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COUNTY OF SAN MATEO, PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT 
 

NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT 
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

 
A notice, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970, as amended (Public 
Resources Code 21,000, et seq.), that the following project:  McWherter New Single-Family 
Residence, when adopted and implemented, will not have a significant impact on the 
environment. 
 
FILE NO.:  PLN 2018-00322 
 
OWNER:  Celina and Jordan McWherter 
 
APPLICANT:  Jordan McWherter 
 
NAME OF PERSON UNDERTAKING THE PROJECT OR RECEIVING THE PROJECT 
APPROVAL (IF DIFFERENT FROM APPLICANT):  N/A 
 
ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NO.:  036-225-130 
 
LOCATION:  1237 Grant Road, Montara 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
The applicant requests a Coastal Development Permit, Resource Management Permit, 
Design Review, and Grading Permits for the construction of a new two-story, 4,237 sq. ft. 
residence, plus a 433 sq. ft. garage, located on a legal 4.77-acre parcel. The project 
involves 530 cubic yards of cut and 175 cubic yards of fill and the removal of 9 protected 
trees.  This project is not appealable to the California Coastal Commission. 
 
FINDINGS AND BASIS FOR A NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
 
The Current Planning Section has reviewed the initial study for the project and, based upon 
substantial evidence in the record, finds that: 
 
1. The project will not adversely affect water or air quality or increase noise levels 

substantially. 
 
2. The project will not have adverse impacts on the flora or fauna of the area. 
 
3. The project will not degrade the aesthetic quality of the area. 
 
4. The project will not have adverse impacts on traffic or land use. 
 
5. In addition, the project will not: 
 
 a. Create impacts which have the potential to degrade the quality of the 

environment. 
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 b. Create impacts which achieve short-term to the disadvantage of long-term 
environmental goals. 

 
 c. Create impacts for a project which are individually limited, but cumulatively 

considerable. 
 
 d. Create environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on 

human beings, either directly or indirectly. 
 
The County of San Mateo has, therefore, determined that the environmental impact of the 
project is insignificant. 
 
MITIGATION MEASURES included in the project to avoid potentially significant effects: 
 
Mitigation Measure 1:  The applicant shall require construction contractors to implement all the 
Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s Basic Construction Mitigation Measures, listed 
below, and include these measures on permit plans submitted to the Building Inspection 
Section: 
 
a. Water all active construction areas at least twice daily. 
 
b. Apply water two times daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers on all unpaved access 

roads, parking, and staging areas at construction sites.  Also, hydroseed or apply non-
toxic soil stabilizers to inactive construction areas. 

 
c. Sweep adjacent public streets daily (preferably with water sweepers) if visible soil material 

is carried onto them. 
 
d. Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads within the project parcel to 15 miles per hour. 
 
e. All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance with 

manufacturers’ specifications.  All equipment shall be checked by a certified mechanic and 
determined to be running in proper condition prior to operation. 

 
f. Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or 

reducing the maximum idling time to 5 minutes (as required by the California Airborne 
Toxics Control Measure Title 13, Section 2485, of the California Code of Regulations 
(CCR)).  Clear signage shall be provided for construction workers at all access points. 

 
Mitigation Measure 2:  Work shall only be performed during daylight hours at least 30 minutes 
after sunrise and ending at least 30 minutes before sunset when animals including CRLF are 
least active.  Furthermore, no ground disturbance or foundation work shall be performed during 
or within 48 hours after any rain event (greater than 0.5 inches) between October 31 and April 
31 when CRLF species are most likely to utilize upland habitats.  Lastly, wildlife exclusion 
fencing shall be placed between the drainage ditch and proposed construction to prevent CRLF 
from entering the site during activities.  This measure shall be included in permit plans 
submitted to the Building Inspection Section. 
 
