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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 OVERVIEW 
This Response to Comments document has been prepared to address comments received by the County of 
San Mateo (County or Lead Agency) on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the 
Ascension Heights Subdivision Project (Proposed Project) in accordance with Section 15132 of the CEQA 
Guidelines.  The Draft EIR was published by the State Clearinghouse on April 25, 2014 (SCH# 
2013102009), initiating a 45-day public comment period.  The responses to comments received on the Draft 
EIR together with the Draft EIR, as revised, and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program comprise 
the Final EIR. 
 
An EIR is an informational document that must be considered by the Lead Agency prior to project approval.  
CEQA Guidelines Section 15132 specifies that the Final EIR shall consist of: 
 

 The Draft EIR or a revision of the draft (Volume II of the Final EIR – Revised Draft EIR). 
 Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in summary (Volume 

I of the Final EIR, Chapter 2.0 of this Response to Comments). 
 A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR (Volume I of the 

Final EIR, Chapter 2.0 of this Response to Comments). 
 Responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and 

consultation process (Volume I of the Final EIR, Chapter 3.0 of this Response to Comments, 
together with Volume II of the Final EIR, Revised Draft EIR). 

 Any other information added by the Lead Agency. 
 

1.2 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROCESS 
The process of environmental review for the Proposed Project was initiated with public release of the Notice 
of Preparation (NOP) on October 4, 2013.  A scoping meeting was held at the College of San Mateo 
Theatre on October 9, 2013.  The Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Draft EIR was released on April 25, 
2014.  The NOA announced a 45-day comment period running from April 25, 2014 to June 9, 2014 as well 
as a Planning Commission comment hearing held on May 14, 2014 at the College of San Mateo.   
 
The public comment period provides an opportunity for interested public and private parties to provide input 
regarding the completeness and adequacy of an EIR.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 addresses the 
standards by which EIR adequacy is judged: 
 

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-
makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes 
account of environmental consequences.  An evaluation of the environmental effects of a 
proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed 
in the light of what is reasonably feasible.  Disagreement among experts does not make 
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an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement 
among the experts.  The courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy, 
completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure. 

 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a) encourages parties to focus comments on the “sufficiency of the 
document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways in which the 
significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated.”  Commenters are advised:  
 

Comments are most helpful when they suggest additional specific alternatives or 
mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the significant 
environmental effects.  At the same time, reviewers should be aware that the adequacy 
of an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors such as 
the magnitude of the project at issue, the severity of its likely environmental impacts, and 
the geographic scope of the project.  CEQA does not require a lead agency to 
conduct every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation 
recommended or demanded by commenters.  When responding to comments, lead 
agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to 
provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full 
disclosure is made in the EIR. 

 

1.3 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ORGANIZATION 
This Response to Comments document consists of this introduction and the chapters outlined below: 
 

Chapter 2, Comments on the Draft EIR – This chapter includes a list of all agencies, 
organizations, and individuals who submitted written comments during the public review period for 
the Draft EIR.  The list is followed by copies of original written comments received during the public 
review period for the Draft EIR as well as a Record of Public Comments taken at the Planning 
Commission comment hearing.  Comment letters are each assigned a number, and individual 
comments are bracketed in the margin. 
 
Chapter 3, Responses to Comments - This chapter provides individual responses to each written 
comment submitted during the public review period for the Draft EIR.  Responses are keyed to the 
bracketed comment numbers provided in Chapter 2.0.   
 
Chapter 4, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan - This chapter presents the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Plan for the Proposed Project.   
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This chapter contains written comments that were received during the public review period for the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared for the County of San Mateo (County) Ascension Heights 
Subdivision Project (Proposed Project).  The Draft EIR was submitted to the State Clearinghouse (SCH# 
2013102009) and released for public and agency review for a 45-day review and comment period on April 
25, 2014.  The comment period closed on June 9, 2014.  A total of 24 comment letters were received by 
County in response to the Draft EIR during the comment period.  The agencies, organizations, and 
individuals who provided comments on the Draft EIR are listed in Table 2-1.  Individual comment letters 
are provided following this table.  As discussed in Section 1.0, each individual letter and comment has 
been provided a number in the right-hand margin.  This number is cross-referenced with a specific 
response in Section 3.0.  
 

TABLE 2-1 PERSONS, ORGANIZATIONS, AND PUBLIC AGENCIES COMMENTING IN WRITING 
Comment 

Letter Number Name/Individual(s) Agency/Organization Date 
Received 

L-1 James C. Porter, Director of Public Works County of San Mateo, Department of Public 
Works 

06/09/14 

P-1 NA Baywood Parks Homeowners’ Association 06/09/14 
P-2 John Mathon NA 06/09/14 
P-3 Donald Munakata NA 05/22/14 
P-4 Laurel and Donald Nagle NA 06/09/14 
P-5 Frederik Hansson NA 05/19/14 
P-6 David & Laura Ditlevsen and Family NA 06/09/14 
P-7 David Kong NA 06/03/14 
P-8 Carmela and Ted Glasgow NA 06/04/14 
P-9 Anne Pitkin NA 05/14/14 

P-10 Ashleigh Evans (and Dan Hager) NA 06/04/14 
P-11 Ronald and Arlene Johnson NA 06/05/14 
P-12 Ray Razavi NA 05/14/14 
P-13 Ruth Ciranni NA 05/22/14 
P-14 Ines Malardino NA 05/25/14 
P-15 Ellen Fisher NA 05/27/14 
P-16 Bob and Rosemarie Thomas NA 05/28/14 
P-17 Mary Loomis NA 05/20/14 
P-18 Joe & Nicki Manske NA 06/06/14 
P-19 Craig Nishizaki NA 06/06/14 
P-20 Carl & Lois Pileri NA 06/06/14 
P-21 Ian Withrow NA 06/06/14 
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Comment 
Letter Number Name/Individual(s) Agency/Organization Date 

Received 

P-22 Marilyn Haithcox NA 06/07/14 
P-23 Suzanne Kennedy NA 06/09/14 
P-24 Andrew Quon & Sheila Shea NA 06/09/14 

NA – Not applicable 

 
Additional opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR was provided at the May 14, 2014 Draft EIR Planning 
Commission hearing.  A transcript of the proceedings, including comments and questions raised in the 
hearing, is included at the end of this chapter.  Individual responses to all issues raised at the hearing are 
provided in Section 3.0.  
 
Neither the comments received on the Draft EIR nor the responses thereto indicate new significant 
impacts or significant new information that would require recirculation of the Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5.   
 
 
 

Analytical Environmental Services 2-2  Ascension Heights Subdivision Project 
December 2014  Final EIR Volume I – Response to Comments 



L1-01

Comment Letter L1

S1-02
(Cont.)

L1-03

L1-02



L1-05

L1-06

L1-08

L1-09

L1-10

L1-04

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

L1-03

L1-07



L1-12

L1-13

L1-08

L1-09

L1-10

L1-11

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

L1-03

L1-07



L1-15

L1-13

L1-08

L1-09

L1-10

L1-14

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

L1-03

L1-07



L1-15

L1-13

L1-08

L1-09

L1-10

L1-14

Comment Letter L1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

L1-03

L1-07



L1-15

P1-05

P1-02

P1-03

P1-04

L1-14

Comment Letter P1

L1-03
(Cont.)

P1-06

P1-01



L1-15

P1-11

P1-08

P1-09

P1-010

L1-14

Comment Letter P1 (Cont.)

P1-06
(Cont.)

P1-12

P1-07



L1-15

P1-11

P1-14

P1-15

P1-010

L1-14

Comment Letter P1 (Cont.)

P1-12
(Cont.)

P1-12

P1-13



L1-15

P1-19

P1-17

P1-18

P1-010
P1-20

P1-21

P1-22

L1-14

Comment Letter P1 (Cont.)

P1-12
(Cont.)

P1-12

P1-16



L1-15

P1-26

P1-24

P1-25

P1-010

P1-27

P1-28

P1-29

L1-14

Comment Letter P1 (Cont.)

P1-12
(Cont.)

P1-12

P1-23



L1-15

P1-010

P1-31

L1-14

Comment Letter P1 (Cont.)

P1-12
(Cont.)

P1-12

P1-30



L1-15

P1-010

P1-33

P1-34

L1-14

Comment Letter P1 (Cont.)

P1-12
(Cont.)

P1-12

P1-32



L1-15

P1-010
P1-36

P1-37

L1-14

Comment Letter P1 (Cont.)

P1-12
(Cont.)

P1-12

P1-35



L1-15

P1-39

P1-44

P1-45

P1-40

P1-41

P1-43

P1-42

L1-14

Comment Letter P1 (Cont.)

P1-12
(Cont.)

P1-12

P1-38



L1-15

P1-48

P1-53

P1-49

P1-50

P1-52

P1-51

P1-47 L1-14

Comment Letter P1 (Cont.)

P1-12
(Cont.)

P1-12

P1-46



L1-15

P1-55

P1-60

P1-56

P1-57

P1-59

P1-58

P1-54
L1-14

Comment Letter P1 (Cont.)

P1-12
(Cont.)

P1-12



L1-15

P1-62

P1-66

P1-63

P1-64

P1-65

P1-61

L1-14

Comment Letter P1 (Cont.)

P1-12
(Cont.)

P1-12



L1-15

P1-68

P1-72

P1-69

P1-70

P1-71

P1-67
L1-14

Comment Letter P1 (Cont.)

P1-12
(Cont.)

P1-12



L1-15

P1-74

P1-77

P1-75

P1-76

P1-73

L1-14

Comment Letter P1 (Cont.)

P1-12
(Cont.)

P1-12



L1-15

P1-79

P1-82

P1-80

P1-81

P1-78 L1-14

Comment Letter P1 (Cont.)

P1-12
(Cont.)

P1-12



L1-15
P1-84

P1-87

P1-85

P1-86

P1-83

L1-14

Comment Letter P1 (Cont.)

P1-12
(Cont.)

P1-12



L1-15

P1-89

P1-92

P1-90

P1-91

P1-88
L1-14

Comment Letter P1 (Cont.)

P1-12
(Cont.)

P1-12



L1-15

P1-94

P1-96

P1-95

P1-93
L1-14

Comment Letter P1 (Cont.)

P1-12
(Cont.)

P1-12



L1-15

P1-98

P1-101

P1-99

P1-97

P1-100

L1-14

Comment Letter P1 (Cont.)

P1-12
(Cont.)

P1-12



L1-15

P1-103

P1-106

P1-104

P1-102

P1-105

P1-107

P1-108

L1-14

Comment Letter P1 (Cont.)

P1-12
(Cont.)

P1-12



L1-15

P1-110

P1-113

P1-111

P1-109

P1-112

P1-114

L1-14

Comment Letter P1 (Cont.)

P1-12
(Cont.)

P1-12



L1-15

P1-117

P1-121

P1-119

P1-115

P1-120

P1-118

P1-116

L1-14

Comment Letter P1 (Cont.)

P1-12
(Cont.)

P1-12



L1-15

P1-123

P1-124

P1-122

L1-14

Comment Letter P1 (Cont.)

P1-12
(Cont.)

P1-12



L1-15

P1-125

P1-126

L1-14

Comment Letter P1 (Cont.)

P1-12
(Cont.)

P1-12



L1-15

P2-06

P2-02

P2-03

P2-04

P2-05

L1-14

Comment Letter P2

L1-03
(Cont.)

P2-07

P2-01



L1-15

P2-20

P2-13

P2-14

P2-15

P2-16

P2-08

P2-09

P2-10
P2-11

P2-17

P2-18

P2-19

L1-14

Comment Letter P2 (Cont.)

P2-07
(Cont.)

P2-21

P2-12



L1-15

P2-28

P2-25

P2-23

P2-26

P2-27

L1-14

Comment Letter P2 (Cont.)

P2-22
(Cont.)

P2-29

P2-24



L1-15

P2-36

P2-33

P2-31

P2-34

P2-35

P2-30

L1-14

Comment Letter P2 (Cont.)

P2-29
(Cont.)

P2-37

P2-32



L1-15

P2-47

P2-44

P2-42

P2-45

P2-46

P2-38

P2-41

P2-40

P2-39

L1-14

Comment Letter P2 (Cont.)

P2-37
(Cont.)

P2-48

P2-43



L1-15

P2-54

P2-52

P2-50

P2-53

P2-49

L1-14

Comment Letter P2 (Cont.)

P2-48
(Cont.)

P2-55

P2-51



L1-15

P2-64

P2-59

P2-57

P2-60

P2-56

P2-61

P2-62

P2-63

L1-14

Comment Letter P2 (Cont.)

P2-55
(Cont.)

P2-65

P2-58



L1-15

P2-75

P2-70

P2-68

P2-71

P2-66

P2-72

P2-73

P2-74

P2-67

L1-14

Comment Letter P2 (Cont.)

P2-65
(Cont.)

P2-76

P2-69



L1-15

P2-75

P2-81

P2-79

P2-82

P2-77

P2-83

P2-84

P2-85

P2-78

L1-14

Comment Letter P2 (Cont.)

P2-76
(Cont.)

P2-76

P2-80



L1-15

P2-75

P2-92

P2-90

P2-97

P2-86

P2-98

P2-99

P2-100

P2-89

P2-96

P2-95

P2-94

P2-93

P2-88

P2-87

L1-14

Comment Letter P2 (Cont.)

P2-76
(Cont.)

P2-76

P2-91



L1-15

P2-75

P2-101

P2-103

P2-102

L1-14

Comment Letter P2 (Cont.)

P2-76
(Cont.)

P2-76



L1-15

P3-03

P3-01

P3-02

L1-14

Comment Letter P3

L1-03
(Cont.)

P3-04



L1-15

P3-10

P3-08

P3-09

P3-04

P3-05

P3-06

P3-07

L1-14

Comment Letter P3 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

P3-11



L1-15

P3-17

P3-15

P3-16

P3-04

P3-12

P3-13

P3-14

L1-14

Comment Letter P3 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

P3-18



L1-15

P3-24

P3-22

P3-23

P3-04

P3-19

P3-20

P3-21

L1-14

Comment Letter P3 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

P3-25



L1-15

P3-04

P3-24

L1-14

Comment Letter P3 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)



L1-15

P3-04

P3-24

L1-14

Comment Letter P3 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)



L1-15

P3-04
P3-25

L1-14

Comment Letter P3 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)



L1-15

P3-04 P3-25

L1-14

Comment Letter P3 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)



L1-15

P4-05

P4-02

P4-03

P4-04

L1-14

Comment Letter P4

L1-03
(Cont.)

P4-06

P4-01



L1-15

P4-12

P4-08

P4-09

P4-10

P4-11

L1-14

Comment Letter P4 (Cont.)

P4-06
(Cont.)

P4-07



L1-15

L1-14

Comment Letter P4 (Cont.)
P4-06
(Cont.)

P4-13



L1-15

L1-14

Comment Letter P4 (Cont.)
P4-06
(Cont.)

P4-13



L1-15

L1-14

Comment Letter P4 (Cont.)
P4-06
(Cont.)

P4-13



L1-15

L1-14

Comment Letter P4 (Cont.)
P4-06
(Cont.)

P4-13



L1-15

P1-05

P1-02

P1-03

P1-04

L1-14

Comment Letter P5

L1-03
(Cont.)

P5-01

P1-01



L1-15

P1-05

P1-02

P1-03

P5-02

L1-14

Comment Letter P5 (Cont.)

P5-01
(Cont.)

P5-03

P1-01



L1-15

P1-05

P1-02

P1-03

P5-02

L1-14

Comment Letter P5 (Cont.)

P5-03
(Cont.)

P5-03

P1-01



L1-15

P1-05

P1-02

P5-04 P5-02

L1-14

Comment Letter P5 (Cont.)

P5-03
(Cont.)

P5-03

P1-01



L1-15

P6-05

P6-02

P6-03

P6-04

L1-14

Comment Letter P6

L1-03
(Cont.)

P6-06

P6-01



L1-15

P6-05

P6-08

P6-04

L1-14

Comment Letter P6 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

P6-06

P6-07



L1-15

P1-05

P7-02

P1-03

P1-04

L1-14

Comment Letter P7

L1-03
(Cont.)

P1-06

P7-01



L1-15

P1-05

P1-03

P1-04

L1-14

Comment Letter P8

L1-03
(Cont.)

P1-06

P8-01



L1-15

P1-05

P1-03

P1-04

P9-02

L1-14

Comment Letter P9

L1-03
(Cont.)

P1-06

P9-01



L1-15

P10-05

P10-03

P10-04

P10-02

L1-14

Comment Letter P10

L1-03
(Cont.)

P1-06

P10-01



L1-15

P11-05

P11-03

P11-04

P11-02

L1-14

Comment Letter P11

L1-03
(Cont.)

P1-06

P11-01



L1-15

P11-05

P11-04

L1-14

Comment Letter P12

L1-03
(Cont.)

P1-06

P12-01



L1-15

P11-05

P11-04

P13-02

P13-03

L1-14

Comment Letter P13

L1-03
(Cont.)

P1-06

P13-01



L1-15

P11-05

P11-04

P14-02

L1-14

Comment Letter P14

L1-03
(Cont.)

P1-06

P14-01



L1-15

P11-05

P11-04

L1-14

Comment Letter P15

L1-03
(Cont.)

P1-06

P15-01



P16-02

P16-03

P16-04

L1-14

Comment Letter P16

L1-03
(Cont.)

P16-05

P16-01



L1-14

Comment Letter P17

L1-03
(Cont.)

P17-01



P18-02

L1-14

Comment Letter P18

L1-03
(Cont.)

P18-01



P19-04

P19-03

P19-02

L1-14

Comment Letter P19

L1-03
(Cont.)

P19-01



P20-05

P20-03

P20-02

P20-04

L1-14

Comment Letter P20

L1-03
(Cont.)

P20-01



P21-02

L1-14

Comment Letter P21

L1-03
(Cont.)

P21-01



L1-14

Comment Letter P22

L1-03
(Cont.)

P22-01



P23-02

P23-03

P23-04

L1-14

Comment Letter P23

L1-03
(Cont.)

P23-01



P24-02

P24-03

L1-14

Comment Letter P24

L1-03
(Cont.)

P24-01



P24-02

P24-03

L1-14

Comment Letter T1

L1-03
(Cont.)

P24-01



P24-02

P24-03

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

P24-01



P24-02

P24-03

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

P24-01



P24-02

P24-03

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

P24-01



P24-02

P24-03

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

P24-01



P24-02

P24-03

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

P24-01



P24-02

P24-03

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

P24-01



P24-02

T1-01

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

P24-01



T1-02

T1-03

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-01
(Cont.)



T1-04

T1-05

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-03
(Cont.)



T1-06

T1-05

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-05
(Cont.)



T1-07

T1-08

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-05
(Cont.)



T1-10

T1-12

T1-11

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-09
(Cont.)



T1-10

T1-14

T1-11

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-13
(Cont.)



T1-10

T1-15

T1-11

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-14
(Cont.)



T1-10

T1-16

T1-11

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-15
(Cont.)



T1-17

T1-18

T1-11

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-16
(Cont.)



T1-19

T1-20

T1-21

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-18
(Cont.)



T1-23

T1-24

T1-22

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-21
(Cont.)



T1-26

T1-27

T1-25

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-24
(Cont.)



T1-26

T1-28

T1-25

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)T1-27

(Cont.)



T1-26

T1-29

T1-25

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-28
(Cont.)



T1-26

T1-30

T1-25

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-29
(Cont.)



T1-26

T1-31

T1-25

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-30
(Cont.)



T1-32

T1-33

T1-25

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-31
(Cont.)



T1-36

T1-37

T1-34

T1-35

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-33
(Cont.)



T1-36

T1-38

T1-34

T1-35

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-37
(Cont.)



T1-36T1-39

T1-34

T1-35

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-38
(Cont.)



T1-36

T1-40

T1-34

T1-35

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-39
(Cont.)



T1-41

T1-40

T1-34

T1-35

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-40
(Cont.)



T1-42

T1-43

T1-34

T1-35

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-40
(Cont.)



T1-45

T1-46

T1-44

T1-35

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-43
(Cont.)



T1-48

T1-46

T1-47

T1-49

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-46
(Cont.)



T1-51

T1-52

T1-50

T1-49

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-46
(Cont.)



T1-54

T1-55

T1-53

T1-49

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-52
(Cont.)



T1-57

T1-56

T1-49

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-55
(Cont.)



T1-57

T1-58

T1-49

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-57
(Cont.)



T1-60

T1-59

T1-49

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-57
(Cont.)



T1-62

T1-61

T1-49

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-60
(Cont.)



T1-65

T1-63

T1-64

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-62
(Cont.)



T1-68

T1-66

T1-67

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-65
(Cont.)



T1-71

T1-69

T1-70

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-68
(Cont.)



T1-73

T1-72

T1-70

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-71
(Cont.)



T1-75

T1-74

T1-70

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-73
(Cont.)



T1-77

T1-76

T1-70

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-75
(Cont.)



T1-79

T1-78

T1-80

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-75
(Cont.)



T1-79

T1-78

T1-81

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-80
(Cont.)



T1-79

T1-82

T1-83

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-81
(Cont.)



T1-79

T1-82

T1-84

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-83
(Cont.)



T1-79

T1-82

T1-85

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-84
(Cont.)



T1-79

T1-82

T1-86

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-85
(Cont.)



T1-79

T1-82

T1-87

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-86
(Cont.)



T1-79

T1-82

T1-88

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-87
(Cont.)



T1-79

T1-82

T1-88

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-87
(Cont.)



T1-79

T1-82

T1-88

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-87
(Cont.)



T1-79

T1-82

T1-88

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-87
(Cont.)



T1-79

T1-82

T1-88

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-87
(Cont.)



T1-79

T1-82

T1-88

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-87
(Cont.)



T1-79

T1-82

T1-88

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-87
(Cont.)



T1-79

T1-82

T1-88

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-87
(Cont.)



T1-79

T1-82

T1-88

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-87
(Cont.)



T1-79

T1-82

T1-88

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-87
(Cont.)



T1-79

T1-82

T1-88

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-87
(Cont.)



T1-79

T1-82

T1-88

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-87
(Cont.)



T1-79

T1-82

T1-88

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-87
(Cont.)



T1-79

T1-82

T1-88

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-87
(Cont.)



T1-79

T1-82

T1-88

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-87
(Cont.)



T1-79

T1-82

T1-88

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-87
(Cont.)



T1-79

T1-82

T1-88

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-87
(Cont.)



T1-79

T1-82

T1-88

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-87
(Cont.)



T1-79

T1-82

T1-88

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-87
(Cont.)



T1-79

T1-82

T1-88

L1-14

Comment Letter T1 (Cont.)

L1-03
(Cont.)

T1-87
(Cont.)



3.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
The following responses have been prepared for each bracketed comment included in Chapter 2.0 of this 
Response to Comments document in accordance with Section 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines which 
states that the FEIR must contain responses of a lead agency to significant environmental points raised 
during the review and consultation process.  Significant environmental points are those that address the 
required scope and content of an EIR as dictated by the CEQA Guidelines. 
 

L1 James C. Porter, Director of Public Works, County of San Mateo 
Department of Public Works 

Response to Comment L1-1 

Comment noted.  
 

Response to Comment L1-2 

Comment noted.  The Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (included as Volume II of the 
Final EIR; hereby referenced as Volume II) has been updated to acknowledge that streetlights along 
private roadways would not be annexed into the Bel Aire Lighting District and that the project applicant, 
during annexation procedures with the Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO), will include 
provisions to ensure all street lighting is consistent with County regulations and properly maintained in a 
manner similar to Bel Air Lighting District requirements. 
 

Response to Comment L1-3 

Comment noted.  The commenter is correct that the private system will be owned and maintained by the 
property owners. 
 

Response to Comment L1-4 

Comment noted.  Text was updated in Section 2.0 of Volume II to correctly refer to the “Crystal Springs 
County Sanitation District” (CSCSD).  
 

Response to Comment L1-5 

Comment noted.  Text was updated in Section 4.10 of Volume II to state that CSCSD has begun 
construction of the eight capital improvement projects described in the Sewer Master Plan with an 
anticipated completion date in the fall of 2014. 
 

Response to Comment L1-6 

Comment noted.  Text was updated in Appendix B of Volume II to correctly refer to the “Crystal Springs 
County Sanitation District.”   
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Response to Comment L1-7 

Comment noted.  Text was updated in Appendix G of Volume II to correctly refer to the “Crystal Springs 
County Sanitation District.”   
 

Response to Comment L1-8 

Comment noted.  Text was updated in Appendix G of Volume II to state that CSCSD has begun 
construction of the eight capital improvement projects described in the Sewer Master Plan with an 
anticipated completion date in the fall of 2014. 
 

Response to Comments L1-9 and L1-10 

Senate Bill (SB) 1322 (Bergeson) titled “Supplement to AB 939 / State Programs” was enacted in union 
with Assembly Bill (AB) 939 to form the “California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989.”  As 
summarized by CalRecycle (1997), SB 1322 “Made legislative declarations regarding the high priority of 
implementing state programs to: change manufacturing and consumption habits; increase the 
procurement of recycled materials by the state; improve markets for recyclable materials; conduct 
research and development to improve the manufacturing processes for recycled materials; and inform 
and educate the public about the integrated waste management hierarchy.”  SB 1322 also defined terms 
used throughout the Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 and described State-level actions and 
programs to be developed, such as the Market Development Zone Program and the Plastic Recycling 
Program (CalRecycle, 1997).  Therefore, the reference to SB 1322 provides an accurate background to 
the Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 and required diversion rates.  No revisions to the Draft 
EIR are required. 
 

Response to Comments L1-11 through L1-15 

The paragraph under the heading “Residential Solid Waste Generation” in Section 4.10.2 and associated 
text in Section 4.10.4 of Volume II have been revised to reflect the waste generation and diversion rates 
provided by the commenter and Table 4.10-7 has been removed to reduce redundancy in the analysis.  
However, these updated rates do not change the analysis of impacts presented in Section 4.10.4 of the 
Draft EIR.  Operation of the Proposed Project would result in an additional approximately 0.14 tons of 
waste per day to be sorted at the Shoreway Environmental Center, which would increase the daily 
throughput by less than 0.1 percent, as stated in Section 4.10.4 of the EIR.  Operation of the Proposed 
Project would also add approximately 0.8 tons of waste per day to be disposed at the Ox Mountain 
Sanitary Landfill, which would increase the daily throughput by less than 0.1 percent, as stated in Section 
4.10.4 of the Draft EIR.  Given the Proposed Project’s minimal contribution to daily throughput at the 
Shoreway Environmental Center and Ox Mountain Sanitary Landfill, there would be no cumulative 
significant impact.  As stated in Section 4.10.4 of the Draft EIR, environmental impacts resulting from solid 
waste generation would be less than significant.  
 
