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Supplemental Environmental Assessment (SEA) 
to the Final Programmatic Environmental Assessment (PEA) 

for Typical Recurring Actions Resulting from Flood, Earthquake,  
Fire, Rain, and Wind Disasters in California 

Federal Emergency Management Agency 

Town of Hillsborough 
Hillsborough Fire Hazard Mitigation and Fuel Reduction Program 

PDMC-PJ-09-CA-2008-057 
March 2013 

1. INTRODUCTION 
The Department of Homeland Security’s Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
proposes to provide Federal financial assistance (Federal action) to the Town of Hillsborough 
(subapplicant or Town), through the California Emergency Management Agency (CalEMA), for 
the Hillsborough Fire Hazard Mitigation and Fuel Reduction Program (Proposed Project). The 
Proposed Project would be implemented in the Town of Hillsborough, San Mateo County, 
California, as shown in Figure 1. The assistance would be provided through the Pre-Disaster 
Mitigation (PDM) Program.  

The Proposed Project would consist of fuel reduction (wildfire mitigation) on approximately 
150 acres within eight Town-owned open spaces (project area) adjacent to residential 
development. The purpose of the Proposed Project is to mitigate the wildfire hazard to residents 
and structures in the Town. 

The PDM Program is authorized by Section 203 of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and 
Emergency Assistance Act of 1988, as amended (42 U.S.C. §§ 5170c), to help States and 
communities implement sustained, pre-disaster, natural-hazard mitigation programs. These 
programs are intended to reduce overall risk to the population and structures, while also reducing 
reliance on financial assistance from disaster declarations.  

This Supplemental Environmental Assessment (SEA) has been prepared to comply with the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), as amended (42 U.S.C. §§ 4321–4327), and 
to tier from the Final Programmatic Environmental Assessment (PEA) for Typical Recurring 
Actions Resulting from Flood, Earthquake, Fire, Rain, and Wind Disasters in California (FEMA 
2003). The PEA is available at http://home.fema.gov/plan/ehp/envdocuments/ea-region9.shtm. 

The PEA contains an assessment of the common impacts of the action alternatives that are under 
consideration for the Proposed Project and adequately assesses impacts that would occur to some 
resources as a result of the Proposed Project. This SEA fully assesses the potential impacts to 
resources that are not completely addressed in the PEA. This SEA hereby incorporates the PEA 
by reference, in accordance with 40 CFR § 1508.28.  

http://home.fema.gov/plan/ehp/envdocuments/ea-region9.shtm
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1.1 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION 
The majority of the Town is in an area designated by the California Department of Forestry and 
Fire Protection as a High Fire Hazard Severity Zone or Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone 
(CAL FIRE 2007). The wildfire hazard in the Town poses a threat to public health and safety and 
to property. The purpose of the Federal action is to provide PDM Program Federal financial 
assistance to the Town, through CalEMA, to reduce the risk to people and property from wildfire 
damage.  

Eight of the Town’s open space areas are generally undeveloped and contain rugged, heavily 
vegetated steep canyons and hillsides. No documented major wildfires have occurred in these 
open spaces for several decades. The steep terrain, dry summer and autumn climate, lack of 
recent major wildfires, and substantial stored fuel loads contribute to the high and very high fire 
hazard severity in the open space areas.  

Most of the boundaries of the open space areas are adjacent to properties and a wildland/urban 
interface. A major wildfire in any of the open space areas would be difficult to contain because 
of the topography. Therefore, residential properties and other nearby areas in the Town are 
vulnerable to a wildfire. The Town concluded that there is a need to reduce the stored fuel load 
in the open space areas to reduce the risk of wildfire-related loss and damage.  
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2. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES 

2.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
A No Action Alternative is required to be included in the environmental analysis and 
documentation pursuant to the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ’s) regulations 
implementing NEPA (40 CFR Parts 1500–1508). The No Action Alternative is defined as 
maintaining the status quo, with no Federal financial assistance, and is described further in 
Section 2.1 of the PEA. The No Action Alternative is used to evaluate the effects of not 
providing eligible assistance for the project, thus providing a benchmark against which action 
alternatives can be evaluated.  

Under the No Action Alternative, it is assumed that the City would be unable to implement 
wildfire mitigation in Town-owned open space areas because of the lack of Federal financial 
assistance. Therefore, under the No Action Alternative, the existing wildfire hazard would 
continue, and the health and safety risks to people and damages to property from wildfires in the 
open space area would not be reduced. 

2.2 PROPOSED PROJECT 
The Proposed Project falls under the Vegetation Management action alternative defined in the 
PEA, Section 2.5.1, Mechanical or Hand Clearing of Vegetation; and Section 2.5.2, Herbicidal 
Treatments. The Town proposes to reduce fuel loads in 150 acres (project area) of the 250-acre 
open space areas by clearing vegetation (treatment) over 3 years. Most of the work would occur 
during the first year in the open space areas shown in Figures 2a and 2b. This alternative would 
include treatment in two types of areas: defensible space management zones and high-priority 
fire management areas.  

Defensible space management zones are areas within 100 feet of residential structures or 
buildings and cover approximately 88 acres of the project area. The zones do not include private 
property. Treatment would consist of tree and brush removal. The Town is encouraging private 
property owners to treat vegetation on lots adjacent to the defensible space management zones 
but is not proposing to provide funding for the treatment.  

High-priority fire management areas are outside the defensible space management zones and 
cover approximately 62 acres of the project area. Treatment would consist of thinning brush.  

Treatment that is the same in both types of areas is described in Section 2.2.1. Treatment that is 
specific to defensible space management zones is described in Section 2.2.2, and treatment that 
is specific to high-priority fire management areas is described in Section 2.2.3.  
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2.2.1 General Treatment 
Treatment in the defensible space management zones and high-priority fire management areas 
would focus on reducing the biomass of non-native vegetation through trimming or plant 
removal. Most of the treatment (80 to 90 percent) would concentrate on shrub and understory 
vegetation. Where feasible, native grasses, shrubs, and trees would be avoided. In forest and 
woodland areas, healthy native trees would be avoided to the extent possible 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 
with vinyl flagging tape or wire stake flags. 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 work crews of four to six people. 

