DocuSign Envelope ID: BDD79764-2B83-4733-BFD4-D7D6B2C653AB

State of California – Natural Resources Agency

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE

GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor
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Fairfield, CA 94534
(707) 428-2002
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February 22, 2022

Mr. Billy Gross
City of South San Francisco
315 Maple Avenue
South San Francisco, CA 94080
Billy.Gross@ssf.net

Feb 24 2022

Subject: South San Francisco General Plan Update, Zoning Code Amendments, and
Climate Action Plan, Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact
Report, SCH No. 2021020064, City of South San Francisco, San Mateo County
Dear Mr. Gross:
The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) reviewed the Notice of
Preparation (NOP) of a draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared by the City of
South San Francisco for the South San Francisco General Plan Update, Zoning Code
Amendments, and Climate Action Plan (Project). CDFW is submitting comments on the
NOP regarding potentially significant impacts to biological resources associated with the
Project.
CDFW ROLE
CDFW is a Trustee Agency with responsibility under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) for commenting on projects that could impact fish, plant, and wildlife
resources (Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 et seq.; Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15386).
CDFW is also considered a Responsible Agency if a project would require discretionary
approval, such as a California Endangered Species Act (CESA) Incidental Take Permit
(ITP), a Native Plant Protection Act (NPPA) Permit, a Lake and Streambed Alteration
(LSA) Agreement, or approval under other provisions of the Fish and Game Code that
afford protection to the state’s fish and wildlife trust resources. Pursuant to our authority,
CDFW has the following concerns, comments, and recommendations regarding the
Project.
California Endangered Species Act
Please be advised that a CESA ITP must be obtained if the Project has the potential to
result in take1 of plants or animals listed under CESA, either during construction or over
the life of the Project. Issuance of a CESA Permit is subject to CEQA documentation;
1

Take is defined in Fish and Game Code section 86 as hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or attempt
any of those activities.
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the CEQA document must specify impacts, mitigation measures, and a mitigation
monitoring and reporting program. If the Project will impact CESA listed species, early
consultation is encouraged, as significant modification to the Project and mitigation
measures may be required to obtain a CESA ITP.
CEQA requires a Mandatory Finding of Significance if a project is likely to substantially
restrict the range or reduce the population of a threatened or endangered species (Pub.
Resources Code, §§ 21001, subd. (c), 21083; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15380, 15064, and
15065). Impacts must be avoided or mitigated to less-than-significant levels unless the
CEQA Lead Agency makes and supports Findings of Overriding Consideration (FOC).
The Lead Agency’s FOC does not eliminate the project proponent’s obligation to comply
with CESA.
Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement
CDFW requires an LSA Notification, pursuant to Fish and Game Code section 1600 et
seq., for Project activities affecting lakes or streams and associated riparian habitat.
Notification is required for any activity that may substantially divert or obstruct the
natural flow; change or use material from the bed, channel, or bank including associated
riparian or wetland resources; or deposit or dispose of material where it may pass into a
river, lake, or stream. Work within ephemeral streams, washes, watercourses with a
subsurface flow, and floodplains are subject to notification requirements. CDFW, as a
Responsible Agency, will consider the CEQA document for the Project and may issue
an LSA Agreement. CDFW may not execute the final LSA Agreement until it has
complied with CEQA as a Responsible Agency.
Migratory Birds and Raptors
CDFW has authority over actions that may disturb or destroy active nest sites or take
birds. Fish and Game Code sections 3503, 3503.5, and 3513 protect birds, their eggs,
and nests. Fully protected species may not be taken or possessed at any time (Fish and
Game Code, § 3511). Migratory birds are also protected under the federal Migratory
Bird Treaty Act.
PROJECT LOCATION
The Project is located in the City of South San Francisco, in San Mateo County,
California. The City is located in a basin bounded by the San Bruno Mountains to the
north, the Pacific Coast Ranges to the west, and the San Francisco Bay to the east. The
City is bordered by the City of Brisbane to the north, Daly City, City of Pacifica, and the
Town of Colma to the west, and the City of San Bruno to the south. San Francisco
International Airport is located immediately to the south but falls within City and County
of San Francisco’s jurisdictional boundaries.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The proposed Project consists of the South San Francisco General Plan Update,
Zoning Code Amendments, and Climate Action Plan. The General Plan Update is a
forward-looking document that will serve as the blueprint for the City’s vision through the
year 2040. The goals, policies, and actions in the proposed General Plan Update will
serve as a compass for decision-makers and will shape future plans and actions of the
City. The City's comprehensive General Plan was initially prepared in 1999. The City’s
Housing Element was certified in 2015 and is valid until 2023. The process of updating
the existing Housing Element is underway and is being conducted as part of this
General Plan Update. The proposed General Plan Update would replace the 1999
General Plan.
The General Plan Update anticipates approximately 17,531 net new housing units and
approximately 80,944 net new employment opportunities by 2040. The Climate Action
Plan includes a community-wide inventory of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and
identifies strategies and measures to reduce GHG emissions generated by existing and
future uses in the City to achieve State-mandated targets.
The CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15000 et seq.) require that the draft
EIR incorporate a full project description, including reasonably foreseeable future phases
of the Project, that contains sufficient information to evaluate and review the Project’s
environmental impact (CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15124 and 15378). Please include a
complete description of the following Project components in the project description:


Footprints of permanent Project features and temporarily impacted areas, such
as staging areas and access routes.



Plans and dimensions for any proposed buildings/structures, ground disturbing
activities, fencing, paving, stationary machinery, landscaping, and stormwater
systems.



Operational features of the Project, including level of anticipated human
presence (describe seasonal or daily peaks in activity, if relevant), artificial
lighting/light reflection, noise, traffic generation, and other features.



Construction schedule, activities, equipment, and crew sizes.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
The draft EIR should provide sufficient information regarding the environmental setting
(“baseline”) to understand the project’s, and its alternative’s (if applicable), potentially
significant impacts on the environment (CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15125 and 15360).
CDFW recommends that the draft EIR provide baseline habitat assessments for
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special-status plant, fish, and wildlife species located and potentially located within the
Project area and surrounding lands, including but not limited to all rare, threatened, or
endangered species (CEQA Guidelines, § 15380). The draft EIR should describe
aquatic habitats, such as wetlands and/or waters of the U.S. or State, and any sensitive
natural communities or riparian habitat occurring on or adjacent to the Project site.
The special-status species that have the potential to occur in or near the Project site,
include, but are not limited to:
Common Name

Scientific Name

Status

San Francisco gartersnake

Thamnophis sirtalis tetrataenia

FE, SE, SP

California Ridgway’s rail

Rallus obsoletus obsoletus

FE, SE

San Francisco common yellowthroat

Geothlypic trichas

SSC

American peregrine falcon

Falco peregrines anatum

SP

Point Reyes horkelia

Horkelia marinensis

SR

California red-legged frog

Rana draytonii

FT

Mission blue butterfly

Icaricia icarioides missionensis

FE

Callippe silverspot butterfly

Speyeria callippe callippe

FE

Longfin smelt

Spirinchus thaleichtys

FC, ST

Nesting birds
Bats
Plants
Aquatic species
Terrestrial species
Notes:
FT= federally threatened under ESA; FE = federally endangered under ESA; FC = federal
candidate for federal listing under ESA; SE = state endangered under CESA; ST = state
threatened under CESA; SSC = state species of special concern; SP = state listed as fully
protected; SR = state rare under the Native Plant Protection Act
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Habitat descriptions, and the potential for species occurrence, should include
information from multiple sources: aerial imagery; historical and recent survey data; field
reconnaissance; scientific literature and reports; the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s
(USFWS) Information, Planning, and Consultation System; and findings from positive
occurrence databases such as California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). Based
on the data and information from the habitat assessment, the draft EIR should
adequately assess which special-status species are likely to occur on or near the
Project site, and whether they could be impacted by the Project.
CDFW recommends that prior to Project implementation, surveys be conducted for
special-status species with potential to occur, following recommended survey protocols
if available. Survey and monitoring protocols and guidelines are available at:
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Survey-Protocols.
Botanical surveys for special-status plant species, including those listed by the
California Native Plant Society (http://www.cnps.org/cnps/rareplants/inventory/), must
be conducted during the blooming period for all species potentially impacted by the
Project within the Project area and adjacent habitats that may be indirectly impacted by,
for example, changes to hydrology, and require the identification of reference
populations. Please refer to CDFW protocols for surveying and evaluating impacts to
rare plants, and survey report requirements, available at:
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Plants.
IMPACT ANALYSIS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
The draft EIR should include the reasonably foreseeable direct and indirect changes
(temporary and permanent) that may occur with implementation of the Project (CEQA
Guidelines, §§ 15126, 15126.2, and 15358). This includes evaluating and describing
impacts such as:


Encroachments into riparian habitats, wetlands, or other sensitive areas;