The diversion program for solid waste associated with construction of the Proposed Project is discussed 
in Section 4.10.4 of the Draft EIR.  As stated therein: 
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Construction of the Proposed Project would adhere to the County Green Building 
Ordinance, which includes striving to conserve natural resources in the 
construction as well as reduce waste in landfills generated by construction 
projects.  Additionally, construction of the Proposed Project would also adhere to 
the County Ordinance No 04099, which requires a Waste Management Plan 
(WMP) be developed to ensure the salvage, reuse, or recycle of 100 percent of 
inert solids (e.g. concrete, rock, etc.) and of at least 50 percent of the remaining 
construction and demolition debris generated by the project.    

 
During operation, the Proposed Project would maintain compliance with the current diversion rate of 68.3 
percent.  This would be accomplished through ensuring adequate space on each residential lot to store 
recycling carts and containers, including those provided by Recology San Mateo County (RSMC) as 
mentioned in Section 4.10.2 of the EIR, as well as to store compost carts and containers.   
 

P1 Baywood Park Homeowners Association 

Response to Comment P1-1 

Comment noted.   
 

Response to Comment P1-2 

As noted in Sections 2.3 and 3.3 of the Draft EIR, the Proposed Project is a revised, reduced intensity 
design of the previous project, for which the associated applications for a Major Subdivision and Grading 
Permit were denied, and the San Mateo County Planning Commission declined to certify the associated 
Final EIR in 2009.  In response, the County facilitated workshops between the applicant and the 
community to discuss a revised project for reconsideration.  In comparison to the previous project, the 
Proposed Project includes the same 13.25-acre project site but reduces the number of proposed 
residential lots (19 compared to 25 in the previous project) and increases the proposed open space and 
recreational area (approximately 7.8 acres compared to approximately 4.9 acres in the previous project).  
This reduced intensity design of the Proposed Project eliminates residential development on the 
southwestern portion of the project site, which eliminates several of the geotechnical issues associated 
with the previous project, and reduces the number of proposed residences and associated residents, 
thereby reducing impacts related to demands on infrastructure, public services, and public utilities.   
 
The Draft EIR and this Final EIR (collectively, EIR) were prepared in accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA, California Public Resources Code § 21000-21178) and the CEQA 
Guidelines (California Code of Regulations [CCR], Title 14) to provide the Lead Agency (San Mateo 
County) with an informational document to be used in the planning and decision-making process, as 
stated in Section 1.1 of the Draft EIR.  In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15082, a Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) was circulated to the public, local, State, and federal agencies, and other known 
interested parties for a 30-day public and agency review period which began on October 4, 2013 
(included as Appendix A of the Draft EIR).  The Lead Agency hosted a scoping meeting for the EIR on 
October 9, 2013.  In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15063, the Initial Study (Appendix B of 
the Draft EIR), in conjunction with comments received during scoping (Appendix A of the Draft EIR), was 
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used to focus the EIR on effects determined to be potentially significant.  Environmental resources 
determined to have the potential to be significantly affected by the Proposed Project and were therefore 
addressed in detail in this Draft EIR include: Aesthetics, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 
Biological Resources, Geology and Soils, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water 
Quality, Land Use, Noise and Vibration, Population and Housing, Public Services, Utilities, and 
Recreation, and Transportation and Circulation.  The baseline environmental setting per each resource 
along with the relevant federal, State, and local regulatory laws, codes, ordinances, and standards are 
described in Section 4.0 of the Draft EIR.  A detailed and complete analysis of potential direct, indirect, 
and cumulative impacts to each resource that could occur with implementation of the Propose Project is 
presented in Section 4.0 of the Draft EIR, and mitigation measures are included where appropriate to 
reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels, as required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4.  
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2, discussions regarding cumulative impacts; secondary 
impacts, including potential impacts resulting from growth inducement; cumulative impacts, and significant 
irreversible changes to the environment are included in Section 5.0 of the Draft EIR.  A range of 
reasonable alternative projects that could feasibly attain most of the objectives of the Proposed Project 
and comparative merits of the alternatives are presented in Section 6.0 of the Draft EIR, pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6.  A list of preparers is proved in Section 7.0 of the Draft EIR, pursuant 
to CEQA Guidelines Section 15129.  The Draft EIR was published by the State Clearinghouse on April 
25, 2014 (SCH# 2013102009), initiating a 45-day public comment period.  This Final EIR includes 
comments received on the Draft EIR, responses to those comments, and appropriate revisions to the 
Draft EIR as a result of comments in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15132.  Collectively, the 
Draft EIR and Final EIR inform the Lead Agency and public of the potential, significant environmental 
effects of the Proposed Project and identify measures, methods, and/or practices that can be employed to 
avoid or significantly reduce environmental damage, pursuant to the General Concepts of CEQA 
Guidelines (Section 15002).   
 

Response to Comment P1-3 

To warrant a detailed response in the Final EIR, comments must fulfill two minimum requirements: 1) the 
comments must raise a significant environmental issue, and 2) they must be related to either the 
decisions to be made by the Lead Agency based on the EIR or to the expected result of these decisions.  
Responses have not been provided to comments failing to raise significant environmental issues; 
however, all comments are in the administrative record for the project and will be considered by the 
County in making its decision.   
 
The commenter is correct that the Proposed Project would require approximately 46,000 cubic yards of 
grading; however, this is not considered excessive or “massive” as stated by the commenter for such a 
development in this region of San Mateo County.  In addition, approximately 19,970 cubic yards would be 
used on site as engineered fill requiring 26,510 cubic yards to be exported from the project site.   
 

Response to Comment P1-4 

The EIR was prepared in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, which define a significant 
impact from a project related to plants, including trees, as the following (as stated in Section 4.3.4 of the 
Draft EIR): 
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 Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by CDFW, or USFWS; 

 Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance; or 

 Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan. 

 
For the purposes of this EIR, special-status has been defined to include those species that meet the 
definitions of rare or endangered plants under CEQA, including species that are: 

 Listed as endangered or threatened (or formally proposed for, or candidates for, listing) under the 
ESA (50 CFR §17.11 and §17.12); 

 Listed as endangered or threatened (or proposed for listing) under the California Endangered 
Species Act (CESA) (California Fish and Wildlife §2050, et seq.); 

 Designated as endangered or rare, pursuant to California Fish and Wildlife Code (§1901); 
 Designated as fully protected, pursuant to California Fish and Wildlife Code (§3511, §4700, or 

§5050); or 
 Designated as species of special concern to the CDFW. 

 
A list of regionally occurring special-status plant species for the project site was compiled using the 
results of scientific database queries including the California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) query 
for the San Mateo USGS 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle and the five surrounding quadrangles 
located within a 5-mile radius; the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) database query for the San 
Mateo USGS 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle and the five surrounding quadrangles; and the USFWS 
query for the San Mateo USGS 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle (Appendix D of the Draft EIR).  The 
habitat requirements of regionally occurring special-status species were compared to the habitat types 
that exist within the project site as well as the known elevation range or geographical distribution of a 
species to determine which special-status species have potential to occur onsite.  For listed plants, all 
species identified by the above queries were considered, although special consideration was given for 
those species with CNDDB-documented occurrences within a five-mile radius of the project site (CDFW, 
2013a).  A list of 11 special status plants determined to have the potential to occur on the project site was 
compiled (Table 4.3-2 of Section 4.3 in the Draft EIR).  Consistent with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, 
a botanical survey of the project site was conducted on July 25, 2013, which was during the identifiable 
and evident blooming period of 4 of the 11 species.  None of the 11 special status plant species were 
identified during the survey; the 4 species with a blooming period that included the survey date therefore 
are not present on the project site (three Malacothamnus sp. and Silene verecunda ssp. verecunda).  
However, the other seven special status plant species may be present on the project site (Amsinckia 
lunaris, Collinsia multicolor, Dirca occidentalis, Eriophyllum Latilobum, Fritillaria liliacea, Pedicularis 
dudleyi, and Pentachaeta bellidiflora), and implementation of the Proposed Project has the potential to 
have a substantial adverse impact, either directly or through habitat modifications, on those seven special 
status plants, as stated in Impact 4.3-1 of Section 4.3.4 of the Draft EIR.  With the implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 included in Section 4.3.4 of the Draft EIR, the impact would be less than 
significant.   
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As stated in Impact 4.3-6 of Section 4.3.4 of the Draft EIR, construction of the Proposed Project has the 
potential to remove trees protected within the tree removal ordinance specified in the San Mateo County 
Significant Tree Ordinance.  As stated in the discussion of Impact 4.3-6 in Section 4.3.4 of the Draft EIR, 
construction of the Proposed Project would require the removal of approximately 43 of the 78 trees 
(approximately 55 percent) on site.  The 78 existing trees on the project site include all trees and are not 
limited to only significant trees nor does the count exclude smaller trees, as indicated by the commenter.  
With implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3-6 included in Section 4.3.4 of the Draft EIR, the impact to 
protected trees is reduced to less than significant.   
 
As stated in Section 4.3.4 of the EIR, the Initial Study (Appendix B of the Draft EIR) concluded that the 
Proposed Project would not result in conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, 
Natural Conservation Community Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation 
plan.   
 
Section 4.3 of the Draft EIR accurately and appropriately assesses the significance of impacts to special 
status plant species; within the context of local policies or ordinances protecting biological plant 
resources; and within the context of provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan in 
compliance with CEQA.  The proposed removal of the flora referenced by the commenter is not 
considered significant under CEQA.  
 
The commenter does not provide explanation or detail as to “the same unanswered questions about 
endangered fauna… and other biotic concerns.”  Potential impacts related to special status species 
(including wildlife, birds, insects, and plants), riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities, 
federally protected wetlands, and migratory wildlife corridors and native wildlife nursery sites along with 
potential impacts to biological resources within the context of local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources and provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plans were analyzed 
in Section 4.3 of the Draft EIR in accordance with CEQA and CEQA Guidelines.  With implementation of 
the mitigation measures included in Section 4.3.4 of the Draft EIR, potential impacts to biological 
resources, including endangered fauna and other biotic concerns, would be reduced to less than 
significant.   
 
Section 4.3.2 of the Draft EIR discusses informal observations by the general public of the Mission blue 
butterfly (Plebejus icarioides) on the project site and the presence of associated host plants on the project 
site.  As stated therein:  
 

Host plants and an informal observation of this species have been recorded by a 
member of the general public on the project site.  Three biological surveys for the 
Mission blue butterfly have occurred on the project site in the spring and summer 
months of 2005, 2008, and 2012, during which 12 adult butterflies were 
observed.  The observed butterflies exhibited characteristics of both the Plebejus 
icarioides pardalis and Plebejus icarioides missionensis subspecies but were 
determined to be more closely akin to the pardalis subspecies.  Due to the 
relatively small amount of habitat on the project site, it is not possible to sample 
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more than a few butterflies in order to make a more confident determination on 
subspecies (Kobernus, 2014).  Therefore, although the project site is outside of 
the documented geographic distribution and the known elevation range to which 
this species is suited, the Mission blue butterfly has the potential to occur on the 
project site. 
 

The Mission blue butterfly was not observed during the July 25, 2013 biological surveys of the project site 
even though this survey was conducted during the designated identification period.  Because the Mission 
blue butterfly often occurs within an elevation range above the project site and because the project site is 
south of the documented southernmost distribution of this species, the likelihood of this species occurring 
on the project site is relatively low.  However, as stated in Section 4.3.4 of the Draft EIR, informal 
observation of this species was made and noted by a member of the general public, and it is therefore 
concluded that the Mission blue butterfly may occur on the project site and may be significantly impacted 
by the implementation of the Proposed Project.  Hence, Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 was included in Section 
4.3.4 of the Draft EIR, and implementation of this mitigation measure, included below, would reduce 
impacts to a less-than-significant level.  
 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-2: To address potential impacts associated with the Mission blue 
butterfly, the following measures will be implemented prior to construction of the Proposed 
Project: 

 A qualified biologist shall conduct a focused survey within the nonnative grassland on the 
project site for the Mission blue butterfly during the appropriate identification periods for 
adults (March-July) or juveniles (wet season) prior to commencement of construction 
activities.  Should no species be observed, then no additional mitigation is required. 

 Should the Mission blue butterfly be observed during the focused survey on the project 
site, the qualified biologist shall contact CDFW within one day following the focused 
botanical survey to report the findings.  If feasible, a 10-foot buffer shall be established 
around the species’ host plants using construction flagging prior to commencement of 
construction activities. 

 Should avoidance of the Mission blue butterfly be infeasible, the qualified biologist would 
allow the butterfly to exit the property on its own, or will establish an alternately approved 
appropriate action following contact with CDFW. 

 
Regarding migratory birds and other birds of prey, including raptors, it stated in Section 4.3.2 of the Draft 
EIR:  
 

No migratory birds or other birds of prey were observed nesting during the 
surveys of the project site.  Several birds protected under the MBTA [Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act] were observed foraging within the project site including: red-
tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), turkey vulture (Cathartes aura), and white-tailed 
kite (Elanus leucurus).  Migratory birds and other birds of prey have the potential 
to nest within the project site. 
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Accordingly, Impact 4.3-4 in Section 4.3.4 of the Draft EIR states that grading and construction activities 
have the potential to result in the disturbance of nesting habitat for migratory birds and other birds of prey.  
With implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3-4a through 4.3-4c, included in Section 4.3.4 of the Draft 
EIR, impacts to migratory birds and other birds of prey, including raptors, would be less than significant. 
 

Response to Comment P1-5 

The project will not result in any significant aesthetic impacts in accordance with the significance criteria 
outlined in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, 
Chapter 3, Sections 15000–15387) nor would the Proposed Project be in conflict with the policies 
contained within Chapter 4 Visual Quality of the San Mateo County General Plan (County General Plan).  
The final project design (i.e., residential homes and lighting plans) will comply with all applicable General 
Plan Policies, Subdivision Regulations and Zoning Ordinance Regulations, as well as Bel Aire Lighting 
District standards, and will be required to undergo County approval prior to issuance of building permits to 
ensure that the proposed homes, roadways, streetlights, and associated lighting plans will be designed 
and constructed to be compatible with the surrounding area. 
 

Response to Comment P1-6 

Potential impacts associated with steepness of the proposed residential lots and the soil stability on the 
project site and vicinity were addressed in Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR in accordance with CEQA and 
CEQA Guidelines.  The existing site topography, geology, seismicity and fault zones, and soils, including 
a discussion of deep-seated and shallow landslide hazards, are described in Section 4.4.2 of the Draft 
EIR.  The relevant federal, State, and local regulatory laws, codes, ordinances, and standards are 
described in Section 4.4.3 of the Draft EIR.  As stated in Impact 4.4-3 in Section 4.4.4 of the Draft EIR, 
the Proposed Project could potentially result in shallow landslides due to the depth of unconsolidated 
colluvium on the project site but is at low risk for deep-seated landslides.  As further stated in the 
discussion under Impact 4.4-3 in Section 4.4.4 of the Draft EIR:  
 

The underlying sandstone bedrock of the Franciscan formation is very stable 
underneath the project site, meaning there is a low probability of deep-seated 
bedrock landslides.  The unconsolidated colluvial material above the bedrock can 
be very deep in areas (at least 5 foot depth on average and up to a maximum of 
15 feet).  Deep, unconsolidated material combined with the steep slopes on the 
flanks of the knoll can create a shallow landslide hazard.  Shallow landslides are 
typically caused by improper grading and placement of structural fill, loading of 
the top of a slope, seismic activity, and changes in pore pressure of the soil 
caused by increased drainage in the slope.  Implementation of the mitigation 
measures [4.4-1a, 4.4-1b, and 4.4-2a through 4.4-2c] described above for site 
grading and engineered fill will reduce the risk of shallow landslides.  With the 
additional measures [mitigation measures 4.4-3a and 4.4-3b] described below, 
impacts will be less than significant. 

 

Analytical Environmental Services 3-8  Ascension Heights Subdivision Project 
December 2014  Final EIR Volume I – Response to Comments 



3.0 Responses to Comments 

 

The EIR was prepared in accordance with CEQA and CEQA Guidelines and appropriately and accurately 
addresses impacts associated with steepness and soil stability within the context of applicable federal, 
State, and local laws, codes, ordinances, and standards.  Concerns related to the standards and codes 
for houses in the vicinity of the project site are beyond the scope of this EIR.   
 
As stated in Section 4.11.1 of the Draft EIR, criteria for determining the significance of impacts to traffic 
and circulation were developed based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines and relevant agency 
guidelines.  As stated in Impact 4.11-4 of Section 4.11.4 of the Draft EIR, implementation of the Proposed 
Project has the potential to substantially increase hazards due to the design of the new private street and 
proposed intersection with Bel Aire Drive.  The discussion under Impact 4.11-4 of Section 4.11.4 of the 
Draft EIR goes on to state that the proposed private street and intersection would be developed in 
accordance with applicable County standards.  Mitigation Measure 4.11-4 is included in Section 4.11.4 of 
the Draft EIR to ensure a safe sight distance at the proposed new intersection.  With the proposed 
mitigation, the potential of the Proposed Project to result in a substantial increase in hazards is less than 
significant.   
 

Response to Comment P1-7 

Impacts associated with noise during construction of the Proposed Project are addressed in Section 4.8 
of the Draft EIR in accordance with CEQA and CEQA Guidelines.  The existing environmental noise 
setting was determined by measurement of noise levels at the project site on October 23 through October 
24, 2013; the maximum ambient noise measurement was 51.7 A-weighted decibels (dBA) Day-Night 
Average Level (Lnd).  Construction noise levels associated with the Proposed Project would be consistent 
with typical residential construction of which there is no precedent established in that such levels would 
result in acute or long-term adverse impacts to residents’ health.  Section 4.8.4 presents the significance 
criteria established using the CEQA Guidelines for the determination of a significant noise impact from the 
Proposed Project.  Impacts from noise emissions attributable to the Proposed Project were presented 
within Section 4.8 and were evaluated based on an examination of the project site and published 
information regarding noise in the vicinity of the project site.  These factors were then compared to the 
significance criteria listed in Section 4.8.4 of the Draft EIR.  As stated in Impact 4.8-1 of Section 4.8.4 of 
the Draft EIR, construction of the Proposed Project has the potential to generate a substantial temporary 
or periodic noise level greater than existing ambient levels in the project vicinity and cause an 
exceedance of the County’s land use compatibility maximum level of 60 dBA for exterior residential land 
uses.  The loudest activities associated with construction would be 85 dBA, maximum sound level (Lmax) 
at 50 feet from the construction equipment which would impact both existing and future sensitive 
receptors (residences).  Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.8-1 included in Section 4.8.4 of the Draft 
EIR would ensure, among other measures, construction activities are limited to times consistent with 
those allowed under County Noise Ordinance 4.88.360, which exempts noise sources associated with 
construction of any real property from County Noise Ordinances 4.88.330 and 4.88.340 provided said 
activities do not take place between the hours of 6:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M. weekdays, 5:00 P.M. and 9:00 
A.M. on Saturdays or at any time on Sundays, Thanksgiving and Christmas.  With mitigation, construction 
of the Proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant impact to the noise environment.   
 
Construction of the Proposed Project also has the potential to expose existing sensitive noise receptors to 
construction traffic noise in excess of the County’s noise standards, as stated in Impact 4.8-2 of Section 
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4.8.4 of the Draft EIR.  Project-related traffic noise impacts on existing and proposed residences were 
evaluated by estimating the project traffic noise levels for each of the project-area roadways using 
project-related traffic counts, which are provided in Appendix H of the Draft EIR, and guidance provided in 
Caltrans’s 2009 Technical Noise Supplement.  The equation used to determine traffic noise in the vicinity 
of the Proposed Project is as follows: 

Eq4.8-1: Increase in noise level = 10log10 (existing traffic +project traffic/existing traffic) (Caltrans, 
2009). 

The results of the project-related traffic counts were compared to estimated baseline and predicted 2030 
traffic noise levels.  During construction of the Proposed Project, a maximum of 20 worker round trips per 
day would occur and an average of 156 soil and material hauling trips per day would occur during the 30-
day period of grading activities on the project site.  Because trucks are louder than passenger cars, a 
passenger car equivalence (PCE) multiplier of 8 cars per truck was used (TRB, 2000).  For a worst case 
scenario analysis, the addition of all 20 vehicle trips and 156 truck trips (equivalent to 1,268 vehicle trips) 
per day were assumed to be added to the peak hour traffic volume on Bel Aire Road, as discussed in 
Section 4.8.4 of the Draft EIR.  The resulting, increased noise level would be 55.8 dBA, Ldn, which is less 
than the 60 dBA, Ldn County noise significance threshold.  With implementation of Mitigation Measure 
4.8-1 in Section 4.8.4 of the Draft EIR, noise from the construction vehicle traffic associated with the 
Proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant impact.   
 
Construction noise levels would be consistent with typical residential construction of which there is no 
precedent established in that such levels would result in acute or long-term adverse impacts to residents’ 
health.  Section 4.8.4 presents the significance criteria established using the CEQA Guidelines for the 
determination of a significant noise impact from the Proposed Project.  Impacts from noise emissions 
attributable to the Proposed Project were presented within Section 4.8 and were evaluated based on an 
examination of the project site and published information regarding noise in the vicinity of the project site.  
These factors were then compared to the significance criteria listed in Section 4.8.4 of the Draft EIR.   
 
Impacts associated with air quality during construction of the Proposed Project are addressed in Section 
4.2 of the Draft EIR in accordance with CEQA and CEQA Guidelines.  The existing environmental air 
quality setting is described in Section 4.2.2 of the Draft EIR, and the relevant regulatory context is 
presented in Section 4.2.3 of the Draft EIR.  The California Emissions Estimator Model 2013.2.2 
(CalEEMod) was used to estimate emissions from all construction-related sources associated with the 
Proposed Project.  As discussed in Impact 4.2-1 in Section 4.2.4 of the Draft EIR, construction of the 
Proposed Project has the potential to generate emissions of reactive organic gas (ROG), nitrogen oxides 
(NOx), and particulate matter (PM) 2.5 and 10 microns in size (PM2.5, and PM10) and exceed the Bay 
Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) threshold for NOx.  With implementation of Mitigation 
Measures 4.2-1a and 4.2-1b, project related emissions during construction would be reduced below 
significance threshold for NOx and emissions of criteria air pollutants (CAPs) from construction are a less-
than-significant impact.   
 
Construction of the Proposed Project also has the potential to generate toxic air contaminants (TACs) 
from construction equipment exhaust, with diesel particulate matter (DPM) a particular concern given the 
close proximity of State Route (SR) 92, as discussed in Impact 4.2-2 in Section 4.2.4 of the Draft EIR.  To 
analyze the human health risks associated with this impact, a health risk assessment was performed 
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using a stochastic Monte Carlo analysis to determine reasonable exposure parameters for a specified set 
of residential receptors.  Cancer risk and chronic and acute health indices (HI) were calculated by using 
the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) risk factors associated with 
reasonable exposure assessment, as discussed in Section 4.2.4 of the Draft EIR.  The Lakes American 
Meteorological Society/ Environmental Protection Agency Regulatory Model (AERMOD) View, Version 
8.2.0 dispersion model was used to determine the dispersion pattern of DPM given the local meteorology 
(as modeled by Lakes American Meteorological Data Preprocessor for AERMOD (AERMET), Version 
8.2.0).  To determine cancer, chronic, and acute risk from exposure to DPM on site and near roadways 
where project-related vehicles would operate, the Hotspots Analysis Reporting Program (HARP) on-ramp, 
Version 1 model processed AERMOD output data so it can be imported into HARP, Version 1.4f risk 
assessment model to determine the potential impact emissions from on and off site emissions of DPM 
would have on sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the project site (refer to Methodology Section of 
Section 4.2.4 of the Draft EIR for more detailed description).  Figure 4.2-1 in Section 4.2.4 of the Draft 
EIR shows the dispersion of DPM emitted at the project site by on-site construction equipment and by 
haul vehicles near the proposed haul truck route along Bel Aire Road and Ascension Drive.  The 
maximum unit concentration of DPM is 224.96 micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m3) and occurs west of 
the intersection of Bel Aire Road and Ascension Drive.  The receptors showing the greatest cancer and 
chronic HI are located near the east boarder and center of the project site.  Cancer risk and Chronic HI at 
these receptors do not exceed the BAAQMD TAC thresholds of 10 in 1,000,000 (1.0E-5) cancer risk and 
a chronic HI of 1.0, as shown in Table 4.2-6 of Section 4.2.4 of the Draft EIR.  Accordingly, the Draft EIR 
appropriately considered potential impact to air quality and human health and determined this to be a 
less-than-significant impact under CEQA as the particulate levels are not anticipated to cause adverse 
affects to residents in the immediate vicinity of the construction areas.  Further analysis and future 
monitoring are not required. 
 
Concerns related to the County ordinances related to noise and air quality are beyond the scope of this 
EIR and the CEQA process.  However, the commenter can work with the County outside of the CEQA 
process to address these concerns.   
 

