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To:

Caitlin Chase, Project Manager
Circlepoint

From:

Kelly Hardwicke, Principal Plant Ecologist
H. T. Harvey & Associates

Subject:

Half Moon Bay Hyatt Place Project Biological Resources Technical Report
Peer Review

This memorandum provides a peer review of existing biological resources information for the approximately
7.78-acre (ac) study area of the Half Moon Bay Hyatt Place Project (project), which includes the 5.04-ac project
site and surrounding adjacent lands to cover potential indirect effects of the proposed project, located in Half
Moon Bay, California (Figures 1 and 2). The proposed project is a 3-story, 143-room hotel with conference
space, informational kiosk, and associated recreational and parking facilities. Previously, a biotic resources
technical study and report was prepared by Coast Range Biological LLC (CRB) and Biosearch Associates in
November 2013 for a different project at the same location entitled Biotic Assessment: James Ford Dealership Project,
Half Moon Bay, California, and a subsequent follow-up study was conducted in June 2016 by SWCA
Environmental Consultants (SWCA) entitled Jamison Hotel Project (Former James Ford Dealership Project), Half Moon
Bay, California. H. T. Harvey & Associates conducted a peer review of the biological resources analyses in these
previous reports. In our current report, we reference information in the two previous reports and describe any
differences between our opinions and those provided in the applicant’s documents regarding existing
conditions, potential impacts, and mitigation measures necessary to reduce potentially significant impacts on
biological resources to less-than-significant levels.

1.1 General Project Site Description
The project site is a vacant, triangular parcel of approximately 5.03-acres located north of the intersection of
Cabrillo Highway and Higgins Canyon Road (APN 065-012-030). The project site is bounded by Cabrillo
Highway on the west, South Main Street on the east, and the James Ford Auto Dealership on the north. The
project site occurs within the Half Moon Bay U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5 minute quadrangle, and is part
of the San Francisco South watershed (HUC 18050006) (Figure 3). It is approximately 0.33 mile (mi) west of
Arroyo Leon, the nearest blue line watercourse, and 0.75 mi from the shoreline of the Pacific Ocean. It is
situated on the southern edge of existing urban development; and is surrounded by residential neighborhoods,
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businesses, and agricultural land. The site is a relatively flat, alluvial floodplain with an elevation that ranges
from 90 to 95 feet (ft) Earth Gravitational Model of 1996 (EGM96) (Google Inc. 2017). One soil type is
mapped within the site: Botella clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, nearly level. This soil type is well-drained and is
formed from material washed from sedimentary rocks. It typically occurs in small alluvial valleys and on gently
sloping benches, terraces, and fans (SCS 1961). Soils within the Botella series are considered hydric when
occurring in depressions (NRCS 2017a). However, they are not considered hydric when occurring on level
terrain (NRCS 2017b).
The project site is currently undeveloped agricultural land that is intermittently mowed, disked, and row-cropped.
Agricultural practices have not occurred in the site since 2013, according to aerial images from Google Earth Pro
software (Google Inc. 2017) and the biological assessment (CRB and Biosearch Associates 2013), and the site
now supports three biotic habitats: 1) landscaped/developed, 2) ruderal grassland, and 3) seasonal wetland. A
detailed description of the biotic habitats on the site is included under Section 1.3.

1.2 Background Review and Field Studies
Prior to conducting field surveys for the purpose of peer-reviewing the earlier studies, H. T. Harvey & Associates
ecologist reviewed background information on the project and the biological resources potentially present on the
site, including:
•

The information provided in the previous reports for the project site (CRB and Biosearch Associates 2013,
SWCA 2016);

•

Covered species and environmentally sensitive habitat areas defined by the City of Half Moon Bay in the
Local Coastal Land Use Plan (1993);

•

Maps and aerial imagery of the project site that were obtained from the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS),
National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) (2017), Nationwide Environmental Title Research (NETR) (2017), and
Google Earth Pro software (Google Inc. 2017);

•

The CDFW’s California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), which provided maps of known occurrences
of special-status species in the project vicinity (defined as the area within a 5-mile radius);

•

The California Native Plant Society’s (CNPS’s) Rare and Endangered Plant Inventory, including a search of
CNPS records for special-status species recorded in San Mateo County and for the Half Moon Bay, California
USGS 7.5-minute quadrangle map in which the site occurs, and the surrounding five quadrangles (Montara
Mountain, San Mateo, Woodside, San Gregorio, and La Honda) (CNPS 2017);

•

The CDFW’s Vegetation Classification and Mapping Program: Natural Communities List (CDFG 2010a);

•

The CDFW’s List of Vegetation Alliances and Associations within the Vegetation Classification and Mapping
Program (CDFG 2010b);