Mitigation Measure 3:  Vegetation/tree removal shall be performed outside of the nesting 
season (between September 1 and January 31).  If work must be performed during the nesting 
season, a pre-construction nesting bird survey shall be performed by a qualified biologist.  If 
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nests are found, an appropriately sized no-disturbance buffer shall be placed around the nest at 
the direction of the qualified biologist conducting the survey.  Buffers shall remain in place until 
all young have fledged, or the biologist has confirmed that the nest has been naturally predated.  
This measure shall be included in permit plans submitted to the Building Inspection Section. 
 
Mitigation Measure 4:  In the event that cultural, paleontological, or archaeological resources 
are encountered during site grading or other site work, such work shall immediately be halted in 
the area of discovery and the project sponsor shall immediately notify the Community 
Development Director of the discovery.  The applicant shall be required to retain the services of 
a qualified archaeologist for the purpose of recording, protecting, or curating the discovery as 
appropriate.  The cost of the qualified archaeologist and of any recording, protecting, or curating 
shall be borne solely by the project sponsor.  The archaeologist shall be required to submit to 
the Community Development Director for review and approval a report of the findings and 
methods of curation or protection of the resources.  No further grading or site work within the 
area of discovery shall be allowed until the preceding has occurred.  Disposition of Native 
American remains shall comply with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(e). 
 
Mitigation Measure 5:  The design of the proposed development (upon submittal of the 
Building Permit) on the subject parcel shall generally follow the recommendations cited in the 
geotechnical reports and letter prepared by Earth Investigation Consultants, Inc. and Geosphere 
Consultants, Inc. regarding seismic criteria, grading, drilled piers, slab-on grade construction, 
and surface drainage.  Any such changes to the recommendations by the project geotechnical 
engineer cited in this report and subsequent updates shall be submitted for review and approval 
by the County’s Geotechnical Engineer. 
 
Mitigation Measure 6:  At the time of building permit and encroachment permit application, the 
applicant shall submit for review and approval, erosion and drainage control plans that show 
how the transport and discharge of soil and pollutants from and within the project site will be 
minimized.  The plans shall be designed to minimize potential sources of sediment, control the 
amount of runoff and its ability to carry sediment by diverting incoming flows and impeding 
internally generated flows, and retain sediment that is picked up on the project site through the 
use of sediment-capturing devices.  The plans shall include measures that limit the application, 
generation, and migration of toxic substances, ensure the proper storage and disposal of toxic 
materials, and apply nutrients at rates necessary to establish and maintain vegetation without 
causing significant nutrient runoff to surface waters.  Said plan shall adhere to the San Mateo 
Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program “General Construction and Site 
Supervision Guidelines,” including: 
 
a. Sequence construction to install sediment-capturing devices first, followed by runoff 

control measures and runoff conveyances.  No construction activities shall begin until after 
all proposed measures are in place. 

 
b. Minimize the area of bare soil exposed at one time (phased grading). 
 
c. Clear only areas essential for construction. 
 
d. Within five (5) days of clearing or inactivity in construction, stabilize bare soils through 

either non-vegetative Best Management Practices (BMPs), such as mulching, or 
vegetative erosion control methods, such as seeding.  Vegetative erosion control shall be 
established within two (2) weeks of seeding/planting. 
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e. Construction entrances shall be stabilized immediately after grading and frequently 
maintained to prevent erosion and to control dust. 

 
f. Control wind-born dust through the installation of wind barriers such as hay bales and/or 

sprinkling. 
 
g. Soil and/or other construction-related material stockpiled on-site shall be placed a 

minimum of 200 ft., or to the extent feasible, from all wetlands and drain courses.  
Stockpiled soils shall be covered with tarps at all times of the year. 

 
h. Intercept runoff above disturbed slopes and convey it to a permanent channel or storm 

drains by using earth dikes, perimeter dikes or swales, or diversions.  Use check dams 
where appropriate. 

 
i. Provide protection for runoff conveyance outlets by reducing flow velocity and dissipating 

flow energy. 
 