Response to Comments P1-8 and P1-9 

In accordance with CEQA and CEQA Guidelines, the Draft EIR appropriately describes the existing 
environmental setting per each resource area within Section 4.0 as it existed at the time the notice of 
preparation was published (October 2013) to establish the baseline physical conditions by which the Lead 
Agency (County) determines whether an impact is significant.  Impacts associated with soil stability and 
shallow landslides were assessed utilizing the environmental baseline as it existed in the early fall of 
2013; refer to the Response to Comment P1-6 for further discussion.  During the early fall of 2013, it had 
not yet been established that a third year of drought would occur in California, and the Governor of 
California did not declare a drought State of Emergency until January 17, 2014.  Regardless, the Draft 
EIR considered drought conditions where applicable and appropriate for determining environmental 
impacts.  For example, the inability of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) to meet all 
the demands of its retail and wholesale customers during droughts is discussed in Section 4.10.2 of the 
Draft EIR as part of the environmental setting and impacts of the Proposed Project to water supplies 
within the context of this setting is discussed in Section 4.10.4 of the Draft EIR.  Use of watering for dust 
mitigation purposes, as required by Mitigation Measure 4.2-1a included in Section 4.2.4 of the Draft EIR, 
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would be short term and not constitute a new water demand.  The Proposed Project does not propose to 
remove nearly all existing vegetation, as stated by the commenter; as shown in Figure 3-7 in Section 
3.4.2 of the Draft EIR, grading would be limited to the area including and immediately surrounding the 
development footprint of 5.5 acres (approximately 42 percent of the project site).  As stated in Section 
3.4.2 of the Draft EIR, the landscaping of the dedicated open space, 7.35 acres (approximately 55 
percent of the project site), is not determined at this time but the intent is to utilize drought-tolerant native 
vegetation in order to restore the area to a natural habitat and minimize water needs.  As part of the 
Proposed Project, the existing on-site drainage improvements within a 0.45-acre (approximately 3 percent 
of the project site) undisturbed and protected area will be removed, which would require minimal 
disturbance and some reestablishment of vegetation.   
 

Response to Comment P1-10 

As discussed in Section 3.4.2, the residences, including all stormwater drainage components, would be 
constructed in accordance with all County zoning guidelines and regulations, including those that relate to 
seismic concerns.  As further discussed in Impact 4.4-2 in Section 4.4.4 of the Draft EIR, all structures 
and utilities would be designed to withstand seismic forces per California Building Code (CBC) 
requirements.  Pursuant to County General Plan Policy 15.21, the applicant of the Proposed Project must 
submit a detailed Geotechnical Investigation to the County building department before a building permit 
can be issued for any structure.  The recommendations of the qualified engineering geologist in the 
geotechnical investigation will be incorporated into the project design of the Proposed Project, as 
discussed in Section 4.4.4 of the Draft EIR.  With implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.4-2a through 
4.4-2c, the project design would reduce all potential impacts associated with seismic activity to a less-
than-significant level.   
 

Response to Comment P1-11 

The commenter does not provide substantial details, data, or analysis in this comment to support their 
assertion that the Draft EIR “is incomplete and inadequate” and that “nothing material has changed over 
the past five years,” except to state “to summarize.”  It is therefore assumed supportive substantial 
details, data, and/or analysis are presented by the commenter in other comments within this letter; 
consequently, a more substantial response is not provided here and readers are referred to Responses 
to Comments P1-1 through P1-10 and P1-12 through P1-126.  
 

Response to Comment P1-12 

The background of the Proposed Project as relevant to the environmental analysis presented in the EIR is 
discussed in Sections 2.3 and 3.3 of the Draft EIR; public opposition to the previous project is noted.  
Refer to the Response to Comment P1-2 regarding the purpose of the EIR.  The contents of the 
applicant’s application for the Proposed Project, and its perceived failure by the commenter to incorporate 
issues raised by the community, are beyond the scope of the EIR.   
 

Response to Comment P1-13 

Comment noted.  The EIR was prepared in accordance with CEQA and CEQA Guidelines and 
appropriately concludes impacts of the Proposed Project would be less than significant to environmental 
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resources; refer to Response to Comment P1-2 for further discussion.  The commenter does not provide 
substantial details, data, or analysis in this comment that elaborates on their “concern about the impact of 
the project on its [community] members and on the environment.”  Accordingly, a more detailed response 
cannot be provided.  Refer to the Response to Comment P1-12 regarding the scope of the EIR.  In 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15097, the County has established a program to report on 
and monitor measures adopted as part of this environmental review process to mitigate or avoid 
significant effects on the environment.  Section 4.0 of this Final EIR is a Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Plan (MMRP) that is designed to ensure that the mitigation measures identified in the EIR for 
the Proposed Project are fully implemented, which would include requiring specific language in 
contractual agreements as specified by an individual mitigation measure.  The MMRP, as presented 
Table 4-1 in Section 4.0, describes the timing/frequency of mitigation implementation responsibilities and 
standards, and verification of compliance for the mitigation measures identified in the Proposed Project 
EIR.  As the Lead Agency, the County will ensure mitigation measures are implemented and will serve as 
a point of contact for the public.   
 

Response to Comment P1-14 

Comment noted.  Refer to the Response to Comment P1-3 regarding non-substantive comments or 
statements of opinion.   
 

Response to Comment P1-15 

Comment noted.   
 

Response to Comment P1-16 

Comment noted.  The Draft EIR accurately provides a background of the Proposed Project in Section 3.3 
including a summary of the community engagement actions conducted by the County. 
 

Response to Comment P1-17 

Generally, “reduced intensity” refers to anything that is comparatively less than something else in 
concentration, density, size, or another measurement.  Since the Proposed Project considered in the EIR 
proposes fewer houses, fewer future residents, fewer tiers of houses, and a smaller development footprint 
compared to the previous project, it is a “reduced intensity” project compared to the previous project.  
Refer to the Response to Comment P1-2 regarding the reduction of impacts of the Proposed Project 
compared to the previous proposal, including development on the hill sides.  As “reduced intensity” is a 
qualitative term, quantitative numbers, such as percents discussed by the commenter, cannot be 
definitively applied.     
 

Response to Comment P1-18 

The project applicant determines the project objectives in coordination and consultation with the Lead 
Agency prior to initiation of the environmental review process for a project.  Public input on project 
objectives is not required under CEQA.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 requires an EIR “describe a 
range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain 
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most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant 
effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.”  The Lead Agency 
determines a reasonable range of alternatives to be evaluated in an EIR and, consistent with CEQA, 
considers these alternatives within the context of achieving project objectives.   
 

Response to Comments P1-19 through P1-21 

The comment is correct that portions of the designated open space on the project site are too steep for 
structural development.  However, this area is not too steep for passive recreation and walking trails 
constructed with due consideration given to soil erosion and geological concerns.  As stated in Section 
3.4.2 of the Draft EIR, the nature trail would be a five-foot wide path with a three-foot high retaining wall 
on the upslope and three-foot high fence on the down slope (Figure 3-6 [Conceptual Trail Cross Section] 
in Section 3.4.2 of the Draft EIR).  As the Proposed Project is still in the planning stages, final siting of the 
proposed nature trail has yet to be completed.  Access to the designated open space would generally be 
consistent with existing access.  However, the impacts of such trails are considered throughout the 
environmental analysis included in Section 4.0 of the Draft EIR as appropriate; for example, Mitigation 
Measures 4.6-2b and 4.6-2c are included to reduce potential impacts to water quality associated with 
stormwater runoff from urban land uses, including the proposed nature trail.   
 

Response to Comment P1-22 

The text on page 3-10 of Section 3.4.2 of the Draft EIR is not intended to state the number of rows 
running northeast to southwest (referred to as “laterally” by the commenter) across the project site; it is 
intended to state the number of blocks of houses proposed for the project site—which is three, as clearly 
shown on Figure 3-4 in Section 3.4.2 of the Draft EIR.  The project description included in Section 3.0 of 
the Draft EIR makes no mention of “tiers” of houses.  
 

Response to Comment P1-23 

The site plan included as Figure 3-4, project component cross sections included as Figure 3-6, and 
grading and drainage plan included as Figure 7 in Section 3.4.2 of the Draft EIR provide to appropriate 
details project components, including entry from Bel Aire Road, to allow for analysis of impacts to 
environmental resources consistent with CEQA and CEQA Guidelines.   
 

Response to Comment P1-24 

As the Proposed Project is still in the planning stages, final siting of the proposed houses has yet to be 
completed.  Applicable County General Plan policies and zoning regulations related to slope steepness 
are listed in Section 4.5.3 of the Draft EIR.  As discussed in Section 4.5.4 of the Draft EIR, buildings will 
be designed and constructed according to guidelines and/or objectives of the California Building Code, 
including the CALGreen Code; the County General Plan, including County land use and zoning 
designations.  Grading will be completed on individual lots as necessary to comply with appropriate 
standards and minimize potential impacts associated with steep slopes.  A table providing the slope 
(referred to as “steepness” by the commenter) of each lot is not necessary to evaluate potential 
environmental impacts.  State and local laws, ordinances, and codes cap the slope at which development 
can occur on.   
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Response to Comment P1-25 

The Geotechnical Report prepared for the Proposed Project (included as Appendix E of the Draft EIR) 
considered the entire project site, including the northeastern slope along Parrot Drive, and appropriately 
proposed recommendations to reduce significant impacts associated with soils, slope, and geology of the 
project site.  Mitigation Measure 4.4-2c included in Section 4.4.4 of the Draft EIR ensures all 
recommendations contained within the site-specific Geotechnical Investigation will be implemented.  
Specific mention of the slope along the northeastern edge of the project site along Parrot Drive is not 
necessary to facilitate analysis of potential impacts.  
 

Response to Comment P1-26 

Comment noted; text has been updated in Section 3.4.2 of Volume II to reflect that no parking would be 
allowed in the hammerhead cul-de-sac to ensure emergency vehicle access.   
 

Response to Comment P1-27 

Comment noted.  Except for the access road, no development is planned along Bel Aire Road or 
Ascension Drive that would constitute a necessity to develop sidewalks along the two roadways.   
 

Response to Comment P1-28 

Comment noted.  The appropriate information is included within the grading plan to allow an assessment 
by County Planning staff in determining if the development of the project site meets the appropriate 
regulations, codes, and associated requirements for site development.  
 

Response to Comment P1-29 

The applicant and Lead Agency have been working with California Water Service Company (Cal Water) 
since receipt of the Cal Water letter dated November 17, 2013 from Cal Water in regards to Item Number 
3.  Implementation of the Proposed Project would comply with all applicable rules and regulations 
regarding existing easements on the project site. 
 

Response to Comment P1-30 

Refer to Response to Comment P1-6 regarding analysis of the safety of the proposed intersection.   
 

Response to Comment P1-31 

Refer to Response to Comment P1-6 regarding compliance with County roadway codes and analysis of 
the safety of the proposed intersection.  The commenter's recommendations for other locations of the 
access roadway are noted.  As there are no significant impacts associated with the proposed new 
roadway and impacts were analyzed consistent with the CEQA Guidelines, an alternative location for the 
proposed roadway was not considered.  
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Response to Comment P1-32 

As stated in Section 3.4.3 of the Draft EIR, the first phase of grading, utility installation, and roadway 
development is anticipated to occur over a nine month period.  The second phase would include 
construction of all residential structures and is anticipated to occur over an 18 month period.  Based on 
available information to date, the applicant is confident in the proposed timelines for construction phases 
and providing a range of time is not necessary.  The total construction time for the Proposed Project is 
therefore 27 months but may not be continuous (emphasis added).  The commenter misunderstands that 
the 27 months is simply the sum of 9 and 18 months; the entire span of construction of the Proposed 
Project is not limited to 27 months.  However, the analysis of impacts from construction is conservatively 
limited to 27 months as increasing the length of time of construction would reduce the intensity of 
impacts.  For example, construction of the Proposed Project would emit a finite amount of DPM.  The 
concentration of DPM emissions per day is greater if the timeframe is limited to 27 months as compared 
to the concentration of DPM emissions that would occur per day if construction were spread across a 
longer time period.  The previous project was likely planned to be developed as needed as residential lots 
were sold over a four to nine year period; if all residences of the previous project were developed at the 
same time, the timeframe would have likely been less.   
 
As stated Impact 4.4-1 in Section 4.4.4 of the Draft EIR, earth-moving activities associated with 
construction of the Proposed Project have the potential to result in soil erosion or the loss of topsoil.  
Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.4-1a and 4.4-1b would require construction contractors to install 
erosion and sediment control measures in accordance with the Clean Water Act (CWA) National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) construction general permit regulations and to implement an 
Erosion and Sediment Control Plan in accordance with San Mateo County Ordinance Code (Section 8600 
et seq.).  After implementation of these measures, potential impacts associated with soil erosion, 
including via stormwater and wind would be reduced to less than significant.  Mitigation Measures 4.4-1a 
and 4.4-1b would be implemented throughout construction, including during any delays.  As construction 
of the Proposed Project would be temporary, the potential aesthetic impacts associated with a graded 
and bare project site would also be temporary and not constitute a significant impact under CEQA.  A 
penalty bond to cover stabilizing and landscaping the hill during any delays in construction is therefore not 
necessary.   
 

Response to Comment P1-33 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-32 regarding the potential for impacts to air, soil, and aesthetics 
during any delays in construction.   
 

Response to Comment P1-34 

Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.8-1 included in Section 4.8.4 of the Draft EIR, construction activities 
shall be limited to occur between the hours of 7:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M. Monday through Friday, and 9:00 
A.M. to 5:00 P.M. on Saturdays.  Construction activities shall not occur on Sundays, Thanksgiving, or 
Christmas.  Section 3.4.3 of Volume II has been updated accordingly. 
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Response to Comment P1-35 

As construction of the Proposed Project would be temporary, the potential aesthetic impacts associated 
with construction equipment and workers on the project site would also be temporary and not constitute a 
significant impact under CEQA.   
 
The commenter's recommendations regarding a landscaping plan are noted.  The commenter's 
recommendations are consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.1-1a included in Section 4.1.4 of the Draft 
EIR, which requires the project applicant submit a landscape plan for review and approval by the San 
Mateo County Planning Department (County Planning Department).  The landscape plan shall include the 
location, size, and species of any proposed landscaping and shall include, but not be limited to, hedges or 
other appropriate vegetation that will provide opaque screening between the northeastern edge of the 
project site and the residences along the southern side of Parrott Drive.  
 

Response to Comment P1-36 

The EIR was prepared in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, which define a significant 
impact from a project related to aesthetics as the following (as stated in Section 4.1.4 of the Draft EIR): 

 Result in the substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista; 
 Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and 

historic buildings within a state scenic highway; 
 Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings; or 
 Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime 

views. 
 
To allow for an objective baseline assessment of the visual environment and subsequent visual impacts 
of the Proposed Project, the visual experience within each view is comprised of the following constituent 
elements: 

1. Clarity in Line of Sight—the overall visibility of the object within the viewshed, influenced by such 
factors as trees, buildings, topography or any other potential visual obstruction. 

2. Duration of Visibility—the amount of time the object is exposed to viewers within the viewshed.  
For example, a passing commuter will experience a shorter period of viewing time than a resident 
within the viewshed. 

3. Proximity of the Viewer—the effects of foreshortening due to the distance of the viewer from the 
object will influence the dominance of the object in the perspective of the viewer. 

4. Number of Viewers—the number of viewers anticipated to experience the visual character of the 
object.   

As discussed in Section 4.1.4, the primary views of the project site are experienced by residents along 
Parrott Drive, Bel Aire Road, Ascension Drive, Los Altos Drive, Polhemus Road, and Bunker Hill Drive.  In 
addition the site is visible from the College of San Mateo, and I-280.  Figures 4.1-2a and 4.1-2b in Section 
4.1.4 consist of an aerial view of the project site with representative views of the project site from the 
roadways and neighborhoods directly adjacent to the site and from the College of San Mateo.  In addition, 
visual representations of the likely residential structures that would be developed for the Proposed Project 
were added to Figures 4.1-2a and 4.1-2b and are shown in pink and blue (refer to the Response to 
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Comment P1-41 regarding updates to Figures 4.1-2a and 4.1-2b).  The representative residential 
structures were assumed to occupy the maximum building footprint shown in Figure 3-4, which assumes 
40 percent of the square footage of each lot would be developed with 20-foot setbacks for the front and 
rear and 5-foot setbacks for the sides of structures.  The height of the representative residential structures 
is conservatively shown as approximately 36 feet tall, does not include any adjustments for grading or fill, 
and assumes that all of the development footprint would be at the maximum height.  Further, landscaping 
has not been added.  This conservative approach was used to display the worst case scenario of 
potential impacts of the Proposed Project on aesthetic resources.  The visual experience is presented in 
Figures 4.1-2a and 4.1-2b were compared to the visual experience presented in Figures 4.1-1a and 4.1-
1b, which displayed the exact same views but without the representative residential structures of the 
Proposed Project; a detailed discussion of each view is included in Section 4.1.4 of the Draft EIR.  
 
As stated in Impact 4.1-1, the Proposed Project could have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista; 
could substantially damage scenic resources, including trees; and could substantially degrade the 
existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings.  While the Proposed Project would 
convert approximately 40 percent of an area that is currently valued as natural scenery in an urban 
setting to an urban development and thereby change the amount of open space and associated visual 
resources, the Proposed Project does not constitute a change in the visual character or quality of the area 
given that the surrounding area is primarily single-family residential neighborhoods and would be 
consistent with existing surroundings.  However, some of the proposed residences are visible from 
portions of Parrot Drive, and reducing the vegetation located along the rear of existing residences may 
increase views of the proposed residences and therefore change the visual character and quality of the 
project site as viewed from Parrot Drive, which would constitute a significant impact.  Construction of the 
Proposed Project would also result in the removal of approximately 43 of the 78 trees on the project site 
(approximately 55 percent).  However, with the implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.1-1a and 4.1-1b, 
which require a landscaping plan to develop opaque screening between the northeastern edge of the 
project site and the residences along the southern side of Parrott Drive and tree replacement plan that 
includes maintenance of trees, the impact would be reduced to less than significant under CEQA and 
CEQA Guidelines.   
 
Additionally, the potential impact of the Proposed Project related to light and glare were analyzed in 
Section 4.1.4 of the Draft EIR.  As stated therein, the Proposed Project would introduce new sources of 
light on the property mainly through street lights, exterior lighting at residences, and cars driving along 
residential streets.  The exterior and interior lighting associated with the residences would be designed 
not to infringe on adjacent properties or people traveling on roadways.  These types of light sources that 
would be introduced as a result of the Proposed Project are frequent in the neighboring residential 
developments and would not constitute a significant new source of light; therefore, the impact of such 
lighting on these areas would be negligible.  Street lighting would be limited to the proposed new 
roadway; only exterior residential lighting emanating from the backyards of the proposed residences 
would be adjacent to the backyards of existing houses on Parrot Drive.  The opaque landscape screening 
between the northeastern edge of the project site and the residences along the southern side of Parrott 
Drive required by Mitigation Measure 4.1-1a would further shield and reduce the light perceived in the 
backyards of residences.  These light sources are considered common and necessary light sources for 
residential areas by the County and frequent in the neighboring residential developments and would not 
constitute a significant new source of light; therefore, the impact of such lighting on these areas would be 
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negligible and not constitute a significant impact under CEQA and CEQA Guidelines.  Views of adjoining 
properties and associated privacy cannot be guaranteed and is not enforceable as a code violation and, 
because the development would comply with all existing zoning and development requirements, therefore 
does not constitute a significant impact under CEQA.   
 
Refer to the Response to Comment P1-5 for further discussion regarding the Proposed Project’s 
compliance with applicable aesthetic regulations and ordinances.   
 

Response to Comment P1-37 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-36 for the adequacy of analysis of impacts associated with 
aesthetics.  The photos are representative of the sightlines of the project site and not every sightline can 
be or is required to be analyzed in the EIR.  The major sightlines, such as the sightlines from Ascension 
Drive, Bel Aire Road, and Parrot Drive, are assessed and provide an adequate number of representative 
sightlines to assess impacts of the Proposed Project in accordance with the significance criteria derived 
from the CEQA Guidelines. 
 

Response to Comment P1-38 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-36 for the adequacy of analysis of impacts associated with 
aesthetics in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines.  
 

Response to Comment P1-39 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-36 for the adequacy of analysis of impacts associated with 
aesthetics in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines. 
 

Response to Comment P1-40 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-36 for the adequacy of analysis of impacts associated with 
aesthetics.  The use of "story poles" is not necessary.   
 

Response to Comment P1-41 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-36 for the adequacy of analysis of impacts associated with 
aesthetics.  The views included in Figures 4.1-1a, 4.1-1b, 4.1-2a, and 4.1-2b are representative of views 
in the area.  Including a snapshot in the Draft EIR of the project site from every single individual viewpoint 
that the project site is visible from would not help further or improve the analysis of impacts related to 
aesthetics and would not be consistent with the goals of CEQA.   
 
Some confusion seems to be arising from the representative structures shown in Figures 4.1-2a and 4.1-
2b in the Draft EIR, as evidenced by the commenter's emphasis that "ALL proposed houses on the hill" 
be shown in the photos.  All proposed residences are shown in Figures 4.1-2a and 4.1-2b; however, the 
different blocks of proposed residences may be difficult to decipher in the representative photos.  For 
clarity, Figures 4.1-2a and 4.1-2b were updated in Section 4.1.4 of Volume II to show each block of 
houses as a separate color.  
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Response to Comment P1-42 

As discussed in Table 4.1-1 in Section 4.1.4 of the Draft EIR, the Proposed Project would be consistent 
with County Land Use Plan Policy 4.27 because, although the Proposed Project would be partially visible 
along an existing open ridgeline that is part of a public view, given the topography of the project site, no 
alternative building sites exist on the project site aside from the areas along the ridgeline (County Land 
Use Plan Policy 4.27(b)).  Refer to the Response to Comment P1-36 for the appropriateness of analysis 
of impacts associated with aesthetics within the context of CEQA.   
 

Response to Comments P1-43 and P1-44 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-36 for the appropriateness of analysis of impacts associated 
with aesthetics within the context of CEQA.  Shadow affects and speculation concerning invasive growth 
are not required nor typically assessed in CEQA documents.  
 

Response to Comment P1-45 

Comment noted.  The Proposed Project is consistent with the zoning of the site and therefore complies 
with the County General Plan which governs land use and growth within the unincorporated areas of the 
County.  Refer to the Response to Comment P1-36 for the adequacy of analysis of impacts associated 
with aesthetics.   
 

Response to Comment P1-46 

Impact 4.11-1 in Section 4.11.4 of the Draft EIR states that the largest volume and frequency of traffic 
would result from large trucks transporting excavated soil off site during the grading phase of 
construction.  An estimated 26,510 cubic yards of soil will be removed from the project site, which 
equates to approximately 40,000 bulk cubic yards of soil.  Assuming 30 working days for off haul and an 
average of 17 bulk cubic yards per truck, the number of truck trips per day to and from the project site 
would be 156.  These truck trips would likely be on Bel Aire Road, to Ascension Drive east of Bel Aire 
Road to Polhemus Road.  Therefore, construction of the Proposed Project would add approximately 176 
vehicles per day during the soil hauling phase of construction; this represents the worst case scenario.  
Given the existing volume of traffic on Bel Aire Road and Ascension Drive, the addition of 176 vehicle 
trips to these roadways would not result in an increase of greater than 0.1 Traffic Infusion on Residential 
Environment (TIRE) Index rating, which is defined as a noticeable increase in traffic on the street, for 
either Bel Aire Road or Ascension Drive 
 

Response to Comment P1-47 

Comment noted.  The applicant will work with the County to obtain all appropriate and necessary 
approvals for large truck traffic prior to initiating construction of the Proposed Project.  As discussed in 
Section 4.11.4 of the Draft EIR, environmental impacts associated with construction traffic would be less 
than significant per the criteria put forth in CEQA and CEQA Guidelines.  
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Response to Comment P1-48 

Comment noted.  As stated in Section 4.11.4 of the Draft EIR, an estimated 26,510 cubic yards of soil will 
be removed from the project site, which equates to approximately 40,000 bulk cubic yards of soil 
(emphasis added).  Given the estimation and approximation of the numbers, using standard methods of 
rounding down from 78.43 to 78 loaded trucks is acceptable.  Even if an additional two truck trips per day 
were added, construction traffic from the Proposed Project would not result in an increase of greater than 
0.1 TIRE Index, which is defined as a noticeable increase in traffic on the street, for either for Bel Aire 
Road or Ascension Drive and therefore still constitutes a less-than-significant impact. 
 

Response to Comment P1-49 

The applicant would strive to use the most efficient and least impactful equipment as feasible and 
practical when constructing the Proposed Project, including the trucks used to haul excavated soil.  
Therefore, 20-yard trucks are preferred but 15-yard trucks may be necessary during a portion of the 
process to navigate the turning angles depending on the location of excavation on the project site.  As 
both trucks may be used, a 17-yard truck was used in the calculation to give a realistic estimate of the 
overall impact of truck traffic associated with construction.  The actual size of the haul truck is unknown at 
this time as the project has yet to be approved and the availability of a certain size cannot be ascertained. 
 

Response to Comment P1-50 

Comment noted.  Recommendations regarding limiting truck travel times will be considered by the County 
outside of the CEQA process as the analysis presented in Section 4.11.4 of the Draft EIR that is prepared 
consistent with CEQA and CEQA Guidelines concludes the construction truck traffic impacts would be 
less than significant even during peak hours (refer to the Response to Comment P1-47 for further 
discussion).   
 

Response to Comment P1-51 

Concerns are noted.  Construction trucks and equipment would be selected to ensure navigation of local 
streets is achievable as access to the project site is critical to construction and development; animated 
modeling of construction equipment entry/exit from the project site is not necessary to assess the 
environmental impacts in accordance with CEQA guidelines.  Further, construction traffic would be 
temporary in nature and would not constitute a long term effect.  Refer to the Response to Comment P1-
47 regarding the appropriateness and adequacy of the analysis of construction traffic impacts presented 
in the Draft EIR.   
 

Response to Comment P1-52 and 53 

The statement that the added truck traffic would not significantly change the TIRE Index ratings on the 
street segments accurately depicts the potential impact from hauling trucks.  No further analysis is 
required.  Because traffic impacts can be perceived differently from person to person, traffic engineers 
utilize various indexes to quantify impacts.  One of those indexes is the TIRE Index, which is a way to 
determine the impact of a project’s traffic on the surrounding street system.  This index is based on the 
idea that increases in traffic volume have a greater impact on the residential environment on a lower 
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volume street than along a street with a much higher level of baseline traffic.  The TIRE index is a 
representation of the effects of traffic on safety, pedestrians, bicyclists, children playing near the street 
and the ability to freely maneuver into and out of driveways.  A change in the TIRE index of 0.1 or more 
would be a noticeable increase in traffic on the street, and, therefore, an impact upon the residential 
environment.  Based on the anticipated number of truck trips, the TIRE index indicates that haul traffic 
would have a less than significant impact on the study roadway network.  In addition, the conclusion was 
substantiated by conducting the additional LOS analysis on the study roadway network as requested by 
San Mateo County Public Works. 
 