•

A Manual of California Vegetation (Sawyer et al. 2009); and
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Field surveys of the study area defined in Figure 2 (i.e., project site and adjacent areas) were conducted by H. T.
Harvey & Associates plant ecologists, Maya Goklany, M.S., Kelly Hardwicke, Ph.D., and Matthew Mosher, B.S.
on May 30, 2017. H. T. Harvey & Associates senior wildlife ecologist Robin Carle, M.S., also visited the site on
May 31, 2017. The purpose of these surveys was to: (1) obtain an overview of the habitat conditions on the
project site in order to allow for a peer review of the reports by CRB and Biosearch Associates and SWCA; (2)
assess existing biotic habitats and general wildlife communities in the study area; (3) assess the potential for
implementation of the project to impact special-status species and/or their habitats; and (4) identify potential
jurisdictional habitats, such as waters of the U.S./state defined by U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and
one-parameter wetlands as defined by the California Coastal Commission (CCC); and (4) search for potential
rare plants including Choris’ popcorn flower (Plagiobothrys chorisianus var. chorisianus, CRPR 1B.2) and Kellogg’s
horkelia (Horkelia cuneata spp. sericea, CRPR 1B.1). Follow-up focused surveys for rare plants and wetland
delineation occurred on June 13, 2017 and June 28, 2017 conducted by Ms. Goklany.

1.3 General Site Conditions
During the 2017 field surveys, H. T. Harvey & Associates observed three biotic habitats in the study area: (1)
landscaped/developed, (2) ruderal grassland, and (3) seasonal wetlands (Figure 4). These results differed from
the vegetation mapping provided by CRB and Biosearch Associates (2013) and SWCA (2016) for the portion of
the study area located south of the existing car dealership. Detailed descriptions are provided below 1.
Landscaped/developed areas include the James Ford Car Dealership on the northernmost portion of the study
area, with two associated buildings and a large asphalt parking area. In addition, this habitat type includes a strip
of crimson bottlebrush trees (Callistemon citrinus) along the eastern border of the study area.
Ruderal grasslands occur throughout the majority of the study area and are characterized by undeveloped land
that is intermittently mowed, disked, and row-cropped. Active agricultural practices have not occurred at the
site since 2013, according to aerial images from Google Earth Pro software (Google Inc. 2017), therefore this
area was not mapped as Agricultural as it is no longer the active land use. The western portion of the ruderal
grassland is a mesic area that is dominated by Italian ryegrass (Festuca perennis), bristly ox-tongue (Helminthotheca
echioides). The eastern portion is of the ruderal grassland is drier and dominated by wild radish (Raphanus sativus)
and wild oats (Avena sp.).
Four seasonal wetland features located on the western boundary of the study area were determined to meet the
USACE three-parameter criteria for wetlands under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (Figure 4). Each
feature supported strongly hydrophytic (water-loving) vegetation, occurred in depressions, and exhibited
wetland hydrology indicators. Soils were determined to be problematic across the study area as a result of
intermittent disking, and thus hydric soil indicators such as soil color mottling were not observed nor