Sudden Oak Death (SOD), an invasive mold, is known to occur in at least two of the open space 
areas: Site E and Site 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 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 the project area for soil, leaves, twigs, and 
branches. These items, if found, would be cleaned onsite to avoid the spread of SOD and 
invasive species seed. 

Treatment would involve minimal ground disturbance. Green waste in the treatment areas would 
be transported 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. 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. Erosion 
control measures would include, but would not be limited to, installing and maintaining silt 
fences immediately downgradient of disturbed areas and installing and maintaining erosion 
control blankets on all sloped, disturbed ground. 

Herbicide would be used to prevent resprouting of freshly cut vegetation by painting it on the 
freshly cut stumps. A certified herbicide applicator would be used. No herbicide spraying would 
occur. Herbicide would be used to control and limit plant re-growth and remove invasive species. 
Only U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)-authorized herbicides would be used; the 
primary active ingredients of the herbicides would be tricloypyr, imazapyr, and/or glyphosphate. 
The herbicide mixture would likely consist of a glyphosate-based herbicide such as RoundUp or 
Rodeo in a solution of esterified seed oil (a tackifier), water, and marking dye. Garlon 4 
(tricloypyr) and/or Stalker (imazapyr) may be used as an alternative herbicide mixture. A typical 
tree would require 1 to 2 ounces of diluted solution. 
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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 with vinyl flagging tape or 
wire stake flags for the duration of treatment, and ingress/egress routes and green waste disposal 
sites would be marked. Existing ingress or egress routes would be used where feasible. 

A 200-foot buffer around wetlands and perennial waterbodies would be staked out at the start of 
the project activities. Work inside 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 waterbody:  

– Herbicides would be restricted to glyphosate-based herbicides that are approved by the 
EPA for use around water (e.g., Rodeo). 

– Hand tools (chainsaws, brush cutters, and other hand tools) would be used to create a 
gradation of vegetation density by removing approximately 50 percent of the vegetation 
at the highest elevations (farthest from wetlands and perennial waterbodies) and 33 
percent of the vegetation at the medium elevations.  

– 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 
will 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 cleanup gear for spills (spill containment and 
absorption materials) and fire-suppression 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 
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. 
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Green waste would be processed and disposed of onsite to the extent feasible and if the objective 
of reduced fire risk and fuel load reduction would not be affected. When necessary to remove 
green waste for fuel load reduction, the waste would be collected, chipped, and transported 
offsite to a green waste processing facility. Logs and large branches free of smaller branches and 
leaves 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.  

The minimum distance between piles would depend on the slope as follows:  

• 10 feet for 0 to 20 percent slopes 

• 15 feet for 21 to 40 percent slopes 

• 20 feet for 40 percent and greater slopes 

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 

2.2.2 Treatment Specific to Defensible Space Management Zones 
Treatment in the defensible space management zones would encompass a total of approximately 
88 acres and would take place over 3 years. Work would be performed using a combination of 
hand tools and heavy 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 third 
year would include follow-up treatment of resprouts and seedlings and retreatment of invasive 
species. 

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 a separation between the tree limbs and foliage 
and the shrub and groundcover understory. Large-scale tree removal is not anticipated, but some 
trees may be thinned to create tree spacing. Native trees would be removed only 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 
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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 2.1. The maximum diameter of remaining shrub clumps would be two times the height of 
the vegetation. The maximum diameter of shrub clumps would be 12 feet (as measured from the 
edges of the crowns), and branches would be pruned to a height of 3 feet.  

Table 2.1: Recommended Shrub Clump Spacing 

 

 

Green waste would generally be collected and relocated to adjacent open space lands, preferably 
lands included for treatment as high-priority fire management areas under the Proposed Project.  

2.2.3 Treatment Specific to High-Priority Fire Management Areas 
In the high-priority fire management areas, work would be performed in Sites C, E, G, and I on a 
total of approximately 62 acres (Figures 2a and 2b). Both hand tools and heavy equipment would 
be used. Pruning and thinning 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.  

2.2.3.1 Sites C and E 
Sites C and E would be treated similarly with the intention of reducing fuel loads and opening 
the canopy between the bush understory and tree overstory. Work would include selectively 

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 
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pruning and thinning approximately 25 to 33 percent of the understory. Grasses and herbaceous 
vegetation would be mowed to near ground level, especially along fire roads. Large logs and 
woody debris would be stored in small short piles, and vegetation would be chipped and spread 
onsite. Tools would include chainsaws, mulchers (Fecon-type cutting head), flail mowers or 
rotary mowers, and a heavy-duty chipper, which would be operated on existing access roads. 

2.2.3.2 Site G 
Treatment in Site G would be on a hillside. The treatment objective on this hillside would be to 
create a gradation of vegetation density from the top of the hill to approximately 500 feet 
downgradient. The 500-foot mark represents the middle elevation of the hillside. The gradation 
would be created by progressively and aggressively pruning and thinning shrubs from the lower 
fire risk mid-slope to the higher fire risk upper-slope. Clearings between shrubs would be 
created. Vegetation would be removed as follows:  

• 66 percent at the highest elevation  

• 50 percent at the middle elevation  

• 33 percent at the lowest elevation  

Vegetation would be chipped and spread onsite. Tools would include chainsaws, brush cutters, 
flail mowers, and a small lightweight chipper, which would be lowered onto the steep work site 
using a winch or pulley system. 

2.2.3.3 Site I 
Treatment in Site I would focus on thinning and creating breaks between vegetation types to 
reduce fuel loads between the shrub understory and tree overstory. Approximately 25 percent of 
the native trees and shrubs would be selectively pruned and thinned using treatments and tools 
that are equivalent to those for Sites C and E (see Section 2.2.3.1). 