Response to Comment P1-54 

The applicant will adhere to all County regulations regarding construction traffic, including as related to 
special traffic control if necessary.  Refer to the Response to Comment P1-47 regarding the 
appropriateness and adequacy of the analysis of construction traffic impacts presented in the Draft EIR.   
 

Response to Comment P1-55 

Although unlikely, the possibility of equipment malfunction, including break failure, exists during 
construction of the Proposed Project consistent with the risks associated with construction of other 
residential projects in hilly terrain.  Standard precautions will be taken, such as ensuring all construction 
equipment is maintained in best working order and all appropriate insurance policies are in place, to 
minimize such risks.  Refer to the Response to Comment P1-47 regarding the appropriateness and 
adequacy of the analysis of construction traffic impacts presented in the Draft EIR.   
 

Response to Comment P1-56 

Comment noted.  Any physical impacts (such as damages) to roadways are not anticipated to occur and 
would be the responsibility of the developer to fix.  The potential for damage is not considered an impact 
under CEQA; however, the County may address the issue outside of the CEQA process. 
 

Response to Comment P1-57 

The TIRE index for existing traffic on Bel Aire Road is 2.88 for 760 vehicle trips per day.  The addition of 
156 earth-haul truck trips would increase the daily traffic volume to 916 for the one month haul period. 
That will raise the TIRE Index to 2.96, a change of 0.08.  According to the TIRE Index a change of 0.1 
would be a noticeable change in traffic.  The TIRE Index is for a 24 hour period and cannot be used for 
time periods of less than 24 hours. 
 

Response to Comment P1-58 

Bel Aire Road is 32 feet curb-to-curb and parking on both sides would allow for two 9-ft. travel lanes in 
each direction.  To improve the travel lane width, construction worker vehicles could be directed to park 
partially off-road as there is no sidewalk along the easterly side of that street.  By doing so, the travel 
lanes could be increased to 10-11 feet wide, sufficient for two large vehicles to pass safely. 
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Response to Comment P1-59 

Refer to the Responses to Comments P1-51 and P1-55 regarding construction vehicle access to the 
site.   
 

Response to Comment P1-60 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-46 regarding the analysis of construction traffic impacts during 
peak hours.    
 

Response to Comment P1-61 

Refer to the Responses to Comments P1-06 regarding steepness of proposed residential streets.   
 

Response to Comment P1-62 

The project alternatives presented in Section 6.0 of the Draft EIR were developed in accordance with 
CEQA and CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6.  The level of detail provided on the project alternatives 
allows for appropriate analysis of potential impacts.  For example, Alternative B is described in Section 
6.4.2 of the Draft EIR as consisting of the subdivision of 6 parcels into 21 lots, 10 of which would be 
developed as single-family residences, which is 9 less than the Proposed Project.  This description allows 
for the conclusion that short-term construction impacts resulting from Alternative B associated with traffic, 
noise, and air quality would be proportionately less (a reduction of approximately 47 percent) than 
impacts from the Proposed Project because less construction would be required, as stated in Section 
6.4.2 of the Draft EIR.  Site maps are not necessary to include in the Draft EIR as the purpose of 
presenting project alternatives is to include sufficient information about each alternative to allow 
meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the Proposed Project.  Because the alternative 
were selected, mainly, to reduce impacts associated with air quality and traffic (construction and 
operational impacts), the descriptions of each alternatives were written to provide enough detail to allow 
comparison of the impacts of these environmental resources to those of the Proposed Project. 
 

Response to Comment P1-63 

Refer to the example provided in the Response to Comment P1-62 for an example of the specific details 
of project alternatives provided in the Draft EIR.  The analysis of alternatives provides adequate 
justification for determining that various impacts may be equal or greater than the Proposed Project.  For 
example, under the analysis for Alternative B in Section 6.4.2, impacts to hydrology were determined to 
have the potential to be greater than the Proposed Project, as no improvements to existing site drainage 
would occur on the lots that are retained as open space.   
 

Response to Comment P1-64 

As discussed in Section 6.2 of the Draft EIR, 13 lots would be developed instead of 19 under the Minimal 
Grading Alternative.  The number of lots selected was based on analysis of the amount of grading that 
would be required per each lot on the project site.  It is acknowledged that the term "minimal" is 
subjective.  As CEQA requires a project alternative to achieve the majority of the project objectives, it was 
determined that only the steepest lots that required the most grading would be excluded under the 
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Minimal Grading Alternative therefore still allowing for construction of enough residences (13 residences) 
to be an economically viable alternative.  
 

Response to Comment P1-65 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-17 regarding the definition of "reduced intensity.”  The Reduced 
Intensity Alternatives analyzed in Section 6.4.2 of the Draft EIR includes only 10 residential lots compared 
to 19.  Text has been updated in Section 6.3 of Volume II to clarify that 10 is more than half of 19.   
 

Response to Comment P1-66 

The Reduced Intensity Alternative (Alternative B) would result in a similar level of impact to ridgeline and 
skyline from surrounding views compared to the Proposed Project.  As stated in Section 6.4.2 of the Draft 
EIR, impacts to aesthetic resources would be similar to the Proposed Project, as development of 
Alternative B would result in construction of new homes on a previously unimproved lot and would 
inherently change the viewshed.    
 

Response to Comment P1-67 

As discussed in Section 4.3.4 of the Draft EIR, implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3-6 would ensure 
compliance with the San Mateo County Significant Tree Ordinance and reduce impacts to protected trees 
to less than significant as the mitigation measure requires a certified arborist or registered professional 
forester shall conduct an arborist survey that shall specify, at a minimum, that the project proponent shall 
plant replacement tree species recommended by the County at a 1:1 ratio within the project site.  No 
trees will be removed on the project site without prior approval from the County Planning Department.  
This will minimize the removal of vegetative resources, ensure protection of vegetation which enhances 
microclimate to the extent feasible, and ensure protection of historic and scenic trees, as required by 
Sections 1.10, 1.24, 1.25, and 1.26 of the County General Plan.   
 

Response to Comment P1-68 through P1-70 

In accordance with CEQA Guideline Section 15004 (a) and (b), the EIR is a planning level document.  
The specific number of trees to be removed and/or impacted by development of the Proposed Project, 
including the proposed new roadway and associated off-site infrastructure (e.g. pipelines), is not known at 
this time, but is estimated to entail removal of approximately 43 trees.  The San Mateo County Significant 
Tree Ordinance requires the applicant notify the County of any significant trees which may be affected 
(removed or impacted) by the Proposed Project and that all appropriate County permits will be considered 
by the Planning Commission in conjunction with the request for Subdivision by the applicant.  Therefore, 
the tree removal application will include the number of significant trees that may be affected.   
 

Response to Comment P1-71 

Comment noted.  Per CEQA and CEQA Guidelines, the replacement trees will be sized in compliance 
with the requirements of the San Mateo County Significant Tree Ordinance and Section 12,000 of the 
County Ordinance Code and as required by the County Planning Department for the landscape plan 
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(required by Mitigation measure 4.1-a).  The County is available to discuss imposing more stringent 
requirements on the Proposed Project outside of the CEQA process.  
 

Response to Comment P1-72 

The text in Section 4.3.4 of Volume II states that replacement significant and/or indigenous tree species 
shall be planted at a minimum ratio of 1:1, which is required by the County ordinance.  Refer to the 
Response to Comment P1-71 regarding the size of replacement trees.  
 

Response to Comment P1-73 

In accordance with CEQA Guideline Section 15004 (a) and (b), the EIR is a planning level document.  A 
landscape plan is required by Mitigation Measure 4.1-1a in Section 4.1.4 of the Draft EIR and will include 
location, size, and species of any proposed landscaping and shall include, but not be limited to, hedges or 
other appropriate vegetation that will provide opaque screening between the northeastern edge of the 
project site and the residences along the southern side of Parrott Drive.  
 

Response to Comment P1-74 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-4 regarding the Mission blue butterfly.  
 

Response to Comment P1-75 

Lupine as a food source for the Mission blue butterfly is discussed in Section 4.3.2 of the Draft EIR.  Plant 
species identified on the project site by qualified biologists are included as Appendix D of the Draft EIR.  
As no species of lupine are listed as a special status species, lupine was not further discussed in the 
Draft EIR in accordance with CEQA and CEQA Guidelines.  Refer to the Response to Comment P1-4 
regarding the discussion of informal observations by the public of lupines (host plants) in the Draft EIR.  
 

Response to Comment P1-76 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-4 regarding the adequacy and completeness of the biological 
surveys performed on the project site. 
 

Response to Comment P1-77 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-4 regarding the adequacy and completeness of the analysis of 
impacts to migratory birds included in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment P1-78 

The replanting of significant and/or indigenous trees at a 1:1 ratio required by Mitigation Measure 4.3-6 in 
Section 4.3.4 of Volume II will ensure future habitat is available for migratory birds and other birds of 
prey.  
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Response to Comment P1-79 

As discussed in Impact 4.3-7 of Section 4.3.4 of the Draft EIR, the primary effects of the Proposed 
Project, when considered with other projects in the region under a cumulative scenario, would be the 
cumulative direct loss of sensitive or special-status wildlife species and their habitat, loss of migratory 
birds, and conflicts with local plans or policies protecting biological resources.  The conversion of plant 
and wildlife habitat on a regional level as a result of cumulative development would potentially result in a 
significant cumulative impact on special-status species and their habitats.  Despite that the project site 
contains ruderal disturbed plant and wildlife habitat and is isolated from many other areas of similar 
habitat by urban development, the Proposed Project would contribute to a loss of regional biological 
resources through the conversion of habitat for special-status species to human use and thus limit the 
availability and accessibility of remaining natural habitats to regional wildlife.  Accordingly, Mitigation 
Measure 4.3-7 requires that Mitigation Measures 4.3-1 through 4.3-6 are implemented to ensure the 
Proposed Project’s contribution to regional impacts to biological resources would not be cumulatively 
considerable and, with mitigation, impacts of the Proposed Project would be less than significant 
 

Response to Comment P1-80 

The potential impacts to botanical species are assessed in Impact 4.3-1 of the Draft EIR.  As discussed 
there within, impacts would be potentially significant because although a site survey was conducted and 
no special-status plant species were observed, seven of the plant species could not be assessed during 
the evident and identifiable bloom period.  Accordingly, Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 requires pre-
construction surveys to again survey the area for the seven plant species to finalize the significance of the 
project.  Pre-construction surveys are commonly used as mitigation for biological resources due to the 
difficulty in the identification of the presence of such species and are readily accepted by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).  Accordingly, 
the County has accepted pre-construction surveys (to be conducted during the evident and identifiable 
bloom period for the seven plant species) as appropriate mitigation to ensure impacts are minimized to 
the extent feasible prior to construction. 
 

Response to Comment P1-81 

A passenger car equivalence (PCE) multiplier of eight cars per truck was used in accordance with the 
Federal Highway Administration, Highway Capacity Manual (2000), which is acceptable under and 
consistent with CEQA and CEQA Guidelines for analysis of impacts associated with large truck traffic 
noise.      
 

Response to Comment P1-82 

Comment noted.  Refer to the Response to Comment P1-7 regarding the adequacy and completeness 
of the analysis of impacts associated with construction noise contained in Section 4.8 of the Draft EIR.  A 
noise contour map is beyond what is required by CEQA.   
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Response to Comment P1-83 

Mitigation Measure 4.8-1 adequately reduces the potential impact associated with construction noise to a 
less-than-significant level in accordance with CEQA and CEQA Guidelines; refer to the Response to 
Comment P1-7 for further discussion.  As the potential impact is less than significant with mitigation, a 
noise reduction plan is not necessary under CEQA.   
 

Response to Comment P1-84 

The analysis contained in the Draft EIR presents a worst case scenario so as to analyze the greatest 
impact.  For example, maximum noise values used in the construction noise impact analysis in Section 
4.8.4 of the Draft EIR are measured at 50 feet of distance from the source (refer to Table 4.8-6 in Section 
4.8.4 of the Draft EIR).  Since implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.8-1 would reduce construction 
noise impacts at the nearest receptor to a less-than-significant level, further analysis of impacts to 
receptors farther from the project site is not necessary as those impacts would also be less than 
significant.  Emissions associated with construction activities presented in Table 4.2-5 of Section 4.2.4 of 
the Draft EIR are the maximum amount that would be emitted at the source and therefore depict the 
maximum amount of air pollutants a receptor could be exposed to due to construction of the Proposed 
Project.  Since implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.2-1a and 4.2-1b would reduce air quality impacts 
at the nearest receptor to a less-than-significant level, further analysis of impacts to receptors farther from 
the project site is not necessary as those impacts would also be less than significant.  The Proposed 
Project would not result in significant impacts related to noise and air quality during operation, as 
discussed in Section 4.8.4 and 4.2.4, respectively.  Analysis of impacts associated with aesthetics during 
operation of the Proposed Project in Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR also took into consideration the worst 
case scenario.  Figures 4.1-2a and 4.1-2b show several near views of the project site; two of the eight 
views used in the analysis are from Bel Aire Road and three of the eight views are from Parrot Drive.  
With implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.1-1a and 4.1-1b included in Section 4.1.4 of the Draft EIR, 
the impact to aesthetics would be less than significant, including for those residents along Parrot Drive 
and Bel Air Road.  Further discussion to characterize the degree of aesthetic impact farther from the 
project site is not necessary.  Construction of the Proposed Project would result in temporary impacts to 
aesthetics; as these impacts would not be long term, they are not significant.   
 

Response to Comment P1-85 

Refer to the Response to Comments P1-8 and P1-9 regarding use of water during construction.   
 

Response to Comment P1-86 

As stated in Section 4.10.4 of the Draft EIR and the Analysis of Water and Sewer Utilities Technical 
Memorandum prepared for the Proposed Project (Appendix G of the Draft EIR), the water demand for the 
Proposed Project was determined from the per capita water demand for single-family residences in 2010 
in the California Water Service Company (Cal Water) Bayshore District (BSD) and is estimated at 260 
gallons per day (gpd) per residence and therefore approximately 4,940 gpd [0.005 million gallons per day 
(mgd)] for the entire Proposed Project.  As discussed in Section 4.10.4 of the Draft EIR, the increase in 
population due to the Proposed Project is consistent with population projections contained in the 2010 
Urban Water Management Plan.  Water supply for the BSD is projected to be able to accommodate 
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existing customers and population projects in normal years but to fall short of water demand in single and 
multiple dry years.  The BSD anticipates meeting water demands in dry years by implementing its Water 
Shortage Contingency Plan, which is a series of procedures and outreach strategies designed to reduce 
customer demand.  Therefore, Mitigation Measure 4.10-2a was included to ensure the Proposed Project 
would comply with the Water Shortage Contingency Plan, which would thereby reduce the impact of the 
Proposed Project to less than significant.   
 

Response to Comment P1-87 

As construction activities are limited, at most, to between 7:00 A.M. and 6:00 P.M. per Mitigation Measure 
4.8-1, it is unlikely that significant lighting at the project site would be required during construction.  At 
most, lighting may be required during the winter season for the first one hour of construction (7:00 A.M. to 
8:00 A.M.) and the last one hour of construction (5:00 P.M. to 6:00 P.M.).  As the lighting would be 
intermittent and short term, it would not constitute a significant impact per CEQA regulations.   
 

Response to Comment P1-88 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-36 regarding that analysis of lighting impacts associated with the 
Proposed Project.  
 

Response to Comment P1-89 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-32 regarding impacts associated with stormwater runoff during 
construction.   
 
As stated in Impact 4.6-3 in Section 4.6.4 of the Draft EIR, development of the Proposed Project would 
substantially alter the existing drainage patterns and may cause flows to exceed the capacity of existing 
stormwater drainage systems, result in substantial pollution on or off site, or result in flooding on or off 
site.  Assuming the maximum allowable development footprint would be developed, the Proposed Project 
will create approximately 2.1 acres of impervious surfaces through construction of residences, driveways, 
roads, and sidewalks.  As discussed in Section 4.6.4 of the Draft EIR, since the Proposed Project would 
exceed 10,000 square feet of impervious surface, it must comply with C.3 Provisions of the NPDES 
general permit.  The proposed on-site detention and drainage systems as described in Section 3.4 of the 
Draft EIR (individual lot retention systems and bioretention treatment system) serves to meet C.3 
Provisions and is designed and sized such that runoff from the Proposed Project will be released at pre-
development rates.  Incorporation of Mitigation Measure 4.6-2a ensures proper installation and 
maintenance of the detention and drainage systems, all of which will reduce the potential impact of 
stormwater flows.  Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.6-2b and 4.6-2c, although designed primarily 
to improve the water quality of stormwater discharge leaving the site, would also serve to reduce the 
amount and rate of stormwater runoff.  Additionally, as discussed in Section 3.4.2 of the Draft EIR, the 
open space component of the Proposed Project will be landscaped with drought-tolerant native 
vegetation in order to restore the area to a natural habitat, increase infiltration rates, and decrease 
stormwater runoff.  Accordingly, the stormwater runoff during operation of the Proposed Project would not 
exacerbate the existing erosion on the hillside or result in any other significant impact related to off-site 
drainage.  
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Response to Comment P1-90 

As discussed under Impact 4.6-3, the drainage system designed in accordance with the County’s 
Guidelines for Drainage Review utilized the 10-year design storm as the base design criteria.  In Order 
No. 99-059, adopted July 21, 2004, the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(SFBRWQCB) amended the San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program (SMCWPPP) 
NPDES Permit to incorporate specific new development and redevelopment requirements (SFBWQCB, 
2004).  The requirements apply to development projects that exceed certain thresholds of impervious 
surface area.  Beginning in August 2006, any project that creates at least 10,000 square feet of 
impervious surface must comply with C.3 Provisions of the NPDES permit.  In 2003, the San Mateo 
Countywide NPDES Municipal Stormwater Discharge Permit (NPDES Permit No. CAS0029921) was 
amended to include stricter requirements for post-construction stormwater control measures.  New 
development projects, including the Proposed Project, are required by the NPDES permit to incorporate 
site design, source control, and treatment measures to the “maximum extent practicable” and to use 
stormwater control measures that are technically feasible (likely to be effective) and not cost prohibitive, 
as described in C.3 Provisions of the NPDES permit.  Since more than 10,000 square feet of impervious 
surface would be created by the Proposed Project, the project must comply with C.3 Provisions of the 
NPDES permit and incorporate various prescribed measures into the project design.  The proposed on-
site detention and drainage systems as described in Section 3.4 (individual lot retention systems and 
bioretention treatment system) serve to meet C.3 Provisions.   
 

Response to Comment P1-91 

As stated in Section 4.4.4, all new structures of the Proposed Project would be designed in compliance 
with the CBC, which specifies that all proposed structures on the project site should be able to: resist 
minor earthquakes without damage; resist moderate earthquakes without structural damage but with 
some nonstructural damage; and resist major earthquakes without collapse but with some structural as 
well as nonstructural damage.  These construction standards would minimize the seismic ground shaking 
effects on developed structures; therefore, impacts related to ground shaking are less than significant and 
no mitigation is required.  Additionally, a detailed Geotechnical Investigation is required to be submitted 
by the applicant to the County Building Department (County General Plan Policy 15.21) prior to issuance 
of a building permit.  Mitigation Measures 4.4-2a, 4.4-2b, and 4.4-2c ensure the building designs will be 
consistent with the findings of the geotechnical investigation, the California Code of Regulations, and the 
CBC, and the Proposed Project will comply with all recommendations contained within the site-specific 
Geotechnical Investigation conducted by Michelucci & Associates (2013) (Appendix E of the Draft EIR).  
Further, as discussed in Section 3.4.2 of the Draft EIR, each individual lot will have its own separate 
stormwater retention system which could be insured under the individual home owner’s earthquake 
insurance should damage occur.   
 

Response to Comment P1-92 

The project description included in Section 3.0 of the Draft EIR was developed in accordance with CEQA 
and CEQA Guidelines to provide an adequate level of detail to assess the potentially significant impacts 
that could result to baseline conditions as a result of the implementation of the Proposed Project.  The 
project description provides the necessary level of detail required to assess the potential environmental 
impacts and includes such details as a description of the project location and existing setting; the project 
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objectives; the project components, including a description of the proposed residential development 
including the proposed roadway and parking, open space, water supply, sewer service and wastewater 
treatment, utilities, emergency services, grading and drainage, and green building; and the construction 
schedule, activities, and equipment.  Section 3.0 of the EIR also includes details regarding the ancillary 
development projects that would support the proposed development, such as public safety and fire 
protection, water and wastewater demands, circulation, grading and drainage, project construction, and 
best management practices (BMPs) that would be incorporated into project design to reduce the 
environmental impact of development.  Regarding the design of the proposed stormwater detention 
system, adequate detail is provided to allow for analysis of potential environmental impacts related to 
water quality; for example, the bioretention treatment system is described as a continuous deflective 
separation (CDS) hydrodynamic separator runoff treatment device that contains chambers designed to 
remove as many pollutants as possible in Section 3.4.2 of the Draft EIR.   
 

Response to Comment P1-93 

The comment provides case studies from the Washington State Department of Ecology regarding storm 
water systems on coastal bluffs.  The project site geology is different from a coastal bluff and therefore 
the presented case studies do not apply to the project area.  As stated in Section 3.4 and 4.6, drainage 
features would be designed in accordance with State and County requirements and, given the long 
retention time of the proposed storm water retention systems per each individual lot, impacts to the 
existing system during peak flows will be minimized.  The systems would not be installed on steep slopes 
as the individual systems would be installed on the graded lots thereby minimizing the potential issues 
raised by the commenter.  Furthermore, these types of underground detention systems are promoted for 
use by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) at residential sites where detention 
space is limited (USEPA, 2001).  As discussed in the fact sheet, these systems are ideal for highly 
urbanized areas and ensure that there is no net increase in peak runoff and that receiving waters (which 
would be the existing municipal collection system) are not adversely impacted by high flows from the site. 
 

Response to Comment P1-94 

The Draft EIR adequately addresses the potential grading and drainage issues associated with the 
implementation of the Proposed Project and the mitigation presented to maintain the system adequately 
addresses concerns regarding development of the Proposed Project in accordance with CEQA 
requirements.  Requiring proof of annual inspection and cleaning of each of the 19 individual lot storm 
drainage systems adequately addresses potential impacts from operation of the storm system and can 
readily be implemented through contractual arrangements between the Home Owners Association (HOA) 
or equivalent entity and an inspector.  Speculation in regards to the ability for the HOA or equivalent entity 
to maintain the drainage system is outside of the scope of CEQA.   
 

Response to Comment P1-95 

As discussed in Section 4.6.2 of the Draft EIR, runoff from the northeastern and eastern portion of the 
project site currently drains into the yard areas of the houses on Parrott Drive and CSM Drive.  The Draft 
EIR addresses the location of the drainage while the commenter addresses the direction of the flow.  The 
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existing drainage setting described in Section 4.6.2 of the Draft EIR accurately and adequately assessing 
the existing conditions at enough detail to provide a pre and post-development analysis of impacts.  
 

Response to Comment P1-96 

As stated in the Draft EIR, due to the slopes of the existing streets, water would choose the path of least 
resistance should the regional storm water systems become inundated during a severe storm exceeding 
that of a 10-year storm and follow the streets past the existing housing lots into Polhemus Creek, south of 
the project site.   
 

Response to Comment P1-97 

Runoff is treated on each individual lot via swales adjacent to each inlet of each individual lot’s storm 
water detention system.  The discharge of four lots into the County drainage system would not adversely 
affect the County’s ability to meet the permitting requirements for the County’s drainage and associated 
storm water discharge systems.  Additionally, the Proposed Project includes several BMPs to address 
drainage from the property during construction and long-term operation.  BMPs related to storm water 
drainage during construction are guided by the California C.3 storm water quality program.  Other BMPs, 
such as grassy-lined swales and smart landscaping, will address storm water drainage in the long term.   
 

Response to Comment P1-98 

Swales are considered standard BMPs and would be sized and positioned according to the final design of 
the residential lots.  The exact construction methodologies, siting, dimensions, and volume and speed of 
flow will be determined with the final building plans as these project specific features are typically 
determined after a project is approved.  The Draft EIR contains an adequate level of detail to assess the 
potential drainage impacts associated with the Proposed Project in accordance with the significance 
criteria presented in Section 4.6.4 of the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment P1-99 

The ditch was delineated by a qualified biologist.  The map referenced by the commenter adequately 
depicts the existing habitats on the project site.  As presented in Section 4.6, the drainage runs along the 
northeast side of the project site, behind a row of houses on the south side of Parrott Drive, and flows 
west towards Bel Aire Road.  This feature is fairly linear and may be man-made, or may have been more 
thoroughly channelized to facilitate drainage from adjacent housing.  The drainage plan for the project 
does not rely on this ditch to protect nearby residences from the runoff generated by the Proposed 
Project.  As discussed above, storm water runoff generated by the Proposed Project would be diverted to 
newly installed storm water conveyance facilities that would discharge into the existing County storm 
water system located beneath Bel Aire Road.   
 

Response to Comment P1-100 

Comment noted.  Seepage is not anticipated to result in adverse impacts in accordance with the 
significance criteria presented in Section 4.6.4 of the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Comment P1-101 

Comment noted.  Implementation of the Proposed Project would be required to apply for coverage under 
the State’s General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction 
Activity Construction General Permit Order 2009-0009-DWQ (CGP).  As discussed under Impact 4.6-1 of 
the Draft EIR, compliance with the permit mandates the development and implementation of a Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).  Mitigation Measure 4.4-1a outlines the BMPs that shall be 
incorporated, at a minimum, into the SWPPP prepared in accordance with regulatory requirements.  
Additionally, implementation of the Proposed Project requires obtaining a San Mateo County Grading 
Permit, which includes the development of a site-specific Erosion and Sediment Control Plan.  Mitigation 
Measure 4.4-1b specifies items and control measures that shall be included, at a minimum, in the Erosion 
and Sediment Control Plan.  The application rate for dust control is minimized to not only reduce the 
amount of water utilized during construction but also minimizes ponding and would not  generate ponding 
conditions that would encourage mosquito larvae development. 
 

