Results
Vegetation mapping identified the eight open space areas in the project area to be composed
primarily of hardwood forest. Each also contains other vegetation communities which include
eucalyptus forest and other non-native forests, chaparral, coastal scrub, grassland, and riparian
forest/scrub. The botanical and wildlife surveys identified more than 314 plant and 57 wildlife
species. Botanical surveys identified two special-status species: California bottlebrush (Elymus
californicus) (Sites B, C, D, E, F, G, and I) and San Francisco collinsia (Collinsia multicolor)
(Sites C, D, E, F, and I). No other targeted special-status species with potential to occur in the
area were identified. Because the surveys were conducted in 2007 and 2008, it is possible that
additional candidate, sensitive, or special-status plant species may have established in the project
area. Invasive plant species were identified throughout the project area and adjacent open space
areas. SOD occurs in Sites E and I.
Wildlife surveys identified several active raptor nests (Sites A and C); wood rat nests, which
could belong to the San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat (Neotoma fuscipes annectens) (all
sites); a great blue heron (Ardea herodias) rookery (Site E); foraging double-crested cormorants
(Phalacrocorax auritus) (Site E); and acorn woodpecker (Melanerpes formicivorous) granary
trees (Site E). No other special-status species were identified. No CRLF were detected during
these focused surveys around Crocker Lake.
US Fish and Wildlife Service Consultation
In 2012, FEMA and the USFWS completed compliance with the Federal Endangered Species
Act of 1973 (ESA), as amended (16 U.S.C. §§ 1531–1544), through a formal consultation
process under Section 7 of the act. This process resulted in a Biological Opinion issued by the
USFWS for the proposed project and its potential effects to the federally-listed SFGS and CRLF.
FEMA and the USFWS identified the project area to include suitable upland and dispersal
habitat for these species and to be adjacent to and within dispersal distance to potential breeding
habitat, such as streams and ponds. Thus, these agencies concluded that there is reasonable
certainty for these species occur in the project area.
FEMA and the USFWS also determined that there is a low potential for the following species to
occur in the project area: bay checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryas editha bayensis), mission blue
butterfly (Icaricia icarioides missionensis), San Mateo thorn mint (Acanthomintha duttonii),
fountain thistle (Cirsium fontinale var. fontinale), San Mateo woolly sunflower (Eriophyllum
latilobum), Marin dwarf-flax (Hesperolinon congestum), and white-rayed pentachaeta
(Pentachaeta bellidiflora). This determination was based on the lack of documented occurrences
of the species in the project area; distance to known occurrences; negative surveys for the species
in 2006, 2007, and 2008; and the lack of requisite serpentine soil in the project area. These
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agencies also concluded that the project area lies outside all currently designated critical habitat
for any federally-protected species (USFWS 2012).
Wetlands and Water bodies
Some of the Town’s open space areas contain wetlands or waterbodies. These habitats, along
with their associated vegetation communities, such as herbaceous wetland and riparian
forest/scrub, have been mapped by May and Associates (see Appendix A). Wetlands and
waterbodies are outside of the areas receiving treatment. Work would be prohibited within 50
feet of wetlands or water bodies and would be conducted with modified procedures within 50200 feet of these features.
Conservation Plans
The Town of Hillsborough Municipal Code, 14.04.050, requires that the city engineer, or their
authorized representative, must approve tree removal on vacant, unimproved land in the Town.
The project area does not fall under the purview of any adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan. The project area lacks any other habitat that is designated by Federal, State,
regional, or local agency for protection.
a) Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated
General Effects to Candidate, Sensitive, or Special Status Species
Direct effects to candidate, sensitive, or special status species would include proposed project
activities that could result in injury or mortality, forced dispersal, or modifications in behavior to
these species due to noise or vibration generated from equipment and vehicles, or behavior
modifications that could result in increased predation or loss of potential prey. Implementation of
the proposed project, as described in the Project Description, would eliminate or minimize
potential for direct effects to species that could occur as a result of fuel reduction and vegetation
management activities.
To the extent possible, staging areas would be established on already disturbed road surfaces,
and would avoid habitat for candidate, sensitive, or special status species. Sensitive biological
resources would be flagged to facilitate worker avoidance during treatment activities. Flagged
resources would include known populations of special-status plant species, wetlands and
waterbodies near ingress/egress locations and other access routes, known bird nesting and
roosting sites, woodrat nests, and woodpecker granary trees. Specific slope stabilization textiles
with potential to entangle or trap wildlife species, such as plastic monofilament netting, would be
prohibited from use.
As described in the Project Description, treatment activities would not occur within 50 feet of
wetlands and waterbodies, and treatment activities would be modified between 50 and 200 feet
from these habitats to minimize effects on these habitats as well as on special-status species that
could occur in and near them. The modified procedures between 50 and 200 feet of wetlands and
waterbodies would include the use of herbicides onto non-native, invasive stumps of cut
vegetation that are EPA-approved for use around water, the use of hand tools and restricted
vegetation treatment prescriptions to the least invasive methods. Equipment fueling and
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maintenance activities would follow standard practices that would minimize potential for direct
effects to wetlands and waterbodies.
The use of heavy equipment in the project area has the potential to directly affect sensitive
wildlife species in or adjacent to the project area through injury or mortality or through forced
dispersal or behavioral modifications caused by equipment noise. The presence of work crews in
the project area (e.g., noise generation, visual, dust generation, ground vibration) also has the
potential to directly affect wildlife species in or adjacent to the project area by disrupting typical
behavior patterns or by causing dispersal. These effects would be temporary and would occur
only when project activities are occurring.
The Proposed Project would not result in habitat modification or habitat-type conversion. After
project implementation, the habitats would continue to exist at their current locations in the
project area. Although the density of trees, shrubs, and understory would be temporarily
modified, the structure and species diversity in the habitats (i.e., hardwood forest, eucalyptus and
other non-native forests, chaparral, coastal scrub, and grassland) would not change. Additionally,
specific project activities would reduce the potential for habitat modification in both the short
and long term. Follow-up treatment activities would reduce the potential for invasive plant
species to spread and grow in treatment areas and thus minimize habitat modification through the
uncontrolled propagation of invasive species. Some understory grassy areas will be mowed and
allowed to grow seasonally. Leaving large logs and woody debris on sight in small piles near
ground level when the objective of reduced fire risk and fuel load reduction would not be
affected would improve or maintain foraging and shelter habitat for many sensitive wildlife
species. Erosion control measures, leaving root balls in place, and the other activities intended to
minimize ground disturbance would reduce the potential for changes in habitats due to erosion in
the project areas and adjacent downstream locations after the proposed project has been
implemented. Treatment procedures in areas affected by SOD would reduce the potential of
habitat modifications as a result of spreading SOD to uninfected areas. Buffers and modified
treatment activities near wetlands and other waters would minimize potential changes to aquatic
and riparian habitats.
Specific Effects to Candidate, Sensitive, or Special Status Species
Federally-listed species. Effects to these species would be minimal and unlikely. The exclusion
zones that would be established around wetlands and waterbodies would protect most onsite
habitat from vegetation management activities. The small and isolated nature of most of the
project area (i.e. small size, lack of wetlands at most open space areas, development on all sides
of the open space areas, and limited connection with other open space lands) reduces potential
for long term presence of CRLF or SFGS populations onsite. The presence of predator species
(fish and bullfrogs) in onsite wetlands and waterbodies may preclude use of the wetlands for
breeding or foraging by CRLF and reduces prey base for SFGS. Proposed treatment activities
would avoid suitable breeding habitat, and affects are not expected to occur to frog larvae or
affect breeding activities. Because treatment activities would not affect wetlands and riparian
habitat, where snakes and frogs would often congregate, potential for direct effects to these
species in these habitats are also considered low. SFGS and CRLF can also utilize habitats in the
project area outside of wetlands and waterbodies for refugia and foraging and dispersing
activities.
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In its Biological Opinion, the USFWS stated that the project is not likely to jeopardize the
continued existence of CRLF or SFGS. The USFWS provided an incidental take statement for
CRLF and SFGS conditional to the implementation of the measures listed below as mitigation.
As a stipulation in FEMA’s grant, the Town would be obligated to implement these measures.
The USFWS anticipates incidental take to occur in the form of harm and harassment to CRLF
and SFGS located within suitable upland habitat that would be disturbed in the project area. The
harm and harassment would be in the form of relocation of all CRLF in the project area, if
required, and in the mortality or injury of no more than one CRLF.
The project area does not include and would not affect the habitat for the bay checkerspot
butterfly, mission blue butterfly, San Mateo thorn mint, fountain thistle, San Mateo woolly
sunflower, Marin dwarf-flax, or white-rayed pentachaeta. It is unlikely that the proposed project
would affect these species. FEMA and the USFWS developed measures to avoid any adverse
effects to these species. These measures are listed below as mitigation measures. As a stipulation
in FEMA’s grant, the Town would be obligated to implement these measures.
Other sensitive plant species. Known populations of San Francisco collinsia and California
bottlebrush grass would be flagged and avoided to the extent possible. However, the proposed
project could directly affect San Francisco collinsia and California bottlebrush grass if it is not
possible to fully avoid the known populations of these species during project implementation.
Additionally, as the project area contains suitable habitat, other sensitive plant species may have
become established in the treatment areas after the 2007/2008 botanical surveys. If new
populations of candidate, sensitive, or special status plant species have become established since
the 2007/2008 botanical surveys, they could be directly affected during implementation of the
proposed project. Mitigation measures are listed below to survey for and reduce or avoid effects
to these sensitive plant species that may be present.
Dusky-footed woodrat. The project area, especially sites with hardwood forest, contains known
woodrat nests that may belong to San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat. Active woodrat nests
would be flagged and avoided, to the extent feasible, during project implementation. There is
potential that woodrat nests cannot be avoided, in which case the nest would need to be
dismantled. If these nests are being actively used by the San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat,
dismantling activities could result in adverse effects to the species. Mitigation measures are listed
below to minimize this impact.
Migratory Birds. Effects to nesting migratory birds would be minimized by restricting all work
possible to the non-nesting season, or, if full avoidance of bird nesting season cannot be
achieved, by requiring preconstruction bird nesting surveys to establish adequate buffers to
active nests. Any active nests identified through preconstruction surveys would be avoided by
establishing a 200-foot buffer area in which treatment activities would be prohibited until nesting
is complete and young birds have fledged. Additionally, general avoidance of native trees and
shrubs when possible would result in maintaining the nesting and roosting habitat for many
migratory birds.
Conclusions
Although the proposed project would be implemented in a manner that would minimize and
avoid direct effects to candidate, sensitive, or special status species, as discussed above, there
would still be some potential for effects on these species. Impacts to candidate, sensitive, or
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special status species would be considered potentially significant, but could be reduced to a less
than significant level through implementation of the mitigation measures described below.
Mitigation Measures:
The following mitigation measures would reduce the extent of direct effects and limit impacts to
candidate, sensitive, or special status species. As stated above, many of these measures are
stipulations in FEMA’s grant and resultant of FEMA’s compliance with the ESA.
1) A USFWS-approved biologist will conduct environmental awareness training for all
treatment crews and contractors. The training will be conducted prior to implementation of
the Proposed Project and on the arrival of any new worker.
The training will include a brief review of Federal-listed species and other sensitive
species/resources that may exist in the project area. The training will include the life history
of each species, field identification, habitat requirements, locations of sensitive biological
resources, limits of the project area, and legal status of each species.
The training will include materials concerning the following topics: sensitive resources,
resource avoidance, permit conditions, and possible consequences for violations of State or
Federal environmental laws. The training will cover the Proposed Project conservation
measures, environmental permits, and regulatory compliance requirements.
Additional training will be conducted as needed, including morning “tailgate” sessions, to
update crews as they advance into sensitive areas. Persons completing training will sign a
form stating that they attended and understand all the conservation and protection measures.
A record of all personnel trained during Proposed Project will be maintained, and this record
will be made available for compliance verification.
2) All vehicles used for the Proposed Project will be cleaned and free of weeds when brought
into the project area to prevent the spread and/or introduction of invasive plant species and
SOD.
3) Vegetation contaminated with weed seeds will be segregated and disposed of or treated as
appropriate.
4) During work activities, all trash will be placed in secure containers with secure lids, removed
from the work area, and disposed of properly.
5) A USFWS-approved biologist will conduct visual surveys to determine the presence or
absence of suitable habitat for federally listed species before implementation of the Proposed
Project.
6) The biological monitor will verify that the spread of invasive exotic plant species is being
avoided to the maximum extent possible. As part of the work plan, invasive plants in the
project area will be removed when appropriate. Methods of removal may involve hand work
or regulated use of herbicides.
7) No petroleum product, chemical, silt, fine soil, or any substance or material deleterious to
sensitive species will be allowed to pass into or be placed where it could enter a stream
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channel. Any spills of hazardous materials in habitat suitable for federally listed species will
be cleaned up and/or removed immediately. Any such spills that could adversely affect
federally listed species will be reported to the USFWS.
8) All staging areas and fueling or maintenance of vehicles and equipment will occur at least 65
feet from any water body or riparian habitat.
9) The contractor will have emergency spill cleanup gear (spill containment and absorption
materials) and fire-suppression equipment available onsite at all times.
10) Any leaks, drips, and other spills will be cleaned up immediately to avoid soil or
groundwater contamination. Cleanup of a spill on soil will include the removal of
contaminated soil using the emergency spill cleanup gear. Any contaminated soil and
disposable gear used to clean up a hazardous materials spill will be properly disposed of
following State and Federal hazardous material disposal regulations.
11) Major vehicle maintenance and washing will be conducted offsite.
12) All used vehicle batteries and spent fluids, including motor oil, radiator coolant, or other
fluids, will be collected, stored, and recycled offsite as hazardous waste.
13) All trash, debris, fencing, and flagging will be removed from the project area after
completion of work activities.
14) Trash dumping, open fires, hunting, and pets will be prohibited in the project area during
implementation and maintenance.
15) Spilled dry materials will be swept up immediately.
16) At least 30 days prior to the onset of any treatment-related activities, the Town will submit to
the USFWS, for approval, the name(s) and credentials of biologists it wishes to conduct
activities specified for the proposed project. No treatment will begin until the Town has
received written USFWS approval for biologists to conduct specified activities. Information
included in a request for authorization should include at a minimum:
a) Relevant education
b) Relevant training on species identification, survey techniques, handling individuals of
different age classes by a permitted biologist or recognized species expert authorized for
such activities by the USFWS
c) Summary of field experience conducting requested activities (including Project/research
information)
d) Summary of biological opinions under which they have been authorized to work with the
listed species and at what level (such as treatment monitoring versus handling); this
should also include the names and qualifications of persons under which the work was
supervised and the amount and type of related work experience on the actual project
e) List of Federal Recovery Permits [Section 10(a)1(A) of the ESA] held or under which are
authorized to work with the species including permit number, authorization activities, and
name of permit holder
f) Any relevant professional references with contact information
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17) Within habitat determined suitable by a qualified biologist for the CRLF or SFGS, the
proposed project activities will occur between May 1 and October 15. Proposed project
activities will not occur during rain events or within 24 hours following a rain event of more
than 0.5 inch in 24 hours.
18) Within suitable habitat for the CRLF and SFGS, a USFWS-approved biologist will be
present during all proposed project activities and will monitor all work activities to ensure
that no CRLF or SFGS are subject to take and to ensure that work activities conform to the
measures outlined in the Biological Assessment (FEMA 2011). The USFWS-approved
biologist will have the authority to stop any aspect of the Proposed Project that could result in
unauthorized take of listed species.
19) Within suitable habitat for CRLF or SFGS, a USFWS-approved biologist will conduct
pre-treatment surveys for these two species immediately prior to initiation of proposed
project activities.
20) Personnel who detect any suspected CRLF or SFGS onsite will immediately stop work that
could result in take of the species and report their findings to a USFWS-approved biologist
for positive identification. If the USFWS-approved biologist determines that the animal is a
CRLF, the animal will be captured and relocated to the closest available burrow or
waterbody that is outside the immediate treatment area. If a SFGS is identified within the
project area, the USFWS will be contacted to discuss the appropriate action.
21) If an injured or dead CRLF or SFGS is found during proposed project implementation,
activities in the immediate vicinity of the animal will cease and a USFWS-approved biologist
will inspect the area for additional animals prior to resuming work. The USFWS will be
notified within 1 working day.
22) All work activities will begin no sooner than 15 minutes after sunrise and will be completed
no later than 15 minutes after sunset.
23) All work activities will be conducted outside all sensitive wetland features. These features
include swales, seasonal pools, emergent vegetation, and riparian areas. Any wetland features
within 50 feet of the project area will be clearly flagged by the USFWS-approved biologist to
prevent all work crews from entering and disturbing the areas.
24) Speed limits in the project area will not exceed 10 miles per hour.
25) Where needed, silt fencing will be installed between the work area and any waterbodies,
including ponds, wetlands, and riparian areas to protect such areas from erosion.
26) Appropriately-timed pre-treatment surveys will be conducted by a USFWS-approved
biologist to determine the presence of host plants in the vicinity of the project area. A pretreatment survey for host plants (dwarf plantain [Plantago virginica], lupines) for the Bay
checkerspot butterfly will be conducted between March and July. During these surveys, the
presence of preferred nectar plants (purple owl’s clover [Castilleja exserta]) and their
locations will be identified and monitored for butterfly presence.
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27) The USFWS will be notified within 1 working day if adult federally listed butterflies or their
larvae are observed in the vicinity of the project area.
28) If host plants for the bay checkerspot butterfly and the mission blue butterfly are identified
within the project area, a 50-foot buffer will be marked around these population(s) and
avoided by work activities conducted between February 15 and August 15.
29) No herbicides will be applied during the rainy season (i.e., from October 15 through April 15
or within a 2-week period of when a rain event is forecasted) in areas that are occupied by
dwarf plantain, lupine, or purple owl’s clover.
30) A qualified botanist will conduct appropriately timed botanical surveys for listed species
before treatment begins. These surveys will include updating the mapping of known
populations of San Francisco collinsia and California bottlebrush grass as well as conducting
surveys for other special-status plants that could have established onsite since the 2007-2008
rare plant surveys.
31) If Federally-listed plants are identified in the project area, the population(s) will be marked
and avoided by work activities. Any populations of non-Federally listed sensitive plant
species identified will be marked and work activities will be avoided to the maximum extent
possible. If full avoidance of non-Federally listed sensitive plant species is not possible, work
will be conducted after the plant species has bloomed and set seed. If disturbance to a
Federally-listed plant cannot be avoided, the USFWS will be contacted immediately to
consult on appropriate conservation measures.
32) No herbicides, pesticides, or fertilizers will be applied within 50 feet of areas that are
occupied by federally listed plant species.
33) Disturbance of potential habitat of Federally-listed plant species will be avoided to the
maximum extent possible.
34) Mud and plant materials will be removed from treatment vehicles and equipment when the
vehicles and equipment are mobilized from an area infested with exotic plant species into an
area with an intact native plant community.
35) The Town will use only EPA-authorized herbicides and no herbicides that are restricted by
Federal injunctions.
36) The Town will ensure that it will minimize the risk for the introduction of amphibian disease,
such as chytrid fungus, by ensuring the implementation of the Declining Amphibian
Populations Task Force Fieldwork Code of Practice during handling of the CRLF.
37) The Town will notify the USFWS within 1 working day of the finding of any injured or dead
CRLF. Injured CRLF will be cared for by a licensed veterinarian or other qualified person.
Notification must include the date, time, and location of the incident or the finding of a dead
of injured animal clearly indicated on a USGS 7.5-minute quadrangle and other maps at a
finer scale, as requested by the USFWS, and any other pertinent information. The USFWS
contacts are Coast Bay/Forest Foothills Division Chief at the Sacramento Fish and Wildlife
Office (916) 414-6600, and the Resident Agent-in-Charge of the USFWS’s Law
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Enforcement Division, 2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2928, Sacramento, California 95825;
(916) 414-6660.
38) The onsite biologist will prepare an annual post-treatment compliance report and submit it to
the Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office within 60 calendar days of the date of the
completion of treatment activity each year. This report will detail (1) dates that treatment
occurred, (2) pertinent information concerning the success of the Proposed Project in meeting
the conservation measures, (3) an explanation of failure to meet such measures, if any, (4)
known Proposed Project effects on federally listed species, if any, (5) occurrences of
incidental take of listed species, if any, (6) documentation of employee environmental
education, and (7) other pertinent information.
39) If requested, the Town will ensure the USFWS, California Department of Fish and Wildlife,
or their agents can examine the project area for compliance with the Description of the
Proposed Action and Terms and Conditions of the Biological Opinion (USFWS 2012)
before, during, or after completion of the proposed project.
40) The CDFW will be notified within 1 working day if a State-protected species is injured or
killed.
41) If a woodrat nests cannot be avoided, a qualified biologist will inspect the nest and carefully
dismantle the nest by hand, allowing the occupant to relocate prior to treatment activities.
With implementation of the above mitigation measures, potentially significant impacts would be
reduced to a less-than-significant level.
b and c) Less Than Significant
As described above, no treatment would take place within 50 feet of a wetland or waterbody. In
addition, the following limitations designed as part of the proposed project would minimize the
effects on habitat and special-status species that occur in and near wetlands and water bodies:
herbicide restrictions, prohibition of equipment refueling, and gradation of vegetation density
with hand tools that would apply to work areas between 50 and 200 feet of wetlands and water
bodies.
d) Less Than Significant
No barriers to movement would be created as a result of this project. The project consists of
clearing vegetation. No new permanent structures would be built. Creeks and water features
would be avoided. No treatment activities would occur within 200 feet of a rookery or nursery
site until after the fledglings have left the site.
e) Less Than Significant
The proposed project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources. Section 14.04.050 of the Town of Hillsborough Municipal Code requires
that the city engineer, or their authorized representative, approve all tree removal on vacant
unimproved land in the Town. All tree removal activities would occur in compliance with the
Town’s municipal code. The proposed project would not result in large-scale tree removal. Some
small trees may be thinned to create spaces between trees in dense forested areas. Native trees
would be removed if it is the only reasonable means to meet the treatment objectives in specific
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areas. Hazard and diseased trees would also be felled as necessary. These treatment methods
follow the criteria described in Section 14.04.050, that the city engineer would consider when
authorizing tree removal activities.
f) No Impact
The project area does not fall under the purview of any adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan. The project area lacks any other habitat that is designated by Federal, State,
regional, or local agency for protection.
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Cultural Resources