According to the City of Half Moon Bay, the project site had not been disturbed in the year prior to the May and June
2017 surveys.
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discounted in these depressional areas, but as mentioned above, the Botella soil map unit is considered hydric
when occurring in depressions.
In addition to these four seasonal wetlands, the CCC may claim more areas within the ruderal grasslands as
“one-parameter wetland” features (H. T. Harvey & Associates 2017), due to the presence of facultative
hydrophytic vegetation, or vegetation that sometimes occurs in wetlands and sometimes does not. Two patches
of willow dock (Rumex transitorius), a facultative-wetland species, were noted in the study area as were other
weedy, non-native facultative plants, such as Italian ryegrass, bristly ox-tongue, and poison hemlock (Conium
manculatum). One-parameter wetlands can support mildly to strongly hydrophytic vegetation, but are not
required to exhibit indicators of hydric soils and/or wetland hydrology or geomorphic positions that would
support prolonged inundation as defined by the CCC. However, in this case, these facultative plant stands do
not occur in depressions, are widespread over the site in upland landscape positions, and the density and extent
of such species on the site may have been exacerbated by the unusually heavy rains in the 2016-2017 rain year,
as these stands were not described, mapped, or called out as Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHAs)
by the prior studies, including the SWCA’s 2016 study which also occurred several years after cessation of
intensive agricultural activities. Subject to concurrence from the CCC, we find these areas do not act as actual
one-parameter wetlands and should not be considered Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas.
The biotic resources technical study and report prepared by CRB and Biosearch Associates in November 2013
and SCWA in June 2016 mapped beach strawberry (Fragaria chiloensis) in the southern portion of the site near
the statue and trail. This species was not observed in the site during any of the site visits in 2017. However, it
should be noted that the area immediately surrounding the statue had been mowed during the spring of 2017.
Wildlife use of grasslands on the project site is limited by human disturbance, the small extent of the ruderal
grassland area, and the isolation of this habitat remnant from more extensive grasslands. As a result, some of
the wildlife species associated with extensive grasslands in the Half Moon Bay area, such as the grasshopper
sparrow (Ammodramus savannarum), are absent from the area of grassland habitat on the project site. Many of the
species that occur in grasslands on the site are primarily associated with adjacent urban areas, such as the on-site
car dealership, and use grasslands on the site for foraging. These include the house finch (Haemorhous mexicanus)
and purple finch (Haemorhous purpureus), which forage on seeds in ruderal areas, and the black phoebe (Sayornis
nigricans) and Mexican free-tailed bat (Tadarida brasiliensis), which forage aerially over ruderal habitats for insects.
An active nest of native Anna’s hummingbirds (Calypte anna) was observed in a Monterey cypress (Cupressus
macrocarpa) tree on the site during the May 2017 reconnaissance-level survey. Native Brewer’s blackbirds
(Euphagus cyanocephalus) and nonnative Eurasian collared-doves (Streptopelia decaocto) and house sparrows (Passer
domesticus) were also observed on the site; these species will forage throughout developed and grassland areas,
and some bird species may nest in bottlebrush (Callistemon sp.) trees along the eastern boundary of the site.
California ground squirrels (Spermophilus beecheyi) were not observed on the project site during the survey.
However, numerous burrows of Botta’s pocket gophers (Thomomys bottae) were present on the site, especially
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along its eastern edge. Other rodent species that can potentially occur in the ruderal grassland habitat on the site
include the California vole (Microtus californicus) and deer mouse (Peromyscus maniculatus). Diurnal raptors such as
red-tailed hawks (Buteo jamaicensis) forage for these small mammals over grasslands during the day, and at night
nocturnal raptors, such as barn owls (Tyto alba), will forage for nocturnal rodents, such as deer mice.
Mammals such as the native striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis) and raccoon (Procyon lotor) and nonnative Virginia
opossum (Didelphis virginiana) and feral cat (Felis catus) use the project site for foraging. Reptiles such as western
fence lizards (Sceloporus occidentalis), western skinks (Plestiodon skiltonianus), western terrestrial garter snakes
(Thamnophis elegans), and southern alligator lizards (Elgaria multicarinata) frequent grassland habitats, and may occur
in grassland habitats or adjacent developed habitats on the project site.

1.4 Special-Status Plants
For purposes of this analysis, “special-status” plants are considered plant species that are:
•

Listed under Federal Endangered Species Act as threatened, endangered (FE), proposed threatened,
proposed endangered, or a candidate species.

•

Listed under California Endangered Species Act as threatened, endangered (SE), rare, or a candidate species.

•

Listed by the CNPS as CRPR 1A, 1B, 2, 3, or 4.

•

Listed in the Half Moon Bay Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan (1993).

The two previous studies concluded that the project site does not provide suitable habitat for the majority of
special-status plant species in the region, including the Choris’ popcorn flower (Plagiobothrys chorisianus var.
chorisianus, CRPR 1B.2) and Kellogg’s horkelia (Horkelia cuneata spp. sericea, CRPR 1B.1), which are known from
within 3 mi of the project site (CRB and Biosearch Associates 2013). Choris’ popcorn flower has a bloom period
from March through June, and Kellogg’s horkelia blooms from February through July (Calflora 2017). Other rare
plant species listed by CRB and Biosearch Associates as having some potential to occur on the site included marsh
microseris (Microseris paludosa, CRPR 1B.2, blooming April – June), Gairdner’s yampah (Perideridia gairdneri ssp.
gairdneri, CRPR 4.2, blooming from June – October), and Hickman’s cinquefoil (Potentilla hickmannii, FE, SE,
CRPR 1B.1). Additionally, we find that Johnny-nip (Castilleja ambigua var. ambigua, CRPR 4.2, blooming March –
August), coast iris (Iris longipetala, CRPR 4.2, blooms March – May), and Ornduff's meadowfoam (Limnanthes
douglasii ssp. ornduffii, CRPR 1B.1, blooms November – May) as discussed by SCWA (2016) have a low potential
for occurrence. No special-status plants were observed on the site during the field visits that were conducted as
part of the prior biological assessments (CRB and Biosearch Associates 2013 and SCWA 2016).
We generally concur with the conclusions of the previous reports, including Appendix A of the CRB and
Biosearch Associates (2013) report and the additional species listed in the SCWA (2016) report regarding the
potential for occurrence of special-status plant species. We also find that the site does not provide suitable habitat
for most regionally occurring species discussed in one or both prior reports, and only provides marginally suitable
habitat for Choris’ popcorn flower, marsh microseris, Gairdner’s yampah, johnny-nip, coast iris, Ornduff’s
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meadowfoam, and Hickman’s cinquefoil. However, we also find Oregon polemonium (Polemonium carneum, CRPR
2B.2, blooms April - September) has some low potential to occur on site as well, in contrast to Appendix A of
the CRB and Biosearch Associates (2013) report.
Therefore, H. T. Harvey & Associates’ plant ecologist, Maya Goklany, M.S. conducted a focused rare plant survey
for the eight species listed above on May 30, 2017 and June 27, 2017. Due to the low likelihood of these species
being present on the site, reference populations were not visited as part of these surveys. Focused special-status
plant surveys represented a high level of effort and included one-two visits in each focal species’ bloom period,
but were not floristic in nature. The entire project site was traversed on-foot using intuitive east-west transects
that were spaced at roughly 30-ft intervals. No special-status plants were observed on the site during the May and
June 2017 focused rare plant surveys. Thus, we conclude that impacts to special-status plant species are not
expected to occur from the proposed project activities. As such, additional measures, surveys, and/or
compensatory mitigation would not be required.