j. Use silt fence and/or vegetated filter strips to trap sediment contained in sheet flow.  The 

maximum drainage area to the fence should be 0.5 acres or less per 100 ft. of fence.  Silt 
fences shall be inspected regularly, and sediment removed when it reaches 1/3 of fence 
height.  Vegetated filter strips should have relatively flat slopes and be vegetated with 
erosion-resistant species. 

 
k. Throughout the construction period, the applicant shall conduct regular inspections of the 

condition and operational status of all structural BMPs required by the approved erosion 
control plan. 

 
l. No erosion or sediment control measures will be placed in vegetated areas. 
 
m. Environmentally-sensitive areas shall be delineated and protected to prevent construction 

impacts. 
 
n. Control of fuels and other hazardous materials, spills, and litter during construction. 
 
o. Preserve existing vegetation whenever feasible. 
 
Mitigation Measure 7:  Noise sources associated with demolition, construction, repair, 
remodeling, or grading of any real property shall be limited to the hours from 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 
p.m., weekdays and 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Saturdays.  Said activities are prohibited on 
Sundays, Thanksgiving, and Christmas (San Mateo Ordinance Code Section 4.88.360).  Noise 
levels produced by construction activities shall not exceed the 80-dBA level at any one moment. 
 
Mitigation Measure 8:  Should any traditionally or culturally affiliated Native American tribe 
respond to the County’s issued notification for consultation, such process as required by State 
Assembly Bill 52 shall be completed and any resulting agreed upon measures for avoidance 
and preservation of identified resources be taken prior to implementation of the project. 
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County of San Mateo 
Planning and Building Department 

 
INITIAL STUDY 

ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST 
(To Be Completed by Planning Department) 

 
 
1. Project Title:  McWherter New Single-Family Residence 
 
2. County File Number:  PLN 2018-00322 
 
3. Lead Agency Name and Address:  County of San Mateo Planning and Building Department, 
 455 County Center, 2nd Floor, Redwood City, CA  94063 
 
4. Contact Person and Phone Number:  Ruemel Panglao, Project Planner, 650/363-4582 
 
5. Project Location:  1237 Grant Road, Montara 
 
6. Assessor’s Parcel Number and Size of Parcel:  036-225-130 (4.77 acres) 
 
7. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address:  Jordan McWherter, 759 Rockaway Beach Avenue, 

Pacifica, CA  94044 
 
8. Name of Person Undertaking the Project or Receiving the Project Approval (if different 

from Project Sponsor):  N/A 
 
9. General Plan Designation:  Very Low Density Residential (Rural) 
 
10. Zoning:  RM-CZ/DR/CD (Resource Management-Coastal Zone/Design Review/Coastal 

Development) 
 
11. Description of the Project:  The applicant requests a Coastal Development Permit, Resource 

Management Permit, Design Review, and Grading Permits for the construction of a new two-
story, 4,237 sq. ft. residence, plus a 433 sq. ft. garage, located on a legal 4.77-acre parcel.  
The project involves 530 cubic yards of cut and 175 cubic yards of fill and the removal of nine 
(9) protected trees.  This project is not appealable to the California Coastal Commission. 

 
12. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:  The properties to the immediate north, west, east, and 

south contain single-family residential uses. 
 
13. Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required:  N/A 
 
14. Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with 

the project area requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code 
Section 21080.3.1?  If so, is there a plan for consultation that includes, for example, the 
determination of significance of impacts to tribal cultural resources, procedures 
regarding confidentiality, etc.?:  (NOTE: Conducting consultation early in the CEQA process 
allows tribal governments, lead agencies, and project proponents to discuss the level of 
environmental review, identify and address potential adverse impacts to tribal cultural 
resources, and reduce the potential for delay and conflict in the environmental review process 
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(see Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.2.).  Information may also be available from the 
California Native American Heritage Commission’s Sacred Lands File per Public Resources 
Code section 5097.96 and the California Historical Resources Information System 
administered by the California Office of Historic Preservation.  Please also note that Public 
Resources Code section 21082.3(c) contains provisions specific to confidentiality). 