Would the project:
a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as
defined in Section 15064.5?
b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to Section 15064.5?
c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?
d. Disturb any human remains, including
those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact






Source
14, 20, 23

20, 23

20, 23

20, 23

DISCUSSION:
a, b, c, and d) No Impact
Maureen Kick and Benjamin Elliot, both Registered Professional Archaeologists with URS
Corporation (URS), conducted a records search at the Northwest Information Center of the
California Historical Resources Information System on December 23, 2008 and a pedestrian
archeological survey of the proposed project’s area of potential effects on August 19, and 20,
2009.
The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) was contacted by letter on November 13,
2008 and requested to search its Sacred Lands File to determine if any known sacred sites or
other locations of importance to Native Americans are known to exist in the project area. A list
of Native Americans that should be contacted concerning resources of importance to Native
Americans was also requested. On November 14, 2008, the NAHC responded that the review of
the Sacred Lands File did not show any sacred sites or other locations of importance to Native
Americans in the project area. On November 2, 2009, letters were sent to the groups and
individuals identified by the NAHC. To date, no responses have been received.
As a result of the records search, one previously recorded site, C-146/778, a small prehistoric
shell mound or camping site, was identified. The site was recorded in 1936. No evidence of the
site was found during the pedestrian survey. Either the site no longer exists or its location was
plotted incorrectly.
Portions of the proposed project area are located on a property that was formerly part of the 700acre historic-era Crocker Estate. The Crocker mansion and a remainder of the estate are located
outside the project area. During the pedestrian survey a number of remnant landscape
architecture features related to the Crocker Estate were observed, including Crocker Lake and
Crocker Dam, several stone retaining walls, stone gate posts, unpaved carriage paths, and a
downed trestle bridge, all of which are within the proposed project area. These may be
contributing elements to the estate property and were recorded on Department of Parks and
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Recreation forms. The proposed project would not affect the identified historic properties. The
landscape architecture features within the proposed project area will not be removed or altered
by the proposed activities. No other cultural resources were identified within the project area.
The proposed project would not result in any substantial adverse changes in the significance of a
historical or archaeological resource as defined in Section 15064.5.
The proposed activities would result in only minimal ground disturbance and would not involve
grading or earth-moving. No tree skidding would occur. Green waste would be transported in the
treatment areas through bundling and carrying or through the use of a pulley system, and root
balls would be left in place. Slopes in all treatment areas would be stabilized, and erosion control
measures would be installed as needed. As such, any rock formations that could contain
paleontological resources would not be directly or indirectly destroyed or affected through the
implementation of the proposed project. The proposed project would not disturb any known
human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. The Town would stop
work in the event of an unexpected discovery of previously unidentified archeological resources.
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Geology and Soils

Would the project:
a. Expose people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:
i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault,
as delineated on the most recent
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning Map issued by the State
Geologist for the area or based on
other substantial evidence of a known
fault? Refer to Division of Mines and
Geology Special Pub. 42.
ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

No
Impact

Source

16, 20, 23



iii. Seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction?
iv.Landslides?
b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the
loss of topsoil?
c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that
is unstable, or that would become
unstable as a result of the project, and
potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse?
d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined
in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building
Code (1994), creating substantial risks to
life or property?
e. Have soils incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative waste water disposal systems
where sewers are not available for the
disposal of waste water?