1.5 Special-Status Wildlife
For purposes of this analysis, “special-status” animals are considered animal species that are:
•

Listed under the Federal Endangered Species Act as threatened, endangered, proposed threatened, proposed
endangered, or a candidate species.

•

Listed under the California Endangered Species Act as threatened, endangered, or a candidate threatened or
endangered species.

•

Designated by the CDFW as a California species of special concern.

•

Listed in the California Fish and Game Code as fully protected species (fully protected birds are provided in
Section 3511, mammals in Section 4700, reptiles and amphibians in Section 5050, and fish in Section 5515).

Descriptions of sensitive wildlife species that occur on the project site are provided in the previous biological
assessments for the project (CRB and Biosearch Associates 2013, SWCA 2016). The western bumblebee (Bombus
occidentalis), Allen’s hummingbird (Selasphorus sasin), Nuttall’s woodpecker (Picoides nuttallii), oak titmouse
(Baeolophus inornatus), fringed myotis (Myotis thysanodes), long-legged myotis (Myotis volans), and hoary bat (Lasiurus
cinereus), considered special-status species in one or both of those reports, do not meet our definitions of “specialstatus species” as defined above and would not typically be considered special-status species for California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) assessments or project permitting. Thus, we do not address these species
further.
The two previous studies concluded that the project site does not provide suitable habitat for the majority of
special-status species in the region, including the Central California Coast steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss), San
Francisco (a.k.a. “saltmarsh”) common yellowthroat (Geothlypis trichas sinuosa), and monarch butterfly (Danaus
plexippus), which occur in the site vicinity (CRB and Biosearch Associates 2013, SWCA 2016). We concur with
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the conclusions of the previous reports regarding the absence of these species, and we do not address them
further in this analysis.
The California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii), San Francisco garter snake (Thamnophis sirtalis tetrataenia), nesting
birds, and roosting bats are addressed in greater detail below because these species can potentially breed or occur
on or immediately adjacent to the project site and/or may be significantly affected by development under the
proposed project.
1.5.1 California Red-Legged Frog
The California red-legged frog is a federally threatened species and state species of special concern. The previous
reports concluded that no suitable breeding habitat for California red-legged frogs occurs on the project site, but
individuals can potentially occur as occasional transients, primarily at night during the rainy season.
Our background review did not identify any new records of California red-legged frogs in the site vicinity
(CNDDB 2017). The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) considers 1.0 mile as the typical dispersal distance
for the species (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2010), and we confirmed that there are two known records of
California red-legged frogs within 1.0 mile of the project site, including a record just across California State Route
1 from the site (CNDDB 2017). In addition, we reviewed aerial imagery within 1.0 mile of the site and identified
eight potential breeding ponds, as well as Arroyo Leon, where breeding populations of California red-legged frogs
may be present. Barriers to dispersal between these known records of the species and potential breeding ponds
include the City of Half Moon Bay and California State Route 1. However, these barriers are not insurmountable,
and it is possible that individual California red-legged frogs may travel from known occurrences or potential
breeding ponds to reach the project site.
The May 2017 reconnaissance-level survey did not detect any substantial changes in red-legged frog habitat on
the site since the previous assessments in 2013 and 2016, and confirmed that no suitable breeding habitat for redlegged frogs occurs on or immediately adjacent to the site. Thus, based on our background review and field visit,
we concur with the previous determinations that the site only provides potential dispersal habitat for California
red-legged frogs in areas of ruderal grassland, and that the potential for red-legged frogs to occur on the project
site is very low. Individuals inhabiting nearby areas can potentially disperse across the site, especially at night or
during rain events.
The previous reports indicated that California red-legged frogs are only expected to disperse across the site at
night during rain events. However, H. T. Harvey & Associates herpetologists have observed active California redlegged frogs in terrestrial areas during night surveys when no rain event was occurring or had recently occurred.
In addition, California red-legged frogs have been documented moving short distances from water during the
summer, and they will move longer distances from water following summer rain events (Bulger et al. 2003). Thus,
in our opinion, there is some potential for California red-legged frogs to move onto the site during the dry season,
especially as the site is located extremely close (i.e., across California State Route 1) to a known occurrence of the
species.
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1.5.1.1 Impacts and Mitigation