2.2.4 Project Schedule 
Treatment under the Proposed Project would occur over 3 years. Most treatment would be 
performed in the first year, with follow-up treatments in the subsequent 2 years. In the first year, 
trees and brush would be removed in the defensible space management zones, and brush would 
be thinned in the high-priority fire management areas. Follow-up treatments would consist of 
mowing, brush removal, and retreatment of invasive plant infestations with herbicides.  

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 within habitat considered by an onsite biologist to be 
suitable for the federally listed California red-legged frog (CRLF) (Rana draytonii) or the 
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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 (Storer 1925 and USFWS 2006). 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. 

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. 

Following the 3-year implementation of the Proposed Project, the Town would implement 
maintenance to preserve low fuel loads. Maintenance would occur annually for 2 years, after 
which long-term maintenance would be conducted biennially for at least 10 years. Maintenance 
would focus on maintaining the prescribed vegetation density and structure. Maintenance may 
include 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; and installing erosion control. 

2.3 ALTERNATIVES 
FEMA considered other alternatives in addition to the No Action Alternative and the Proposed 
Project. The other alternatives were fuel reduction using heavy mechanical equipment such as 
masticators, large-scale herbicidal treatments, prescribed burning, and biological controls such as 
grazing mammals. These alternatives are described in Section 2.5 of the PEA.  
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3. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES  
The PEA describes the affected environment and the impacts of the Proposed Project for 
resource areas except geology and soils, air quality, biological resources, historic properties, 
hazardous materials and wastes, visual resources, and cumulative impacts. The affected 
environment and environmental consequences for these resources are described in this section, 
which is intended to supplement the information in the PEA.  

Mitigation, minimization, and avoidance measures that are stipulated in the PEA or that are 
appropriate for the Proposed Project, based on the results of the impact analysis in the SEA, are 
discussed in Section 4.  

The effects of the No Action Alternative for applicable resource areas are described in the PEA 
and in this SEA. The environmental consequences of the other alternatives considered by FEMA 
are described in Section 4 of the PEA and are not reiterated in this document. 

3.1 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
The project area lies within canyons and hillsides along the base of the eastern portion of the 
Santa Cruz Mountains. The elevation in the action area ranges from approximately 100 feet to 
615 feet above sea level. 

3.1.1 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, no vegetation clearing would take place; therefore, soil would 
not be disturbed, and no direct impacts to soil resources would occur. The No Action Alternative 
would not reduce fuel loads in the project area; therefore, if a wildfire burns in the project area, 
indirect effects could occur from the permanent loss of topsoil and soil productivity.  

3.1.2 Proposed Project 
The Proposed Project would involve minimal ground disturbance. Ground disturbance would be 
a result of foot traffic from work crews and the use of heavy equipment (e.g., mulcher). The use 
of large mechanical equipment, such as large chippers, would be limited to access roads. The use 
of small mechanical equipment would be limited on slopes in order to avoid ground disturbance. 
To avoid the potential for erosion, loss of topsoil, and hazards associated with unstable soils, 
rootballs of cut trees and other vegetation would be left in-place, and no tree skidding would 
occur. A pulley system would be used when transporting green waste and equipment such as 
small chippers and mulchers on steep slopes to reduce potential erosion.  

During and after treatment, soil would be stabilized using the erosion-control measures described 
in Section 2.2.1. These measures would reduce the intensity of erosion that could result from 
ground disturbance, and avoid potential long-term direct or indirect effects to geology and soils.  
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Therefore, the Proposed Action would result in minor, short-term direct effects and no long-term 
direct or indirect effects to soils. The Proposed Action would have no impacts on geology or 
seismicity. 

3.2 AIR QUALITY 
The Proposed Project is within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAB) and under the 
jurisdiction of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). The SFBAB is 
currently designated by the EPA as marginal nonattainment for the 8-hour ozone (O3) National 
Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS), nonattainment for the 24-hour particulate matter with 
diameter less than 2.5 micrometers (PM2.5) NAAQS, and attainment (maintenance) for carbon 
monoxide (CO) NAAQS (EPA 2012b).  

3.2.1 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, no mechanical equipment would be used, no equipment 
emissions would occur, and no direct effects to air quality would occur.  

The wildfire risk would remain unmitigated. There is potential for indirect impacts to air quality 
in the event of a wildfire in the project vicinity. A wildfire would temporarily increase levels of 
most criteria pollutants and many hazardous air pollutants. In the long term, particulate matter 
emissions could increase as a result of the soils in the project area that are exposed after a 
wildfire event. Therefore, the No Action Alternative could result in indirect, short- and long-term 
adverse effects to air quality if a wildfire occurred in the project area. 

3.2.2 Proposed Project 
FEMA evaluated the predicted emissions of the Proposed Project to determine whether a 
conformity determination is required under the General Conformity Rule (GCR) (40 CFR 
§ 51.853). The evaluation included a consideration of the direct or indirect emission rates of 
designated nonattainment or maintenance criteria pollutants or precursors to determine whether 
the emission rates would equal or exceed any of the de minimis threshold emission rates 
specified in the GCR. The applicable de minimis threshold emission rates are 100 tons per year 
for O3 precursors (nitrogen oxides [NOx] and volatile organic compounds [VOCs]), 100 tons per 
year for PM2.5, and 100 tons per year for CO (EPA 2006; EPA 2012a). 

Implementation of the Proposed Project would result in a temporary deterioration of air quality 
as a result of exhaust from the use of mechanical equipment including chain saws, other hand-
operated mechanical equipment, mowers, and chippers and from the transport of green waste. 
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.  
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The calculations in Table 3.1 are based on an 8-hour workday with equipment used for 
50 percent of the workday.  