 
 This project is not subject to Assembly Bill 52, as the County of San Mateo has no records of 

requests for formal notification of proposed projects within the County from any traditionally or 
culturally affiliated California Native American Tribes.  However, the County seeks to satisfy 
the Native American Heritage Commission’s best practices and has referred this project to the 
Native American Tribes recommended for consultation by the Native American Heritage 
Commission.  As of the date of this report, no tribes have contacted the County requesting 
formal consultation on this project. 

 
ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED 
 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at 
least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” or “Significant Unless Mitigated” as 
indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 
 
 

 Aesthetics  Energy   Public Services  

 Agricultural and Forest 
Resources 

 Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials  

 Recreation  

X Air Quality X Hydrology/Water Quality   Transportation  

X Biological Resources  Land Use/Planning  X Tribal Cultural Resources 

X Climate Change   Mineral Resources   Utilities/Service Systems  

X Cultural Resources  X Noise   Wildfire 

X Geology/Soils  Population/Housing X Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 

 
 
EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
 
1. A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately 

supported by the information sources a lead agency cites.  A “No Impact” answer is adequately 
supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to 
projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone).  A “No 
Impact” answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as 
general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on 
a project-specific screening analysis). 

 
2. All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-

site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as 
operational impacts. 
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3. Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the 
checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than 
significant with mitigation, or less than significant.  “Potentially Significant Impact” is appro-
priate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant.  If there are one or more 
“Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made, an Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) is required. 

 
4. “Negative Declaration:  Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the 

incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” 
to a “Less Than Significant Impact.”  The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, 
and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation 
measures from “Earlier Analyses,” as described in 5. below, may be cross-referenced). 

 
5. Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an 
earlier EIR or negative declaration (Section 15063(c)(3)(D)).  In this case, a brief discussion 
should identify the following: 

 
 a. Earlier Analysis Used.  Identify and state where they are available for review. 
 
 b. Impacts Adequately Addressed.  Identify which effects from the above checklist were 

within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to 
applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation 
measures based on the earlier analysis. 

 
 c. Mitigation Measures.  For effects that are “Less Than Significant with Mitigation 

Measures Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or 
refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific 
conditions for the project. 

 
6. Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information 

sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances).  Reference to a 
previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the 
page or pages where the statement is substantiated. 

 
7. Supporting Information Sources.  Sources used or individuals contacted should be cited in the 

discussion. 
 
 

1. AESTHETICS.  Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, would the 
project: 

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impacts 

Significant 
Unless 

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

1.a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a 
scenic vista, views from existing residen-
tial areas, public lands, water bodies, or 
roads? 

  X  
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Discussion:  On July 11, 2019, the Coastside Design Review Committee (CDRC) recommended 
approval of the proposed residence, as proposed and conditioned, to the Community Development 
Director of San Mateo County (County), based on the findings that included compliance with all 
applicable Design Review (DR) standards (Attachment C).  Specifically, the CDRC found that the 
proposed residence complies with Section 6565.20(D) (Neighborhood Definition and Neighborhood 
Character) of the Standards for Design for One-Family and Two-Family Residential Development in 
the Midcoast (Midcoast DR Standards) as the structure is located and designed to blend with the 
natural vegetation and landforms of the site and the design is compatible with the neighborhood in 
terms of scale, mass, architectural style and design elements relative to surrounding structures.  In 
addition, the CDRC found that the landscape design complements and enhances the design of the 
house and harmonizes with the natural character of the neighborhood. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location, County Geographic Information System (GIS) Maps, Field 
Observations, Coastside Design Review Committee Recommendation Letter (dated December 26, 
2019). 

1.b. Substantially damage or destroy scenic 
resources, including, but not limited to, 
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic 
buildings within a state scenic highway? 

  X  

Discussion:  The project parcel does not contain and is not located in close proximity to any rock 
outcroppings or any historic buildings within a state scenic highway.  Nine (9) protected trees (trees 
with a diameter at breast height (DBH) of 17.5 inches or more in the RM-CZ Zoning District) are 
proposed to be removed.  The subject parcel already has a heavy amount of tree cover which would 
screen the proposed structures from the surrounding public roads. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location, Field Observations, Coastside Design Review Committee 
Recommendation Letter (dated December 26, 2019), County Zoning Regulations. 