Less Than
Significant
Impact



16, 20, 23



16, 20, 23



16, 20, 23
16, 20, 23



16, 20, 23



16, 20, 23


20, 23



DISCUSSION:
a. i, ii, iii, iv., c, and d) Less Than Significant Impact
The proposed project areas are within open space areas that are closed to the public. The
proposed project would not expose people or structures to additional risks associated with a
known earthquake fault, strong seismic ground shaking, or seismic-related ground failure
(including liquefaction).
To avoid the potential for landslides and hazards associated with unstable or expansive soils, root
balls of cut trees and vegetation would be left in place and no tree skidding would occur. With
the exception of SOD-infected trees, to further avoid erosion due to ground disturbance, green
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waste and heavy equipment such as chippers and mulchers would be transported on steep slopes
using a pulley system and chippers would be operated on existing access roads. SOD-infected
trees would be felled and the plant matter would be left in-place. No additional treatment
activities would be performed within 200 feet of infected trees.
During and after implementation of the proposed project, slopes in all treatment areas would be
stabilized as needed to prevent hazards related to unstable and expansive soils. These measures
include, but are not limited to, installing and maintaining silt fences immediately down-gradient
of disturbed areas and installing and maintaining erosion control blankets on all disturbed sloped
ground. Coconut coir matting or tackified hydroseeding compounds would likely be used for
slope stabilization. Plastic monofilament netting (erosion control matting) or similar material
would not be used for slope stabilization because of the potential that reptiles and amphibians,
including federally listed species, could become entangled or trapped in these textiles. Follow up
maintenance activities as part of the proposed project would include the installation of necessary
erosion control measures.
b) Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated
Although the proposed project would involve minimal ground disturbance, the project would
take place on steep slopes with potential for erosion and loss of topsoil. To avoid the potential for
erosion and loss of topsoil, root balls of cut trees and vegetation would be left in place and no
tree skidding would occur. With the exception of SOD-infected trees, to further avoid erosion
due to ground disturbance, green waste and heavy equipment such as chippers and mulchers
would be transported on steep slopes using a pulley system and chippers would be operated on
existing access roads. SOD-infected trees would be felled and the plant matter would be left inplace. No additional treatment activities would be performed within 200 feet of infected trees.
During and after implementation of the proposed project, slopes in all treatment areas would be
stabilized, and erosion control measures would be installed as needed. These measures include,
but are not limited to, installing and maintaining silt fences immediately down-gradient of
disturbed areas and installing and maintaining erosion control blankets on all disturbed sloped
ground. Coconut coir matting or tackified hydroseeding compounds would likely be used for
slope stabilization. Plastic monofilament netting (erosion control matting) or similar material
would not be used for slope stabilization because of the potential that reptiles and amphibians,
including federally listed species, could become entangled or trapped in these textiles. Follow up
maintenance activities as part of the proposed project would include the installation of necessary
erosion control measures.
In order to further reduce the potential for erosion and loss of topsoil, mitigation measure BIO-25
would be implemented: silt fencing will be installed between the work area and any water
bodies, including ponds, wetlands, and riparian areas. With the implementation of BIO-25 and
the erosion control measures described above, the impact of the proposed project to result in
erosion and loss of topsoil would be reduced to less-than-significant.
e) No Impact
The proposed project would not include septic tanks or other alternative waste-water disposal
systems.
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Would the project:
a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions,
either directly or indirectly, that may have
a significant impact on the environment?
b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or
regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse
gases?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact




No
Impact

Source
2, 3, 16,
20, 23, 25
2, 3, 16,
18, 20,
23, 25

DISCUSSION:
a and b) Less Than Significant
The project-related emissions would be similar in nature to those of a construction project
because the proposed project would result in temporary emissions over a short period (three
years), would involve the temporary use of mechanical equipment, and would not result in long
term operational emissions. Indirect emissions would result from the removal of vegetation that
sequesters atmospheric carbon. Existing CEQA Guidelines do not include a threshold of
significance for greenhouse gas emissions from a construction-related project3. Therefore, there
is no greenhouse gas significance threshold that applies to the proposed project.
The proposed project includes treatment activities for eight Town-owned open space areas (Sites
A through G and Site I), consisting of eight DSZs and four HPFMAs. Greenhouse gas emissions
from the proposed project would be generated from combustion of fossil fuel in the equipment
and trucks, as described in the Section 3.3 Air Quality. As presented in Table 2 (Section 3.3 Air
Quality), maximum daily greenhouse gas emissions generated by the project were estimated at
4,428 lb/day as CO2. This daily emission translates to 120 metric tons/year of CO2, assuming 60
days of activity per year.
Indirect emissions would be negligible because younger vegetation stands (i.e. regrowth) tend to
sequester carbon at a faster rate than older vegetation stands. As treatment areas cycle through
regrowth and additional maintenance treatment, there is potential for future carbon sequestration
rates in the project area to meet or exceed the current sequestration rate.
Although no applicable greenhouse gas emissions threshold currently exists, the projected short
term emissions of greenhouse gases from the first year treatment scenario, which would include
the majority of vegetation removal activities, would be well below 1,100 metric tons of
CO2/year, which is the most stringent greenhouse gas emissions threshold established by the
BAAQMD and is intended for operational missions from projects emitting from non-stationary
sources.
3

BAAQMD. California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines. June 2, 2010
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Because the projected short term emissions of greenhouse gas from the first year of project
treatment would be well below the 1,100 metric tons of CO2/year emissions threshold, during its
entire duration, the proposed project would not conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases.
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Would the project:
a. Create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials?
b. Create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?
c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within one-quarter
mile of an existing or proposed school?
d. Be located on a site which is included on
a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code
Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would
create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment?
e. For a project located within an airport
land use plan or, where such a plan has
not been adopted, within two miles of a
public airport or public use airport, would
the project result in a safety hazard for
people residing or working in the project
area?
f. For a project located within the vicinity of
a private airstrip, would the project result
in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?
g. Impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation
plan?
h. Expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury, or death
involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas
or where residences are intermixed with
wildlands?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Source
20, 23


20, 23


20, 23


8, 13, 20,
23



16, 20, 23



16, 20, 23


9, 20, 23


9, 20, 23
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DISCUSSION:
a, b, and c) Less Than Significant Impact
To prevent re-sprouting of cut vegetation, an herbicide solution would be applied to the cambium
layer of freshly cut tree stumps within a few minutes of felling. The herbicide mixture would
likely consist of a combination of a glyphosate-based herbicide such as RoundUp or Rodeo in a
solution of esterified seed oil (a tackifier), water, and marking dye. A typical tree requires 1 to 2
ounces of diluted solution.
At certain times, including during work at Sites A, B, C, D, E, and F, the proposed project would
involve the handling of hazardous materials (herbicides) within one-quarter mile of an existing
school. During herbicide treatment, to the extent practicable, Integrated Pest Management
guidelines and California Department of Agriculture pesticide regulations would be followed.
Herbicides would be applied by a Chemical Applicator (hand-painting) with a Qualified
Applicator License or certification from the California Department of Agriculture in accordance
with the manufacturer’s specifications and Federal and State laws. Herbicides would not be
applied directly within 50 feet of standing water, creeks, streams or other wetland habitats. No
foliar herbicide application would occur, and herbicides would not be applied by spraying
because all herbicides would be hand-painted on stumps.
It is unlikely that a hazardous materials release or accident would occur when implementing the
proposed project and any accidental release would be relatively small. The use of herbicides
would be relatively minimal: it would be painted on freshly cut stumps and no foliar application
would occur. The use of herbicides in accordance with the manufacturer’s specifications and
Federal and State laws would minimize potential for accidental release. Finally, with the
relatively small quantity of herbicide that would likely be used for the proposed project, an
accidental release would be relatively small and localized. Appendix B includes a description of
the hazards and toxicity of glyphosate, the active herbicide component in RoundUp and Rodeo.
The use or storage of petroleum-powered equipment would be accomplished in a manner to
prevent the potential release of petroleum materials. BMPs would be implemented as described
in Section 1.3.1 and repeated below, which would limit the effects of any accidental release. In
addition, the USFWS has required that all staging areas and fueling or maintenance of vehicles
and equipment be at least 65 feet from any water body or riparian habitat. The USFWS
requirements are described in more detail above in Section 3.4 Biological Resources.






Vehicles and equipment would be inspected and approved before use to ensure that they
would not leak hazardous materials such as oil, hydraulic fluid, or fuel.
Fueling would take place in designated staging areas, outside native vegetation or
wetlands.
The contractor would have emergency clean-up gear for spills (spill containment and
absorption materials) and fire equipment available onsite at all times. The gear and
equipment would be inspected before treatment begins.
Leaks, drips, and other spills would be cleaned up immediately to avoid soil or
groundwater contamination. Cleanup of a spill on soil would include removing the
contaminated soil using the emergency spill cleanup gear. Contaminated soil and
\6-JUN-13\\OAK

3-27

SECTIONTHREE

Environmental Checklist Form

disposable gear used to clean up a hazardous materials spill would be properly disposed
of following State and Federal hazardous material disposal regulations.
 Major vehicle maintenance and washing would be done offsite.
 Spent fluids including motor oil and radiator coolant and used vehicle batteries would be
collected, stored, and recycled as hazardous waste offsite.
Spilled dry materials would be swept up immediately.
Thus, the effects to the public or the environmental should an accidental release occur would be
relatively minimal and would be a less-than-significant impact.
d) No Impact
The list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5
was consulted, and no sites are listed within the project area (SWRCB 2013).
e) Less Than Significant Impact
A portion of the project area is within 2 miles of the San Francisco International Airport and is
within the San Carlos Airport’s Area of Influence Boundary A. The proposed project would not
expose people that reside or work in the project area to any new safety hazards related to the
nearby airport, such as a potential hazard to workers in a new tall building near an established
flight path. Additionally, the proposed project would not create new hazards for birds and would
thus not result in a potential increase in bird strikes by nearby airplanes.
f) No Impact
The proposed project would not be located in the vicinity of a private airstrip.
g) No Impact
The proposed project would not impair the implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. Vehicle staging would be
located off the Town’s streets. Work crews would be small and they may park their vehicles on
Town streets, but would park their vehicles at allowable locations which would thus not impair
the movement of emergency vehicles or other vehicles implementing an emergency evacuation
plan.
h) Less Than Significant Impact
The proposed project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or
death involving wildland fires. The project would be implemented in a manner to eliminate the
potential for work crews to accidently start a wildfire. Work crews would take all necessary
precautions to guard against and eliminate fire hazards that could cause a wildfire. No open
flames or cigarettes would be permitted. Access roads in the open space areas would be kept
accessible to fire-fighting equipment at all times. Treatment activities would likely not occur
during “red flag” fire warning days, or in the event of a fire located within or adjacent to the
work area. Work crews would have water available for emergency fire suppression if water is not
readily available onsite. Work crews would have fire suppression equipment on site at all times.
Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact on risk to wildfire.
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Hydrology and Water Quality

Would the project:
a. Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?
b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that there would be a net deficit
in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table level (e.g., the production
rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to
a level which would not support existing land
uses or planned uses for which permits have
been granted)?
c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern
of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a
manner which would result in substantial
erosion or siltation on- or off-site?
d. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern
of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would result
in flooding on- or off-site?
e. Create or contribute runoff water which would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned
storm water drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted
runoff?
f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?
g. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard
area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other
flood hazard delineation map?
h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area
structures which would impede or redirect flood
flows?
i. Expose people or structures to a significant risk
of loss, injury or death involving flooding,
including flooding as a result of the failure of a
levee or dam?
j. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact



Source
13, 18,
20, 23
20, 23



20, 23


20, 23



18, 20,
23




20, 23
20, 23





20, 23

20, 23




20, 23
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DISCUSSION:
a) Less Than Significant Impact
The open space areas contain water bodies, including lakes and creeks. As described in Section
1.3, a 200-foot buffer around wetlands and perennial water bodies would be staked out at the
start of project activities. Work in the 200-foot buffer would adhere to the following:


No work within 50 feet of a wetland or water body.