Due to the regional rarity of this species, project impacts on small numbers of individual California red-legged
frogs would be considered significant under CEQA. Mitigation Measure 1 provided in the 2013 biotic assessment
restricts ground disturbance to the dry season (i.e., May 1 through October 1) to avoid impacts on this species
(CRB and Biosearch Associates 2013). In our opinion, the implementation of additional avoidance and
minimization measures, provided as Mitigation Measures 5A–5E below, would likely be needed to avoid and
minimize potential project-related impacts on the California red-legged frog due to the potential for individuals
to move onto the site during the dry season.
Mitigation Measure 5A. Worker Environmental Awareness Program. Before any construction activities begin, a qualified
biologist will conduct a training session for all construction personnel. At a minimum, the training will include a
description of the California red-legged frog and San Francisco garter snake and their habitats, the importance of
these species, the general measures that are being implemented to conserve these species as they relate to the
project, and the boundaries within which the project may be accomplished.
Measure 5B: Exclusion Barrier. A wildlife exclusion fence (WEF) will be installed prior to the initiation of
construction activities to exclude California red-legged frogs and San Francisco garter snakes from the
construction area. The WEF will consist of silt fencing, plywood, ERTEC fencing, or suitable material at least 36
inches in height that is buried 6 inches deep in the ground, or similar method, to prevent access under the fencing.
[Note: the CRB and Biosearch Associates (2013) report recommended that no exclusion fencing be constructed
because such fencing could direct California red-legged frogs onto Main Street or Highway 1, potentially
subjecting them to vehicular mortality. However, if no exclusion fencing is constructed, then dispersing
individuals could occur on the project site during construction, where they may seek refuge under equipment or
construction materials, leading to a higher potential for project-related mortality, whereas individuals moving
around the site may or may not suffer vehicular mortality if they are directed toward Main Street or Highway 1.
Because the San Francisco garter snake is listed by the state of California as a fully protected species, so that no
take from construction projects is allowable, it is our opinion that constructing a WEF around the project site
prior to construction will best avoid the potential for project-related take of this species.]
Mitigation Measure 5C. Preconstruction Survey. A qualified biologist shall conduct a preconstruction survey of the work
area within 48 hours of the initiation of project activities. If a California red-legged frog of any life stage or San
Francisco garter snake is found, the animal will not be handled and will instead be allowed to leave the site on its
own. If needed, the USFWS (and CDFW, if a San Francisco garter snake is found) will be contacted to request
permission to relocate the individual or additional guidance on the disposition of the individual.
Mitigation Measure 5D. Biological Monitoring. A qualified biologist will remain on-site to monitor the installation of
the WEF to ensure that no San Francisco garter snakes or California red-legged frogs are trapped within the
construction area or harmed during installation. If an individual of these species is detected, any project activities
that could result in harm to the individual will cease until the individual has moved out of the project site on its
own. The USFWS will be contacted immediately if a California red-legged frog or San Francisco garter snake is
12
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found, and the CDFW will be contacted immediately if a San Francisco garter snake is found. If any individuals
are killed or injured during project activities, the USFWS and/or CDFW, as appropriate, will be contacted within
24 hours.
Following the completion of the installation of the WEF, the biologist will train a dedicated member of the
construction crew in the identification of the California red-legged frog and San Francisco garter snake, as well
as appropriate protocols to follow if either of these species (or animals that may be one of these species) are
detected on the site. This dedicated crew member will be responsible for checking the work area for these species
prior to the start of construction each day, for inspecting any steep-walled holes or trenches for any animals that
may inadvertently become trapped and/or injured, and for inspecting the integrity of the WEF each day and
ensuring that any needed repairs are completed within 24 hours.
Mitigation Measure 5E. Prevention of Entrapment. To prevent the inadvertent entrapment of San Francisco garter
snakes and California red-legged frogs, all excavated, steep-walled holes or trenches will be completely covered
at the end of each work day with plywood or similar materials. If this is not possible, one or more escape ramps
constructed of earth fill or wooden planks will be placed in the excavation. Before such holes or trenches are
filled, they will be thoroughly inspected for any animals by the on-site biological monitor. If at any time a
California red-legged frog or San Francisco garter snake is found trapped or injured in one of these holes, any
project activities that could result in harm to the individual will cease until the individual has moved out of the
project area on its own (a ramp allowing the individual to leave may need to be provided).
1.5.2 San Francisco Garter Snake
The San Francisco garter snake is federally listed as endangered, state listed as endangered, and a fully protected
species under the California Fish and Game Code. Although the CRB and Biosearch Associates (2013) report
concluded that this species had no potential for occurrence on the project site, the 2016 report prepared by
SWCA concluded that San Francisco garter snakes can potentially disperse across the site on occasion, but the
site does not provide high-quality habitat for this species.
Our background review did not identify any new records of San Francisco garter snakes in the site vicinity;
however, records of this species are suppressed in the CNDDB database (CNDDB 2017). Nevertheless, San
Francisco garter snakes are known to occur in the Half Moon Bay area, and this species utilizes the creeks and
upland habitats in the area for movement and shelter. As described above for California red-legged frogs, barriers
to dispersal in the area, such as the City of Half Moon Bay and California State Route 1, are not insurmountable,
and it is possible that individual San Francisco garter snakes may travel from nearby populations to reach the
project site.
The May 2017 reconnaissance-level survey did not detect any substantial changes in habitat on the site since the
previous assessments in 2013 and 2016. We concur with the previous determination by SWCA (2016) that the
site does not provide suitable breeding habitat for San Francisco garter snakes, and the potential for San Francisco
garter snakes to occur on the project site is very low. However, the grassland habitat and drainage ditches on the
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site provide marginal dispersal habitat for this species, and San Francisco garter snakes that inhabit ponds and
streams nearby could potentially disperse across the project site. Because of the developed nature of the site and
the low-quality habitat present, the species is expected to occur there only incidentally and in small numbers, if at
all.
SWCA (2016) concluded that San Francisco garter snakes are only expected to disperse across the site when water
is present in the on-site drainage ditches. However, San Francisco garter snakes are most active during the dry
season between March and July (Freel and Giorni 1994), and the species has been documented moving several
hundred yards from aquatic habitats to hibernate in upland small mammal burrows (USFWS 2007). Thus, there
is some possibility that San Francisco garter snakes inhabiting nearby areas can disperse across the project site
during times of year when no water is present, especially between March and July.
1.5.2.1 Impacts and Mitigation