Table 3.1: Annual Estimated Emissions during 
the Proposed Project and GCR de minimis Thresholds 

Emissions of Non-Attainment 
Criteria Pollutants or Precursors 

Criteria Pollutant 

VOC CO NOx PM2.5 

Proposed Project (tons/year) 0.14 0.55 1.24 0.09 

GCR de minimis thresholds (tons/year) 100 100 100 100 

CO = carbon monoxide 
GCR = General Conformity Rule 
NOx = nitrogen oxides 
PM2.5 = particulate matter with diameter less than 2.5 micrometers 
VOC = volatile organic compound 

 

As shown in Table 3-1, implementation of the Proposed Project would result in less than 
100 tons per year of the applicable regulated pollutants. Therefore, the Proposed Project qualifies 
as a GCR exemption, and no further analysis is required to establish conformity with the State 
Implementation Plan. 

Therefore, the proposed project would have negligible short-term and no long-term impacts on 
air quality and does not exceed general conformity thresholds.  

3.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
The project area is composed primarily of hardwood forest and also includes eucalyptus and 
other non-native forests, chaparral, coastal scrub, and grassland.  

Reconnaissance-level habitat and vegetation mapping surveys were conducted in the project area 
by both FEMA and the Town in 2006 and 2009. Botanical surveys to identify special status 
plants were conducted in 2007 and 2008. General wildlife surveys were conducted in 2007. 
Focused surveys for California red-legged frog (CRLF) (Rana draytonii), a federally listed 
species, were conducted in 2008 and 2009 at 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. No designated critical habitat is located at Crocker Lake or other parts of the project area.  

The surveys identified sensitive plant species and sensitive wildlife habitat (e.g., bird nests, bird 
granary trees) in the project area. The CRLF surveys at Crocker Lake were negative. Based on 
known species ranges and the vegetation communities present in the project area, several other 
sensitive biological resources could be present in the project area that were not identified during 
the surveys. The resources include other migratory birds, two federally listed butterfly species, 
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CRLF, the federally-listed San Francisco garter snake (Thamnophis sirtalis tetrataenia) (SFGS), 
and several federally-listed plant species.  

Invasive plant species have been identified in the project area. Invasive plant species are 
scattered throughout the project area and adjacent open space areas. SOD occurs in Sites E and I. 

3.3.1 No Action Alternative  
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no fuel reduction, and no direct effects to 
biological resources would occur. A wildfire in the project area could result in an indirect impact 
to biological resources. A wildfire could destroy terrestrial habitat, and mortality could occur to 
individual wildlife species. Aquatic habitat and resources could be affected because fire residue 
and eroded soils could be washed into local streams and reservoirs. The indirect impacts 
associated with the loss of existing vegetation would continue until adequate vegetation is re-
established in the burned area. Vegetation re-establishment after a wildfire could result an 
increase of invasive species in the project area. Therefore, adverse short- and long-term indirect 
effects could occur to biological resources if a wildfire occurred in the project area.  

3.3.2 Proposed Project 

Effects to Wildlife and Vegetation 
The Proposed Project would not result in habitat modification or habitat-type conversion. After 
project implementation, habitats would continue to exist at their current locations in the project 
area although the density of vegetation in forest and scrub habitats would be reduced. Some 
understory grassy areas would be mowed and allowed to grow seasonally. Erosion-control 
measures would eliminate the potential for changes in habitat from erosion in the project areas 
and adjacent downstream areas. Modified treatment and exclusion buffers near wetlands and 
other waterbodies would eliminate the potential for changes to aquatic and riparian habitats as a 
result of the treatment.  

The effects to sensitive biological resources would be limited to when vegetation clearing is 
taking place. Sensitive biological resources such as wetlands and waterbodies, special-status 
plant species, known bird nesting and roosting sites, and woodpecker granary trees would be 
flagged and avoided during implementation of the Proposed Project and maintenance activities. 
Thus, effects to these resources would be minimized. By leaving large logs and woody debris 
onsite in small short piles, foraging and shelter habitat for wildlife species would be improved or 
maintained.  

The use of heavy equipment in the project area has the potential to directly affect 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 vibrations, also has the potential to 
directly affect wildlife species in or adjacent to the project area by disrupting typical behavior 
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patterns or by causing dispersal. These effects would be temporary and would occur only when 
project activities are occurring. Because trees, native shrubs, and understory species would 
mostly be retained, the project area would continue to provide suitable habitat after treatment has 
been completed. Existing habitats would be more open after treatment. 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. Slope stabilization textiles with the potential to entangle 
or trap wildlife species, such as plastic monofilament netting, would be prohibited from use.  

No treatment would take place within 50 feet of a wetland or waterbody. In addition, the 
following limitations would minimize the effects on habitat and special-status species that occur 
in and near wetlands and waterbodies: 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 waterbodies. See Section 2.2.1.  

Effects to nesting migratory birds would be minimized by restricting work, when feasible, to the 
non-nesting season. If project activities occurred during the nesting season, trees used for nesting 
would be flagged and avoided. The Town would implement measures described in Section 2.2.4 
to avoid take of migratory birds, as defined in the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (MBTA), 
as amended (16 U.S.C. §§ 703–711), if the Town implements the Proposed Project during 
MBTA-designated nesting season. The Town is responsible for all necessary coordination with 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) for compliance with the MBTA.  

The Town is responsible for compliance with environmental regulations, such as the California 
Environmental Quality Act, California Endangered Species Act, and MBTA. Through the 
process of complying with these regulations, along with any applicable local ordinances, the 
Town would develop additional appropriate measures to avoid or minimize effects to sensitive 
biological resources. Additionally, the Town would need to implement all measures developed 
by FEMA and the USFWS to protect federally listed species. The measures developed by FEMA 
and the USFWS are discussed in more detail below.  

Therefore, the Proposed Project is anticipated to result in direct, minor, short-term effects to 
wildlife and vegetation. No long-term direct or short- or long-term indirect effects to wildlife and 
vegetation are anticipated. 