For work between 50 and 200 feet of a wetland or water body:
o Herbicide use in the 200 to 50 foot zone would be restricted to glyphosate-based
herbicides that are approved by the EPA for use around water (e.g., Rodeo);
o Manual equipment (chainsaws, brush cutters, and other hand tools) would be used to
remove vegetation.
o No equipment fueling would occur.

Thus, the proposed project is designed to not involve any discharges to a water body and
therefore the proposed project would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements.
b) No Impact
No groundwater would be used as part of the proposed project and the project does not involve
the creation of impervious surfaces. The proposed project would require a minimal amount of
water to be used for washing work vehicles and equipment, which may, depending on its source,
be groundwater, and would not involve any paving or grading. Therefore, the proposed project
would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with ground water recharge.
c) Less Than Significant Impact
The proposed project would not alter the existing drainage pattern of the project area or its
vicinity. The proposed project would not alter the course of any existing stream or river. The
proposed project would cause minor ground disturbance in areas where vegetation would be
trimmed or removed. Slopes in all treatment areas would be stabilized, and erosion control
measures would be installed as needed. These measures include, but are not limited to, installing
and maintaining silt fences immediately down-gradient of disturbed areas and installing and
maintaining erosion control blankets on all sloped disturbed ground. Coconut coir matting or
tackified hydroseeding compounds would likely be used for slope stabilization. Plastic
monofilament netting (erosion control matting) or similar material would not be used.
d) Less Than Significant Impact
The proposed project would result in no flooding on or off-site as it would not occur in any
designated floodplain and would not alter or change the movement of surface water.
e and f) Less Than Significant Impact
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The proposed project would not alter storm water drainage systems. Herbicides, when used,
would not be applied within 50 feet of standing water, creeks, streams or other wetland habitats.
The proposed project would, therefore, not create or contribute any runoff water or polluted
runoff. The proposed project would not degrade water-quality.
g and h) No Impact
The proposed project would involve no new housing or structures.
i)

No Impact

The proposed project would not involve any exposure to significant risks related to flooding as
the proposed project would not involve changing public access to the project site and would not
involve construction of any structures in a hazard area.
j) Less Than Significant Impact
The proposed project would not involve any exposure to significant risks related to inundation by
seethe, tsunami, or mudflow because the proposed project would not take place in seiche or
tsunami hazard areas and would not involve ground disturbing activities that would result in
mudflows.
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3.10 Land Use and Planning

Potentially
Significant
Impact
Would the project:
a. Physically divide an established
community?
b. Conflict with any applicable land use
plan, policy, or regulation of an agency
with jurisdiction over the project
(including but not limited to the general
plan, specific plan, local coastal program,
or zoning ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?
c. Conflict with any applicable habitat
conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan?

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact


Source
16, 20, 23
15, 16,
20, 23



5, 20, 23


DISCUSSION:
a) No Impact
The proposed project would not result in any new construction or changes in land use and would
not physically divide an established community.
b) No Impact
The proposed project would not change the land uses at the project sites or conflict with the
Hillsborough Zoning Ordinance. The proposed project would not conflict with any applicable
land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.
c) No Impact
There are no known habitat conservation plans or natural community conservation plans that
apply to the project area. Therefore, proposed project would not conflict with any applicable
habitat conservation plans or natural community conservation plans.
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3.11 Mineral Resources

Potentially
Significant
Impact
Would the project:
a. Result in the loss of availability of a known
mineral resource that would be of value to
the region and the residents of the state?
b. Result in the loss of availability of a
locally-important mineral resource recovery
site delineated on a local general plan,
specific plan, or other land use plan?

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact




Source
16, 20,
23
16, 20,
23

DISCUSSION:
a) No Impact
Mining activities in California are regulated by the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act
(SMARA) of 1975. Based on guidelines adopted by the California Geological Survey, areas
known as Mineral Resource Zones (MRZs) are classified according to the presence or absence of
significant deposits.
There are no known mineral resources within the vicinity of the proposed project site. If any
unknown mineral resources exist within the proposed project site, the proposed project would not
result in the loss of their availability.
b) No Impact
No known mineral resource recovery site is located within the proposed project area or is
delineated in the Town of Hillsborough General Plan or any other known land use or specific
plan.
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3.12 Noise

Would the project result in:
a. Exposure of persons to or generation of
noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of
other agencies?
b. Exposure of persons to or generation of
excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?
c. A substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project?
d. A substantial temporary or periodic
increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?
e. For a project located within an airport land
use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public
airport or public use airport, would the
project expose people residing or working
in the project area to excessive noise
levels?
f. For a project located within the vicinity of
a private airstrip, would the project expose
people residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Source
15, 16,
18, 20, 23



20, 23

20, 23

20, 23

10, 11,
16, 20, 23


20, 23


DISCUSSION:
a) Less Than Significant Impact
According to the Town of Hillsborough Noise Ordinance, equipment may be operated for
construction activities that do not produce a total combined noise level in excess of 100 Aweighted decibels (dBA) when measured from a distance of 25 feet between 9 A.M. and 5 P.M.,
Monday through Friday. Noise-generating project activities, such as the operation of equipment,
would only take place between 9 A.M. and 5 P.M., Monday through Friday.
Activities and noise levels associated with the proposed project include chainsaw operation
(approximately 82 dBA at 25 feet), chipping logs (91 dBA at 25 feet), and the operation of
loader-type equipment (86 dBA at 25 feet) such as flail mowers (California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection 2000). For the purpose of this analysis, it was assumed that ten
chainsaws, two chippers, and two pieces of loader-type equipment would be in operation at any
one time. Decibels are measured on a logarithmic scale and when adding decibels, decibels must
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first be converted to a linear scale, then added, and then a log must be taken of the sum. Using
this calculation, the combined operation of these ten pieces of equipment would generate a
combined noise level of 96.5 dBA at a distance of 25 feet, which would be below the 100 dBA
level established in the Town Noise Ordinance. All noise-producing equipment and vehicles
using internal combustion engines would be equipped with properly operating mufflers and airinlet silencers, where appropriate, that meet or exceed factory specifications. Idling of vehicles
and other equipment would be minimized when not in use to prevent unnecessary noise.
Noise sources associated with the proposed project would move throughout the project area, and
no single noise-sensitive receptor would be subject to elevated project-related noise levels for
more than a few days or weeks. Propagation through trees and vegetation and the effects of
large-scale terrain features would mitigate noise created by the proposed project. Noise
insulation provided by buildings would partially reduce project-related noise. When windows are
closed, residential structures typically abate noise by approximately 20 dBA.
b) No Impact
The type of equipment to be used and the nature of the proposed project would not result in the
creation of groundborne vibration or groundborne noise. Thus, the proposed project would not
expose people to any groundborne vibration or noise levels.
c) No Impact
The proposed project would not result in any permanent or stationary noise-generating facilities
that would increase or change the ambient noise levels of the project area. The proposed project
would result in no permanent increase in noise levels. Once initial treatment activities have
occurred in a certain area, the area would be occasionally revisited for maintenance treatment
activities.
d) Less Than Significant Impact
During implementation of the proposed project, noise levels would be increased above levels
existing without the proposed project but this impact would only be temporary and during hours
of project activity. Additionally, activities would be compliant with the Town's noise ordinance.
e and f) No Impact
A portion of the project area is within 2 miles of the San Francisco International Airport and the
San Carlos Airport’s Area of Influence Boundary A. The proposed project would not expose
people that reside or work in the project area to any noise levels related to the nearby airports.
The proposed project is not located within two miles of a private airstrip.
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3.13 Population and Housing

Potentially
Significant
Impact
Would the project:
a. Induce substantial population growth in an
area, either directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses) or
indirectly (for example, through extension
of roads or other infrastructure)?

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Source
20, 23



b. Displace substantial amounts of existing
housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?



20, 23

c. Displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?



20, 23

DISCUSSION:
a, b, and c) No Impact
The nature of the project would not result in changes in the population or housing of the Town.
The proposed project would not induce substantial population growth either directly or
indirectly. The proposed project would not displace any existing housing. The proposed project
would not provide for or create any additional roads or road capacity. The proposed project
would not displace any people or necessitate any new construction. Implementing the proposed
project would result in a reduction of an existing hazard to the existing housing and population of
the Town and would not result in the reduction of the hazard in undeveloped areas where
housing, roads, or other infrastructure could be built. The project area would continue to be used
and designated by the Town as Open Space. Therefore, the project would not directly or
indirectly induce population growth.
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3.14 Public Services
Would the project result in substantial
adverse physical impacts associated with
the provision of new or physically altered
governmental facilities, need for new or
physically altered governmental facilities,
the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in
order to maintain acceptable service
ratios, response times, or other
performance objectives for any of the
following public services:
a. Fire Protection?
b. Police Protection?
c. Schools?
d. Parks?
e. Other public facilities?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact



No
Impact





Source
20, 23
20, 23
20, 23
20, 23
20, 23

DISCUSSION:
a, b, c, and d) No Impact
The proposed project would not result in the provision of or need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities. The proposed project would not result in the need for additional public
services. The open space areas would remain closed to the general public. Thus, there would be
no need to change or add public facilities or other public services as a result of implementing the
proposed project. The purpose of the proposed project is to reduce fire hazards within 8 of the
Town’s open space areas that would have a beneficial effect on local fire protection services.
e) Less Than Significant Impact
The proposed project would involve removal of vegetation during a treatment period of three
years, after which long-term maintenance would be conducted annually or as needed.
Maintenance activities could include mowing, brush removal, and retreatment of invasive plant
infestations with herbicides. Long term maintenance would be the responsibility of the Town and
therefore would require the use of Town staff or contractors. However, due to the limited nature
of the maintenance activities, the impact of the proposed project on public facilities would be
less-than-significant.
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3.15 Recreation

Potentially
Significant
Impact
a. Would the project increase the use of
existing neighborhood and regional parks
or other recreational facilities such that
substantial physical deterioration of the
facilities would occur or be accelerated?
b. Does the project include recreational
facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities which
might have an adverse physical effect on
the environment?