Due to the regional rarity of this species, project impacts on small numbers of individual San Francisco garter
snakes would be considered significant under CEQA. Mitigation Measure 4 provided in the 2016 report restricts
ground disturbance to the dry season to avoid impacts on this species (SWCA 2016). In our opinion, the
implementation of additional avoidance and minimization measures, provided as Mitigation Measures 5A–5E
above, would likely be needed to avoid and minimize potential project-related impacts on the San Francisco garter
snake due to the potential for individuals to move onto the site during the dry season.
1.5.3 Certain Common Native Birds that Nest on the Site
All native bird species that nest on the project site are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA)
and California Fish and Game Code. The grassland habitat on the site provides suitable foraging habitat for
several special-status bird species, such as the state fully protected white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus) and tricolored
blackbird (Agelaius tricolor), but these species are not expected to nest on the site due to a lack of suitable habitat
and high levels of human disturbance, and thus would not be substantially affected by the project.
The May 2017 reconnaissance-level survey did not detect any substantial changes in habitat on the site since the
previous assessments in 2013 and 2016, and confirmed that the site provides suitable nests habitat for several
native protected bird species. An active nest of Anna’s hummingbirds was observed in a Monterey cypress on
the project site during the May 2017 reconnaissance-level survey. Native Brewer’s blackbirds, house finches, and
purple finches were also observed on the site during the May 2017 survey, and these species may nest in trees or
structures on the site. A number of other common native bird species, such as the black phoebe and mourning
dove (Zenaida macroura), may also nest on the site.
No existing nests of raptors (e.g., eagles, hawks, and owls) were observed on or within 300 feet of the site (i.e.,
close enough to the site that the nesting bird may potentially be disturbed by construction activities), and the trees
on the site provide only very marginal habitat for nesting by raptors. An active nest of red-tailed hawks was
present approximately 350 feet northwest of the site in a grove of eucalyptus (Eucalyptus sp.) trees. However, these
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birds are highly tolerant of existing levels of disturbance, including traffic along California State Route 1, and they
are not expected to be disturbed by the proposed project.
Thus, based on our background review and field visit, it is our opinion that no special-status bird species (as we
have defined them above) or raptors are expected to nest on the project site, but the site provides suitable habitat
for several species of common nesting birds.
1.5.3.1 Impacts and Mitigation