Endangered Species Act 
There is potential for several federally listed plant and wildlife species to be present in the 
project area and for these species to be affected by the Proposed Project. On February 25, 2011, 
FEMA submitted a Biological Assessment to the USFWS (FEMA 2011) and requested formal 
consultation with the USFWS to comply with Section 7 (16 U.S.C. § 1536) of the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973 (ESA), as amended (16 U.S.C. §§ 1531–1544) (see Appendix A). On 
June 18, 2012, the USFWS issued a Biological Opinion for the Proposed Project (USFWS 2012; 
Appendix B).  
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In the Biological Opinion, the USFWS determined that the Proposed Project, with inclusion of 
the conservation measures proposed by FEMA (listed in Section 4.1), may affect but is not likely 
to adversely affect the federally listed 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), or white-rayed 
pentachaeta (Pentachaeta bellidiflora). 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 conservation measures proposed by FEMA and the terms and conditions 
stipulated by the USFWS. The USFWS anticipates incidental take to occur in the form of harm 
and harassment to CRLF and SFGSs 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 morality or injury of no more than one CRLF.  

The Town is responsible for fully implementing and adhering to the conservation measures and 
for fully complying with the USFWS’s terms and conditions. The complete list of the 
conservation measures and the terms and conditions is provided in Section 4.1 of this SEA. 

With the implementation of the conservation measures proposed by FEMA to the USFWS, the 
Proposed Project would result in minor, short-term direct and minor, indirect effects to the Bay 
checkerspot butterfly, mission blue butterfly, San Mateo thorn mint, fountain thistle, fountain 
thistle, San Mateo woolly sunflower, Marin dwarf-flax, or white-rayed pentachaeta. With the 
implementation of conservation measures and terms and conditions described in the Biological 
Opinion, the Proposed Project would result in moderate short-term direct and moderate short-
term indirect effects to CRLF and SFGS. Long-term effects to ESA-listed species are not 
anticipated. 

Executive Order 13112: Invasive Species 
The Proposed Project would not result in the introduction or spread of invasive species and 
would therefore comply with Executive Order (EO) 13112, Invasive Species. Many invasive 
shrubs and understory plants would be targeted and prioritized for removal because many of the 
invasive species in the project area, such as French broom, are a greater fire hazard than the 
native vegetation that has been displaced. Follow-up treatment in the project area would focus on 
invasive plant species to reduce the potential for these species to spread and grow in treatment 
areas and thus minimize habitat modification through the uncontrolled propagation of invasive 
species.  

The Town would segregate and dispose of or treat all vegetation that is contaminated with weed 
seeds to prevent the dispersion of seeds. Additionally, the treatment procedures described in 
Section 2.2.1 in areas affected by SOD, an invasive mold species, would reduce the potential for 
spreading SOD to uninfected areas. 
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There is little potential for the Proposed Project to contribute to the spread of invasive species, 
and the Proposed Project would result in a beneficial effect by reducing invasive plant species in 
the project area. Funding of the Proposed Project would comply with EO 13112. 

3.4 HISTORIC PROPERTIES 
Investigations were undertaken to identify historic properties within the Area of Potential Effect 
(APE) of the Proposed Project in compliance with Section 106 (16 U.S.C. § 470f) of the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) and the 2005 First Amended Programmatic 
Agreement (PA) between FEMA, the California State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), 
CalEMA, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. 

In accordance with 36 CFR § 800.4(a)(4), FEMA sent an informational letter to the California 
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) on November 13, 2008, to request a review of 
its Sacred Lands File, and a list of the individuals and groups that the NAHC believed should be 
contacted regarding information or concerns related to the project area (see Appendix C). On 
November 14, 2008, the NAHC responded that it had not identified any Native American sites in 
the project area (see Appendix D). On November 2, 2009, FEMA transmitted an information 
letter to the potentially interested parties identified by the NAHC (see Appendix E). To date, no 
responses have been received.  

FEMA-contracted archaeologists conducted a search of records at the Northwest Information 
Center of the California Historical Resources Information System on December 23, 2008, and 
conducted a pedestrian survey of the APE on August 19 and 20, 2009, to identify historic 
properties that may exist in the APE. Remnant landscape architectural features were identified in 
the APE that were related to the historic-era Crocker Estate. The 700-acre Crocker Estate has not 
been recorded or evaluated for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (National 
Register), but for the purposes of the Proposed Project, it is assumed to be eligible for listing. 
The remnant landscape architectural features within the APE were assumed by FEMA to be 
contributing elements to the estate property and would therefore also be considered historic 
properties.  

3.4.1 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, no direct impacts to historic properties would occur because no 
treatment would occur. The No Action Alternative could result in indirect effects to historic 
properties if a wildfire occurred that damaged historic properties in or adjacent to the project 
area. 

3.4.2 Proposed Project 
FEMA determined that the Proposed Project would not affect any of the characteristics or the 
integrity of the historic properties that may qualify them for inclusion in the National Register. 
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Therefore, FEMA determined that the Proposed Project would result in “no adverse effects to 
historic properties.” 

In accordance with the PA, FEMA informed the SHPO of its determination that the Proposed 
Project would have no adverse effects to historic properties in a letter dated November 2, 2009 
(see Appendix F). No response was received from the SHPO during its 30-day response period. 
On December 4, 2009, FEMA assumed concurrence from the SHPO pursuant to Stipulation III B 
of the PA and 36 CFR § 800.5(c)(1). In accordance with 36 CFR § 800.5(d)(1), FEMA has 
fulfilled its responsibilities to comply with Section 106 of the NHPA.  

3.5 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND WASTES  
Hazardous materials are not currently used in the project area. There are no recorded hazardous 
materials or waste sites in the project area or adjacent open space areas (SWRCB 2013).  

3.5.1 No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative would not involve the transport, handling, or use of hazardous 
materials, including herbicides, and no releases of, or impacts to, hazardous materials would 
occur.  

3.5.2 Proposed Project 
The Proposed Project would involve the handling and use of hazardous materials in the form of 
herbicides and materials necessary for the operation of petroleum-powered equipment. 
Herbicides would be used to prevent resprouting of freshly cut vegetation by painting it on 
freshly cut stumps. No herbicide spraying would occur. 

Application and use of herbicides would adhere to the applicable State and Federal regulations, 
Integrated Pest Management guidelines, and the California Department of Agriculture pesticide 
regulations.  