Response to Comment P1-102 

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, the Draft EIR assesses impacts to the noise environment from 
the Proposed Project; and in particular, if the Proposed Project would result in exposure of persons to or 
generation of excessive groundborne vibration.  Assessment of the construction activities determined that 
groundborne vibration events at 25 feet (the reference distance for determination of groundborne 
vibration utilizing peak particle velocity [PPV]) were below the threshold for structures of 0.5 PPV; with the 
event with the most vibration being 34 percent of the threshold.  Accordingly, structures related to the 
pool are approximately 17 feet from the access road.  With a PPV at 25 feet being 34 percent of the 
threshold for damage to structures, the pool structures at 17 feet would not experience a PPV above the 
0.5 PPV threshold. 
 

Response to Comment P1-103 

Comment noted.  As discussed in the 2013 Supplemental Geotechnical Investigation, records searches 
and site inspections were conducted to determine if conditions had changed since the 2002 report was 
complied.  The results indicated that conditions have not changed since the completion of the previous 
report and many of the previous findings are still relevant to the Proposed Project.  Also noted in the 
report were that the recommendations from the 2002 report were updated to reflect current geotechnical 
requirements for development that were not required at the time the 2002 report was compiled.  New 
boreholes are not required as the geologic conditions of the site have not changed in accordance with the 
site inspections conducted by the geotechnical specialist.  
 

Response to Comment P1-104 

Comment noted.  The commenter presents a comment on County standards; however, the purpose of the 
Draft EIR is to assess compliance with current County standards.  Accordingly, the Proposed Project 
would comply with all applicable standards concerning development on the project site. 
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Response to Comment P1-105 

Comment noted.  Refer to the Response to Comment P1-6 regarding the analysis of shallow landslide 
hazards.  As stated above, development of the Proposed Project would be required to comply with all 
County building requirements. 
 

Response to Comment P1-106 

Comment noted.  Construction of the Proposed Project requires a San Mateo County Grading Permit 
which includes the requirement of an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan.  This Erosion and Sediment 
Control Plan shall be prepared by a licensed civil engineer or certified professional soil erosion and 
sediment control specialist.  The plan shall show the location of proposed vegetative erosion control 
measures, including landscaping and hydroseeding, and the location and details of all proposed drainage 
systems.  The plan shall include sufficient engineering analysis to show that the proposed erosion and 
sediment control measures during preconstruction, construction, and post-construction are capable of 
controlling surface runoff and erosion, retaining sediment on the project site, and preventing pollution of 
site runoff in compliance with the CWA. 
 

Response to Comment P1-107 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-106 regarding soil stability.  In addition, requirements of the 
SWPPP to be prepared in accordance with obtaining coverage under the CGP would further reduce 
impacts associated with erosion.  Tree removal would solely occur in areas where grading, compacting, 
and development are required.  Such development requires erosion control provisions or development 
(such as streets) would itself create soil stability. 
 

Response to Comment P1-108 

As stated above, construction requires a grading permit from the County and SWPPP for coverage under 
the CGP.  A provision of these permits is that uncovered soils must be protected from erosion.  Such 
BMPs as hydroseeding are often used to prevent erosion for soils that would be exposed for a longer 
period of time.  For example, Mitigation Measure 4.6-1 of the Draft EIR requires the SWPPP to revegetate 
any disturbed areas after the completion of construction activities.  Accordingly, no revisions to the Draft 
EIR are required to assess impact to soils from construction. 
 

Response to Comment P1-109 

The commenter is correct: the Health Risk Assessment (HRA) in the EIR does not provide an acute 
health risk analysis.  Due to the size of the project, number of residences being constructed (19), the 
intermittent nature of construction, and lack of DPM and toxic air contaminants (TAC) sources within 
1,500 feet of the project site, in accordance with the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, Risk and Hazard 
Screening Analysis Process Flow Chart, DPM and TAC concentration would not be substantial.  Because 
the area surrounding the project site does not have any significant sources of TAC or DPM emissions 
(see Impact 4.2-5, Section 4.2 of the EIR), an acute health risk analysis is not warranted as outlined in the 
BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, Risk and Hazard Screening Analysis Process Flow Chart.     
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Response to Comment P1-110 

Sensitive receptors are defined in Section 4.2.2 of the EIR.  Specific air and noise impact to the unique 
neighborhood is provided in Section 4.2.3 and 4.8 of the EIR, respectively.  The commenter provides a 
description of their residence and the potential health issues due to construction and operation of the 
Proposed Project; this comment is noted.  Section 3.2.3 of the EIR provides a health risk analysis which 
includes 400 receptors spread out in a one mile square grid pattern thought-out the project area.  The 
health risk analysis provides an assessment of possible injuries to sensitive receptors from the exposure 
to construction DPM which is defined by the California Air Resource Board as a TAC.  No further analysis 
is warranted.   
 

Response to Comment P1-111 

The commenter is correct: the dispersion modeling analysis was completed for the construction phase of 
the Proposed Project only.  As shown in Impact 3.2.5 in the EIR, the BAAQMD provides specific 
screening criteria for TACs and DPM.  In accordance with the BAAQMD screening criteria operation of 
the Proposed Project is not considered a significant contributor of TACs or DPM and since the nearest 
significant source of TACs or DPM is greater than 500 feet from the nearest sensitive receptor no 
operational dispersion modeling is required.  No further dispersion modeling is warranted in accordance 
with the BAAQMD 2010 CEQA Guidelines.  
 

Response to Comment P1-112 

The commenter is correct: the most appropriate and available local meteorology is required to be used in 
the health risk analysis.  The most appropriate and available local meteorology was used to determine 
dispersion pattern of DPM by the Lakes AERMOD dispersion model.  The meteorology used in the Lakes 
AERMOD dispersion model was chosen in collaboration with the BAAQMD.  As noted by the BAAQMD, 
there is no meteorology data for the immediate area surrounding the project site.  Meteorology used in 
the dispersion model was from the nearest climate station approved by the BAAQMD with the appropriate 
climate data for the model, which is located at the San Francisco International Airport.  No further 
modeling is warranted.   
 

Response to Comment P1-113 

The commenter is correct: the EIR states that construction emissions of DPM are temporary and 
intermittent and would not create long-term health risk to sensitive receptors.  Refer to Response to 
Comment P1-7, which discusses the long-term health risk to sensitive receptors.  As shown in Table 4.2-
6 of Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR, the neighborhood is not covered by excessively high concentration of 
DPM, as stated by the commenter.  The inhalation EPA Reference Concentration (RfC) is not a project 
specific significance level and therefore, is not an appropriate significance level to compare project-
related DPM concentration.  The inhalation RfC considers toxic effects for both the respiratory system 
(portal-of-entry) and systems peripheral to the respiratory system.  In general, the RfC is an estimate (with 
uncertainty spanning perhaps an order of magnitude) of a daily inhalation exposure of the human 
population (including sensitive subgroups) that is likely to be without an appreciable risk of deleterious 
effects during a lifetime (70 years).     
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Response to Comment P1-114 

The commenter is correct: the Draft EIR states that DPM would be reduced with the implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 4.2-1b.  Mitigation Measure 4.2-1b includes the use of DPM filters on all heavy 
construction equipment.  DPM filters were not included in the dispersion modeling; therefore, 
implementation would further reduce DPM emissions.  It should be noted that impacts from project-related 
DPM emissions were found less than significant (refer to Impact 4.2.2 of the EIR); therefore, no 
explanation of addition reduction measures is warranted.   
 

Response to Comment P1-115 

DPM emissions near sensitive receptors would not occur along truck routes when construction vehicles 
are not operating along those routes.  Construction vehicles would only operate during construction 
hours; refer to Response to Comment P1-7 for hours of operation during the construction phase.  The 
dispersion modeling results shows the worst case scenario.  As shown in Table 4.2-6 of Section 4.2 of the 
Draft EIR, the results did not exceed the BAAQMD cancer and chronic HI thresholds; therefore, no 
additional analysis is warranted.   
 

Response to Comment P1-116 

Comparison of dispersion modeling DPM concentrations to the State and federal PM2.5 ambient air quality 
standards is inappropriate.  State and federal PM2.5 thresholds are ambient air quality standards, which 
are calculated for the entire region.  The commenter calculated the ratio between the dispersion models 
highest DPM concentration and the 24-hour PM2.5 ambient air quality standard.  Construction DPM 
emissions would occur intermittently and in different areas of the construction site or along haul routes, 
not over the entire San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin.  In accordance with the California Air Resource 
Board, DPM is designated as a TAC; therefore, analyzing the health risk of DPM is in conformance with 
the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines.  Project related PM10 and PM2.5 emissions are estimated in Section 4.2 
of the EIR. In accordance with the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, if a project’s PM10 and/or PM2.5 
emissions do not exceed the BAAQMD thresholds of 82 pounds per day (lb/day) and 54 lb/day, 
respectively, the project would not cause and exceedance of the NAAQS or CAAQS.  No further analysis 
is warranted.     
  

Response to Comment P1-117 

The Proposed Project would result in the greatest emission of criteria pollutants as well as TACs and 
DPM.  The location of alternatives is the same as that of the Proposed Project; therefore, the 
meteorology, topography, and other factors would be the same as those provided in the Proposed 
Project.  Since the Proposed Project would emit the greatest TACs and DPM concentrations when 
compared to the alternatives, dispersion modeling of the Proposed Project provides a worst-case 
scenario.  As shown in Table 4.2-6 of Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR, the cancer and chronic HI do not 
exceed the BAAQMD thresholds of 10 in one million and 1, respectively.  Therefore, no additional 
alternative analysis is warranted.   
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Response to Comment P1-118 

The commenter is correct: the Draft EIR only analyzes DPM.  During the construction phase of the 
Proposed Project, DPM emissions provides the greatest health risk; therefore, DPM emissions were 
considered a worst-case-scenario for TACs (DPM is designated by the California Air Resource Board as 
a TAC).  DPM emissions were found to be below the BAAQMD health risk threshold; therefore, no other 
TAC emitted during construction would be above the BAAQMD health risk threshold.  No further analysis 
is warranted.  In accordance with the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, Risk and Hazard Screening Analysis 
Process Flow Chart, the Proposed Project is not a significant emitter of TACs.  Therefore, no operational 
analysis is warranted.     
 

Response to Comment P1-119 

The commenter is correct: Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines states impacts to air quality would be 
significant if the Proposed Project exposed sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.  As 
shown in Tables 4.2-5, 4.2-6, and 4.2-7 of Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR, no substantial pollutant 
concentration in the area of the Proposed Project was identified; refer to Response to Comment P1-7 for 
results of air quality analysis.  The pollutant concentrations provided in the EIR are those required under 
the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines; no further analysis is required.  Given this is a California environmental 
document prepared in compliance with CEQA, USEPA level analysis is not warranted.  It should be noted 
that California significance thresholds are generally more stringent than USEPA thresholds.   
 

Response to Comment P1-120 

As shown in Table 4.2- of the Draft EIR, the metrics required for analysis under the BAAQMD CEQA 
Guidelines are provided.  Additional metrics are not warranted to determine if the Proposed Project would 
impact the area surrounding the project site.  Cancer and chronic HI at sensitive receptors on Parrot Drive 
and CSM Drive would be less than those shown in Table 4.2-6 of the EIR due to the distance of these 
sensitive receptors to the project site.  No additional health risk assessment is needed.   
  

Response to Comment P1-121 

Refer to Response to Comment P1-7 regarding dispersion modeling results.  No mitigation measures 
are warranted given the results of the DPM dispersion modeling were below the BAAQMD cancer and 
chronic HI thresholds.  As shown in Table 4.2-6 of the Draft EIR, the construction phase of the Proposed 
Project would not produce levels of TACs in exceedance of significance criteria.  No additional mitigation 
is warranted because project-related TAC emissions are below the BAAQMD thresholds. 
 

Response to Comment P1-122 

Comment noted.  The commenter contends the neighborhood will be unduly hardshipped for two to four 
years.  Refer to the Response to Comment P1-32 regarding the timeline and schedule of construction of 
the Proposed Project.  Refer to Response to Comment P1-7 regarding the analysis of impacts 
associated with noise and air quality during construction of the Proposed Project.  
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Response to Comment P1-123 

Comment noted.  The purpose of a Draft EIR is to present mitigation measures to the Planning 
Commission that are recommended for incorporation into project approvals.  These measures are 
included in the Final EIR within the required MMRP.  Refer to Section 4.0 of Volume I of the Final EIR. 
 

Response to Comment P1-124 

Impacts of construction are adequately addressed throughout Section 4.0 of the Draft EIR as necessary 
in accordance with the significance criteria established in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines. 
 

Response to Comment P1-125 

Comment noted.  There are no precedents established that residential construction within an existing 
residential neighborhood of this size (19 units) would result in acute impacts to sensitive receptors.  
Emissions associated with the construction of the Proposed Project are far less than those from the 
nearby freeways and from the traffic associated with the College of San Mateo.  Furthermore, because 
the area surrounding the project site does not have any significant sources of TAC or DPM emissions 
(refer to Impact 4.2-5 in Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR); an acute health risk analysis is not warranted as 
outlined in the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, Risk and Hazard Screening Analysis Process Flow Chart.     
 

Response to Comment P1-126 

The Draft EIR assess both long-term and short-term impacts that may result from the implementation of 
the Proposed Project in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines and corresponding significance criteria 
presented for each resource discussion in Section 4.0 of the Draft EIR.  The Draft EIR, and associated 
Final EIR, adequately meets County requirements as established by CEQA.  No further analysis or 
mitigation beyond what is established by the approval of the Final EIR is required.  Outside of the CEQA 
process, commenters have the opportunity to consult with the County on existing or enhanced systems 
for resolving complaints related to construction impacts on public or private property. 
 

P2 John Mathon 

Response to Comment P2-1  

Comment noted.  Responses are provided below. 
 

Response to Comment P2-2 through P2-5 

Refer to Response to Comment P1-93 and P1-94 regarding drainage of the project site. 
 

Response to Comment P2-6 through P2-9 

Refer to Response to Comment P1-06 regarding the slope of the project site. 
 

Analytical Environmental Services 3-37  Ascension Heights Subdivision Project 
December 2014  Final EIR Volume I – Response to Comments 



3.0 Responses to Comments 

 

Response to Comment P2-10 through 17 

As stated in Section 3.4.2 of the Draft EIR street grades would range from 11 to 19 percent; any street 
with a slope greater than 15 percent would be constructed of concrete whereas all other streets would be 
asphalt.  The street design is consistent with County regulations and would not require a variance.  Refer 
to Response to Comment P1-04 regarding tree removal.  Retaining walls will be developed for Common 
Lot C adjacent to the access roadway and would be developed entirely on the project site and would not 
interfere with adjacent properties.  Refer to the Response to Comment P1-06 regarding the safety of the 
intersection of the private roadway with Bel Aire Drive.   
 

Response to Comment P2-18  

Impacts to water resources, including impacts to the municipal water supplies is addressed under Impact 
4.10-2, which takes into account shortfalls in water supply during dry years.  Mitigation Measure 4.10-2a 
ensures compliance with the Water Shortage Contingency Plan to reduce the impact of the Proposed 
Project to less than significant. 
 

Response to Comment P2-19  

Refer to Response to Comment P1-108 regarding erosion control.  Mitigation Measure 4.6-1 
incorporates erosion control measures, including revegetation and minimization of vegetation removal 
into the required SWPPP.  These provisions were included in the SWPPP to comply with existing Federal 
and State water quality control laws which require post-construction erosion control measures. 
 

Response to Comment P2-20  

Impacts to biological resources, including the mission blue butterfly and raptors, are addressed in Section 
4.3 f the Draft EIR and are further addressed in Response to Comment P1-04. 
 

Response to Comments P2-21 through 23  

Air quality and noise impacts of the Proposed Project are assessed in Sections 4.2 and 4.8, respectively.  
Refer to Responses to Comment P1-109 through P1-222 for responses to similar comments concerning 
air quality and noise impacts of the Proposed Project.  There are no indications based on existing 
information concerning the extent and duration of construction that impacts would result in adverse 
physical impacts to residents or cause nearby residences to be uninhabitable. 
 

Response to Comments P2-24 through 26 

Comment noted.  The EIR process provides the Planning Commission with a summary of potential 
impacts and proposed mitigation measures to reduce identified environmental impacts of the Applicant’s 
Proposed Project.  The EIR and associated documentation provides additional information for the 
Planning Commission to process during the approval or denial process of the Proposed Project.  The 
Applicant’s removal of units from the southern portion of the project addresses many of the concerns 
presented on the previous project (25 residential lots).  In addition, the 19 homes and lot arrangements 
are consistent with existing zoning regulations for the project site (20 foot buffers from property lines and 
maximum height of residences of 3 stories or 36 feet).   
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Response to Comments P2-27 through 34 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-7 regarding the analysis of impacts associated with noise in the 
Draft EIR.  
 

Response to Comments P2-35 through P2-41 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-7 regarding the analysis of impacts associated with air quality in 
the Draft EIR.   
 

Response to Comments P2-42 through 45 

Water demands of the Proposed Project are presented in Section 4.10 under impact discussion 4.10-2.  
Impacts to water supplies are addressed in Response to Comment P2-18. 
 

Response to Comment P2-46 

Comment noted.  The analyses within the Draft EIR are conservative by utilizing the nearest sensitive 
receptor to evaluate the potential impacts.  For example, noise impacts are evaluated using a distance of 
50 feet, which is the distance from construction activities to the nearest residence (industry standards 
indicates that noise assessments utilize the interior of a residence as the receptor and not the property 
lines).  By utilizing the nearest sensitive receptor, impacts to other receptors are assumed to be reduced 
by comparison. 
 

Response to Comments P2-47 through 53 

Impacts associated with the roadway are assessed in accordance with the significance criteria 
established by the CEQA Guidelines.  Refer to Response to Comment P1-6 regarding compliance with 
County roadway codes and analysis of the safety of the proposed intersection.  Refer to the Response to 
Comment P1-31 regarding the commenter's recommendations for other locations of the access roadway.  
 

Response to Comments P2-54 through 58 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-6 concerning impacts related to the topography of the site.  
There are no anticipated adverse impacts to tax revenue or housing prices associated with the Proposed 
Project, and these issues are not considered environmental impacts by the CEQA Guidelines.   
 

Response to Comments P2-59 through 69 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-93 regarding the utilization of underground retention for storm 
water control.  Refer to the Response to Comment P1-90 regarding utilization of the 10-year storm to 
design the storm water system for the Proposed Project.  Refer to the Response to Comment P1-91 
regarding seismic stability of the installed systems.  Refer to the Response to Comment P1-96 regarding 
impacts from storms with intensities greater than the 10-year design storm.  Refer to the Response to 
Comment P1-94 regarding the adequacy of the drainage analysis to meet CEQA requirements.  All 
retaining walls would be built to code as required. 
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Response to Comments P2-70 through 75 

Impacts to biological resources and associated mitigation, including the mission blue butterfly and raptors 
are addressed in Section 4.3 of the Draft EIR and are further addressed in Response to Comment P1-
04.  As discussed in Section 3.4.2 of the Draft EIR, the Proposed Project would include an on-site 
stormwater drainage system designed and sized such that runoff from the Proposed Project will be 
released at pre-development rates.  Each individual lot will have its own separate storm water retention 
system that will meter discharge from each individual lot.  The new off-site storm drain lines will 
connect into a common manhole at the intersection of Bel Aire Road and Ascension Drive.  The 
system would then connect into the existing County storm drain system, following Ascension Drive 
down to Polhemus Road, with the treated runoff ultimately released into Polhemus Creek.  Therefore, 
runoff would not increase erosion on the project site.   
 

Response to Comments P2-76 through 78 

The residences would be constructed in accordance with all County zoning guidelines and regulations.  
This zoning establishes a limit of lot coverage of 40 percent and requires setbacks of 20 feet (front and 
back yards) and 5 feet (side yards).  The maximum height limit for buildings on the project site is 3 stories 
or 36 feet (refer to the Response to Comment P1-41 regarding the updated viewshed analysis).  Lot 
sizes range from a minimum of 7,500 sf to a maximum of approximately 16,000 sf.  One single-family 
house would be developed per each lot.  House development footprints are no more than 40 percent of 
the square footage of each lot, leaving at least 60 percent for yard coverage.  Setbacks for houses are 20 
feet for front and back yards and 5 feet for side yards.  Houses do not exceed 36 feet in height or 3 
stories.  As discussed above, all residential structures would be designed to be consistent with 
surrounding neighborhoods, to minimize erosion, to maximize soil stability, and to screen existing 
viewsheds from the new development to the extent feasible.  Lack of privacy in not considered an 
environmental impact in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines and maximum privacy cannot be 
guaranteed and is not enforceable as a code violation.  However, with the incorporation of a landscaping 
plan and tree replacement plan, impacts to long-term privacy issues would be reduced. 
 

Response to Comments P2-79 through 81 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-05 regarding project lighting. 
 

Response to Comments P2-82 and 83  

Comment noted.  The commenter presents a comment on County standards; however, the purpose of the 
Draft EIR is to assess compliance with current County standards.  Accordingly, the Proposed Project 
would comply with all applicable standards concerning development on the project site. 
 

Response to Comments P2-84 through 86 

The commenter provides a list of the comments previously presented.  Refer to the Responses to 
Comments P2-1 through P2-83. 
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Response to Comment P2-87  

Comment noted.  As disclosed in Section 5.3 of the Draft EIR, mitigation has been identified to reduce 
identified impacts to less-than-significant levels and no significant and unavoidable impacts were 
identified.  No further mitigation is required. 
 

Response to Comments P2-88 through 98 

Refer to Response to Comment P2-46 regarding the analysis of impact to the nearest sensitive receptor 
to determine the significance of an impact.  Implementation of the mitigation outlined within the EIR, 
especially those for air quality and noise emissions, would reduce health risks to baseline conditions 
associated with living within a residential neighborhood.  The commenter reiterates comments previously 
addressed above.  Refer to the responses above to each specific comment. 
 

Response to Comments P2-99 through 103 

Comment noted.  Refer to the Responses to Comments P2-1 through P2-98 to specific comments 
concerning the Proposed Project and subsequent responses addressing the EIR compliance with CEQA 
requirements. 
 

P3 Donald Munakata 

Response to Comment P3-1 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-2 regarding the content and volume of material discussed in the 
Draft EIR.   
 

Response to Comment P3-2 

Project objectives are discussed in Section 3.4.1 of the Draft EIR.  A side-by-side qualitative comparison 
of the severity of environmental impacts among the Proposed Project and project alternatives is provided 
in Table 6-1 in Section 6.5 of the Draft EIR.  Refer to the Response to Comment P1-62 regarding the 
adequacy and completeness of the description and analysis of alternatives.  
 

Response to Comment P3-3 

As stated by the commenter, one of the objectives of the Proposed Project is to “Provide sufficient 
housing supply jointly with the cities located in the County that meets San Mateo County's projected 
housing needs” (emphasis added).  The purpose of the Proposed Project is not to provide all of the 
housing supply to meet the County’s projected housing needs.  Further, another objective of the 
Proposed Project is to “Provide residential development consistent with economic and social needs and 
environmental constraints,” as stated in Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR.  The size, topography, and 
geography of the project site as well as the County land use designations and ordinances limit  the 
development potential of the site and in response to those factors, the Applicant has designed the 
Proposed Project to provide 19 single-family residences.  
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Response to Comment P3-4 

As stated in Section 6.1 of the Draft EIR, the purpose of the alternative analysis, according to the CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), is to describe a range of reasonable alternative projects that could 
feasibly attain most of the objectives of the Proposed Project and to evaluate the comparative merits of 
the alternatives.  An assessment of the availability of other future housing developments within the 
County as well reducing the present vacancy rate in the unincorporated area of the County are both 
beyond the scope of this EIR.   
 
As discussed in Section 6.3, development of the Proposed Project by the project applicant on another site 
is infeasible as the applicant does not own an alternate site with similar requirements (zoning, acreage, 
and infrastructure).  Thus, alternative site locations were not selected for detailed analysis as a site could 
not be identified that would reasonably accomplish the stated objectives of the project while reducing the 
environmental effects.  Analysis of the environmental impacts of developing housing on another site by a 
developer other than the project applicant is beyond the scope of this EIR.   
 

Response to Comment P3-5 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-62 regarding the adequacy and completeness of the description 
and analysis of alternatives pursuant to CEQA. 
 

Response to Comment P3-6 

As discussed in Section 6.4.3 of the Draft EIR, Alternative C (Alternative [Large Lot] Design) would 
accomplish some of the project objectives, however to a lesser degree than the Proposed Project.  
Alternative C would result in the addition of single-family homes.  However, the proposed low density 
construction would not meet the objectives, which require sufficient housing supply to meet County 
projected housing needs.  Maximizing the use of all areas zoned for residential development in the 
County ensures the County and City of San Mateo will be able to meet the projected housing needs as 
stated and required by the County General Plan Housing Element.   
 
As discussed in Section 6.4.2 of the Draft EIR, Alternative B (Reduced Intensity) would generally 
accomplish the project objectives identified by the County and project applicant, however to a lesser 
extent than the Proposed Project.  Development of Alternative B would result in lesser impacts than the 
Proposed Project in five issue areas, similar impacts to the Proposed Project in four issue areas, and 
greater impacts than the Proposed Project in two issue areas.   
 
Refer to Response to Comment P1-62 regarding the purpose of analysis of alternatives in a Draft EIR 
as required by CEQA.  
 

Response to Comment P3-7 

Comment noted.  The County Planning Commission (“decision making body”) will consider requiring that 
the project applicant to incorporate aspects of the project alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR consistent 
with County rules and regulations and as the County Planning Commission deems necessary.   
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Response to Comment P3-8 

Comment noted.  The request that an alternatives analysis to identify what components of the alternatives 
presented in the Draft EIR need to be incorporated in to the final selected project is beyond the scope of 
the EIR.  The “decision making body” is the County Planning Commission.   
 