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Source
20, 23



20, 23


DISCUSSION:
a) No Impact
The proposed project would be implemented within the Town of Hillsborough Open Space areas,
which are closed to the public and are not accessible for recreational use. Therefore, the
proposed project would have no impact on recreation.
b) No Impact
The proposed project does not include recreational facilities nor does it require the construction
or expansion of recreational facilities.
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3.16 Transportation/Traffic

Would the project:
a. Conflict with an applicable plan,
ordinance or policy establishing measures
of effectiveness for the performance of the
circulation system, taking into account all
modes of transportation including mass
transit and non-motorized travel and
relevant components of the circulation
system, including but not limited to
intersections, streets, highways and
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and
mass transit?
b. Conflict with an applicable congestion
management program, including, but not
limited to level of service standards and
travel demand measures, or other standards
established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads
or highways?
c. Result in a change in air traffic patterns,
including either an increase in traffic levels
or a change in location that results in
substantial safety risks?
d. Substantially increase hazards due to a
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible
uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
e. Result in inadequate emergency access?
f. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or
programs supporting alternative
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle
racks)?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Source
16, 20, 23



16, 20, 23


20, 23

20, 23



20, 23
16



DISCUSSION:
a and b) Less Than Significant Impact
Regional access to Hillsborough is provided by three major freeways: State Route 92 (SR 92),
U.S. Highway 101 (US 101) and Interstate 280 (I-280). The local roadway system serving
Hillsborough is mainly comprised of smaller, curved residential streets. Overall, Hillsborough’s
roadway system operates with very little congestion, with a level of service (LOS) A or B the
majority of the time. There is not currently any public transportation running through the Town
of Hillsborough due to the Town’s low density housing, low ridership potential, and roadway
system. There is also limited bike and pedestrian infrastructure.
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The Circulation Element of the 2005 Town of Hillsborough General Plan sets goals and policies
for all transportation modes. Plan goals concern maintaining existing roadways; reducing
congestion as the Town grows; and developing more pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure. The
proposed project would not permanently impact roadways and would therefore not significantly
conflict with goals and policies contained in the General Plan Circulation Element. Aside from
the temporary minimal traffic increase generated by work crews traveling to and from the
proposed project area during project implementation, the proposed project would not create any
increase in traffic levels. As a result, the proposed project would not significantly conflict with
local congestion management goals.
c) No Impact
The proposed project would not affect level of service standards or air traffic patterns.
d) Less Than Significant Impact
The proposed project would not substantially increase transportation or traffic hazards due to
design features or incompatible uses, though work crews would use existing public roads to
transport equipment (chippers, forestry mulchers) to the project site to be used for project
implementation. Transportation of this equipment would follow all traffic laws, would not
require special permission from local governments, and would not require use of warning or
chase vehicles. All staging areas would be located off public streets. Additionally, the proposed
project would not require the alteration of any roadways.
e) Less Than Significant Impact
The Circulation Element of the 2005 Town of Hillsborough General Plan notes that many of
Hillsborough’s streets are narrow and emergency vehicles sometimes have difficulty navigating
around parked vehicles on streets. The Proposed Project would not involve road closures or
result in inadequate emergency access. All staging areas would be located off public streets and
would not affect emergency access on public streets. Work crews may park their personal
vehicles on public streets but only in allowable locations that would not impede emergency
access.
f) No Impact
The proposed project would be temporary in nature and occur on open space properties. The use
of public streets where alternative transportation methods would occur would be limited to
accessing the project area and parking of work crew personal vehicles. These personal vehicles
would be parked in a legal manner and would thus not inhibit the implementation of alternative
transportation methods. Therefore, the proposed project would not significantly conflict with
adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation.
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3.17 Utilities and Service Systems

Potentially
Significant
Impact
Would the project:
a. Exceed wastewater treatment
requirements of the applicable Regional
Water Quality Control Board?
b. Require or result in the construction of
new water or wastewater treatment
facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?
c. Require or result in the construction of
new storm water drainage facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?
d. Have sufficient water supplies available to
serve the project from existing
entitlements and resources, or are new or
expanded entitlements needed?
e. Result in a determination by the
wastewater treatment provider which
serves or may serve the project that it has
adequate capacity to serve the project’s
projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?
f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient
permitted capacity to accommodate the
project’s solid waste disposal needs?
g. Comply with federal, state, and local
statutes and regulations related to solid
waste?

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Source
13, 20, 23


20, 23


20, 23


20, 23

20, 23


20, 23

20, 23


DISCUSSION:
a, b, c, d, and e) No Impact
The proposed project does not include or require any water treatment and would not involve the
construction of any water treatment or drainage facilities. There are currently sufficient water
sources for successful implementation of the proposed project.
f and g) No Impact
The proposed project would generate minimal waste that would need to be disposed of at a
landfill. The large majority of waste generated by the proposed project would consist of cut
vegetation, which would be disposed of within the project sites to the fullest extent possible. In
areas where removal of green waste from the proposed project sites is necessary for fuel load
\6-JUN-13\\OAK

3-41

SECTIONTHREE

Environmental Checklist Form

reduction, green waste would be collected, chipped, and transported offsite to a permitted green
waste processing facility. All spent fluids including motor oil, radiator coolant, or other fluids
and used vehicle batteries would be collected, stored, and recycled as hazardous waste at a
permitted facility offsite.
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3.18 Mandatory Findings of Significance

Potentially
Significant
Impact
a. Does the project have the potential to
degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
wildlife community, reduce the number or
restrict the range of an endangered, rare or
threatened plant or wildlife, or eliminate
important examples of the major periods
of California history or prehistory?
b. Does the project have impacts that are
individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (“Cumulatively
considerable” means that the incremental
effects of a project are considerable when
viewed in connection with the effects of
past projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable future
projects)?
c. Does the project have environmental
effects that will cause substantial adverse
effects on human beings, either directly or
indirectly?

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Source
20, 23, 26



17, 20,
22, 23


20, 23


DISCUSSION:
a) Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated
With the incorporated mitigation, the proposed project would not have the potential to degrade
the quality of the environment. To prevent potential significant impacts to federal- or state-listed
species within the vicinity of the project area, implementation of the proposed project with
mitigation measures would take into account the breeding season for the California red-legged
frog (CRLF); hibernation period for the San Francisco garter snake; the bird nesting season; and
woodrat nests. A qualified biologist would conduct pretreatment surveys for nesting birds during
the bird nesting season, and pretreatment surveys for sensitive plant species and the host plant
species for sensitive butterfly species. Sensitive biological resources would be avoided to the
extent feasible with appropriate exclusion flagging and buffers in place (e.g. 200-foot exclusion
buffer from active bird nests, and a 50-foot exclusion buffer from wetlands and waterbodies).
Modified treatment methods would be implemented if treatment activities would occur in
suitable hibernating habitat for the San Francisco garter snake or suitable breeding habitat for the
CRLF to minimize potential for disturbance. The proposed project would not substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below
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self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or wildlife community, or reduce the number
or restrict the range of endangered, rare or threatened plants or wildlife.
As the proposed project would not result in impacts to cultural resources, the proposed project
would not result in the elimination of important examples of major periods of California history
or prehistory.
In the long term, the proposed project would result in improvements to the habitat of the project
area. The general removal of non-native plant species and retention of native plant species,
followed by maintenance activities to preserve low fuel loads, would provide for a managed
habitat of primarily native species that is more similar to the native natural environment.
b) Less Than Significant Impact
As the impacts associated with the proposed project would be minimal, primarily short term, and
localized to the open space areas in Hillsborough, the analysis of cumulative impacts is focused
on activities in the Town’s open space areas. The Town approved the prioritization of 10 projects
categorized into 6 groups to occur in its open space areas: 1) Wildfire Mitigation (the proposed
project), 2) Partnerships, 3) Outreach, 4) Acacia Stand Conversion, 5) High Priority Invasive
Plants, and 6) Wildlife Management Plan. Of the 6 project categories considered by the Town
Council, the High Priority Invasive Plants project has been implemented. As for the other 4
project categories, the Town Council has not considered any additional funding for projects in its
open space areas for these categories; the Town has not developed plans beyond the concepts
described in 2008 for implementing any of these projects; and the Town has not sought outside
funding sources, such as grants, for any of these projects. The likelihood of implementing these
other projects in the near-term (next five years) is minimal. As the Town has made efforts to
prioritize these projects over other potential projects that could occur in the open space areas, for
the sake of analyzing cumulatively considerable impacts, all 5 other project categories would be
considered foreseeable future projects. The Town would consider additional CEQA compliance
for an individual project or group of projects in the open space areas at the time the decision is
made to proceed with one of these projects in the future.
In June and July 2009, the Town implemented the “High Priority Invasive Plants” project. Using
a licensed herbicide applicator, egg-leaved spurge and star thistle were treated in the Site C and
Site I. These plant colonies were targeted as they were a relatively small infestation of newly
colonizing non-native invasive plants. If left untreated, these new infestations could likely
continue to spread in the open space areas, resulting in larger and much costlier control activities
in the future.
Past and future project activities in the open space areas that could have incremental effects
when cumulatively considered with the proposed project would include habitat restoration, trail
development and use, forest stand conversion, and removal of invasive plants. The impacts of the
proposed project after implementation of project-specific mitigation measures would not be
cumulatively considerable when accounting for the incremental cumulative effects of the
previous invasive plant removal activities and the future project activities in the open space
areas. Past and future projects that could occur in the open space areas would have similar
impacts to those described in this Initial Study. As such, these impacts would primarily be
temporary and would be expected to affect resource areas including air quality, biological
resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hazards and
hazardous materials, and noise. Similar mitigation measures would be implemented to reduce the
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temporary effects of project implementation to biological resources. If the proposed project areas
were to be opened to the public for recreational and educational activities, changes to land use,
and recreation would also be expected to result. These impacts would be minimal and would not
be cumulatively considerable to any resource area. The visual character of the open space areas
would change over time, due to a reduction in the overall density of vegetation, the removal of
additional invasive species, and the conversion of stands of acacia to mixed oak woodlands.
Overall, the implementation of all 6 project categories would not be expected to change the
overall character of the Town open space areas; they would still remain as open space areas in
their primarily native plant vegetated state. Additionally, as with the proposed project, these
projects would be implemented in a manner that would minimize the temporary effects that
could result from construction or treatment activities and seek to preserve sensitive resources.
Additionally, no other projects would occur concurrently with the proposed project. Therefore,
minimal, short-term impacts from the proposed project are not expected to combine with
minimal, short-term impacts from other projects in the vicinity and create significant adverse
cumulative impacts.
c) Less Than Significant Impact
Some methods of vegetation treatment to mitigate wildfire hazards, such as prescribed burning,
extensive herbicide treatment, mechanical clearcutting, and complete plant removal (including
rootballs), can result in adverse environmental effects such as the degradation of visual resources
and water quality, exceedances of air quality standards, harm or destruction to biological
resources, releases of hazardous materials, erosion and sedimentation, and exceedances of noise
standards. The proposed project would not result in environmental effects that would cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either indirectly or directly, as discussed in the
Initial Study contained herein. The analysis of environmental impacts described in this Initial
Study indicates that with mitigation, no CEQA-stipulated subject or resource areas would be
significantly affected as a result of the implementation of the proposed project.


The visual character of the project area would not substantially change and would continue to
consist mainly of vegetated areas including hardwood forest, chaparral, coastal scrub,
grasslands, riparian forest, and scrub.



No exceedances of air quality standards would occur as a result of the proposed project.



Through the design of the treatment activities and with the implementation of mitigation
measures, no substantial effects would occur to biological resources and most, if not all,
sensitive biological resources would be avoided.



Though herbicides would be used, their use would be minimal, would follow manufacturer’s
specifications and federal and state laws, and would have relatively minimal impacts should
an accidental release occur.



Through the design of the treatment activities, potential erosion and sedimentation would be
minimized.



Noise control techniques would reduce intrusion of noise from mechanical equipment, and
noise levels would be below those established in the Town’s Noise Ordinance.

Additionally, the proposed project would result in a reduction of the current wildfire hazard and
a reduction in the vulnerability of the built-out areas of the Town to a wildfire.
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Section 6 SIX Response to Comments

In accordance with Section 15074(b)of the State of California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Guidelines, the Town of Hillsborough, as the lead agency, has evaluated the comments
received on the Hillsborough Fire Hazard Mitigation and Fuel Reduction Program Initial Study
and Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) and has prepared responses to the
comments received.
An IS/MND was prepared and circulated for public review in May 2013. The IS/MND was made
available for a 30-day public review period starting on May 6, 2013 and ending on June 6, 2013.
The Town used several methods to elicit comments on the IS/MND including sending copies of
the IS/MND to the State Clearinghouse for distribution to state agencies; sending a Notice of
Intent to the San Mateo County Clerk; mailing notices to residents within a 500-foot radius of the
project open space areas; and posting of notices for the IS/MND on the Town’s website. Written
comments were requested during the public review period.
In addition, two public meetings were held at Hillsborough’s Town Hall on May 22 and 29,
2013, to provide information and answer questions about the project. Although these meetings
were not specifically related to the IS/MND, comments received as a result of these meeting are
also addressed in this section.

6.1

Comments and Responses

This section contains the comments and responses to all comments received during the 30-day
public comment period. A copy of each comment is provided prior to each response.

6.1.1 Comment Letters Received During Public Comment Period pertaining to CEQA
No comment letters were received during the public comment period.