Herbicides would need to 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 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. 

The herbicide hand-painting application method would result in a small amount of herbicide 
being used during implementation of the Proposed Project. The use of herbicides in accordance 
with the manufacturer’s specifications and Federal and State laws would minimize the potential 
for accidental release.  

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 
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in Section 2.2.1, 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. 

Although it is unlikely that a hazardous materials release or accident would occur, any accidental 
release would be finite and localized.  

Therefore, the Proposed Project would result in minor, short-term direct impacts as a result of the 
use of hazardous materials and would result in no long-term direct or indirect impacts.  

3.6 VISUAL RESOURCES 
The visual character of the project area and the adjacent open space areas is defined by densely 
vegetated steep slopes. Overgrown hardwood forests make up the majority of the vegetation in 
the project area. Dense groves of eucalyptus trees, grassland, and dense stands of chaparral and 
coastal scrub vegetation are also present.  

There are two primary viewsheds of the project area: a vista-based viewshed where the project 
area is viewed from afar, such as from the streets of the Town that border the open space areas; 
and a foreground-based viewshed from backyards of some residences whose properties are 
adjacent to the project area. The vista-based views are of the densely vegetated steep slopes, 
which form a homogenous forest canopy of organic textures dominated by tones of green and 
brown that is occasionally broken up by steep rock outcropping. The foreground-based viewshed 
is of densely overgrown forest canopy. Outside the forested areas and on steeper slopes, 
foreground-based viewshed is similar to the vista-based viewshed. Most of the project area is 
closed to the public, and views are therefore not available from within most of the project area. 

3.6.1 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, fuel reduction would not occur, and the visual character of the 
project area would not change. Therefore, no direct impacts to visual resources would occur. The 
No Action Alternative would not reduce fuel loads in the project area; therefore, if a wildfire 
occurred, smoke could cause adverse, short-term, indirect impacts to visual resources. Views of 
severely burned vegetation and bare ground from a wildfire could cause long-term, indirect 
impacts to visual resources in the project area. 

3.6.2 Proposed Project 
The Proposed Project would result in minor changes to the existing visual character because the 
change in the density of vegetation would be noticeable. However, because most trees in the 
project area would remain, the visual character from the vista-based viewsheds would not be 
notably changed. The forest canopy would remain the primary visual characteristic, and the 
colors, forms, lines, and textures would generally remain. The reduction of vegetation density of 
chaparral, coastal scrub, and grasslands could be noticeable, but because shrubs and grasses 
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would continue to exist as the primary components of the visual character of these areas, the 
changes would be minor.  

The Proposed Project would result in changes in the visual character that are more noticeable 
from the foreground-based viewshed below the forest canopy than the vista-based viewshed. 
From these views, the removal of shrubs and groundcover understory would decrease the density 
of the vegetation, creating more openings in the vegetation. However, the principal visual 
character of a shaded forest would remain. 

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 
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 but the impact would be minor and short-term. Flagging would be 
removed after the completion of the work. 

Therefore, the Proposed Project would result in minor short-term direct impacts and minor 
negligible long-term direct and indirect impacts to visual resources.  

3.7 CLIMATE CHANGE AND GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
On February 18, 2010, the CEQ released a memorandum, Draft NEPA Guidance on 
Consideration of the Effects of Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions (CEQ 2010), 
that advised how Federal agencies should consider climate change in their NEPA decision-
making documents. This guidance advises that consideration of climate change address the 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions effects of a proposed action and the relationship of climate 
change effects to a proposed action. In relation to the effects of emissions of a proposed action, 
the CEQ guidance states that “if a proposed action would be reasonably anticipated to cause 
direct emissions of 25,000 metric tons or more of [carbon dioxide] CO2-equivalent GHG 
emissions on an annual basis, agencies should consider this an indicator that a quantitative and 
qualitative assessment may be meaningful to decision makers and the public.” In relation to the 
climate change effects of a proposed action, the CEQ states the “analysis should be [focused] on 
the aspects of the environment that are affected by the proposed action and the significance of 
climate change for those aspects of the affected environment” (CEQ 2010). 

3.7.1 No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative would have no impact on climate change and GHG emissions 
because no construction or other activities resulting in air emissions would occur. However, 
under this alternative, no fuel reduction would occur, and the risk of wildfire would remain high.  
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A wildfire would result in the release of CO2 into the atmosphere from burning vegetative fuels. 
The project area is estimated to sequester approximately 120 metric tons of CO2 per year. An 
intense wildfire in the project area would result in CO2 emission below the CEQ annual threshold 
of 25,000 metric tons. Therefore, the No Action Alternative could result in minor short- and 
long-term indirect effects on climate change and GHG emissions. 

3.7.2 Proposed Project 
The Proposed Project would result in minimal direct and indirect GHG emissions. Direct GHG 
emissions would result from the short-term use of vehicles and mechanical equipment during 
implementation of the Proposed Project and follow-up maintenance activities. Direct emissions 
during project implementation would be approximately 120 metric tons per year, and direct 
emissions during maintenance activities would be considerably smaller. Therefore, GHG 
emissions as a result of the Proposed Project would be well below the 25,000 metric ton 
threshold described by the CEQ. Indirect emissions would also be considerably smaller than the 
threshold dictated by the CEQ. In accounting for the regrowth and continual maintenance of the 
project area, indirect GHG emissions would be negligible as 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. 

The effects of global climate change to the Proposed Project would be negligible. The Proposed 
Project would be implemented over a relatively short period (3 years of implementation and up 
to 10 years of maintenance), and during this time, global climate change would not have a 
dramatic effect on fuel loads in the project area. Maintenance would maintain the fuel loads 
created under the Proposed Project. Maintenance would be adaptive to address the current fuel 
load at the area undergoing maintenance and would therefore be adaptive to how fuel loads 
would change as a result of global climate change.  