Response to Comment P3-9 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-62 regarding the adequacy and completeness of the description 
and analysis of alternatives pursuant to CEQA. 
 

Response to Comment P3-10 and P3-11 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-13 regarding the MMRP, which is the County’s program to report 
on and monitor measures adopted as part of the environmental review process to mitigate or avoid 
significant effects on the environment.  As the Lead Agency, the County will ensure mitigation measures 
are implemented and will serve as a point of contact for the public.   
   

Response to Comment P3-12 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-13 regarding the MMRP, which is the County’s program to report 
on and monitor measures adopted as part of the environmental review process to mitigate or avoid 
significant effects on the environment.  As the Lead Agency, the County will ensure mitigation measures 
are implemented and will serve as a point of contact for the public.   
 

Response to Comment P3-13 

Refer to the Responses to Comments P3-10 through P3-12 regarding the request for an environmental 
compliance monitor and point of contact for ensuring incorporation of mitigation measures.  
 

Response to Comment P3-14 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-32 regarding construction timelines and a discussion as to how 
increasing the length of time of construction would reduce the intensity of impacts, including impacts 
related to dust emissions.     
 

Response to Comment P3-15 

Comment noted.  The County will conduct periodic site inspections to verify compliance with air quality 
Mitigation Measures 4.2-1a and 4.2-1b during construction, as required by the MMRP included as Table 
4-1 in Section 4.0.  Mitigation Measures 4.2-1a and 4.2-1b are designed to reduce emissions during 
construction to a less-than-significant level.  Accordingly, real time monitoring of air quality would not be 
necessary.   
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Response to Comment P3-16 

The Proposed Project will comply with all BAAQMD regulations.  As discussed in Section 4.2.4 of the 
Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 4.2-1a requires the applicant to ensure, through the enforcement of 
contractual obligations, that construction contractors implement a fugitive dust abatement program during 
construction, which shall include elements consistent with the Basic Construction Mitigation Measures 
recommended by the BAAQMD.  No permits from the BAAQMD are required to implement the Proposed 
Action.  
 

Response to Comment P3-17 

Refer to Response to Comment P3-12 regarding enforcement of mitigation measures.  The mitigation 
measure in question was implemented in accordance with BAAQMD’s Feasible Control Measures for 
Construction Emissions of PM10. 
 

Response to Comment P3-18 

The technical reports required by mitigation measures shall be submitted to the County per the MMRP 
presented in Table 4-1 of Section 4.0 of this Final EIR.  Although not required by CEQA, the reports may 
be requested from the County.  
 

Response to Comment P3-19 

Michelucci & Associates prepared a Supplemental Geotechnical Investigation (Michelucci, 2013) to the 
2002 Geotechnical and Engineering Geologic Investigation, Proposed Ascension Heights Subdivision, 
San Mateo County, California report, which was included Appendix E of the Draft EIR.  Results of 
Supplemental Geotechnical Investigation indicated that additional borings were not necessary as 
geotechnical site conditions had not changed since the borings were conducted in 2002.A map of the soil 
borings taken during the 2002 Michelucci & Associates investigation can be found in the corresponding 
report, for which the full reference is provide in Section 8.0 of the Draft EIR and shown below:  
 

Michelucci & Associates (Michelucci), 2002.  Geotechnical and Engineering 
Geologic Investigation, Proposed Ascension Heights Subdivision, San Mateo 
County, California.  Prepared by Michelucci & Associates, Inc.  December 16, 
2002 

 
Refer to the Response to Comment P1-6 regarding the analysis of potential erosion to residences on 
Parrot Drive.  
 

Response to Comment P3-20 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-46 regarding the proposed construction truck traffic route.   
 

Analytical Environmental Services 3-44  Ascension Heights Subdivision Project 
December 2014  Final EIR Volume I – Response to Comments 



3.0 Responses to Comments 

 

Response to Comment P3-21 

Traffic counts were conducted during peak hours while the College of San Mateo was in session.  Refer 
to the Response to Comment P1-47 regarding the appropriateness and adequacy of the analysis of 
construction traffic impacts presented in the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment P3-22 

Refer to the Response to Comment P3-16 regarding BAAQMD permits.  It is unclear why the 
Commenter believes permits are required from California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and the 
California Department of Public Health for the Proposed Project; permits are not required from these 
State agencies for the Proposed Project.  
 

Response to Comment P3-23 

As discussed in Section 3.4.2 of the Draft EIR, the Proposed Project includes an open space component 
and several permanent BMPs to address drainage existing drainage issues from the property during long-
term operation, both of which would protect and enhance the character of the existing single family areas.  
Additionally, the Proposed Project is consistent with existing single-family land uses.  Development of the 
Proposed Project would protect the existing single-family areas from incompatible land uses which would 
degrade the environmental quality and economic stability of the area.  
 

Response to Comments P3-24 and P3-25 

Comments noted. Refer to the Responses to Comments P3-1 through P3-23 regarding historic 
comments submitted on the previous EIR.  
 

P4 Laurel and Donald Nagle 

Response to Comment P4-1 

Comment noted.  
 

Response to Comment P4-2 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-99 regarding the drainage feature along the northeastern edge 
of the project site.  
 

Response to Comment P4-3 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-4 regarding the adequacy and completeness of the analysis of 
potential impacts to biological resources.  
 

Response to Comment P4-4 and P4-5 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-67 regarding the potential impact to trees and proposed 
mitigation.  
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Response to Comment P4-6 

Comment noted.  The effects of the required vegetation along the northeastern border of the project site 
will be considered in the required landscaping plan; refer to the Response to Comment P1-35 for further 
discussion.  
 

Response to Comment P4-7 

Refer to the Responses to Comments P1-89 and P1-92 regarding the proposed stormwater drainage 
system and level of detail provided in the Draft EIR.  
 

Response to Comment P4-8 

Mitigation Measures 4.2-1a and 4.2-1b in Section 4.2.4 of the Draft EIR would reduce the emissions of 
particulate matter and dust to less-than-significant level.  In addition, Mitigation Measures 4.2-1a and 4.2-
1b would also reduce the off-site movement of these particles, which would in turn prevent settling and 
adverse impacts to solar panels, swimming pools, water features, etc.  
 

Response to Comment P4-9 

As no parking would be allowed in the hammerhead cul-de-sacs (refer to the Response to Comment P1-
26 for further discussion), the only traffic in the cul-de-sacs would be temporary and intermittent.  
Accordingly, traffic in the cul-de-sacs would not create a new source of substantial light or glare which 
would adversely affect day or nighttime views, and the aesthetic impact is less-than-significant under the 
provisions of CEQA.  Additional community concerns may be considered by the Planning Commission 
outside of the CEQA process..  
 

Response to Comment P4-10 

Comment noted.  As discussed in Section 1.2.2, agencies and members of the public were invited to 
attend a public scoping meeting and provide input on the scope of the EIR.  Comments from agencies 
and the public provided at the scoping meeting and in written comments submitted in response to the 
NOP are included within Appendix A of the Draft EIR.  All comments were reviewed and considered in 
development of the Draft EIR.  Mitigation Measures 4.4-1a and 4.4-1b in Section 4.4.4 of the Draft EIR 
were included to reduce the impacts related to soil and erosion to a less-than-significant level.   
 

Response to Comment P4-11 

Refer to Response to Comment P1-6 regarding analysis of the safety as related to traffic and the 
transportation system.  
 

Response to Comment P4-12 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-6 regarding the analysis of shallow landslide hazards.    
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P5  Frederick Hansson, Commissioner, 2nd District, San Mateo County 
Planning and Building Department Planning Commission 

Response to Comment P5-1 

Comment noted.  The water supply and associated shortages are acknowledged in Section 4.10.2 of the 
Draft EIR.  Accordingly, Mitigation Measure 4.10-2a was included in the Draft EIR to ensure the Proposed 
Project would comply with California Water Service Company’s Water Shortage Contingency Plan and 
reduce the impact of the Proposed Project to less than significant 
 

Response to Comments P5-2 through P5-4 

Comment noted.  Limitations established by the Raker Act are acknowledged; however, the water supply 
analysis includes provisions for water supply shortages and a discrete discussion of the potential 
reductions of water supply through Raker Act limitations is unnecessary to assess the impact of the 
Proposed Project on regional water supplies.  Refer to Response to Comment P5-1 regarding impacts 
to the water supply during years of supply shortages.  
 

P6 David and Laura Ditlevsen 

Response to Comment P6-1 

Comment noted.  Responses to specific comments presented by the commenter are provided below. 
 

Response to Comment P6-2 

Comment noted.  While completion of the project could take 10 years, construction would be intermittent 
as the houses would be constructed as lots are purchased.  Furthermore, the air quality analysis 
presented in Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR adequately addresses CEQA requirements as outlined in the 
CEQA Guidelines. 
 

Response to Comment P6-3 

Noise impacts are addressed in Section 4.8.  Impacts and noise levels are compared to regulatory 
standards and code requirements as implemented by the County.  The Proposed Project is consistent 
with the zoning of the site and therefore implementation of the Proposed Project does not constitute loss 
of open space from a CEQA and planning perspective. 
 

Response to Comment P6-4 

Traffic impacts are assessed in Section 4.11 of the Draft EIR.  As stated therein, implementation of the 
Proposed Project would adversely impact traffic operations within the neighborhood and traffic impacts 
are considered less than significant. 
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Response to Comment P6-5 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-06 regarding stability of the slopes of the project site and 
impacts from the implementation of the Proposed Project. 
 

Response to Comment P6-6 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-36 regarding privacy. 
 

Response to Comment P6-7 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-05 regarding visual impacts assessed under CEQA 
. 

Response to Comment P6-8 

Comment noted.  The County General Plan land use designation for the project site is Medium Low 
Density Residential (2.4 to 6.0 dwelling units [du]/acre).  The project site is zoned R-1/S-8 (single-family 
residential/7,500 square foot [sf] minimum lot size).  This zoning establishes a limit of lot coverage of 40 
percent and requires setbacks of 20 feet (front and back yards) and 5 feet (side yards).  The maximum 
height limit for buildings on the project site is 3 stories or 36 feet.  The residences would be constructed in 
accordance with these County zoning guidelines and regulations.  Lot sizes would range from a minimum 
of 7,500 sf to a maximum of approximately 16,000 sf.  One single-family house would be developed per 
lot.  House development footprints would be no more than 40 percent of the square footage of each lot, 
leaving at least 60 percent for yard coverage.  Setbacks for houses would be 20 feet for front and back 
yards and 5 feet for side yards.  Houses would not exceed 36 feet in height or 3 stories.  As discussed 
above, all residential structures would be designed to be consistent with surrounding neighborhoods, to 
minimize erosion, to maximize soil stability, and to screen existing viewsheds from the new development 
while still minimizing obstruction of solar access per each residence.  Therefore, the Proposed Project is 
consistent with planning rules and regulations. 
 

P7 Dave Kong 

Response to Comment P7-1 

Comment noted.  In accordance with CEQA requirements and corresponding significance criteria, noise 
and air quality impacts are addressed in Sections 4.8 and 4.2, respectively.  While “damage” is a general 
impact used by the commenter without referencing a specific resource, assessment of potential damage 
to environmental resources from the implementation of the Proposed Project are addressed throughout 
Section 4.0 of the Draft EIR.   
 

Response to Comment P7-2 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-06 concerning the slopes on the project site and subsequent 
impacts from implementation of the Proposed Project. 
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P8 Carmen and Ted Glasgow 

Response to Comment P8-1 

Comment noted.  The air quality analysis was conducted in accordance with industry standards to 
determine the potential to impact human health as required under CEQA.  Refer to Response to 
Comment P1-7 regarding the methodology utilized to assess air quality impacts. 
 
 

P9 Anee Pitkin 

Response to Comments P9-1 and P9-2 

Comment noted.  Refer to the Response to Comment P1-7 regarding the analysis of impacts associated 
with air quality in the Draft EIR.  Impacts associated with air quality during construction of the Proposed 
Project are addressed in Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR in accordance with CEQA and CEQA Guidelines.     

P10 - Ashleigh Evans and Dan Hager 

Response to Comment P10-1 

Comment noted.  Refer to the responses to Comment Letter P1 for a complete discussion of the 
Baywood HOA’s comments referred to in this comment. 
 

Response to Comment P10-2 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-6 regarding potential impacts associated with steepness of the 
proposed residential lots and the soil stability on the project site and vicinity, which were addressed in 
Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR.   
 

Response to Comment P10-3 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-36 regarding privacy. 
 

Response to Comment P10-4 

Comment noted.  Refer to the Response to Comment P2-35 regarding air quality and potential health 
issues.  Impacts associated with air quality during construction of the Proposed Project are addressed in 
Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR in accordance with CEQA and CEQA Guidelines.  Refer to the Response to 
Comment P1-7 regarding the adequacy and completeness of the analysis of impacts associated with 
construction noise contained in Section 4.8 of the Draft EIR.  Refer to the Response to Comment P1-47 
regarding impacts associated with traffic during construction, which are addressed in Section 4.11 of the 
Draft EIR in accordance with CEQA and CEQA Guidelines.   
 

Response to Comment P10-5 

Comment noted.  The EIR was prepared in accordance with CEQA and CEQA Guidelines and 
appropriately concludes impacts of the Proposed Project would be less than significant to environmental 
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resources; refer to the Response to Comment P1-2 for further discussion.  Refer to the Response to 
Comment P1-46 regarding the assessment of the construction truck haul routes. 
 

P11 Ronald and Arlene Johnson 

Response to Comments P11-1 through P11-2 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-3 regarding non-substantive comments or statements of opinion. 
 

Response to Comment P11-3 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-6 regarding potential impacts associated with steepness of the 
proposed residential lots and the soil stability on the project site and vicinity, which were addressed in 
Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR.   
 

Response to Comment P11-4 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-3 regarding non-substantive comments or statements of opinion. 
 
A bond for the unlikely event that project applicant chooses not to finish the development is not a 
reasonably foreseeable effect and is beyond what is required to be addressed in accordance with CEQA. 
 

Response to Comment P11-5 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-56 regarding impacts to roadways.  Refer to the Response to 
Comment P1-06 regarding the steep slopes on the project site. 
 

P12 Ray Razavi 

Response to Comment P12-1 

As stated in Section 4.11.1 of the Draft EIR, criteria for determining the significance of impacts to traffic 
and circulation were developed based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines and relevant agency 
guidelines.  Concerns related to existing speeding on roads in the vicinity of the project site are beyond 
the scope of this EIR.  Additional “traffic calming” mitigation measures, as requested by the commenter, 
are beyond what is required to be addressed in accordance with CEQA.  Additional provisions to address 
community concerns may be considered by the Planning Commission outside of the CEQA process.. 
 

P13 Ruth Ciranni 

Response to Comment P13-1 

Comment noted.  Refer to the Response to Comment P1-6 regarding the adequacy and completeness 
of the analysis of impacts associated with geologic stability contained in Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR.   
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Response to Comment P13-2 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-6 regarding potential impacts associated with steepness of the 
proposed residential lots and the soil stability on the project site and vicinity, which were addressed in 
Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR.  The EIR was prepared in accordance with CEQA and CEQA Guidelines and 
appropriately and accurately addresses impacts associated with steepness and soil stability within the 
context of applicable federal, State, and local laws, codes, ordinances, and standards.  Concerns related 
to the standards and codes for houses in the vicinity of the project site, as well as retaining walls and 
other construction methods in the vicinity, is beyond the scope of this EIR. 
 

Response to Comment P13-3 

Comment noted.  Refer to the Response to Comment P2-35 regarding air quality and potential health 
issues.  Impacts associated with air quality during construction of the Proposed Project are addressed in 
Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR in accordance with CEQA and CEQA Guidelines.  Refer to the Response to 
Comment P1-7 regarding the adequacy and completeness of the analysis of impacts associated with 
construction noise contained in Section 4.8 of the Draft EIR. 
 

P14 Ines Malardino 

Response to Comment P14-1 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-3 regarding non-substantive comments or statements of opinion. 
 

Response to Comment P14-2 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-36 regarding aesthetics and privacy concerns. 
 
Refer to the Response to Comment P1-6 regarding the adequacy and completeness of the analysis of 
impacts associated with geologic stability contained in Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR.  As discussed in 
Section 4.6.2 and Impact 4.6-5 of Section 4.6.4 of the Draft EIR, the hilltop project site does not have a 
high groundwater table.  Due to the slopes and soil types, groundwater moves down-gradient and 
accumulates at the toe of the hill in the surrounding neighborhood.  No free groundwater or underground 
springs were encountered onsite during test borings.  The Proposed Project would be constructed in 
accordance with all County guidelines and regulations, as well as all CBC requirements.  As such, all 
potential impacts associated with seismic activity and groundwater table are reduced to a less-than-
significant level.   
 

P15 Ellen Fisher   

Response to Comment P15-1 

Comment noted.  Refer to the Response to Comment P1-3 regarding non-substantive comments or 
statements of opinion. 
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P16 Bob and Rosemarie Thomas 

Response to Comment P16-1 

Refer to the Response to Comment P2-35 regarding air quality and potential health issues.  Impacts 
associated with air quality during construction of the Proposed Project are addressed in Section 4.2 of the 
Draft EIR in accordance with CEQA and CEQA Guidelines. 
 
Comment noted.  Refer to the Response to Comment P1-2 regarding the history of the project site, 
previously-proposed projects on the property, and how such projects relate to the current Draft EIR and 
CEQA process. 
 

Response to Comment P16-2 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-47 regarding impacts associated with traffic during construction, 
which are addressed in Section 4.11 of the Draft EIR in accordance with CEQA and CEQA Guidelines.  
As discussed in Impact 4.11-1, the Draft EIR uses the following methodology to assess the number of 
truck trips: 
 

Construction worker vehicles would park on the project site and/or on the east side of Bel 
Aire Road.  It is estimated that workers would generate approximately 20 round trips per day.  
The largest volume and frequency of traffic would result from large trucks transporting 
excavated soil off site during the grading phase of construction.  An estimated 26,510 cubic 
yards of soil will be removed from the project site, which equates to approximately 40,000 
bulk cubic yards of soil.  Assuming 30 working days for off haul and an average of 17 bulk 
cubic yards per truck, the number of truck trips per day to and from the project site would be 
156.  These truck trips would likely be on Bel Aire Road, to Ascension Drive east of Bel Aire 
Road to Polhemus Road.  Therefore, construction of the Proposed Project would add 
approximately 176 vehicles per day during the soil hauling phase of construction; this 
represents the worst case scenario.   

 

Response to Comment P16-3 

Comment noted.  Refer to the Response to Comment P1-6 regarding the adequacy and completeness 
of the analysis of impacts associated with geologic stability contained in Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR.   
 

Response to Comment P16-4 

As discussed in Section 3.4.2 of the Draft EIR, “each roadway would have a hammerhead cul-de-sac with 
enough space to accommodate turnaround of emergency vehicles and single unit delivery trucks (20 feet 
wide by 85 feet long).”  This exceeds the San Mateo County Fire Marshal’s Office requirements of 20 foot 
wide roadways for adequate emergency access and turnaround.  Refer to the Response to Comment 
P1-36 regarding impacts to aesthetics and the adequacy of the EIR analysis of visual impacts. 
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Response to Comment P16-5 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-6 regarding potential impacts associated with steepness of the 
proposed residential lots and the soil stability on the project site and vicinity, which were addressed in 
Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR.  The EIR was prepared in accordance with CEQA and CEQA Guidelines and 
appropriately and accurately addresses impacts associated with steepness and soil stability within the 
context of applicable federal, State, and local laws, codes, ordinances, and standards.  Concerns related 
to the standards and codes for houses in the vicinity of the project site, as well as retaining walls built in 
other areas in the vicinity, is beyond the scope of this EIR.  Similar to the bond requested in Comment 
P11-4, a contingency plan for the unlikely event that project applicant chooses not to finish the 
development is not a reasonably foreseeable effect and is beyond what is required to be addressed in 
accordance with CEQA.   
 

P17 Mary Wales Loomis 

Response to Comment P17-1 

Comment noted.  Refer to the Response to Comment P1-6 regarding the adequacy and completeness 
of the analysis of impacts associated with geologic stability contained in Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR.  
Refer to the Response to Comment P1-24 regarding the applicability of City, County, and State laws 
and ordinances.  As discussed in Section 4.5.4 of the Draft EIR, buildings will be designed and 
constructed according to guidelines and/or objectives of the CBC, including the CALGreen Code; the 
County General Plan, including County land use and zoning designations; the County LAFCO policies; 
and the City of San Mateo General Plan. 
 

P18 Joe and Niki Manske 

Response to Comment P18-1 

Comment noted.  Refer to the Response to Comment P1-6 regarding the adequacy and completeness 
of the analysis of impacts associated with geologic stability contained in Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR.  
Refer to the Response to Comment 16-4 regarding emergency vehicle access and fire safety. 
 

Response to Comment P18-2 

The applicant’s financial considerations for the Proposed Project, and the perceived failure by the 
applicant to account for low profit margins, are beyond the scope of the EIR.   

P19 Craig Nishizaki 

Response to Comment P19-1 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-36 for the adequacy of analysis of impacts associated with 
aesthetics.  The use of "story poles" is not necessary.   
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Response to Comment P19-2 

Refer to the Response to Comment P2-35 regarding air quality and potential health issues.  Impacts 
associated with air quality during construction of the Proposed Project are addressed in Section 4.2 of the 
Draft EIR in accordance with CEQA and CEQA Guidelines. 
 

Response to Comment P19-3 

Refer to the Responses to Comments P1-46 and P1-47 regarding impacts associated with traffic during 
construction of the Proposed Project. 
 

Response to Comment P19-4 

Comment noted.  All comments are in the administrative record for the project and will be considered by 
the County in making its decision.   
 

P20 Carl and Lois Pileri 

Response to Comment P20-1 

Comment noted. 
 

Response to Comment P20-2 

Comment noted.  Refer to the Response to Comment P1-6 regarding the adequacy and completeness 
of the analysis of impacts associated with geologic stability contained in Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR.  
Refer to the Response to Comment P14-2 regarding underground springs 
 

Response to Comment P20-3 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-6 regarding potential impacts associated with steepness of the 
proposed residential lots and the soil stability on the project site and vicinity, which were addressed in 
Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR.  The EIR was prepared in accordance with CEQA and CEQA Guidelines and 
appropriately and accurately addresses impacts associated with steepness and soil stability within the 
context of applicable federal, State, and local laws, codes, ordinances, and standards.  Concerns related 
to the standards and codes for houses in the vicinity of the project site, as well as retaining walls built in 
other areas in the vicinity, are beyond the scope of this EIR.   
 

Responses to Comment P20-4 and P20-5 

Comments noted. 
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P21 Ian Withrow 

Response to Comment P21-1 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-7 regarding the analysis of impacts associated with air quality in 
the Draft EIR.  Impacts associated with air quality during construction of the Proposed Project are 
addressed in Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR in accordance with CEQA and CEQA Guidelines. 
 
Impacts associated with traffic during construction of the Proposed Project are addressed in Section 4.11 
of the Draft EIR in accordance with CEQA and CEQA Guidelines.  Additional mitigation for large trucks 
due to safety concerns for small children is beyond what is required to be in accordance with CEQA.   
 

Response to Comment P21-2 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-2 regarding the history of the project site, previously-proposed 
projects on the property, and how those projects relate to the current Draft EIR and CEQA process. 
 

P22 Marilyn Haithcox 

Response to Comment P22-1 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-3 regarding non-substantive comments or statements of opinion. 
 
The commenter does not provide explanation or detail as to how the Draft EIR is “inadequate, incorrect in 
many ways, and lacking in its approach.”  The EIR was prepared in accordance with CEQA and CEQA 
Guidelines and appropriately and accurately addresses environmental impacts throughout Section 4.0.  A 
more detailed response cannot be provided.   
 

P23 Suzanne Kennedy 

Response to Comments P23-1 and P23-2 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-7 regarding the analysis of impacts associated with air quality 
and potential health issues in the Draft EIR.  Impacts associated with air quality during construction of the 
Proposed Project are addressed in Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR in accordance with CEQA and CEQA 
Guidelines. 
 

Response to Comments P23-3 and P23-4 

Comment noted.  Refer to the Response to Comment P1-7 regarding air quality and potential health 
issues.  Impacts associated with air quality during construction of the Proposed Project are addressed in 
Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR in accordance with CEQA and CEQA Guidelines.  Refer to the Responses to 
Comments P1-8 and P1-9 regarding the short-term use of water for construction dust mitigation. 
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P24 Andrew Quon, MD and Shelia Shea, PhD 

Response to Comment P24-1 

Comment noted. 
 

Response to Comment P24-2 

Comment noted.  Refer to the Response to Comment P1-6 regarding the adequacy and completeness 
of the analysis of impacts associated with geologic stability contained in Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR.   
 

Response to Comment P24-3 

Comment noted.  Refer to the Response to Comment P1-47 regarding traffic impacts and Responses 
to Comments P1-7 and P1-84 regarding pollution. 
 

T1 Meeting Transcript from May 14, 2014 Planning Commission Meeting  

Response to Commissioner Hansson 

Comments regarding the mission blue butterfly are noted.  
 
The water demand defined in Section 4.10.4 of the Draft EIR is referring to the amount of water that 
would be required to service the Proposed Project.  Refer to the Response to Comment P1-86 regarding 
the amount of the water demand and how this fits within the BSD’s projected future service demands 
including in dry years.  This demand is not yet approved by the BSD as the Proposed Project is not yet 
approved.  A water supply analysis for the County and City of San Mateo are beyond the scope of this 
EIR.   
 

Response to Comment T1-1 

Comment noted.  Impacts of the Proposed Project associated with erosion are discussed in Section 4.4 of 
the Draft EIR.  
 

Response to Comments T1-2 through T1-4 

Comments noted.  
 

Response to Comment T1-5 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-7 regarding the analysis of air quality impacts during 
construction presented in the Draft EIR.  
 

Response to Comment T1-6 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-3 regarding non-substantive comments or statements of opinion.  
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Response to Comments T1-7 through T1-14 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-36 regarding the analysis of impacts to aesthetic resources 
included within the Draft EIR.  
 