6.1.2 Other Comments Received During Public Comment Period
6.1.2.1 Commenter #1
The following comments (followed by the Town’s responses) were sent to the Town via email
by Mr. Tom Seaney:

Does Hillsborough have a plan to manage and remove dead trees, similar to programs that
manage tree health in the Sierras?
The Town is not familiar with the programs in the Sierras to which you refer. However, the
Town’s proposed Fire Hazard Mitigation and Fuel Load Reduction Project does call for the
removal of dead and/or mortally diseased trees in treatment areas within Town-owned open
space areas. Please see the Town’s website for detailed information:
http://www.hillsborough.net/depts/pw/osm2/firehazard.asp
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Can Hillsborough do a better job of restricting access to the canyon area(s)? One morning
on my deck I heard/saw to kids on mini bikes riding through the canyon. My first thought
was I hope they have spark arrestors on those bikes. One spark, one cigarette butt, could
launch a massive fire.
On an ongoing basis, the Hillsborough Police perform checks throughout all of our open areas
and we share your concern about the use of a mini bike in this type of terrain. In addition to the
risk of fire, there is also an immediate concern about the safety of anyone on a mini bike as an
emergency response in order to provide medical assistance would be challenging. As you know,
there are many minor pathways and rear yard gates into all of our open areas and although most
people heed the no trespassing rule, we do have some residents who ignore the signage. In
considering your note, the kids you saw from your deck were very likely from the immediate
area who have good knowledge of the area and trails. It is our goal to contact any person who
proceeds into the open areas in violation of our ordinance especially kids on mini bikes. In the
event you see this type of activity again, please immediately contact our police dispatch center at
650-375-7470 in order to report the incident. You may also contact Mark O'Connor, Chief of
Police, Hillsborough Police Department at 650-375-7565 (Direct Line) or
mkoconnor@hillsborough.net.

Do you have a plan to create fire breaks in the canyons to stop/slow movement of fire?
Maybe they already exist?
The Town has a proposed Fire Hazard Mitigation and Fuel Load Reduction Project which is
designed to reduce the risk of fire in Town-owned open space areas by 1) Establishing 100 foot
Defensible Space Zones that may begin on private property but end on Town-owned open space
areas and 2) Thinning vegetation in Fire Management Areas within Town-owned open space
areas. The Project does not include the creation of fire breaks per se, but will be effective in
reducing the risk of and/or slowing down wild fire in Town-owned open spaces. You can find
detailed information about Town-owned Open Space Areas and Fire Hazard Mitigation and Fuel
Load Reduction Project at:
http://www.hillsborough.net/depts/pw/open_space_management/default.asp

I'm guessing that most of the canyon space is not accessible by fire truck. Do you have a
plan to respond to a canyon fire? Mutual aid agreement with a service that has airplanes?
Town-owned open spaces areas are variously accessible depending upon the existence of utility
and/or fire roads within particular open space areas. The fire department within San Mateo
County is part of an Automatic Aid Program (Mutual Aid – equipment/resources have to be
requested) where all the fire resources within the county or coordinated through San Mateo
County Communications. Beyond that, all-wheel drive fire engines and air support for water
drops are resources that may be requested via the State’s Emergency Management System.

Does the Town have an arrangement/relationship with appropriate contractors to do this
work at a reduced price for residents?
The Town has not yet selected a contractor to do the work on the Project. This will be considered
at the June 10 City Council hearing. Once a contractor is selected and a contract awarded, the
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vegetation contractor information will be available to the public. The selected contractor may be
ammendable to Town-contract pricing for work on private property; however this has not been
broached or discussed with any of the contractors under consideration. The Town does not
maintain a list of contractors that do this type of work at a reduced price.

Will the Town permit/provide access to the fire road/trail below my house to facilitate the
removal of the vegetation? I do not have a pathway or defined access to my canyon
property?
The Town may consider access on a case-by-case basis. A quick site visit may be in order.
Please contact me or John Mullins (650-375-7444) to discuss.

6.1.2.2 Commenter #2
The following comments (followed by the Town’s responses) were made via telephone to Mr.
Ed Cooney from Ms. Kradjian:

I've been concerned for some time now about the canyon near my property. I'm not sure if it
is Town property or not [she could not provide N,S,E,W orientation to pinpoint area of
concern]. Will the Town be addressing that Canyon as part of the project?
The Project will take place in Town-owned open space areas. These areas are depicted in maps
available on the Town's website [provided her path to website @
http://www.hillsborough.net/depts/pw/open_space_management/firehazard.asp]. There are two
types of treatment areas in Town-owned open spaces: Defensible Space Zones (DSZ) and Fire
Management Areas. All but one of the Town owned open space areas have DSZ treatment areas,
and about half have FMAs. The total grant funded Project area is approximately 88 acres. If you
click on the map and zoom in on your property, you should be able to discern if the canyon near
your property is Town-owned and what type of treatment it will receive, if any. You may call me
back at anytime if you have trouble viewing this on the map.

There is a private property near my property with many acres of Eucalyptus trees that may
represent a fire hazard. it has been a long time concern of ours since a fire could start there
and spread to us. We've talked to Central County Fire about this before. What will the Town
do to ensure private property owners make their properties fire safe?
The Town has and will provide information about Defensible Space Zones for Town residents
and property owners as a part of its outreach efforts for this Project. Property owners in Wildland
Urban Interface (WUI) Areas are required by State regulation to maintain at least 100 feet of
defensible space from structures. Central County Fire is the local enforcement agency for
these regulations. Central County Fire does not do annual inspections of private properties in
WUI areas. However, Central County Fire does and will respond to complaints by residents with
concerns about possible wild fire risks of any kind.
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I wasn't able to attend either of the Public Meetings. I think the Town should do a lot more
fire prevention in canyons in Hillsborough. I will review the information about the Project on
the website. How do I provide input if I have any after I've reviewed the information.
You may email me [Ed Cooney, ecooney@hillsborough.net] with any comments about the
project. The public comment period for CEQA is through June 6. There is also a public hearing
about the Project at City Council meeting at Town Hall on June 10 at 6 p.m. at which public
comments will also be heard.

6.1.3 Comments Received During Two Public Meetings
6.1.3.1 First Public Meeting
The first public meeting on Fire Hazard Mitigation and Fuel Reduction Program was held at
Hillsborough’s Town Hall on May 22, 2013. The following comments (followed by the Town’s
responses) were received at that meeting:

Why are herbicides being used?
In accordance with the Town’s Integrated Pest Management policies, herbicide use on this
project is restricted to the most effective, least toxic product and application methods that are
known to be effective in controlling the invasive plants that occur Town’s Open Space Lands.
Where herbicides are needed to control invasive plants, The Project will only use a localized,
spot-application of EPA-approved glysophate- based herbicide products. Glysophate will be
applied directly to the cut stumps of invasive plants (i.e. the cut-and-paint method) to minimize
the amount of herbicides that will be used. Use of herbicides is intended to be limited to invasive
plants, and specifically to invasive plants such as acacia and French broom that are known to resprout when disturbed. The Town will not be pulling up, digging up, or tilling/discing into the
soil any plants since ground disturbance shall be avoided during the project as a condition of the
environmental review.

Won’t the treatment in the open spaces disturb wildlife and habitat?
The potential to harm wildlife species will be avoided or minimized through a combination of
timing the project to periods when work is least likely to affect sensitive wildlife species;
avoidance of high value habitats such as wetlands that are known to support sensitive wildlife;
and use of carefully selected work methods that will allow any wildlife present to move away
from work into nearby undisturbed areas. Only 88 acres of the Town’s 259 acres is to be treated.
The remainder of the areas will be untreated.
During the environmental review and approval process, the project has adopted forty-one
mitigation measures specifically designed to mitigate the disturbance to wildlife in Town-owned
open spaces. These mitigation measures include the following:
o The Town will have a consulting biologist present onsite during work to monitor
contractor’s work.
o Work will be avoided in certain sensitive habitats (e.g., within 50 feet of water
bodies).
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o Endangered species habitats and other sensitive biological resources will be marked
and either avoided or special mitigation measures put in place to protect them during
construction.
o The project will emphasize hand-tools and will not use heavy mechanical equipment
in vegetated areas. Small work crews will move slowly but progressively through the
open spaces using primarily hand tools in a manner that should allow wildlife to
easily avoid work crews and areas.

Will Redwood trees be removed?
No redwood tree removal is anticipated to result from this project. Redwood trees are very rare
on Town owned lands. Most of these areas support native oak woodlands. This project is not a
tree removal-project, and removal of large, live, healthy trees is not anticipated. Where necessary
for fire fuel reduction, a few already dead and mortally diseased trees may be felled. Saplings (>
4” diameter) may be removed as needed to meet fire management objectives. However, all native
trees and saplings, including native redwood and oak trees will be avoided wherever possible,
while still meeting fire management objectives.
The second public meeting on Fire Hazard Mitigation and Fuel Reduction Program was held at
Hillsborough’s Town Hall on May 29, 2013. The following comments (followed by the Town’s
responses) were received at that meeting:

6.1.3.2 Second Public Meeting
The second public meeting on Fire Hazard Mitigation and Fuel Reduction Program was held at
Hillsborough’s Town Hall on May 29, 2013. The following comments (followed by the Town’s
responses) were received at that meeting:

Will there be enforcement for those who do not maintain the 100 foot defensible space on
their property?
Residents are required to maintain defensible space zone (DSZ) within 100 feet of a structure if
they are in a wild land urban interface or State designated high fire hazard severity zone. The
Town will encourage Hillsborough residents to establish and/or maintain their 100 foot DSZ as
part of all its outreach efforts for this project. Central County Fire does not assess a fee for, have
the budget for nor maintains staff to conduct annual inspections for 100 foot DSZ. However,
Central County Fire will respond to complaints about poorly maintained properties.

Will there be removal of Eucalyptus trees?
Large, live, healthy Eucalyptus trees will not be removed as part of this project. Saplings (4” or
less in diameter) may be removed to achieve fire hazard reduction objectives.

What is the timeline for the project?
The project is anticipated to begin August 2013 – October 2013. The second year of project
treatment will be May 2014 – October 2014. The third year will be May 2015 – October 2015.
Work will occur May 2016 – 2016 if unanticipated project delays occur. The Town will maintain
the treated areas thereafter.
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Is poison oak a non-native plant? Will it be removed?
Poison oak is a native plant. It will be removed where necessary to achieve fire hazard reduction
objectives.

Will goats be used as a part of this 3 year project?
Goats will not be used as a part of this project.

Why aren’t homes required to install roof sprinklers?
The State looked requiring the installation of roof sprinklers in the past but due to various
reasons determined 100 foot defensible space zones to be a more effective an appropriate fire
hazard reduction measure in wildland urban interface areas.

Is the Town concerned about the fire risk from wood fences, wood decks, BBQs etc.?
In 2010 the Building Code was updated to include certain requirements for homes in wildland
urban interface areas. Any new homes built in wildland urban interface areas would have special
requirements for fences, decks and other treatments. Homes built before these updates that have
major remodels or that install a new fence, deck, etc. would also have to meet these codes.
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Appendix A
Vegetation Maps from Town of Hillsborough and May & Associates, Inc. 2006

Open Space Areas, Town of Hillsborough (Northern Section)
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Pampas Grass

TO

Road
Riparain Forest/Scrub

N
ER
INV

Rock

Site I

Water

S
ES

SUG
SALM
AR

K

AR
H

Yellow Star Thistle
ILL

200
Meters

MI
RA

SO
L

0 50 100

AR
EM
BRA

Parcel Boundary
R

AL
IZ

Stream

LY
DI
A

Drainage
5 foot contour
Street
UI
DO

Y

:

LA
KE
VI
EW

OK
E

TARTAN

IRE
LA
BE

CS
M

BE
LA
IR
E

D

BR
O

JO
YC
E

SW
OO

ELL

T
RVA
ME

KIN
G

AR
R

EB
BLU

AN
G

GL
EN
G

CS
M

May & Associates, Inc.
730 Clementina Street ~ San Francisco, CA 94103
(415) 391-1000 ~ www.mayandassociatesinc.com

J. Zarnoch ~ 10/11/06

Appendix B
PRI Pesticide Review – Glyphosate
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PRI Pesticide Review — Glyphosate
San Francisco
Hazard Tier

3$

Low$
Low%hazard%for%the%active%ingredient%(AI)%
glyphosate.%Product%Hazard%Tiers%will%
vary%depending%on%product%formulation.%
See%p.%7%for%more%about%Hazard%Tiers.%%

PRI
Potency Index

PRI
Exposure Tier

1–2$

High$–$Moderate

$

High%exposure%potential%for%broadcast%
uses;%moderate%for%spot%treatments.%
Exposure%Tier%will%vary%depending%on%
product%formulation%and%use%pattern.%See%
p.%7%for%more%about%PRI%Exposure%Tiers.%%

5$

Very$Low$
Very%low%potency.%Adverse%effects%are%
seen%only%at%very%high%doses%in%animal%
studies.%See%p.%7%for%more%about%the%PRI%
Potency%Index.%%

Example Products
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Accord
Aquamaster
Avocet Aquatic
Bonide Kleenup
Buccaneer
Glyfos
Glypro
Jury
Kleeraway
Knockout
Prosecutor
Roundup
Touchdown

This publication has been developed
primarily for use by commercial pest
managers, IPM specialists for
structures and landscapes, and weed
management specialists. For
agricultural users, the Pesticide Risk
Mitigation Engine (PRiME) tool
provides additional information for
assessing site-specific risk potential at
ipmprime.org. For large-scale
vegetation managers, comparative
herbicide risk information (due out in
late 2012) will be available from the
California Invasive Plant Council at
cal-ipc.org. Consumers needing
additional background information
can find it on the PRI web site under
the Product Assessment Tool.
Pesticide Research Institute

At a Glance

Hazard Tier
Summary
A%San%Francisco%Hazard%Tier%3%ranking%
is%assigned%to%the%active%ingredient%
glyphosate%and%its%salts,%indicating%that%
all%of%the%San%Francisco%criteria%are%in%
the%low%hazard%range.%
A%San%Francisco%Tier%2%ranking%is%
assigned%to%products%such%as%Roundup%
Pro,%which%contain%other%ingredients%
(typically%surfactants)%that%are%toxic%to%
aquatic%life.%
A%San%Francisco%Tier%3%ranking%is%
assigned%to%products%such%as%
Aquamaster,%which%contain%only%
glyphosate%and%water.%
PRI$Notes:%Although%the%San%Francisco%
groundwater%pollution%potential%
criterion%is%not%triggered%by%the%physical%
properties%of%glyphosate,%it%is%listed%as%a%
★★★ www.pesticideresearch.com ★★★

Human
toxicity

Generally low toxicity.
Skin and eye irritation
possible. Developmental
toxicity at very high
doses.