1.c. In non-urbanized areas, substantially 
degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of public views of the site and its 
surroundings, such as significant change 
in topography or ground surface relief 
features, and/or development on a 
ridgeline?  (Public views are those that 
are experienced from publicly accessible 
vantage point.)  If the project is in an 
urbanized area, would the project 
conflict with applicable zoning and other 
regulations governing scenic quality? 

  X  
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Discussion:  The project is located in a non-urbanized area and is surrounded by rural single-family 
residences.  The project site is not on a ridgeline.  The project involves grading but would not create 
a significant change in topography.  Grading has been minimized to accommodate the house, 
driveway, and septic.  In terms of grading amounts, there will be 530 cubic yards of cut and 175 
cubic yards of fill (320 cubic yards of cut for the house, 80 cubic yards of cut for the garage, 20 cubic 
yards of cut for the driveway, 110 cubic yards of cut for leach lines, and 175 cubic yards of fill in front 
of the house).  As discussed in Section 1.a, the CDRC determined that the project, as proposed and 
conditioned, is in compliance with all applicable DR standards. 

Source:  Project Location, San Mateo County General Plan, Scenic Resources Map, Coastside 
Design Review Committee Recommendation Letter (dated December 26, 2019). 

1.d. Create a new source of substantial light 
or glare that would adversely affect day 
or nighttime views in the area? 

  X  

Discussion:  The project plans includes downward directed (Dark Sky compliant) light fixtures, one 
at each exterior entry/exit as minimally required by California Building Standards Code.  In its 
review, the CDRC acknowledged the project’s compliance with the Midcoast DR Standards 
regarding exterior lighting which states:  “All exterior, landscape, and site lighting shall be designed 
and located so that light and glare are directed away from neighbors and confined to the site,” 
“Exterior lighting should be minimized and designed with a specific activity in mind so that outdoor 
areas will be illuminated no more than is necessary to support the activity designed for that area,” 
and “Minimize light and glare as viewed from scenic corridors and other public view corridors.”  The 
proposed locations and design of all such lighting would not create a new source of significant light 
or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location, County Midcoast DR Standards. 

1.e. Be adjacent to a designated Scenic 
Highway or within a State or County 
Scenic Corridor? 

   X 

Discussion:  The project site is not adjacent to a designated Scenic Highway or within a State or 
County Scenic Corridor.  The closest County Scenic Corridor is the Cabrillo Highway (Highway 1) 
County Scenic Corridor which is over a half mile away. 

Source:  Project Location, County GIS Maps, County General Plan Scenic Corridors Map. 

1.f. If within a Design Review District, conflict 
with applicable General Plan or Zoning 
Ordinance provisions? 

   X 

Discussion:  The project parcel is located within a Design Review (DR) District as it is zoned RM-
CZ/DR/CD (Resource Management-Coastal Zone / Design Review / Coastal Development).  As 
discussed in Section 1.a, the CDRC determined that the project, as proposed and conditioned, is in 
compliance with all applicable DR standards.  The project meets all applicable General Plan and 
Zoning Ordinance provisions. 

Single-family residences are an allowed use in the RM-CZ Zoning District.  The proposed residence 
will have conforming setbacks, building height, and building floor area. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location, County Zoning Regulations, Coastside Design Review 
Committee Recommendation Letter (dated December 26, 2019). 
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1.g. Visually intrude into an area having 
natural scenic qualities? 

  X  

Discussion:  The proposed project complies with all applicable zoning regulations, specifically 
Design Review standards.  As discussed in Section 1.b, the project site is screened from other 
residences and the street is screened by a large amount of existing mature trees and proposed 
landscaping.  Also, in its review, the CDRC determined the proposed residence to be in compliance 
with Midcoast Design Review standards.  The proposed residence was revised from its original 
design (presented to the CDRC on June 13, 2019) with the interest of preserving the views of 
neighboring houses and ensuring compatibility with the surrounding neighborhood. 