Response to Comment2 T1-15 and T1-16 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-36 regarding the maintenance of trees required by the 
landscaping plan within Mitigation Measure 4.1-1b of the Draft EIR.  Refer to the Response to Comment 
P1-4 regarding the analysis of impacts to biological resources included within the Draft EIR.  Refer to the 
Response to Comment P1-67 regarding the tree replacement ratio.  
 

Response to Comment T1-17 through T1-21 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-06 regarding shallow landslide hazards analyzed within the Draft 
EIR and potential impacts associated with steepness of the proposed residential lots and the soil stability.  
Refer to the Response to Comment P1-32 regarding impacts associated with erosion analyzed within 
the Draft EIR.   
 

Response to Comment T1-22 

Refer to Response to Comment P1-96 regarding impacts from storms with intensities greater than the 
10-year design storm.   
 

Response to Comment T1-23 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-32 regarding impacts associated with stormwater runoff during 
construction. Swales included as BMPs will be designed so as to prevent standing water.  
 

Response to Comment T1-24 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-99 regarding the drainage ditch along the northeastern 
boundary of the project site. Refer to the Response to Comment P1-4 regarding the date of biological 
surveys on site.  Refer to the Response to Comment P1-7 regarding the date of noise level 
measurements on site.  Both surveys included general site reconnaissance (e.g. aesthetic resources 
assessment).   
 

Response to Comment T1-25 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-89 regarding the analysis of stormwater drainage from the 
project site during operation in the Draft EIR.   
 

Response to Comment T1-26 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-32 regarding the construction timeline for the Proposed Project.  
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Response to Comment T1-27 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-06 regarding the steepness of the proposed residential lots.  
 

Response to Comment T1-28 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-46 regarding the proposed construction truck traffic route and 
volume of construction truck traffic.  Refer to the Response to Comment P1-47 regarding steepness of 
construction traffic route.   
 

Response to Comments T1-29 through T1-33 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-7 regarding impacts associated with noise analyzed within the 
Draft EIR.  Refer to the Response to Comment P1-32 regarding the construction timeline for the 
Proposed Project.  
 

Response to Comments T1-34 and T1-35 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-36 regarding loss of privacy concerns.   
 

Response to Comment T1-36 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-7 regarding the analysis of impacts associated with air quality 
included within the Draft EIR.   
 

Response to Comment T1-37 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-36 regarding the analysis of impacts associated with lighting 
included within the Draft EIR.  
 

Response to Comment T1-38 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-7 regarding the analysis of impacts associated with air quality 
included within the Draft EIR.  Refer to the Response to Comment P1-32 regarding the construction 
timeline for the Proposed Project.  
 

Response to Comments T1-39 through T1-41 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-32 regarding the construction timeline for the Proposed Project.  
Impacts associated with geotechnical issues and erosion were analyzed within Section 4.4 of the Draft 
EIR.  Refer to the Response to Comment P1-06 regarding shallow landslide hazards analyzed within the 
Draft EIR.   
 

Response to Comment T1-42 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-06 regarding shallow landslide hazards analyzed within the Draft 
EIR.   
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Response to Comment T1-43 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-4 regarding the analysis of impacts to biological resources 
included within the Draft EIR.   
 

Response to Comment T1-44 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-67 regarding impacts to trees analyzed within the Draft EIR.  
 

Response to Comment T1-45 

Refer to the Response to Comment P4-8 regarding analysis of potential impacts to solar panels and 
pools. Response to Comment P4-9 regarding the hammerhead cul-de-sacs.   
 

Response to Comment T1-46 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-4 regarding the analysis of impacts to biological resources 
included within the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment T1-47 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-99 regarding the drainage ditch along the northeastern 
boundary of the project site. 
 

Response to Comment T1-48 

Impacts associated with geotechnical issues and erosion were analyzed within Section 4.4 of the Draft 
EIR.  Refer to the Response to Comment P1-06 regarding shallow landslide hazards analyzed within the 
Draft EIR.   
 

Response to Comment T1-49 

Comment noted.  
 

Response to Comments T1-50 and T1-51 

Impacts associated with geotechnical issues and erosion were analyzed within Section 4.4 of the Draft 
EIR; refer to the Response to Comment P1-06 for further discussion regarding deep-seated landslides.  
 

Response to Comments T1-52 and T1-53 

Impacts associated with traffic during operation of the Proposed Project were analyzed in Section 4.11 of 
the Draft EIR.  As stated therein, impacts to the existing transportation network would be considered 
significant if the Proposed Project would: 
 Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for 

the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation 
including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation 
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system including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and 
bicycle paths, and mass transit.   

 Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not limited to level of 
service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by the county 
congestion management agency for designated roads or highways; 

In addition, a change in the TIRE index of 0.1 or more would be a noticeable increase in traffic on the 
street and would therefore result in a significant impact upon the residential environment.   
 
As stated in Impact 4.11-2, operation of the Proposed Project would not increase traffic on roadway 
segments in the vicinity of the project site beyond acceptable capacities and therefore would not conflict 
with any applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of effectiveness and would not 
conflict with an applicable congestion management program.  The background traffic conditions are those 
that would occur immediately prior to the completion and occupancy of the Proposed Project; the 
background traffic conditions are based on existing traffic conditions and include an assumed 1.5 percent 
per year increase in traffic until Proposed Project completion in 2017.  With the addition of traffic from 
operation of the Proposed Project, no roadway segment would experience an increase in the TIRE Index 
greater than 0.1, as shown in Table 4.11-5 of Section 4.11.4 of the Draft EIR. The impact of traffic during 
operation of the Proposed Project would be less than significant.  Refer to the Response to Comment 
P1-6 regarding analysis related to traffic safety in the Draft EIR.   
 

Response to Comment T1-54 

Comment noted.  
 

Response to Comments T1-55 through T1-59 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-7 regarding the analysis of air quality and noise impacts during 
construction presented in the Draft EIR.  Refer to the Response to Comment P1-46 regarding traffic 
during construction of the Proposed Project, and refer to the Response to Comments T1-52 and T1-53 
regarding traffic during operation of the Proposed Project.  Impacts associated with geotechnical issues 
and erosion were analyzed within Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR; refer to the Response to Comment P1-06 
for further discussion regarding landslides and soil stability.  
 

Response to Comment T1-60 

Comment noted.  The safety concerns associated with accidental downhill movement of debris from the 
Proposed Project is noted but is very unlikely and does not constitute a significant impact within the 
provisions of CEQA.  Additional concerns from the community may be considered by the Planning 
Commission outside of the CEQA process. 
 

Response to Comment T1-61 

Comment noted. 
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Response to Comments T1-62 and T1-63 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-36 regarding the analysis of impacts to aesthetic resources 
included within the Draft EIR.  
 

Response to Comment T1-64 

Refer to the Response to Comments P1-43 and P1-44 regarding shading and shadow effects. 
 

Response to Comment T1-65 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-46 regarding the proposed construction truck traffic route. 
 

Response to Comment T1-66 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-4 regarding the analysis of impacts to biological resources 
included within the Draft EIR.   
 

Response to Comment T1-67 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-06 regarding shallow landslide hazards analyzed within the Draft 
EIR.   
 

Response to Comment T1-68 

Refer to the Response to Comments P1-19 through P1-21 regarding plans for the designated open 
space discussed in the Draft EIR.  
 

Response to Comments T1-69 through T1-72 

Impacts associated with geotechnical issues and erosion were analyzed within Section 4.4 of the Draft 
EIR; refer to the Response to Comment P1-06 for further discussion regarding deep-seated landslides. 
Refer to the Response to Comment P1-89 regarding impacts associated with stormwater drainage from 
the project site during operation.   
 
 

Response to Comment T1-73 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-7 regarding the analysis of air quality impacts during 
construction presented in the Draft EIR.  Refer to the Response to Comment P1-32 regarding the 
construction timeline for the Proposed Project. 
 

Response to Comment T1-74 

Refer to Response to Comment P1-51, Response to Comments P1-52 and P1-53, and Response to 
Comment P1-54 regarding concerns related to construction truck traffic safety.  
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Response to Comment T1-75 

Comment noted.  
 

Response to Comment T1-76 

Potential impacts of the Proposed Project to public utilities, including public sewer, were analyzed in 
Section 4.10 of the Draft EIR.  With incorporation of Mitigation Measure 4.10-3 included in Section 4.10.4 
of the Draft EIR, which requires applicant shall offset the increase in sewer flow generated by the 
Proposed Project by reducing the amount of existing I&I into the CSCSD sewer system, the impact of the 
Proposed Project to the sewer system would be less than significant.  
 

Response to Comments T1-77 and T1-78 

Comment noted.  
 

Response to Comment T1-79 

Refer to Response to Comment P1-6 regarding analysis of the safety of the proposed intersection.  The 
potential for a northwest-bound vehicle on the proposed private roadway to lose control and crash into 
residences located along the western edge of Bel Aire Road is very low and does not constitute a 
significant impact under CEQA.   
 

Response to Comment T1-80 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-36 for the adequacy of analysis of impacts associated with 
aesthetics, including lighting.  
 

Response to Comment T1-81 

Refer to the Response to Comment T1-79 regarding safety concerns of the vehicles on the proposed 
private roadway.   
 

Response to Comment T1-82 

Comment noted.  

Response to Comments T1-83 and T1-84 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-7 regarding the analysis of air quality impacts during 
construction presented in the Draft EIR.  Refer to the Response to Comment P1-32 regarding the 
construction timeline for the Proposed Project.  Refer to the Response to Comment P1-06 regarding 
landslide hazards analyzed within the Draft EIR. 
 

Response to Comment T1-85 

Comment noted. Refer to the Response to Comment P1-32 regarding the construction timeline for the 
Proposed Project.   
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Response to Comment T1-86 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-10 regarding the analysis of impacts related to seismicity 
included in the Draft EIR. Refer to the Response to Comment P1-06 regarding erosion and soil stability 
concerns during construction of the Proposed Project, and refer to the Response to Comment P1-89 
regarding erosion concerns during the operation of the Proposed Project.  Refer to the Response to 
Comment P1-2 regarding the open space to be preserved as part of the Proposed Project.  
 

Response to Comment T1-87 

Refer to the Response to Commissioner Hansson P5 regarding water concerns.  
 

Response to Comment T1-88 

Refer to the Response to Comment P1-46 regarding the analysis of construction traffic impacts related 
to the volume of construction traffic, including construction worker vehicles.   
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4.0 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PLAN  

 

4.1  INTRODUCTION 
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that a Lead Agency establish a program to 
report on and monitor measures adopted as part of the environmental review process to mitigate or avoid 
significant effects on the environment.  The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP) put forth in 
this chapter is designed to ensure that the mitigation measures identified in the Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) for the Ascension Heights Subdivision Project (Proposed Project) are fully implemented.  
The MMRP, as presented Table 4-1, describes the timing/frequency of mitigation implementation 
responsibilities and standards and verification of compliance for the mitigation measures identified in the 
Proposed Project EIR. 
 
Table 4-1 presents all recommended mitigation measures and is organized in the same order as the 
contents of the EIR: by topic.  A number of entities have been assigned monitoring responsibilities under 
this MMRP.  All monitoring actions, once completed, would be reported (in writing) to the County of San 
Mateo Planning and Building Department, which would maintain mitigation monitoring records for the 
Proposed Project.  The MMRP will be considered by the Planning Commission, County, and/or staff in 
conjunction with review and approval of the Proposed Project and each subsequent approval related to 
future project phases and will be adopted as a condition of project approval for each action and future 
action. 
 
The components of this table are addressed below: 
 

Mitigation Measure:  The mitigation measures are taken verbatim from the Draft EIR or, 
when a revision has been made, from the Final EIR.  Mitigation measures are assigned 
the same number they have in the EIR. 
 
Timing/Frequency of Action: Identifies the timing for the implementation of each action.  
 
Responsibility for Implementation: Identifies the authority responsible for implementing 
the mitigation measures. 
 
Responsibility for Monitoring: Identifies the authority responsible for monitoring 
implementation of the mitigation measure. 
 
Standards for Compliance: Identifies the action that must be completed in order for the 
mitigation measure to be considered implemented. 
 
Verification of Compliance: Identifies verification of compliance with each identified 
mitigation measure. 
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TABLE 4-1.  Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan 
Mitigation Measure Timing/Frequency of Action Responsible for 

Implementing  
Responsibility 
for Monitoring 

Standards for 
Compliance 

Verification of 
Compliance 

4.1 AESTHETICS 
4.1-1a Prior to recordation of the Final Map, the project applicant 

shall submit a landscape plan for review and approval by 
the San Mateo County Planning Department (County 
Planning Department).  The landscape plan shall include 
the location, size, and species of any proposed 
landscaping and shall include, but not be limited to, 
hedges or other appropriate vegetation that will provide 
opaque screening between the northeastern edge of the 
project site and the residences along the southern side of 
Parrott Drive.  In addition, all proposed landscaping shall 
be of native, non-invasive species.  Areas used for the 
storage of landscape maintenance or other equipment, 
supplies, or debris shall be shielded from view by fencing, 
landscaping or other means.  Prior to final approval of the 
Final Map, a site inspection shall be required by the 
County Planning Department to verify that all approved 
landscaping has been implemented or bonds posted for 
performance and maintenance.  All perimeter landscaping 
shall serve to screen and/or enhance views of the project 
site from surrounding roadways and neighborhoods. 

Prior to the approval of each 
phase of the Final Map 

Applicant  PBD Site inspection to verify 
compliance with 
mitigation measure 

 

4.1-1b    The project Applicant shall submit an application for a 
permit to remove trees consistent with Section 12,000 of 
the County Ordinance Code.  The application shall 
include a tree replacement plan that shall not exceed the 
following specifications:  
• For each loss of a significant indigenous tree, there 

shall be a replacement with three or more trees, as 
determined by the Planning Director, of the same 
species using at least five gallon size stock.  

• For each loss of a significant exotic tree there shall 
be a replacement with three or more trees, as 
determined by the Planning Director that the 
substitute tree can survive and flourish in the regional 
climatic conditions. 

Prior and during construction 
 

Applicant  PBD/CDFW Site inspection to verify 
compliance with 
mitigation measures 
during construction; and 
subsequent monitoring 
as stipulated in the 
measure 

 

  
PBD = County of San Mateo Planning and Building Department     CDFW = California Department of Fish and Wildlife     USFWS = United State Fish and Wildlife Service   SWRCB 
= State Water Resources Control Board     EHSD = County of San Mateo Office of Environmental Health Services Division     OES = County of San Mateo Office of Emergency 
Services      Cal Water BSD = California Water Service Company Bayshore District      CSCSD = Crystal Springs County Sanitation District      BALD = Bel Aire Lighting District       
County Fire = County of San Mateo Fire Department      CAL FIRE = California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection       BAAQMD = Bay Area Air Quality Management District  
HOA = Home Owners Association 
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Mitigation Measure Timing/Frequency of Action Responsible for 
Implementing  

Responsibility 
for Monitoring 

Standards for 
Compliance 

Verification of 
Compliance 

• Replacement trees for trees shall require a surety 
deposit for both performance (installation of tree, 
staking, and providing an irrigation system) and 
maintenance.  Maintenance shall be required for no 
less than two and no more than five years as 
determined by the Planning Director.  

4.2 AIR QUALITY AND GHG      
4.2-1a    The Applicant shall ensure through the enforcement of 

contractual obligations that construction contractors 
implement a fugitive dust abatement program during 
construction, which shall include the following elements 
consistent with the Basic Construction Mitigation 
Measures recommended by the BAAQMD: 
• Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose 

materials or require all trucks to maintain at least two 
feet of freeboard.   

• Cover all exposed stockpiles. 
• Water all exposed roadway and construction areas 

two times a day. 
• Sweep paved streets three times daily (with water 

sweepers) if visible soil material is carried onto 
adjacent streets.   

• Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per 
hour (mph).  

• After grading is complete, construction of paved 
surfaces (e.g. roadways, driveways, sidewalks, 
building pads) should be completed as soon as 
possible unless protected by seeding, soil binders, or 
other similar measures.    

• Limit idling time to a maximum of five minutes and 
turn off equipment when not in use; clear signage 
indicating this shall be displayed at the project site 
access point.   

• All construction equipment shall be maintained and 
properly tuned in accordance with manufacturer‘s 
specifications and shall be checked by a certified 

During construction 
 
 

Applicant 
 
 

PBD/Construction 
Contractors/ 
BAAQMD 
 
 

Site inspection to verify 
compliance with 
mitigation measures 
during construction; 
applicable forms 
submitted to BAAQMD 

 
 

  
PBD = County of San Mateo Planning and Building Department     CDFW = California Department of Fish and Wildlife     USFWS = United State Fish and Wildlife Service   SWRCB 
= State Water Resources Control Board     EHSD = County of San Mateo Office of Environmental Health Services Division     OES = County of San Mateo Office of Emergency 
Services      Cal Water BSD = California Water Service Company Bayshore District      CSCSD = Crystal Springs County Sanitation District      BALD = Bel Aire Lighting District       
County Fire = County of San Mateo Fire Department      CAL FIRE = California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection       BAAQMD = Bay Area Air Quality Management District  
HOA = Home Owners Association 
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Mitigation Measure Timing/Frequency of Action Responsible for 
Implementing  

Responsibility 
for Monitoring 

Standards for 
Compliance 

Verification of 
Compliance 

visible emissions evaluator. 
• Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds 

(instantaneous gusts) exceed 25 mph. 
• Any burning of cleared vegetation shall be conducted 

according to the rules and regulations of the 
BAAQMD’s Regulation 5 (BAAQMD, 2008).  Prior 
notification to BAAQMD shall be made by submitting 
an Open Burning Prior Notification Form to 
BAAQMD’s office in San Francisco.   

• A publicly visible sign shall be posted with the 
telephone number and person to contact at the 
County regarding dust complaints.  A response and 
corrective action shall occur within 48 hours. The 
BAAQMD’s phone number shall also be visible to 
ensure compliance with applicable regulations.  

4.2-1b   The Applicant shall ensure through contractual obligations 
with construction contractors that the following Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) shall be implemented 
during all stages of construction: 
• All heavy duty construction equipment be equipped 

with a diesel particulate matter filters.  
• Only low ROG coatings shall be utilized.   
• The applicant shall use only Tier 2 or better heavy 

duty construction equipment. 

During construction 
 

Applicant  PBD/Construction 
Contractors  

Site inspection to verify 
compliance with 
mitigation measures 
during construction 

 

4.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
4.3-1 To address potential impacts associated with special 

status plant species, the following measures will be 
implemented prior to construction of the Proposed Project: 
• A qualified biologist/botanist shall conduct a focused 

botanical survey during the month of May, which 
corresponds to the overlapping evident and 
identifiable bloom periods for the remaining seven 
species, and prior to commencement of construction.   
Should no special status plant species be observed, 
then no additional mitigation is required. 

• Should one or more of these special status plants be 

Prior to the commencement of 
construction 

Applicant/PBD 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PBD/CDFW 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Verify completion of 
surveys and additional 
stipulated mitigation if 
necessary 
 
 

 

  
PBD = County of San Mateo Planning and Building Department     CDFW = California Department of Fish and Wildlife     USFWS = United State Fish and Wildlife Service   SWRCB 
= State Water Resources Control Board     EHSD = County of San Mateo Office of Environmental Health Services Division     OES = County of San Mateo Office of Emergency 
Services      Cal Water BSD = California Water Service Company Bayshore District      CSCSD = Crystal Springs County Sanitation District      BALD = Bel Aire Lighting District       
County Fire = County of San Mateo Fire Department      CAL FIRE = California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection       BAAQMD = Bay Area Air Quality Management District  
HOA = Home Owners Association 
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Mitigation Measure Timing/Frequency of Action Responsible for 
Implementing  

Responsibility 
for Monitoring 

Standards for 
Compliance 

Verification of 
Compliance 

found during the focused botanical survey on the 
project site, the qualified biologist/botanist shall 
contact CDFW within one day following the focused 
botanical survey to report the findings.  If feasible, a 
10-foot buffer shall be established around the species 
using construction flagging prior to commencement of 
construction activities. 

• Should avoidance of special status plant species be 
infeasible, the qualified botanist would salvage and 
relocate the individuals in an area comprised of 
suitable habitat in the vicinity of the project site that 
would not be impacted by the Proposed Project.  
Prior to the attempted relocation, seeds shall be 
gathered from the identified plants for use in the area 
identified for relocation. 

 
 
 
 
                                                        

 
 
 
 
 

4.3-2      To address potential impacts associated with the Mission 
blue butterfly, the following measures will be implemented 
prior to construction of the Proposed Project: 
• A qualified biologist shall conduct a focused survey 

within the nonnative grassland on the project site for 
the Mission blue butterfly during the appropriate 
identification periods for adults (March-July) or 
juveniles (wet season) prior to commencement of 
construction activities.  Should no species be 
observed, then no additional mitigation is required. 

• Should the Mission blue butterfly be observed during 
the focused survey on the project site, the qualified 
biologist shall contact CDFW within one day following 
the focused botanical survey to report the findings.  If 
feasible, a 10-foot buffer shall be established around 
the species’ host plants using construction flagging 
prior to commencement of construction activities. 

• Should avoidance of the Mission blue butterfly be 
infeasible, the qualified biologist would allow the 
butterfly to exit the property on its own, or will 
establish an alternately approved appropriate action 

Prior to construction PBD/CDFW PBD/CDFW Verify completion of 
surveys and additional 
stipulated mitigation if 
necessary 

 

  
PBD = County of San Mateo Planning and Building Department     CDFW = California Department of Fish and Wildlife     USFWS = United State Fish and Wildlife Service   SWRCB 
= State Water Resources Control Board     EHSD = County of San Mateo Office of Environmental Health Services Division     OES = County of San Mateo Office of Emergency 
Services      Cal Water BSD = California Water Service Company Bayshore District      CSCSD = Crystal Springs County Sanitation District      BALD = Bel Aire Lighting District       
County Fire = County of San Mateo Fire Department      CAL FIRE = California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection       BAAQMD = Bay Area Air Quality Management District  
HOA = Home Owners Association 
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Mitigation Measure Timing/Frequency of Action Responsible for 
Implementing  

Responsibility 
for Monitoring 

Standards for 
Compliance 

Verification of 
Compliance 

following contact with CDFW. 
4.3-3a   Prior to the commencement of construction activities on 

the project site during the nesting season, a qualified 
biologist shall conduct a minimum of two protocol level 
preconstruction surveys for listed bird species during the 
recommended survey periods for the nesting season that 
coincides with the commencement of construction 
activities: 
• Northern harrier: Present year-round, breeds March 

through August; 
• Burrowing owl: Present year-round, breeds primarily 

March through August, but can be February-
December; and  

• White-tailed kite: Present year-round, breeding 
occurs in autumn.  Nesting season begins in 
February and ends in August. 

These surveys will occur in accordance with the USFWS 
Division of Migratory Bird Management Guidelines for 
Raptor Conservation in the United States (2008). The 
qualified biologist shall conduct surveys within 14 days of 
commencement for Northern harrier, burrowing owl, and 
white-tailed kite in the project site and within 0.25 miles of 
construction activities where legally permitted.  The 
biologist will use binoculars to visually determine whether 
nests occur beyond the 0.25-mile survey area if access is 
denied on adjacent properties.  If no active nests are 
identified on or within 0.25 miles of construction activities 
within the recommended survey periods, a letter report 
summarizing the survey results shall be submitted to the 
County and the CDFW within 30 days following the 
survey, and no further mitigation for nesting habitat is 
required.  Evidence, in the form of a letter report 
documenting the results of the survey, shall be submitted 
to the County prior to the issuance of any grading or 
building permits within the project site. 

Prior to issuance of grading 
building permits 

PBD/CDFW PBD/CDFW Verify completion of 
surveys and submittal 
of letter reports 
 

 

4.3-3b    If active listed bird nests are found within 0.25 mile of Prior to construction PBD/CDFW PBD/CDFW Verify completion of  

  
PBD = County of San Mateo Planning and Building Department     CDFW = California Department of Fish and Wildlife     USFWS = United State Fish and Wildlife Service   SWRCB 
= State Water Resources Control Board     EHSD = County of San Mateo Office of Environmental Health Services Division     OES = County of San Mateo Office of Emergency 
Services      Cal Water BSD = California Water Service Company Bayshore District      CSCSD = Crystal Springs County Sanitation District      BALD = Bel Aire Lighting District       
County Fire = County of San Mateo Fire Department      CAL FIRE = California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection       BAAQMD = Bay Area Air Quality Management District  
HOA = Home Owners Association 
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Mitigation Measure Timing/Frequency of Action Responsible for 
Implementing  

Responsibility 
for Monitoring 

Standards for 
Compliance 

Verification of 
Compliance 

construction activities, the biologist shall contact the 
County and CDFW within one day following the pre-
construction survey to report the findings.  For purposes 
of this mitigation requirement, construction activities are 
defined to include heavy equipment operation associated 
with construction (use of cranes or draglines, new rock 
crushing activities) or other project-related activities that 
could cause nest abandonment or forced fledging within 
0.25 mile of a nest site during the identified nesting 
period.  Should an active nest be present within 0.25 mile 
of construction areas, then CDFW shall be consulted to 
establish an appropriate noise buffer, develop take 
avoidance measures, and implement a monitoring and 
reporting program prior to any construction activities 
occurring within 0.25 mile of the nest/burrow.  The 
monitoring program would require that a qualified biologist 
shall monitor all activities that occur within the established 
buffer zone to ensure that disruption of the nest/burrow or 
forced fledging does not occur.  Should the biologist 
determine that the construction activities are disturbing 
the nest/burrow, the biologist shall halt construction 
activities until CDFW is consulted.  The construction 
activities shall not commence until the CDFW determines 
that construction activities would not result in 
abandonment of the nest/burrow site.  If the CDFW 
determines that take may occur, the applicant would be 
required to obtain a CESA take permit.  Should the 
biologist determine that the nest/burrow has not been 
disturbed during construction activities within the buffer 
zone, then a letter report summarizing the survey results 
will be submitted to the County and CDFW and no further 
mitigation for nesting habitat is required. 

surveys and additional 
stipulated mitigation if 
necessary 

4.3-4a A qualified biologist shall conduct a pre-construction bird 
survey for nesting within 14 days prior to commencement 
of construction activities if anticipated to commence 
during the appropriate nesting season (between February 
1 and August 31).  The qualified biologist shall document 

Prior to construction PBD/CDFW PBD/CDFW Verify completion of 
surveys and submittal 
of letter reports 
 

 

  
PBD = County of San Mateo Planning and Building Department     CDFW = California Department of Fish and Wildlife     USFWS = United State Fish and Wildlife Service   SWRCB 
= State Water Resources Control Board     EHSD = County of San Mateo Office of Environmental Health Services Division     OES = County of San Mateo Office of Emergency 
Services      Cal Water BSD = California Water Service Company Bayshore District      CSCSD = Crystal Springs County Sanitation District      BALD = Bel Aire Lighting District       
County Fire = County of San Mateo Fire Department      CAL FIRE = California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection       BAAQMD = Bay Area Air Quality Management District  
HOA = Home Owners Association 
 
Analytical Environmental Services                                                 4-7 Ascension Heights Subdivision Project 
December 2014  Final EIR Volume I – Response to Comments   
  



4.0 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan 
 
 

Mitigation Measure Timing/Frequency of Action Responsible for 
Implementing  

Responsibility 
for Monitoring 

Standards for 
Compliance 

Verification of 
Compliance 

and submit the results of the pre-construction survey in a 
letter to CDFW and the County within 30 days following 
the survey.  The letter shall include:  a description of the 
methodology including dates of field visits, the names of 
survey personnel, a list of references cited and persons 
contacted, and a map showing the location(s) of any bird 
nests observed on the project site.  If no active nests are 
identified during the pre-construction survey, then no 
further mitigation is required.  Evidence, in the form of a 
letter report documenting the results of the survey, shall 
be submitted to the County Planning Department prior to 
the issuance of any grading or building permits within the 
project site. 