Potential for impacts to special-status species;



Loss or modification of breeding, nesting, dispersal and foraging habitat,
including vegetation removal, alteration of soils and hydrology, and removal of
habitat structural features (e.g., snags, rock outcrops, overhanging banks);



Permanent and temporary habitat disturbances associated with ground
disturbance, noise, lighting, reflection, air pollution, traffic, or human presence;
and



Obstruction of movement corridors, fish passage, or access to water sources and
other core habitat features.
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The draft EIR should also identify reasonably foreseeable future projects in the Project
vicinity, disclose any cumulative impacts associated with these projects, determine the
significance of each cumulative impact, and assess the significance of the Project’s
contribution to the impact (CEQA Guidelines, § 15355). Although a project’s impacts
may be less-than-significant individually, its contributions to a cumulative impact may be
considerable; a contribution to a significant cumulative impact, e.g., reduction of habitat
for a special-status species should be considered cumulatively considerable.
Based on the comprehensive analysis of the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of
the Project, the CEQA Guidelines direct the Lead Agency to consider and describe all
feasible mitigation measures to avoid potentially significant impacts in the draft EIR and
mitigate potentially significant impacts of the Project on the environment (CEQA
Guidelines, §§ 15021, 15063, 15071, 15126.4, and 15370). This includes a discussion
of impact avoidance and minimization measures for special-status species, which are
recommended to be developed in early consultation with CDFW, the USFWS, and the
National Marine Fisheries Service. These measures should be incorporated as
enforceable Project conditions to reduce impacts to biological resources to less-thansignificant levels.
Fully protected species such as San Francisco garter snake and American peregrine
falcon may not be taken or possessed at any time (Fish and Game Code, § 3511, 4700,
5050, and 5515). Therefore, the draft EIR should include measures to ensure complete
avoidance of these species.
CDFW COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
COMMENT 1: Artificial Lighting
Issue: The Project could increase artificial lighting. Artificial lighting often results in light
pollution, which has the potential to significantly and adversely affect biological
resources.
Evidence the impact would be significant: Night lighting can disrupt the circadian
rhythms of many wildlife species. Many species use photoperiod cues for
communication (e.g., bird song; Miller 2006), determining when to begin foraging (Stone
et al. 2009), behavior thermoregulation (Beiswenger 1977), and migration (Longcore
and Rich 2004). Aquatic species can also be affected, for example, salmonids migration
can be slowed or stopped by the presence of artificial lighting (Tabor et al. 2004,
Nightingale et al. 2006).
Recommendations to minimize significant impacts: CDFW recommends eliminating all
non-essential artificial lighting. If artificial lighting is necessary, CDFW recommends
avoiding or limiting the use of artificial lights during the hours of dawn and dusk, when
many wildlife species are most active. CDFW also recommends that outdoor lighting be
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shielded, cast downward, and does not spill over onto other properties or upwards into
the night sky (see the International Dark-Sky Association standards at
http://darksky.org/).
COMMENT 2: Exterior Windows
Issue: The glass used for exterior building windows could result in bird collisions, which
can cause bird injury and mortality.
Evidence the impact would be significant: Birds, typically, do not see clear or reflective
glass, and can collide with glass (e.g., windows) that reflect surrounding landscape
and/or habitat features (Klem and Saenger 2013, Sheppard 2019). When birds collide
with glass, they can be injured or killed. In the United States, the estimated annual bird
mortality is between 365-988 million birds (Loss et al. 2014).
Recommendations to minimize significant impacts: CDFW recommends incorporating
visual signals or cues to exterior windows to prevent bird collisions. Visual signals or
cues include, but are not limited to, patterns to break up reflective areas, external
window films and coverings, ultraviolet patterned glass, and screens. For best practices
on how to reduce bird collisions with windows, please go to USFWS’s website for
Buildings and Glass (https://www.fws.gov/birds/bird-enthusiasts/threatstobirds/collisions/buildings-and-glass.php).
COMMENT 3: Stream Hydromodification
Issue: The Project could increase impervious surfaces within the Project area.
Impervious surfaces, stormwater systems, and storm drain outfalls have the potential to
significantly affect fish and wildlife resources by altering runoff hydrograph and natural
streamflow patterns and causing erosion.
Evidence the impact would be significant: Urbanization (e.g., impervious surfaces,
stormwater systems, storm drain outfalls) can modify natural streamflow patterns by
increasing the magnitude and frequency of high flow events and storm flows (Hollis
1975, Konrad and Booth 2005).