Based on these findings, the proposed project will have a less than significant visual impact on 
natural scenic qualities. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location, County GIS Maps, Field Observations, Coastside Design 
Review Committee Recommendation Letter (dated December 26, 2019), County Zoning 
Regulations, County Midcoast DR Standards. 

 

2. AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST RESOURCES.  In determining whether impacts to 
agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the 
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the 
California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on 
agriculture and farmland.  In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including 
timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information 
compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection District regarding the 
state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the 
Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided 
in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board.  Would the project: 

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impacts 

Significant 
Unless 

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

2.a. For lands outside the Coastal Zone, 
convert Prime Farmland, Unique 
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance (Farmland) as shown on the 
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use? 

   X 

Discussion:  The project site is located within the Coastal Zone.   The parcel is also not within an 
area that is mapped or designated as Prime or Unique Farmland or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance. 

Source:  Project Location, County GIS Maps, California Department of Conservation Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program. 

2.b. Conflict with existing zoning for 
agricultural use, an existing Open Space 

   X 
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Easement, or a Williamson Act contract? 

Discussion:  The project site is zoned Resource Management-Coastal Zone (RM-CZ).  The zoning 
allows for both agriculture and residential uses.  The property is also not subject to an existing Open 
Space Easement or Williamson Act contract. 

Source:  Project Location, County Zoning Regulations, County GIS Maps, County Williamson Act 
Contracts. 

2.c. Involve other changes in the existing 
environment which, due to their location 
or nature, could result in conversion of 
Farmland to non-agricultural use or 
conversion of forestland to non-forest 
use? 

   X 

Discussion:  The project site has an existing barn and is largely surrounded by single-family 
residential development.  A previous project on the property included both a single-family residence 
and the existing barn; however, the residence was never built.  The site is not currently being used 
for agricultural use.  The project site does not contain Farmland or forestland (defined as land that 
can support 10 percent native tree cover of any species, including hardwoods, under natural 
conditions, and that allows for management of one or more forest resources including timber, 
aesthetics, fish and wildlife, biodiversity, water quality, recreation, and other public benefits).  
Therefore, the project would not convert Farmland to a non-agricultural use or forestland to non-
forest use. 

Source:  Project Location, County GIS Maps, California Department of Conservation Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program. 

2.d. For lands within the Coastal Zone, 
convert or divide lands identified as 
Class I or Class II Agriculture Soils and 
Class III Soils rated good or very good 
for artichokes or Brussels sprouts? 

   X 

Discussion:  Although the project site is located within the Coastal Zone, it does not contain Class I 
or Class II Agriculture Soils, or Class III Soils rated good or very good for artichokes or Brussels 
sprouts. 

Source:  Project Location, Natural Resources Conservation Service Web Soil Survey - California 
Revised Storie Index. 

2.e. Result in damage to soil capability or 
loss of agricultural land? 

  X  

Discussion:  The project site is located on soils classified with a Storie Index of Grade 2 – Good 
and Grade 5 – Very Poor.  The site is not currently being used for agricultural use.  The proposed 
single-family residence on the subject parcel would be located in the Grade 5 area and would result 
in the development of approximately 1.3 percent of the subject parcel to a residential use.  The 
Grade 2 area that makes up the area of the parcel south of the project site has heavy tree cover but 
could be potentially used for agricultural purposes in the future if it were to be cleared.  As discussed 
in Section 2.b., residential and agricultural uses are allowed within the project parcel’s zoning district 
(RM-CZ Resource Management – Coastal Zone).  Once the subject parcel is developed, future 
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property owners could use the remaining open land for agricultural purposes.  With no current 
agricultural use of the site and the potential for future agricultural use of the property, the 
development of the road and associated parcels would not result in the significant loss of agricultural 
land. 