The removal of vegetation supporting active nests may cause the direct loss of eggs or young, and constructionrelated activities near an active nest may cause adults to abandon their eggs or young. This type of impact would
not be significant under CEQA, in our opinion, because of the local and regional abundances of the species that
could potentially nest on the site and the low magnitude of the potential impact of development on these species
(i.e., the project is expected to impact only a few pairs of these species, which is not a substantial impact to their
regional populations). Therefore, we do not agree that Mitigation Measure 2 in the 2013 biotic assessment is
necessary for CEQA purposes.
Nevertheless, Mitigation Measure 2 in the 2013 biotic assessment would help to minimize the potential for
destruction or disturbance of active nests, which would be a violation of the MBTA and California Fish and
Game Code. That measure includes a preconstruction survey for active nests within 30 days of the start of
construction activities that occur during the nesting season (defined as February 1 through August 15) within 300
feet of the site and the establishment of non-disturbance buffer zones around any active nests in consultation
with the CDFW. Because birds can construct new nests in a relatively short time period, we recommend that this
survey be conducted no more than seven days prior to the initiation of construction activities if the applicant
wishes to have more confidence in avoiding violations of the MBTA and California Fish and Game Code.
1.5.4 Roosting Common and Special-Status Bats
All bat species that occur on the project site are protected under the California Fish and Game Code. The previous
reports identified potential roosting and foraging habitat for bat species, including the pallid bat (Antrozous
pallidus), big free-tailed bat (Nyctinomops macrotis), and Townsend’s big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii), which are
California species of special concern.
The pallid bat and Townsend’s big-eared bat are known to occur in San Mateo County and can potentially roost
in the site vicinity. Common species of bats, such as the Yuma myotis (Myotis yumanensis) and Mexican free-tailed
bat (Tadarida brasiliensis) may also roost in the site vicinity. However, the big free-tailed bat requires large cliffs for
roosting, and no suitable roosting habitat for this species occurs on the site or close enough to the site that this
species could potentially be affected by the project.
Bats, especially special-status bats, are not expected to roost in the structures immediately north of the site while
they are in-use due to high levels of human disturbance. In addition, these structures provide relatively low-quality
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roosting habitat for bats due to their flat roofs and lack of attics, and bats are unlikely to roost in these structures.
In addition, no suitable cavities for roosting were observed in trees on the site during the May 2017 site visit.
Thus, we concur with the previous determination that common and special-status bats would not roost in the
trees within the project site or in the occupied structures adjacent to the site.
1.5.4.1 Impacts and Mitigation

Due to the rarity of the pallid bat and Townsend’s big-eared bat, project impacts on small numbers of individuals
of these species would be considered significant under CEQA. Project impacts on common bat species, such as
the Yuma myotis or Mexican free-tailed bat, would only be considered significant under CEQA if a large colony
(i.e., >100 individuals) were to be present in the adjacent buildings. The previous studies recommended that any
disturbance of the existing adjacent structures should be preceded by a preconstruction survey for roosting bats.
However since these structures are no longer part of the proposed project site and suitable roosting habitat is
absent, project impacts to regional bat species are not expected to occur. In our opinion, potential project impacts
on roosting bats would be less than significant under CEQA, and no mitigation measures are warranted.