The Proposed Project would be implemented in a manner so as to have minimal effects on the 
environment. Because the BMPs and minimization measures described in this document would 
continue to be implemented, maintenance would also have minimal effects on the environment. 
Because of the adaptive nature of the Proposed Project, maintenance, BMPs, and other measures 
that would be used, climate change is not expected to have substantial effects on the resources 
affected by the Proposed Project.  

Therefore, the Proposed Project would have minor short-term impacts to GHG emissions. The 
Proposed Project would contribute a small and negligible contribution to long-term global 
climate change.  

3.8 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
CEQ defines a cumulative impact as “the impact on the environment which results from the 
incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
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future actions …” (40 CFR § 1508.7). Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions were 
identified based on information obtained from the Town and FEMA. Because the impacts 
associated with the Proposed Project would be minimal, primarily short-term, and localized to 
the open space areas in the Town, the analysis of cumulative impacts is focused on activities in 
the Town’s open space areas. 

Past actions in the area include the implementation of the Town’s 2009 High Priority Invasive 
Plants Project. Using a licensed herbicide applicator, egg-leaved spurge and star thistle were 
treated in Sites C and I. These plant colonies were targeted because they were a small infestation 
of newly colonizing non-native invasive plants. No other past actions were identified by the 
Town or FEMA in the open space areas. This past action is assumed to have created the existing, 
affected environment. 

Ongoing projects are limited to the use and maintenance of landscaping on residential properties 
adjacent to the open space areas. 

The Town has indicated additional goals that it would like to achieve in its open space areas, 
other than the Proposed Project, such as developing and implementing a wildlife management 
plan. Currently, the Town has only established goals for conceptual project types and has not 
considered additional funding to develop more detailed project plans or to implement additional 
projects. Therefore, the likelihood of implementing other projects in the open space areas in the 
near term (at least the next 5 years) is minimal, and there are no reasonably foreseeable future 
actions in the open space areas.  

3.8.1 No Action Alternative 
As described in Sections 3.1 to 3.7 of this SEA and Sections 4.1 to 4.12 of the PEA, the 
implementation of the No Action Alternative would result in no direct impacts to social, cultural, 
or natural resources. This alternative would not reduce the risk associated with potential wildfires 
in the project area, and wildfires could have short- and long-term adverse indirect impacts to air 
quality, biological resources, recreation, and visual resources.  

Maintenance of backyard landscaping on residential properties adjacent to the project area could 
result in short-term impacts to air quality (fugitive dust and other criteria pollutants), biological 
resources, and visual resources. These activities would not be expected to occur concurrently 
with a wildfire event. Therefore, when considered along with other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, the No Action Alternative could result in minor incremental, indirect, 
short-term impacts to air quality, biological resources, recreation, and visual resources. These are 
not expected to result in a cumulatively substantial effect. 

3.8.2 Proposed Project 
Landscaping maintenance on residential properties adjacent to the project area (ongoing projects) 
and the Proposed Project could result in minimal and temporary adverse cumulative impacts to 
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noise, air quality (fugitive dust and other criteria pollutants), hazardous materials, and visual 
resources. These effects would be most intensive if dramatic landscaping, such as relandscaping 
a backyard, occurred simultaneously with the Proposed Project. However, because residents 
would need to comply with all applicable Federal, State, and local regulations and local codes 
and ordinances, effects to these resources would be minimal and would not have an 
incrementally cumulative effect in combination with the Proposed Project. No substantial long 
term, adverse cumulative impacts would be expected. 

In general, individual GHG emissions and reduction in carbon sinks do not have a large impact 
on climate change. However, once added with all other GHG emissions and carbon sink 
reductions in the past and present, they combine to create a perceptible change to climate (IPCC 
2007). Because of the extended amount of time that GHGs remain in the atmosphere, any 
amount of GHG emissions or reduction in carbon sinks can be reasonably expected to contribute 
to future climate change impacts. The amount of CO2 emissions from the Proposed Project 
would be small but measurable. On a global scale, the Proposed Project is expected to contribute 
a negligible amount to global cumulative effects to climate change because vegetation is likely to 
grow back.  

Therefore, the minimal and short-term impacts of the Proposed Project are not expected to 
incrementally combine with the impacts from ongoing projects and result in a cumulatively 
substantial effect.  
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4. MITIGATION, MINIMIZATION, AND AVOIDANCE MEASURES 
The measures described in this section appear in Section 4 of the PEA, were developed for this 
SEA based on site-specific impacts, or are conservation measures proposed by FEMA to the 
USFWS for compliance with the ESA and are applicable to the Proposed Project. 

4.1 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
The Town shall implement the following measures for biological resources. 

• 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 listed species (CRLF, SFGS, Bay checkerspot 
butterfly, mission blue butterfly, and all federally listed plant species potentially occurring 
in the project area) 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. 

• 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. 

• Vegetation contaminated with weed seeds will be segregated and disposed of or treated as 
appropriate. 

• During work activities, all trash will be placed in secure containers with secure lids, 
removed from the work area, and disposed of properly. 

• 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. 

• 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 
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project area will be removed when appropriate. Methods of removal may involve hand 
work or regulated use of herbicides. 

• 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 
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. 

• All staging areas and fueling or maintenance of vehicles and equipment will occur at least 
65 feet from any water body or riparian habitat. 

• The contractor will have emergency spill cleanup gear (spill containment and absorption 
materials) and fire-suppression equipment available onsite at all times. 

• 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. 

• Major vehicle maintenance and washing will be conducted offsite. 

• 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. 

• All trash, debris, fencing, and flagging will be removed from the project area after 
completion of work activities. 

• Trash dumping, open fires, hunting, and pets will be prohibited in the project area during 
implementation and maintenance. 

• Spilled dry materials will be swept up immediately. 

• 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:  

(1)  Relevant education 

(2) 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 

(3)  Summary of field experience conducting requested activities (including Project/
research information) 
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(4) 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 

(5)  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 

(6)  Any relevant professional references with contact information 

• 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. 

• 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. 

• 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. 

• 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. 

• 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. 

• All work activities will begin no sooner than 15 minutes after sunrise and will be 
completed no later than 15 minutes after sunset.  