Ecological
toxicity

Generally low toxicity
for AI, but some
products are toxic to
aquatic life because of
other ingredients in the
formulated product.

Water
pollution
potential

Moderate persistence in
the environment. High
water solubility, but
strong adsorption to
some soil types. Found
in surface and ground
water in locations of use.

Other issues Widespread resistance to
of interest glyphosate is endemic in
areas of high use.

potential%ground%water%contaminant%
by%the%California%Department%of%
Pesticide%Regulation,%and%glyphosate%
has%been%found%in%surface%and%ground%
water%near%sites%of%use.%

July%2012%
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Overview

Glyphosate%(CAS%number%1071U83U6)%and%
its%salts%are%phosphonomethyl%glycine%
herbicides%that%disrupt%plant%growth%by%
inhibiting%the%shikimic%acid%pathway%by%
which%amino%acids%tyrosine,%tryptophan%
and%phenylalanine%are%created.%
Disruption%of%this%pathway%inhibits%
photosynthesis,%cellular%growth,%and%
nucleic%acid%production,%which%kills%the%
plant.%
Glyphosate%is%currently%registered%for%use%
as%a%postUemergent%herbicide%on%many%
annual%weeds,%herbicideUtolerant%crops,%
perennial%weeds,%woody%brush%and%trees.%
It%is%nonUselective%and%works%on%all%
plants.%Glyphosate%is%a%systemic%
herbicide%with%no%soil%residual%activity.%%
%A%variety%of%glyphosateUcontaining%
products%are%currently%on%the%market,%
with%concentrations%of%the%active%
ingredient%ranging%from%0.25–53.8%.%The%

other%ingredients%used%in%formulated%
products%are%often%more%toxic%than%
glyphosate%itself,%with%the%surfactant%
polyoxyethyleneamine%(POEA)%used%
in%the%original%Roundup%formulation%
found%to%be%quite%toxic%to%aquatic%life.%
The%formulation%is%considered%
confidential%business%information,%
and%companies%reformulate%products%
frequently.%As%a%result,%it%is%not%
always%possible%to%know%the%identity%
of%the%other%ingredients;%however,%
the%aquatic%toxicity%of%the%product%as%
indicated%on%the%label%provides%an%
indication%of%the%presence%of%toxic%
ingredients.%%
GlyphosateUcontaining%products%
frequently%contain%other%active%
ingredients%such%as%diquat%
dibromide,%oxadiazon,%florasulam,%
carfentrazoneUethyl,%imazethapyr,%
quizalofopUPUethyl,%and%prodiamine.%

Glyphosate, isopropylamine salt

Last Review
by US EPA
Tolerance Review: 2011
Full Review: 1993

Registration Review
In progress. Docket opened
in 2009. Docket ID:
EPA-HQ-OPP-2009-0361

Mammalian Toxicity
Acute Effects:
Skin and Eye Irritation

has%not%determined%an%acute%Reference%
Dose%(RfD).%

Glyphosate%is%a%mild%irritant,%classified%as%
Toxicity%Category%IV%(lowest%toxicity)%for%
skin%irritation%and%Toxicity%Category%III%
for%eye%irritation.%It%is%not%a%sensitizer.%
Exposure%to%glyphosate%formulations%can%
cause%skin%and%eye%irritation.%Surfactants%
in%formulated%products,%including%POEA%
and%other%ingredients,%may%cause%or%
enhance%the%irritant%properties%of%
glyphosateUcontaining%products.%

Reproductive and Developmental
Toxicity

Acute Effects:
Systemic
Glyphosate%has%generally%low%systemic%
toxicity%by%the%oral,%inhalation%and%
dermal%routes%and%is%classified%as%Toxicity%
Category%III%or%IV,%with%LD50%values%
greater%than%5,000%mg/kg.%Because%of%its%
low%acute%toxicity,%US%EPA%waived%the%
data%requirements%for%an%acute%singleU
dose%toxicity%study%for%glyphosate%and%

Glyphosate%is%not%listed%as%a%reproductive%
or%developmental%toxicant%on%the%
California%Proposition%65%list.%%
US%EPA%notes%that%no%significant%effects%
were%observed%in%reproductive%and%
developmental%studies%with%glyphosate.%
At%very%high%doses%that%were%maternally%
toxic%(350%mg/kgUday),%decreased%
implantations%and%nonviable%fetuses%
were%observed,%as%well%as%increased%
fetuses%with%skeletal%birth%defects.%These%
doses%are%not%relevant%for%the%occasional%
user%of%glyphosateUcontaining%products%
and%are%unlikely%to%be%experienced%even%
by%pesticide%applicators.%

Endocrine Disruption
There%are%several%studies%in%the%scientific%
literature%in%which%the%endocrine%effects%

Pesticide Research Institute — Pesticide Review

of%glyphosate%and%glyphosateU
containing%products%were%examined.%
The%data%indicate%that%some%of%the%
surfactants%used%in%glyphosate%
products%may%have%endocrineU
disrupting%properties%at%moderate%
doses,%but%exposure%to%only%
glyphosate%does%not%cause%the%effects.%
PRI%has%conducted%a%detailed%review%
of%these%studies,%available%as%a%
separate%PRI%Pesticide%Review.%%
Glyphosate%is%on%US%EPA’s%initial%list%
of%chemicals%to%be%tested%under%the%
Endocrine%Disruptor%Screening%
Program;%results%are%anticipated%by%
2013.%
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Carcinogenicity
US%EPA’s%cancer%classification%of%
glyphosate%is%Group%E:%Evidence%of%
nonUcarcinogenicity%for%humans.%It%is%
not%listed%as%a%carcinogen%by%the%
state%of%California%(Proposition%65%
list),%IARC%or%NTP.%Several%human%
%

%

epidemiological%studies%in%pesticide%
applicators%have%shown%weak%but%
statistically%significant%correlations%
with%multiple%myeloma%(DeRoos,%
2005)%and%nonUHodgkins%lymphoma%
(DeRoos,%2003).%These%studies%are%
confounded%by%exposures%to%multiple%
pesticides,%and%are%viewed%as%
suggestive,%but%not%definitive.%

Neurotoxicity

%

Neurotoxic%effects%have%not%been%
observed%for%glyphosate%in%any%
animal%studies.%Because%of%new%data%
requirements,%US%EPA%is%requiring%a%
neurotoxicity%study%to%complete%the%
Registration%Review%process.%

Immunotoxicity
Existing%data%do%not%indicate%that%
glyphosate%is%toxic%to%the%immune%

system.%Because%of%new%data%
requirements,%US%EPA%is%requiring%an%
immunotoxicity%study%to%complete%the%
Registration%Review%process.%

PRI Potency Index
Based%on%a%chronic%Reference%Dose%
(RfD)%of%1.75%mg/kgUday,%glyphosate%
has%a%Potency%Index%(PI)%%
of%5,%indicating%that,%for%mammals,%it%
is%one%of%the%least%toxic%active%
ingredients%for%which%data%are%
available.%%
The%assigned%PI%does%not%describe%
potency%for%other%organisms%besides%
mammals%and%does%not%provide%
information%on%the%other%ingredients%
used%in%formulated%pesticide%
products.%

Ecological Toxicity
Acute Effects:
Terrestrial Species
Glyphosate%has%low%acute%toxicity%to%
birds%and%other%wildlife%and%is%classified%
as%slightly%toxic,%with%LD50%values%%for%
birds%ranging%from%950%mg/kg%for%a%3U
week%exposure%to%>5,000%mg/kg%for%a%5U
day%exposure.%For%mammalian%wildlife,%
LD50%values%are%>%5,000%mg/kg%for%a%oneU
time,%highUdose%exposure.%The%acute%
toxicity%of%formulated%glyphosate%
products%to%birds%and%wildlife%is%
similarly%low.%Glyphosate%has%low%
toxicity%to%bees,%with%a%48Uhour%LD50%of%
>100%µg/bee.%%

Acute Effects:
Aquatic Species
Glyphosate%is%slightly%toxic%to%fish,%with%
a%96Uhour%LC50%of%43%mg/L.%Aquatic%
invertebrates%are%somewhat%less%
sensitive,%with%48Uhour%LC50%values%of%
53%mg/L.%Some%(but%not%all)%formulated%
glyphosate%products%have%substantially%
higher%toxicity%to%aquatic%species,%with%
US%EPA%reporting%96Uhour%LC50%values%

approximately%ten%times%lower%than%
those%observed%for%the%pure%active%
ingredient.%Amphibians%are%slightly%
more%sensitive%to%glyphosate%than%fish,%
with%LC50%values%as%low%as%0.4%mg/L%for%
tadpoles%exposed%to%a%POEAUcontaining%
glyphosate%product.%US%EPA%describes%
toxicity%tests%using%POEA%alone%on%
several%species%of%fish,%with%96Uhour%
LC50%values%ranging%from%1–13%mg/L.%%

Chronic Effects:
Terrestrial Species
Chronic%toxicity%of%glyphosate%to%birds%
and%mammals%is%low,%with%a%NOAEL%of%
500%mg/kgUday%in%mammalian%
reproduction%studies%and%a%NOAEC%of%
830%mg/kg%(concentration%in%food)%in%an%
avian%reproduction%study.%One%study%
showed%greater%reproductive%toxicity%to%
birds%for%formulated%glyphosate%
products,%with%a%NOAEC%25%times%lower%
than%that%for%pure%glyphosate.%

Pesticide Research Institute — Pesticide Review

Chronic Effects:
Aquatic Species
Longer%exposure%times%do%not%
substantially%alter%the%toxicity%of%pure%
glyphosate%to%fish%or%aquatic%
invertebrates,%with%chronic%NOAECs%less%
than%a%factor%of%two%lower%than%acute%
NOAECs%.%

Habitat Effects
Glyphosate%is%an%herbicide,%and%the%
effects%of%killing%vegetation%in%sensitive%
areas%should%be%considered%to%minimize%
impacts%on%nonUtarget%plants,%as%well%as%
insects%and%animals%using%the%vegetated%
area%as%habitat%or%a%food%supply.%Leave%
some%areas%undisturbed,%if%possible.%
3
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Physical Properties and Water Pollution Potential
Glyphosate%and%its%primary%degradation%
product%aminomethyl%phosphonic%acid%
(AMPA)%are%moderately%persistent%in%
the%environment,%with%measured%halfU
lives%ranging%from%a%few%days%to%two%
years.%On%average,%the%halfUlives%of%both%
glyphosate%and%AMPA%are%
approximately%1.5–2%months.%

explore%this%phenomenon.%The%results%
indicate%that%glyphosate%adsorption%is%
governed%mainly%by%binding%to%the%
mineral%phase%of%soils,%not%the%organic%
matter%content.%Thus%the%use%of%K oc%to%
quantify%the%soil%adsorption%of%
glyphosate%does%not%accurately%reflect%
the%soil%binding%process%and%subsequent%
mobility%of%glyphosate%in%all%soils.%