1.6 Sensitive Natural Communities, Vegetation Alliances, and Habitats
on the Project Site
For purposes of this analysis, “sensitive habitats” are considered areas that are:
1. Natural communities or vegetation alliances considered sensitive by CDFW (CDFG 2010a,b);
2. Wetlands and waters that fall under the jurisdiction of the USACE through Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act (CWA);
3. “Waters of the State” as regulated by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) or RWQCB under
the State Water Quality Certification Program under Section 401 of the CWA and the Porter-Cologne Water
Quality Control Act (Porter-Cologne);
4. Bed, bank, and channels, and associated riparian habitat under the jurisdiction of the CDFW under California
Fish and Game Code Sections 1600-1616 and the Lake and Streambed Alteration Program; and
5. Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHAs) as defined by the Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan
(1993).
The two previous studies by CRB and Biosearch Associates (2013) and SWCA (2016) concluded that the study
area does not support sensitive habitats, but did conclude that wetlands found to be jurisdictional by either the
USACE or CCC may be present and a delineation should be conducted. During the 2017 field surveys, four
seasonal wetlands meeting the USACE criteria for Section 404 wetlands were found along the western boundary
of the study area (Figure 4). Though these may be old agricultural ditches constructed in uplands, they have
persisted for some years and have developed wetlands likely to be considered jurisdictional by the USACE and
CCC. Each feature exhibited wetland vegetation and wetland hydrology indicators that meet the USACE criteria
for wetlands and would also be considered an ESHA by the Local Coastal Program. Soils were problematic due
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to past agricultural activities, but as previously mentioned, the study area is underlain by Botella clay loam, 0 to 2
percent slopes, nearly level. This soil type is considered hydric when in occurs in depressions (NRCS 2017a). As
such, the geomorphic position of areas colonized by hydrophytic vegetation was an important indicator of
wetland hydrology used to determine the presence of these four seasonal wetlands. Moreover, these four features
occur in an area that appears saturated in historical aerial imagery (C9) and surface soil cracks (B6) were noted at
one sample location.
In addition to these four seasonal wetlands, the CCC may claim more areas within the ruderal grasslands as “oneparameter wetland” features. One-parameter wetlands can support mildly to strongly hydrophytic vegetation, but
do not always exhibit indicators of hydric soils and/or wetland hydrology or geomorphic positions that would
support prolonged inundation as defined by the CCC. Given that this past rainy season was well above average,
these field results may be atypical for the site. Therefore, we recommend working with the USACE and CCC to
determine final jurisdictional status of these features.
The previous studies recommended that a delineation should be conducted, but did not provide mitigation
measures beyond this and following eventual permit conditions. The following measure will reduce potential
project impacts on wetlands under CEQA if features claimed by either the USACE or CCC will be impacted.
Mitigation Measure 6a. Avoid all wetlands to the extent feasible. All jurisdictional wetlands and ESHAs claimed by the
CCC shall be avoided to the extent feasible. This includes direct loss and indirect water quality impacts that could
occur due to adjacent development. During construction, suitable erosion control, sediment control, source
control, treatment control, material management, and stormwater management measures would be used in
conformance with the NPDES Statewide Construction General Permit (Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ).
Additionally, the project will be designed to comply with the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San
Francisco Bay Region, Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit (MRP) (Water Board Order No. R2-2009-0074).
This will require that the project implement BMPs into the design that prevents stormwater runoff pollution,
promotes infiltration, and holds/slows down the volume of water coming from a site. In order to meet these
permit and policy requirements, projects must incorporate the use of tree planters, grassy swales, bioretention
and/or detention basins, among other factors. The site is already largely designed to preserve existing drainage
characteristics, as seen by the placement of stormwater treatment basins near the area of the site where the
seasonal wetlands occur. These basins shall be designed to drain to the avoided wetland area to preserve
hydrological inputs from the site.
Mitigation Measure 6b. Compensate for lost wetlands by restoring avoided wetlands. If all jurisdictional wetland areas (as
determined by site verification) cannot be avoided by the project, the project will restore avoided wetlands onsite at 2:1 by implementing a weed removal program in the avoided wetlands, which are dominated by weedy,
non-native species such as pennyroyal (Mentha pulegium). A qualified restoration ecologist will develop a Wetland
Restoration and Monitoring Plan, which will contain the following components (or as otherwise modified by
regulatory agency permitting conditions):
1. Goal of the restoration (to increase wetland habitat functions and values by removing invasive species);
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2. Restoration design:
o
o
o
o
o

Weed removal, control, and monitoring plan
Soil amendments and other site preparation elements as appropriate
Planting plan (to replace non-natives with native wetland species)
Maintenance plan
Remedial measures/adaptive management

3. Monitoring plan, including final and performance criteria, monitoring methods, data analysis, reporting
requirements, monitoring schedule, etc.); at a minimum, success criteria will include restoration of native
wetland vegetation and no more than 5% cover of non-native species, and provision of ecological functions
and values equal to or exceeding those in the habitat that was impacted; and
4. Contingency plan for mitigation elements that do not meet performance or final success criteria.
The Local Coastal Program also considers local wild strawberry (Fragaria vesca) as an ESHA. The biotic resources
technical study and report prepared by CRB and Biosearch Associates in November 2013 and SCWA in June
2016 mapped beach strawberry in the southern portion of the site near the statue and trail. This species was not
observed in the site during any of the site visits in 2017. It should be noted that the area immediately surrounding
the statue had been mowed during the spring of 2017; however, strawberry is a fast-growing clonally reproducing
plant and likely would have reappeared during our surveys if still present.

1.7 Wildlife Movement
The project site provides limited habitat for wildlife movement. Due to the density of development in the project
region and the presence of busy roadways surrounding the site, there are currently no well-defined movement
corridors for terrestrial species, such as mammals and reptiles, within or through the project site. Wildlife species
may move through the area using cover and refugia as they find them available. However, most dispersal by
wildlife species likely occurs along higher-quality habitats to the east (along the coast) and west (within areas of
open space).
Due to its small size and the predominantly non-native vegetation that dominates the project site, the site does
not provide high-quality habitat for migratory birds in comparison to more natural areas with native trees and
vegetation to the east and west. Migratory birds flying over or along the coastline may use the site as a stopover
site for refueling and deposition of fat reserves to continue migration, but they are expected to do so in small
numbers due to the marginal habitat quality.
In summary, the project site is not a particularly important area for movement by wildlife, and it does not contain
any high-quality corridors allowing dispersal of such animals through the City of Half Moon Bay. Thus, we concur
with the previous determinations that the site does not provide a valuable movement corridor for wildlife.
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1.7.1.1 Impacts and Mitigation

In our opinion, potential project impacts on wildlife movement corridors would be less than significant under
CEQA, and no mitigation measures are warranted.
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