• 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. 
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• Speed limits in the project area will not exceed 10 miles per hour. 

• Silt fencing will be installed between the work area and any waterbodies, including ponds, 
wetlands, and riparian areas. 

• 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 pre-
treatment 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. 

• 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. 

• 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. 

• 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. 

• A qualified botanist will conduct appropriately timed botanical surveys for listed species 
before treatment begins. 

• If federally listed plants are identified in the project area, the population(s) will be marked 
and avoided by work activities. If disturbance to a listed plant cannot be avoided, the 
USFWS will be contacted immediately to consult on appropriate conservation measures. 

• No herbicides, pesticides, or fertilizers will be applied within 50 feet of areas that are 
occupied by federally listed plant species. 

• Disturbance of potential habitat of federally listed plant species will be avoided to the 
maximum extent possible. 

• 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. 

• The Town will fully implement the conservation measures described in the Description of 
the Proposed Action section of the Biological Opinion (FEMA 2012; Appendix B) for the 
13-year duration of the Proposed Project and follow-up maintenance. 

• The Town will use only EPA-authorized herbicides and no herbicides that are restricted by 
Federal injunctions. 

• 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 
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Amphibian Populations Task Force Fieldwork Code of Practice during handling of the 
CRLF. 

• 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 Enforcement Division, 2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2928, Sacramento, 
California 95825; (916) 414-6660. 

• 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. 

• 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 (FEMA 2012; 
Appendix B) before, during, or after completion of the Proposed Project. 

4.2 HISTORIC PROPERTIES 
If a discovery of an artifact and/or human remains is made during the implementation of the 
Proposed Project, and in compliance with Stipulation X (Unexpected Discoveries) of the PA, the 
Town will cease all activity and notify CalEMA immediately. CalEMA will notify FEMA and 
ensure that all reasonable measures are taken to avoid or minimize harm to the resource until 
FEMA completes additional consultation with the SHPO and the appropriate tribes. If human 
remains are found, the Town will also contact the San Mateo County Coroner/Medical Examiner 
and the local law enforcement office. Pursuant to the California Health and Safety Code, if the 
Coroner/Medical Examiner determines that the human remains are or may be of Native 
American origin, the discovery will be treated in accordance with Section 5097.98 (a-d) of the 
California Health and Safety Code. 

4.3 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
During herbicide treatment, the Town will ensure that Integrated Pest Management guidelines 
and California Department of Agriculture pesticide regulations are followed. 



Supplemental Environmental Assessment: PDMC-PJ-09-CA-2008-057  Federal Emergency Management Agency 
March 2013  Page 31 

Herbicide will be applied only by a Chemical Applicator with a Qualified Applicator License or 
Certificate from the California Department of Agriculture and in accordance with the 
manufacturer’s specifications and Federal and State laws.  
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5. IRREVERSIBLE OR IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES AND 
SHORT-TERM USES OF THE ENVIRONMENT AND MAINTENANCE AND 
ENHANCEMENT OF LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

5.1 IRREVERSIBLE OR IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 
For the purposes of this document, irreversible commitment of resources is interpreted to mean 
that once resources are committed, the production or use of those resources would be lost for 
other purposes throughout the life of the alternative being implemented. An irretrievable 
commitment of resources defines the resources that are used, consumed, destroyed, or degraded 
during the life of the alternative that could not be retrieved or replaced during or after the life of 
the alternative. 

The No Action Alternative would not directly require the commitment of human or fiscal 
resources. However, ongoing vulnerability of wildfire within the Town would continue, and the 
risk of loss of social, natural, and cultural resources as a result of wildfire would continue. 

The Proposed Project would require the commitment of human and fiscal resources. The 
expenditure of labor required for this alternative would occur predominantly during 
implementation. However, ongoing maintenance would continue throughout the life of the 
alternative. Funding for the Proposed Project would not be available for other uses and would 
therefore be irretrievable. 

Non-renewable and irretrievable fossil fuels would be required. Labor and materials are also 
irretrievably committed during the fabrication, preparation, and distribution of equipment. 
However, the Proposed Project would require only a small amount of these materials, the 
materials are abundant, and use would not result in a measurable impact to the availability of 
these resources. 

Although the implementation of the Proposed Project would result in the commitment of 
resources as described above, the Proposed Project would result in a decreased risk of loss to 
critical and noncritical facilities in the Town. 

5.2 SHORT-TERM USES OF THE ENVIRONMENT AND MAINTENANCE 
AND ENHANCEMENT OF LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

Implementation of the Proposed Project would result in short-term uses of and short- and long-
term impacts on the environment, as documented in Section 3. However, these uses of the 
environment would be balanced by the long-term reduction in the risk of damage to the Town as 
a result of wildfire. Implementation of either alternative would not preclude or alter the range of 
potential uses of the resources in the area.  



Supplemental Environmental Assessment: PDMC-PJ-09-CA-2008-057  Federal Emergency Management Agency 
March 2013  Page 33 

6. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION AND AGENCY COORDINATION 
FEMA is the lead Federal agency for conducting the NEPA compliance process for the Proposed 
Project. The lead Federal agency is responsible for expediting the preparation and review of 
NEPA documents in a way that is responsive to the needs of Town’s residents while meeting the 
spirit and intent of NEPA and complying with all NEPA provisions. 

The public will be notified of the availability of the SEA through the FEMA website and 
publication of a public notice in the San Mateo County Times. During the public comment 
period, FEMA will accept written comments on the SEA addressed to FEMA Region IX 
Environmental and Historic Preservation Office, 1111 Broadway, Suite 1200, Oakland, 
California 94607 or donna.meyer@fema.dhs.gov.  

At the end of the comment period, FEMA will review the comments and consider them in its 
determination of a finding (either a Finding of No Significant Impact or a finding that an 
Environmental Impact Statement must be prepared). FEMA will publish the finding on its 
website and in the San Mateo County Times.  

 

mailto:donna.meyer@fema.dhs.gov
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