Water Solubility and
Bioaccumulation Potential

Occurrence in Surface and
Ground Water

Persistence in the Environment

The%parent%compound%glyphosate%is%a%
solid%at%room%temperature%and%is%highly%
water%soluble%(11,600%mg/L%at%25°C).%
The%octanolUwater%partition%coefficient,%
log%Kow,%is%U2.8%to%U3.5,%indicating%high%
solubility%in%water%relative%to%organic%
solvents%and%low%potential%for%
bioaccumulation.%The%isopropylamine%
salt%of%glyphosate%has%higher%water%
solubility%(15,000%mg/L%at%25°C).%%
Because%of%its%high%water%solubility%and%
low%Kow,%glyphosate%is%readily%excreted%
by%fish,%birds%and%mammals%and%is%
unlikely%to%bioaccumulate%to%a%
significant%extent;%however,%glyphosate%
is%not%metabolized%by%plants%and%
persists%in%the%tissues%of%glyphosateU
resistant%plants.%

Soil Binding Constant, Koc
The%organicUcarbonUadjusted%soil%
adsorption%coefficient%(Koc)%of%
glyphosate%ranges%between%%
554–34,000%mL/g.%The%magnitude%of%the%%
value%at%the%high%end%of%the%range%
indicates%that,%in%a%mix%of%soil%and%water,%
glyphosate%preferentially%binds%to%soils,%
with%little%remaining%dissolved%in%
solution.%%

The%US%Geological%Survey%(USGS)%has%
sampled%for%glyphosate%in%both%surface%
and%ground%water.%In%areas%of%high%use%
such%as%the%Midwest%U.S.%where%
Roundup%Ready™%crops%occupy%a%
substantial%fraction%of%the%farmed%land,%
glyphosate%was%detected%in%36–100%%of%
surface%water%samples%taken%in%recent%
studies%at%low%to%moderate%
concentrations%(<0.5%mg/L).%For%
comparison,%the%drinking%water%
standard%in%California%is%0.7%mg/L.%
These%studies%demonstrate%that%
glyphosate%can%be%transported%to%
waterways%through%runoff%and%spray%
drift%in%areas%where%it%is%used,%with%the%
amount%of%runoff%and%the%resulting%
concentrations%governed%by%the%
hydrology,%rainfall,%and%use%patterns%in%
that%area.%Thus,%the%common%wisdom%
that%glyphosate%does%not%migrate%offUsite%

is%not%always%true.%Whether%or%not%
migration%occurs%is%dependent%on%local%
conditions.%
There%is%less%information%available%on%
the%extent%of%soil%binding%of%the%POEA%
surfactant.%A%study%by%Wang%et#al.%
indicates%that%although%POEA%does%
adsorb%to%soils,%the%process%is%relatively%
slow,%taking%place%over%the%course%of%
several%days%in%systems%containing%
sediment%with%high%concentrations%of%
organic%matter.%In%systems%containing%
little%or%no%sediment,%the%surfactant%
remains%dissolved%in%water%until%
microbes%degrade%it,%with%a%typical%halfU
life%of%21–42%days,%sufficient%time%to%
pose%a%potential%hazard%to%aquatic%
species.%

The%observed%range%for%Koc%is%quite%large%
for%glyphosate%compared%to%other%
pesticides.%A%number%of%studies%on%the%
different%factors%influencing%glyphosate%
binding%to%soil%have%been%performed%to%
%

Source: USGS
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Exposure Considerations
Use Patterns

PRI Exposure Tier

Glyphosate%products%are%designed%for%
broadcast%spray%or%spot%treatments%of%
unwanted%vegetation,%therefore%
exposure%to%humans%and%terrestrial%
wildlife%is%possible%from%contact%with%
treated%surfaces%and%spray%drift.%NonU
target%plants%may%also%be%damaged.%
Aquatic%organisms%may%be%exposed%
through%direct%treatment%of%water%
bodies%or%runoff%of%glyphosate%from%
treated%areas%after%rainfall%or%irrigation.%

Based%on%typical%use%as%an%outdoor%
broadcast%spray%with%high%exposure%
potential%for%humans%and%terrestrial%and%
aquatic%wildlife,%glyphosate%is%assigned%
a%PRI%Exposure%Tier%of%1.%GlyphosateU
containing%products%used%at%low%
application%rates%for%spot%treatments%
are%assigned%a%PRI%Exposure%Tier%of%2.%
US%EPAUdetermined%label%reUentry%
intervals%(the%time%between%application%
and%when%workers%are%allowed%to%enter%
a%treated%area)%range%from%0–12%hours.

Minimizing Exposure
Potential
•

Follow%all%label%instructions%

•

Use%spot%treatments%rather%than%
broadcast%treatments%

•

Post%treated%areas%to%notify%
visitors%to%the%area%

•

Do%not%apply%in%windy%conditions%

•

Do%not%apply%near%water%bodies%

Non-Chemical Alternatives
Mechanical Weeding Can Be
Faster
By%the%time%you’ve%pulled%out%the%
sprayer,%mixed%the%herbicide,%put%on%the%
gloves%and%coveralls%and%cleaned%the%
equipment%afterwards,%it%is%often%faster%
to%pull%the%weeds%by%hand%or%use%
weeding%tools%instead,%particularly%for%
small,%accessible%sites%or%new%weed%
infestations.%Start%early%in%the%season%to%
pull%weeds%before%they%get%a%foothold.%
Special%weed%wrenches,%weeding%hoes,%
and%spiral%weed%removers%that%twist%
taproot%weeds%out%of%the%ground%are%
effective%and%provide%safe%ways%to%

control%unwanted%vegetation.%Flaming%
is%a%good%solution%for%preUplant%
treatments%on%bare%soil%or%for%weeds%in%
sidewalk%cracks%or%other%surfaces%

where%there%is%no%risk%of%fire.%For%tree%
removal,%grinding%or%tarping%stumps%after%
cutting%will%prevent%reUsprouting.%

Minimize Opportunities for
Weeds to Get Started
Bare%soil%is%an%invitation%for%weed%seeds%
to%sprout.%You%can%discourage%them%by%
mulching%or%growing%plants%that%shade%
out%the%surface%soil.%Use%of%landscape%
cloth%under%mulched%areas%will%extend%
weed%control%for%many%months%to%years.%
In%lawns%and%fields,%keep%areas%mowed%to%
prevent%weeds%from%going%to%seed.%%

Source: www.flameengineering.com

News Notes for Glyphosate
Resistance to Glyphosate is
Widespread
The%adoption%of%glyphosateUtolerant%
crops,%including%soybeans,%corn,%
sugarbeets,%and%cotton%has%resulted%in%a%
large%fraction%of%the%planted%acres%in%the%
U.S.%now%being%treated%with%glyphosate.%
The%USDA%estimates%that%95%%of%
soybean%acres,%72%%of%corn%acres%and%
73%%of%cotton%acres%are%now%herbicideU
tolerant,%mostly%glyphosateUtolerant.%
The%result%is%that%weeds%are%now%
becoming%resistant%to%glyphosate%in%

Check Weed Resistance
in Your Area
The Weed Science Society of America
web site allows searching by weed and
state or country to find out the
resistance status of weed species to
different herbicides.

certain%areas%of%the%U.S.%and%around%
the%world%in%regions%where%these%
crops%are%grown.%The%Weed%Science%
Society%web%site%has%more%
information%(see%sidebar).%

http://www.weedscience.org/
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Glyphosate Hazard Summary

%

Additional Information

%

For%links%to%more%detailed%explanations%of%the%listed%
parameters%as%well%as%source%links%for%toxicity%and%physical%
property%information,%see%PRI’s%Product%Evaluator.%
www.http://pesticideresearch.com/site/?page_id=467$
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Ranking Systems Used in PRI Pesticide Reviews
The%City%of%San%Francisco%has%developed%guidelines%for%
assessing%pesticides%for%their%use%in%the%San%Francisco%
Integrated%Pest%Management%program.%PRI%uses%the%San%
Francisco%guidelines%in%its%Pesticide%Reviews.%%
Pesticide%products%are%evaluated%on%the%basis%of%acute%and%
chronic%toxicity%to%humans,%wildlife%and%aquatic%life,%as%well%
as%potential%for%water%contamination.%Full%criteria%for%each%
category%are%detailed%in%the%San%Francisco%Guidelines.%%
The%San%Francisco%Hazard%Tier%for%a%pesticide%active%
ingredient%does%not%account%for%acute%toxicity%of%the%pure%AI%
because%this%property%is%proportional%to%concentration%and%
more%accurately%assessed%for%the%formulated%product.%The%SF%
Hazard%Tier%for%AIs%is%assigned%as%follows:%
Hazard$Tier$1:%Highest%concern.%At%least%one%criterion%
placed%in%highest%hazard%category,%including%carcinogenicity,%
reproductive%or%developmental%toxicity,%wildlife%or%aquatic%
toxicity,%or%high%water%pollution%or%bioaccumulation%
potential.%
Hazard$Tier$2:%Moderate%concern.%At%least%one%criterion%
placed%in%middle%hazard%category,%including%having%a%
“possible”%carcinogen%ranking%or%having%moderate%water%
pollution%potential.%
Hazard$Tier$3:%Low%concern.%No%criteria%flagged%for%Tier%1%or%
Tier%2.%

Exposure$Tier$2:%Moderate%exposure%potential.%Pesticides%
applied%as%containerized%baits%outside%and%in%sewer%lines,%
gel%formulations%applied%indoors,%and%spot%herbicide%
treatments%at%low%application%rates.%Rodenticides%used%in%
containerized%baits%indoors%fall%in%Exposure%Tier%2%because%
of%their%potential%for%secondary%poisonings%of%animals%
consuming%poisoned%rodents.%
Exposure$Tier$3:%Low%exposure%potential.%Pesticides%in%
containerized%bait%stations%applied%indoors%in%inaccessible%
areas%such%as%inside%wall%spaces,%under%heavy%appliances,%
or%in%locked%boxes,%dusts%applied%in%wall%voids,%or%insect%
traps%used%outdoors%fall%in%this%category.%%

PRI Potency Index
PRI%has%developed%a%Potency%Index%(PI)%to%provide%a%
measure%of%the%acute%or%chronic%toxicity%of%a%pesticide%in%
terms%of%the%US%EPA%mammalian%Reference%Dose%(RfD)%or%
Population%Adjusted%Dose%(PAD)%for%acute,%chronic%or%
shortUterm%exposures%by%the%oral,%dermal%or%inhalation%
route.%The%PI%shown%on%the%front%page%is%the%lowest%PI%for%
any%exposure%route%(oral,%inhalation,%dermal)%or%duration%
(acute,%shortUterm,%chronic)%and%is%a%measure%of%the%
magnitude%of%the%dose,%above%which%an%adverse%effect%may%
occur%in%mammals.%The%index%also%provides%a%toxicity%
comparison%across%the%universe%of%registered%pesticides%for%
which%data%are%available.%

PRI Exposure Tier Ranking
PRI%has%developed%a%system%for%evaluating%exposure%
potential%for%pesticides.%In%general,%exposure%potential%
depends%on%the%use%pattern%and%formulation,%as%well%as%the%
amount%of%pesticide%used.%For%products,%this%ranking%
accounts%for%the%formulation%and%the%labeled%uses%of%the%
product.%For%active%ingredients,%the%available%formulations%
and%uses%are%considered,%and%the%exposure%tier%ranking%is%
assigned%based%on%the%highest%exposure%scenario.%
Exposure$Tier$1:%Highest%exposure%potential.%Pesticides%
applied%in%broadcast%form,%either%indoors%or%outdoors,%in%
areas%where%people%may%spend%time,%where%wildlife%may%
occur,%where%runoff%from%the%area%could%contaminate%surface%
or%ground%water,%or%where%airborne%drift%could%transport%the%
pesticide%away%from%the%application%site.%Examples%include%
broadcast%spray,%fogger,%dust%or%granular%applications.%NonU
containerized%baits%(e.g.,%rodenticides)%also%fall%in%this%Tier.%
$

RfD$or$PAD$$
(mg/kgQday)$

Potency$Index$
1$(very$high)$
2$(high)$
3$(moderate)$

<0.001%%
0.001–0.0099%
0.01–0.099%

4$(low)$
5$(very$low)$

0.1–1.0%
>1.0%

%

Histogram of Chronic Oral Potency Indices
for 608 Chemicals with RfDs

%
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