4.3-4b If any active nests are identified during the pre-
construction survey within the project site, a buffer zone 
will be established around the nests.  A qualified biologist 
will monitor nests weekly during construction to evaluate 
potential nesting disturbance by construction activities.  
The biologist will delimit the buffer zone with construction 
tape or pin flags within 250 feet of the active nest and 
maintain the buffer zone until the end of the breeding 
season or until the young have fledged.  Guidance from 
CDFW will be requested if establishing a 250-foot buffer 
zone is impractical.  Guidance from CDFW will be 
requested if the nestlings within the active nest appear 
disturbed. 

Prior and during construction PBD/CDFW PBD/CDFW Verify completion of 
weekly surveys 
contingent on results of 
survey detailed in 
Mitigation Measure 
4.3-4a 

 

4.3-4c  Trees anticipated for removal should be removed outside 
of the nesting season (February 1 and August 31).  If 
trees are anticipated to be removed during the nesting 
season, a pre-construction survey shall be conducted by a 
qualified biologist.  If the survey shows that there is no 
evidence of active nests, then the tree shall be removed 
within ten days following the survey.  If active nests are 
located within trees identified for removal, a 250-foot 
buffer shall be installed around the tree.  Guidance from 
CDFW will be requested if the 250-foot buffer is infeasible. 

Prior to construction PBD/CDFW PBD/CDFW Verify completion of  
survey 

 

4.3-6   Prior to the issuance of grading permits and removal of Prior to issuance of grading Applicant/PBD PBD Verify completion of  
  
PBD = County of San Mateo Planning and Building Department     CDFW = California Department of Fish and Wildlife     USFWS = United State Fish and Wildlife Service   SWRCB 
= State Water Resources Control Board     EHSD = County of San Mateo Office of Environmental Health Services Division     OES = County of San Mateo Office of Emergency 
Services      Cal Water BSD = California Water Service Company Bayshore District      CSCSD = Crystal Springs County Sanitation District      BALD = Bel Aire Lighting District       
County Fire = County of San Mateo Fire Department      CAL FIRE = California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection       BAAQMD = Bay Area Air Quality Management District  
HOA = Home Owners Association 
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Mitigation Measure Timing/Frequency of Action Responsible for 
Implementing  

Responsibility 
for Monitoring 

Standards for 
Compliance 

Verification of 
Compliance 

any trees, a certified arborist or registered professional 
forester shall conduct an arborist survey documenting all 
trees with trunk circumferences of 38 inches or greater 
and their location, as well as any Tree Communities or 
Indigenous Trees regardless of size.  The report shall be 
submitted to the County Planning Department.  The 
applicant shall not remove any trees without prior 
approval from the County Planning Department.  All 
recommendations of the arborist report shall be 
implemented prior to the issuance of building permits for 
development on the project site.  The arborist report shall 
specify measures including, but not limited to the 
following: 
• To the extent feasible, trees anticipated for removal 

shall be removed outside of the nesting season for 
birds.  Taking into account the nesting season for the 
white tailed kite, the nesting season shall be defined 
as February 1 to August 31.   

• The project proponent shall plant replacement 
significant and/or indigenous tree species 
recommended by the County at a 3:1 ratio within the 
project site. 

permits surveys and submittal 
of letter reports 
 

4.4  GEOLOGY AND SOILS  
4.4-1a Implement Mitigation Measure 4.6-1 (Section 4.6; 

Hydrology and Water Quality) to identify and implement 
erosion control BMPs within the SWPPP prepared for 
construction activities in accordance with the State’s 
Clean Water Act NPDES general permit for construction 
activities.  Implementation of these BMPs would ensure 
that temporary and short-term construction-related 
erosion impacts under the Proposed Project would be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

See Mitigation Measure 4.6-1     

  
PBD = County of San Mateo Planning and Building Department     CDFW = California Department of Fish and Wildlife     USFWS = United State Fish and Wildlife Service   SWRCB 
= State Water Resources Control Board     EHSD = County of San Mateo Office of Environmental Health Services Division     OES = County of San Mateo Office of Emergency 
Services      Cal Water BSD = California Water Service Company Bayshore District      CSCSD = Crystal Springs County Sanitation District      BALD = Bel Aire Lighting District       
County Fire = County of San Mateo Fire Department      CAL FIRE = California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection       BAAQMD = Bay Area Air Quality Management District  
HOA = Home Owners Association 
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Mitigation Measure Timing/Frequency of Action Responsible for 
Implementing  

Responsibility 
for Monitoring 

Standards for 
Compliance 

Verification of 
Compliance 

4.4-1b    The applicant shall obtain a San Mateo County Grading 
Permit which includes the requirement of an Erosion and 
Sediment Control Plan.  This Erosion and Sediment 
Control Plan shall be prepared by a licensed civil engineer 
or certified professional soil erosion and sediment control 
specialist.  The plan shall show the location of proposed 
vegetative erosion control measures, including 
landscaping and hydroseeding, and the location and 
details of all proposed drainage systems.  The plan shall 
include sufficient engineering analysis to show that the 
proposed erosion and sediment control measures during 
preconstruction, construction, and post-construction are 
capable of controlling surface runoff and erosion, retaining 
sediment on the project site, and preventing pollution of 
site runoff in compliance with the Clean Water Act. 

Prior to issuance of a grading 
permit 

Applicant/PBD PBD Verify that site-specific 
erosion control and 
sediment plans and 
post construction plans 
have been prepared 
and implemented 

 

4.4-2a Grading and building designs, including foundation 
requirements, shall be consistent with the findings of the 
geotechnical investigation, the California Code of 
Regulations, and the California Building Code. 

Prior to issuance of grading 
and building permits 

Applicant/PBD PBD Project design 
review/grading and 
building standards 

 

4.4-2b The project applicant shall comply with all 
recommendations contained within the site-specific 
Geotechnical Investigation conducted by Michelucci & 
Associates (2013) (FEIS; Appendix E). 

Prior to issuance of grading 
and building permits 

Applicant/PBD PBD Project design 
review/grading and 
building standards 

 

4.4-2c The applicant shall retain a qualified engineering 
geologist.  All grading and installation of fill shall be 
performed under the observation of the qualified 
engineering geologist.   

During grading/construction Applicant/PBD PBD Verify site-specific 
grading standards 

 

4.4-3a    Implement Mitigation Measure 4.6-2 (Section 4.6; 
Hydrology and Water Quality) to ensure that the site storm 
water drainage system (including individual systems for 
each residence) shall not allow discharge of uncontrolled 
runoff onto the site slopes.  Concentrated runoff shall not 
be allowed to flow over graded slopes or areas of thick 
soil, colluviums, or fill. 

See Mitigation Measure 4.6-2     

4.4-3b    Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-2c to ensure the 
recommendations of the Geotechnical Investigation 

See Mitigation Measure 4.4-
2c 
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4.0 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan 
 
 

Mitigation Measure Timing/Frequency of Action Responsible for 
Implementing  

Responsibility 
for Monitoring 

Standards for 
Compliance 

Verification of 
Compliance 

regarding subdrains and surface drainage are included in 
the project design. 

4.6 WATER 
4.6-1      The applicant shall comply with the SWRCB NPDES 

General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Runoff 
Associated with Construction Activity (General Permit).  
The SWRCB requires that all construction sites have 
adequate control measures to reduce the discharge of 
sediment and other pollutants to streams to ensure 
compliance with Section 303 of the Clean Water Act.  To 
comply with the NPDES permit, the applicant will file a 
Notice of Intent with the SWRCB and prepare a SWPPP 
prior to construction, which includes a detailed, site-
specific listing of the potential sources of stormwater 
pollution; pollution prevention measures (erosion and 
sediment control measures and measures to control non-
stormwater discharges and hazardous spills) to include a 
description of the type and location of erosion and 
sediment control BMPs to be implemented at the project 
site, and a BMP monitoring and maintenance schedule to 
determine the amount of pollutants leaving the Proposed 
Project site.  A copy of the SWPPP must be current and 
remain on the project site.  Control measures are required 
prior to and throughout the rainy season.  Water quality 
BMPs identified in the SWPPP shall include, but are not 
limited to, the following: 
• Temporary erosion control measures (such as silt 

fences, staked straw bales, and temporary 
revegetation) shall be employed for disturbed areas.  
No disturbed surfaces will be left without erosion 
control measures in place during the winter and 
spring months.   

• Sediment shall be retained onsite by detention 
basins, onsite sediment traps, or other appropriate 
measures. 

• A spill prevention and countermeasure plan shall be 

Prior to and during 
Construction 

Applicant 
 
 
 
 

Applicant/SWRCB 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Submit NOI to SWRCB.  
Verify that a SWPPP 
has been prepared and 
implemented 
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4.0 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan 
 
 

Mitigation Measure Timing/Frequency of Action Responsible for 
Implementing  

Responsibility 
for Monitoring 

Standards for 
Compliance 

Verification of 
Compliance 

developed which would identify proper storage, 
collection, and disposal measures for potential 
pollutants (such as fuel, fertilizers, pesticides, etc.) 
used onsite.  The plan would also require the proper 
storage, handling, use, and disposal of petroleum 
products. 

• Construction activities shall be scheduled to minimize 
land disturbance during peak runoff periods and to 
the immediate area required for construction.  Soil 
conservation practices shall be completed during the 
fall or late winter to reduce erosion during spring 
runoff.  Existing vegetation will be retained where 
possible.  To the extent feasible, grading activities 
shall be limited to the immediate area required for 
construction. 

• Surface water runoff shall be controlled by directing 
flowing water away from critical areas and by 
reducing runoff velocity.  Diversion structures such as 
terraces, dikes, and ditches shall collect and direct 
runoff water around vulnerable areas to prepared 
drainage outlets.  Surface roughening, berms, check 
dams, hay bales, or similar devices shall be used to 
reduce runoff velocity and erosion. 

• Sediment shall be contained when conditions are too 
extreme for treatment by surface protection.  
Temporary sediment traps, filter fabric fences, inlet 
protectors, vegetative filters and buffers, or settling 
basins shall be used to detain runoff water long 
enough for sediment particles to settle out.   

• Construction materials, including topsoil and 
chemicals, shall be stored, covered, and isolated to 
prevent runoff losses and contamination of 
groundwater. 

• Topsoil removed during construction shall be 
carefully stored and treated as an important resource.  
Berms shall be placed around topsoil stockpiles to 

  
PBD = County of San Mateo Planning and Building Department     CDFW = California Department of Fish and Wildlife     USFWS = United State Fish and Wildlife Service   SWRCB 
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4.0 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan 
 
 

Mitigation Measure Timing/Frequency of Action Responsible for 
Implementing  

Responsibility 
for Monitoring 

Standards for 
Compliance 

Verification of 
Compliance 

prevent runoff during storm events. 
• Establish fuel and vehicle maintenance areas away 

from all drainage courses and design these areas to 
control runoff. 

• Disturbed areas shall be revegetated after completion 
of construction activities. 

• All necessary permits and approvals shall be 
obtained. 

• Provide sanitary facilities for construction workers. 
4.6-2a    Upon acceptance of the design concept, a maintenance 

agreement shall be developed between the County and 
the Homeowners Association (HOA) or equivalent entity 
requiring the HOA or equivalent entity to complete the 
following tasks and provide the following information on a 
routine basis.  These requirements apply only to the 
bioretention treatment system area of the project site and 
are as follows:  
• Maintenance of soils and plantings, including routine 

pruning, mowing, irrigation, replenishment of mulch, 
weeding, and fertilizing with a slow-release fertilizer 
with trace elements;  

• Removal of obstructions and trash from bioretention 
areas;  

• Use of only pesticides and fertilizers that are 
accepted within the integrated pest management 
approach for use in the bioretention areas;  

• Repair of erosion at inflow points;  
• Monthly review and inspection of bioretention areas 

for the following:  
o Obstruction of trash, 
o If ponded water is observed, the surface soils 

shall be removed and replaced and subdrain 
systems inspected, and  

o Condition of grasses; 
• Distribution of the following:  

During Project operations PBD/HOA 
 
 
 
 

PBD/HOA 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Project design 
review/Project 
operations  
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4.0 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan 
 
 

Mitigation Measure Timing/Frequency of Action Responsible for 
Implementing  

Responsibility 
for Monitoring 

Standards for 
Compliance 

Verification of 
Compliance 

o A copy of the storm water management plans 
shall be made available to personnel in charge of 
facility maintenance and shall be distributed to the 
subcontractor representative engaged in the 
maintenance or installation of the bioretention 
system, and  

o Material presented in the integrated pest 
management program will be made available to 
personnel in charge of facility maintenance and 
shall be distributed to the subcontractor 
representative engaged in the maintenance or 
installation of the bioretention system.   

4.6-2b    Upon acceptance of the design concept, a maintenance 
agreement shall be developed between the County and 
the HOA or equivalent entity requiring the HOA or 
equivalent entity to complete the following tasks and 
provide the following information on a routine basis.  
These requirements apply to all common areas of the 
project site and are as follows:  
• Drainage inlets shall be inspected monthly and kept 

clean of any trash that may have accumulated.  It is 
the responsibility of the property manager/owner to 
have those inspections performed, documented, and 
any repairs made.   

• Landscape areas shall be covered with plants or 
some type of ground cover to minimize erosion.  No 
areas are to be left as bare dirt that could erode.  
Mounding slopes shall not exceed two horizontal to 
one vertical.   

• Pesticides and fertilizers shall be stored as 
hazardous materials and in appropriate packaging, 
over spraying onto paved areas shall be avoided 
when applying fertilizers and pesticides.  Pesticides 
and fertilizers shall be prohibited from storage 
outside.    

• Landscape areas shall be inspected and all trash 

During Project operations PBD/HOA PBD/HOA Project design 
review/Project 
operations  
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4.0 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan 
 
 

Mitigation Measure Timing/Frequency of Action Responsible for 
Implementing  

Responsibility 
for Monitoring 

Standards for 
Compliance 

Verification of 
Compliance 

picked up and obstruction to the drainage flow 
removed on a monthly basis minimum.  The project 
site shall be designed with efficient irrigation and 
drainage to reduce pesticide use.  Plants shall be 
selected based on size and situation to reduce 
maintenance and routine pruning.   

• Integrated pest management information shall be 
provided to the building management.   

4.6-2c    Infiltration systems shall be designed in accordance with 
the following procedures outlined in the California Storm 
Water Best Management Practice Handbooks to reduce 
runoff and restore natural flows to groundwater:   
• Biofilters and/or vegetative swale drainage systems 

will be installed at roof downspouts for all buildings on 
the project site, allowing sediments and particulates 
to filter and degrade biologically.   

• Structural source controls, such as covers, 
impermeable surfaces, secondary containment 
facilities, runoff diversion berms, sediment, and 
grease traps in parking areas will be installed. 

• Designated trash storage areas will be covered to 
protect bins from rainfall. 

During Project design phase 
and during construction 
activities 
 
 

Applicant/PBD 
 
 

PBD 
 
 

Verify that infiltration 
systems are designed 
accordingly and that 
construction BMPs are 
implemented 

 

4.6-3a    Upon acceptance of the design concept, a maintenance 
agreement shall be developed between the County and 
the HOA or equivalent entity requiring the HOA or 
equivalent entity to complete and provide the 
documentation of annual inspection and cleaning of each 
of the 19 individual lot storm drainage systems.  The 
inspection shall be performed during the dry season and 
shall include removal of all trash and obstructions from 
area drains, cleanouts, and catch basins. 

During Project operations 
 
 

PBD/HOA 
 
 

CDD/HOA 
 
 

Project design 
review/Project 
operations 

 

4.6-3b    The 15-inch diameter stormwater drain pipe flowing at 2 
percent that crosses Ascension Drive at Enchanted Way 
shall be replaced with a 21-inch diameter pipe.  The 30-
inch diameter stormwater drain pipe flowing at 1.3 percent 
shall be replaced with a 36-inch diameter pipe sloped at 2 

During construction 
 
 

Applicant/PBD 
 
 

PBD 
 
 

Site inspection to verify 
compliance 
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4.0 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan 
 
 

Mitigation Measure Timing/Frequency of Action Responsible for 
Implementing  

Responsibility 
for Monitoring 

Standards for 
Compliance 

Verification of 
Compliance 

percent.  Stormwater drain pipe infrastructure 
improvements shall adhere to all applicable regulations 
and ordinances. 

4.7 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
4.7-1      The project applicant shall ensure through the 

enforcement of contractual obligations that all contractors 
transport, store, and handle construction-required 
hazardous materials in a manner consistent with relevant 
regulations and guidelines, including those recommended 
and enforced by the San Mateo County Planning and 
Building Department, Office of Environmental Health 
Services Division, and Office of Emergency Services.  
Recommendations may include, but are not limited to, 
transporting and storing materials in appropriate and 
approved containers, maintaining required clearances, 
and handling materials using approved protocols. 

During construction 
 
 

Applicant/PBD/ 
OEHSD/OES 

Applicant/PBD/ 
OEHSD/OES 
 
 

Site inspection to verify 
compliance with 
mitigation measures 
during construction 

 

4.7-3a    The applicant shall ensure through the enforcement of 
contractual obligations that the following measures are 
implemented by contractors during project construction:   
• Staging areas, welding areas, or areas slated for 

development using spark-producing equipment shall 
be cleared of dried vegetation or other materials that 
could serve as fire fuel.  To the extent feasible, the 
contractor shall keep these areas clear of 
combustible materials in order to maintain a fire 
break. 

• Any construction equipment that normally includes a 
spark arrester shall be equipped with an arrester in 
good working order.  This includes, but is not limited 
to, vehicles, heavy equipment, and chainsaws. 

During construction  PBD PBD Site inspection to verify 
compliance with 
mitigation measure 
during construction 

 

4.7-3b   The building plans of the Proposed Project shall be 
reviewed by a representative from County Fire/CAL FIRE 
to ensure that regulations in the County’s Fire Ordinance 
are met and the project complies with County Fire/CAL 
FIRE requirements.  The development of the Proposed 
Project shall be in compliance with Chapter 15 of the 

Prior to issuance of building 
permits 

Applicant/PBD/ 
County Fire/CAL 
FIRE 

Applicant/PBD/ 
County Fire/CAL 
FIRE 

Project design 
review/Chapter 15 
County General Plan 
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4.0 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan 
 
 

Mitigation Measure Timing/Frequency of Action Responsible for 
Implementing  

Responsibility 
for Monitoring 

Standards for 
Compliance 

Verification of 
Compliance 

County General Plan with respect to residential uses 
adjacent to open space areas where wildfire is a threat. 

4.8 NOISE      
4.8-1      The project applicant shall ensure through contractual 

agreements that the following measures are implemented 
during construction: 
• Construction activities shall be limited to occur 

between the hours of 7:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M. Monday 
through Friday, and 9:00 A.M. to 5:00 P.M. on 
Saturdays.  Construction activities shall not occur on 
Sundays, Thanksgiving, or Christmas.  The intent of 
this measure is to prevent construction activities 
during the more sensitive time period and minimize 
the potential for effects.   

• Stationary equipment and staging areas shall be 
located as far as practical from noise-sensitive 
receptors.   

• All construction vehicles or equipment, fixed or 
mobile, shall be equipped with properly operating and 
maintained mufflers and acoustical shields or 
shrouds, in accordance with manufacturers’ 
recommendations.    

• Construction activities shall conform to the following 
standards: (a) there shall be no start-up of machines 
or equipment, no delivery of materials or equipment, 
no cleaning of machines or equipment and no 
servicing of equipment except during the permitted 
hours of construction; (b) radios played at high 
volume, loud talking and other forms of 
communication constituting a nuisance shall not be 
permitted. 

• The general contractors for all construction activities 
shall provide a contact number for citizen complaints 
and a methodology for dealing with such complaints 
such as designating a noise disturbance coordinator.  
This noise disturbance coordinator shall receive all 

During construction Applicant PBD Site inspection to verify 
compliance with 
mitigation measures 
during construction 
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4.0 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan 
 
 

Mitigation Measure Timing/Frequency of Action Responsible for 
Implementing  

Responsibility 
for Monitoring 

Standards for 
Compliance 

Verification of 
Compliance 

public complaints about construction-related noise 
and vibration, shall be responsible for determining the 
cause of the complaint, and shall implement any 
feasible measures to be taken to alleviate the 
problem.  All complaints and resolution of complaints 
shall be reported to the County weekly. 

4.10 PUBLIC SERVICES, UTILITIES, AND RECREATION 
4.10-2a  Residents of the Proposed Project shall comply with   all 

requirements of Cal Water’s Water Shortage Contingency 
Plan as mandated by Cal Water and BSD.  These 
requirements may include, but are not limited to the 
following:  
• Voluntarily reduce water consumption at single-family 

residences;  
• Adhere to the minimum allocation given to single-

family residential customers or pay penalty rate 
applied to service bill for use that is in excess of 
costumer’s allocation; and/or 

• Comply with orders prohibiting the use of water for 
specific activities, such as a prohibition of potable 
water use for landscape irrigation.   

Project operations  Cal Water BSD Cal Water BSD Cal Water Shortage 
Contingency Plan 

 

4.10-2b   Pumping facilities shall be installed at the existing water 
tank owned by Cal Water to provide adequate water 
pressure for residential and fire protection uses.  Cal 
Water shall be contacted to review pumping facilities 
design and ensure compliance with applicable standards.  
The project applicant shall fund the development of these 
facilities.   

During construction Applicant/Cal Water 
BSD 

Cal Water BSD Site inspection to verify 
compliance with 
mitigation measures 
during construction 
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4.0 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan 
 
 

Mitigation Measure Timing/Frequency of Action Responsible for 
Implementing  

Responsibility 
for Monitoring 

Standards for 
Compliance 

Verification of 
Compliance 

4.10-2c  Two existing water mains shall be relocated such that 
they are within the right-of-way of the proposed private 
street or at the property boundary so as to allow ease of 
maintenance of the water mains.  New Cal Water 
easements shall be established on the project site to 
replace the existing Cal Water easements.  The two water 
mains include an 8-inch diameter water main connecting 
the water tank to the water main located on Parrot Drive 
and a 10-inch diameter water main connecting the water 
tank to the water main located on Bel Aire Drive. 

During construction Applicant/Cal Water 
BSD 

Cal Water BSD Site inspection to verify 
compliance with 
mitigation measures 
during construction 

 

4.10-3  The applicant shall offset the increase in sewer flow 
generated by the Proposed Project by reducing the 
amount of existing I&I into the CSCSD sewer system.  
The offset amount shall achieve a zero net increase in 
flow during wet weather events with implementation of the 
Proposed Project.  This shall be achieved through the 
construction of improvements to impacted areas of the 
sewer system, with construction plans subject to CSCSD 
approval and required to be in compliance with applicable 
regulatory requirements.  Construction of improvements, 
as approved by the CSCSD, shall be completed prior to 
the start of the construction of the residences. 

Prior to construction Applicant/CSCSD CSCSD Approval of sewer 
system construction 
improvements 

 

4.10-5    The applicant shall ensure that fire sprinklers with 
appropriate flow rates are installed for all structures that 
would be developed as a part of the Proposed Project, per 
County Fire/CAL FIRE’s alternate materials and methods 
request. 

During construction County Fire/CAL 
FIRE 

County Fire/CAL 
Fire 

Site inspection to verify 
compliance with 
mitigation measures 
during construction 

 

4.11 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 
4.11-3    Either provide street lighting on the private streets to a 

level of 0.4 minimum maintained average foot-candles 
with a uniformity ratio of 6:1, average to minimum or 
ensure street lighting is consistent with safety standards 
of the County-governed Bel Aire Lighting District.   

During construction 
 
 

Applicant/BALD 
 
 

BALD 
 
 

Site inspection to verify 
compliance with 
mitigation measures 
during construction 

 

4.11-4    Within the corner sight triangles at the new street 
intersection there should be no walls, fencing, or signs 
that would obstruct visibility.  Trees should be planted so 

During construction Applicant  PBD Project design review  
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4.0 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan 
 
 

Mitigation Measure Timing/Frequency of Action Responsible for 
Implementing  

Responsibility 
for Monitoring 

Standards for 
Compliance 

Verification of 
Compliance 

as to not create a “wall” effect when viewed at a shallow 
angle.  The type of shrubbery planted within the triangles 
should be such that it will grow no higher than three feet 
above the adjacent roadway surface.  Trees planted 
within the sight triangle areas should be large enough that 
the lowest limbs are at least seven feet above the surface 
of the adjacent roadway.  Street parking should be 
prohibited within the bounds of the sight triangle. 
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