December 24, 2009

San Mateo Co. Planning Dept.

Attn: Camille Leung, Planner

455 County Center, 2nd Floor

Redwood City, CA 94063

Re:  Big Wave Project DEIR, Biological Resource, Flooding and Noise Pollution
FR: Dorothy Norris, Marine Biologist, Resident of Pillar Ridge Manufactured Home Park

I have the following issues with the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Big Wave Project

California Red-legged Frog (CRLF) issues to the DEIR:

1.  Is there suitable habitat impact to the nearby wetlands caused by the construction of Big Wave? 

 The DEIR does not adequately address this question.  There is a need of a professional survey of the surrounding wetlands to determine their suitability as a CRLF reproductive habitat.  There are protocols that are outlined to ensure these surveys are done properly to get accurate results and assist with the land management decisions (http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/es/protocol.htm).  Since the project is within 1 mile of the wetlands, this type of survey is necessary.   If it is found suitable, it does not matter if the frogs are currently using it or not, it is still a protected habitat.

According to the DEIR:  “As noted above, CRLF require both permanent water and complex vegetation structure to complete their life cycle.”
This assertion seems to be in conflict with current literature on the life history of the CRLF (Bulger 2003), which has been recently found to be capable of overwintering tadpoles (Fellers, 2001).
2.  Will the project obstruct migration of the frogs to the reproductive habitat? 

It is well known that during the winter months the red-legged frog adult may migrate long distances to find suitable breeding ponds in wetland areas.  These animals may use stream corridors as the one that bisects the Big Wave Projects, however , according to Bulger (2003):

 “Attempts to mitigate adverse impacts to red-legged

frog habitat through the designation or creation of

movement corridors in areas scheduled for development

are problematical. The tendency of frogs to move in

more or less straight lines to target sites indicates that it

would be difficult to attempt to channel movements

through provisional corridors “

3.  Is the wetlands buffer of sufficient size to ensure continued migration of the CRLF?

According to Bulger again:

“Conservation and resource management planning for activities

that alter the local environment should strive to retain a

well-distributed array of natural habitat elements that

provide protective cover for red-legged frogs to a distance

of at least 100 m from occupied aquatic sites.”
This is 3 times the size of the buffer in the Big Wave plan, which provides only a 100 foot buffer zone.

4.  How does the fencing effect the migration of the CRLF during construction?

The CRLF does not respond well to fencing in its migratory path and in many times it causes mortality (Rathbun, 1997).  Unless there is monitoring 24 hours a day during the migration period (late October to mid-May), to ensure the frogs do not get impinged or impeded by the obstructions, the fencing would interfere with the normal migration of the CRLF.

5.  How does the development effect the ability of CRLF to compete with invasives (ie. American Bullfrog)?

Development in the range of the endangered frog also favors the invasive competition, the American Bullfrog.  I quote from D’Amore recent paper in Biological Invasions journal: 

“The invader (Bullfrog) appears to be favored over the native (CRLF) in sites with hydrological alteration, landscape-level habitat fragmentation and degradation of habitat.”

The Big Wave Project will do all of this within the region.

In all respects, the Project, as it is now, is likely to have a significant effect on the ability of CRLF to populate and use a possible suitable habitat.   For these reasons, I don’t think the DEIR has addressed these impacts adequately.

Noise pollution effects on wildlife

The section on Noise pollution in the DEIR addresses effects on the human residents in the area and mitigates most of the hazards to increased distance from the Pillar Ridge Manufactured Home Park (referred to as El Granada Mobile Home Park in DEIR).   It does not investigate the effects on wildlife natural resources including fish and birds.   The biological resources section refers to significant wildlife inhabiting and migrating through the region around the project site.  There are many scientific surveys that document the effects of vibrational noise on fish physiology (Scholik 2001) and bird communication and breeding (Mead 2009).   The authors could have addressed this possible impact in the biological resources section or the noise section, but it seems to have been overlooked.

Flooding of surrounding neighborhood

The DEIR addresses the prevention of flooding of the project site, but what will the alteration of the landscape and increased non-permeable surfaces affect the water flow in the surrounding residential areas (ie. Pillar Ridge Manufactured Home Community)?  There has been a problem in the past caused by mismanagement of agricultural waste and abuse of water drainage areas on the project site.    The consequences of a  flood on our community could be disastrous, especially to our residents who live near the creek. 
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