Recommendations to minimize significant impacts: CDFW recommends the Project
avoid increases in stormwater runoff to streams that can cause hydromodification and
erosion. Low impact designs should be incorporated into the Project such as permeable
surfaces throughout the Project area to allow stormwater to percolate in the ground and
other methods that can disperse rather than concentrate stormwater to drainage outfalls.
COMMENT 4: Fencing
Issue: The Project has the potential to build temporary and/or permanent fences.
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Evidence the impact would be significant: Fencing can be a hazard to wildlife causing
entanglement and mortality (van der Ree 1999, Stuart et al. 2001, Harrington and
Conover 2006). Recommendation to minimize significant impacts: CDFW recommends
that if fencing is built, the Project use wildlife friendly fencing.
COMMENT 5: Nesting Birds
Issue: Project construction could result in disturbance of nesting birds.
Evidence the impact would be significant: Noise can impact bird behavior by masking
signals used for bird communication, mating, and hunting (Bottalico et al. 2015). Birds
hearing can also be damaged from noise and impair the ability of birds to find or attract
a mate and prevent parents from hearing calling young (Ortega 2012).
Recommendations to minimize significant impacts: If ground-disturbing or vegetationdisturbing activities occur during the bird breeding season (February through earlySeptember), the Project applicant is responsible for ensuring that implementation of the
Project does not result in violation of Fish and Game Code.
To evaluate and avoid for potential impacts to nesting bird species, CDFW recommends
incorporating the following mitigation measures into the Project’s draft EIR, and that
these measures be made conditions of approval for the Project.
Recommended Mitigation Measure 1: Nesting Bird Surveys
If ground-disturbing or vegetation-disturbing activities occur during the bird breeding
season, CDFW recommends that a qualified avian biologist conduct pre-Project activity
nesting bird surveys no more than seven (7) days prior to the start of ground or
vegetation disturbance and if there is a four day or more lapse in ground or vegetation
disturbance. CDFW recommends that nesting bird surveys cover a sufficient area
around the Project area to identify nests and determine their status. A sufficient area
means any area potentially affected by the Project.
During nesting bird surveys, CDFW recommends that a qualified avian biologist
establish behavioral baseline of all identified nests. During Project activities, CDFW
recommends having the qualified avian biologist continuously monitor nests to detect
behavioral changes resulting from Project activities. If behavioral changes occur, CDFW
recommends stopping the activity, that is causing the behavioral change, and consulting
with a qualified avian biologist on additional avoidance and minimization measures.
Recommended Mitigation Measure 2: Nesting Bird Buffers
During Project activities, if continuous monitoring of nests by a qualified avian biologist
is not feasible, CDFW recommends a minimum no-disturbance buffer of 250 feet
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around active nests of non-listed bird species and a 1,000-foot no-disturbance buffer
around active nests of non-listed raptors. These buffers are advised to remain in place
until the breeding season has ended or until a qualified avian biologist has determined
that the birds have fledged and are no longer reliant upon the nest or on-site parental
care for survival. Variance from these no-disturbance buffers is possible when there is
compelling biological or ecological reason to do so, such as when the Project area
would be concealed from a nest site by topography. CDFW recommends that a qualified
avian biologist advise and support any variance from these buffers.
ENVIRONMENTAL DATA
CEQA requires that information developed in environmental impact reports and
negative declarations be incorporated into a database which may be used to make
subsequent or supplemental environmental determinations. [Pub. Resources Code, §
21003, subd. (e)]. Accordingly, please report any special-status species and natural
communities detected during Project surveys to CNDDB. The CNNDB online field
survey form and other methods for submitting data can be found at the following link:
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Submitting-Data. The types of information reported
to CNDDB can be found at the following link: https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Plantsand-Animals.
FILING FEES
CDFW anticipates that the Project will have an impact on fish and/or wildlife, and
assessment of filing fees is necessary (Fish and Game Code, § 711.4; Pub. Resources
Code, § 21089). Fees are payable upon filing of the Notice of Determination by the
Lead Agency and serve to help defray the cost of environmental review by CDFW.
If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Will Kanz, Environmental Scientist, at
Will.Kanz@wildlife.ca.gov; or Mr. Wesley Stokes, Senior Environmental Scientist
(Supervisor), at Wesley.Stokes@wildlife.ca.gov.
Sincerely,

Erin Chappell
Regional Manager
Bay Delta Region
cc:

State Clearinghouse, SCH No. 2021020064
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