Source:  Project Location, Natural Resources Conservation Service Web Soil Survey - California 
Revised Storie Index, County Zoning Regulations. 

2.f. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause 
rezoning of, forestland (as defined in 
Public Resources Code Section 
12220(g)), timberland (as defined by 
Public Resources Code Section 4526), 
or timberland zoned Timberland 
Production (as defined by Government 
Code Section 51104(g))? 

Note to reader:  This question seeks to 
address the economic impact of 
converting forestland to a non-timber 
harvesting use. 

   X 

Discussion:  The project site has not been identified as forestland or timberland, therefore, there is 
no conflict with existing zoning or cause for rezoning. 

Source:  Project Location, County GIS Maps, County Zoning Regulations. 

 

3. AIR QUALITY.  Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air 
quality management district or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the 
following determinations.  Would the project: 

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impacts 

Significant 
Unless 

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

3.a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation 
of the applicable air quality plan? 

 X   

Discussion:  The Bay Area 2017 Clean Air Plan (CAP), developed by the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District (BAAQMD), is the current regulating air quality plan for San Mateo County.  
The CAP was created to improve Bay Area air quality and to protect public health and the climate. 

The project would not conflict with or obstruct the implementation of the BAAQMD's 2017Clean Air 
Plan.  During project implementation, air emissions would be generated from site grading, 
equipment, and work vehicles; however, any such grading-related emissions would be temporary 
and localized.  Once constructed, use of the development as a single-family residence would have 
minimal impacts to the air quality standards set forth for the region by the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District.  

The BAAQMD has established thresholds of significance for construction emissions and operational 
emissions.  As defined in the BAAQMD’s 2017 CEQA Guidelines, the BAAQMD does not require 
quantification of construction emissions due to the number of variables that can impact the 
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calculation of construction emissions.  Instead, the BAAQMD emphasizes implementation of all 
feasible construction measures to minimize emissions from construction activities.  The BAAQMD 
provides a list of construction-related control measures that they have determined, when fully 
implemented, would significantly reduce construction-related air emissions to a less than significant 
level.  These control measures have been included in Mitigation Measure 1 below: 

Mitigation Measure 1:  The applicant shall require construction contractors to implement all the Bay 
Area Air Quality Management District’s Basic Construction Mitigation Measures, listed below, and 
include these measures on permit plans submitted to the Building Inspection Section: 

a. Water all active construction areas at least twice daily. 

b. Apply water two times daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers on all unpaved access roads, 
parking, and staging areas at construction sites.  Also, hydroseed or apply non-toxic soil 
stabilizers to inactive construction areas. 

c. Sweep adjacent public streets daily (preferably with water sweepers) if visible soil material is 
carried onto them. 

d. Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads within the project parcel to 15 miles per hour. 

e. All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance with 
manufacturers’ specifications.  All equipment shall be checked by a certified mechanic and 
determined to be running in proper condition prior to operation. 

f. Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or reducing 
the maximum idling time to 5 minutes (as required by the California Airborne Toxics Control 
Measure Title 13, Section 2485, of the California Code of Regulations (CCR)).  Clear signage 
shall be provided for construction workers at all access points. 

Source:  Project Plans, Bay Area Air Quality Management District. 

3.b. Result in a cumulatively considerable 
net increase of any criteria pollutant 
for which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable Federal 
or State ambient air quality standard?  

 X   

Discussion:  As of December 2012, San Mateo County is a non-attainment area for PM-2.5.  On 
January 9, 2013, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) issued a final rule to determine that 
the Bay Area attains the 24-hour PM-2.5 national standard.  However, the Bay Area will continue to 
be designated as “non-attainment” for the national 24-hour PM-2.5 standard until the BAAQMD 
submits a “re-designation request” and a “maintenance plan” to EPA and the proposed 
redesignation is approved by the Environmental Protection Agency.  A temporary increase in the 
project area is anticipated during construction since these PM-2.5 particles are a typical vehicle 
emission.  The temporary nature of the proposed construction and California Air Resources Board 
vehicle regulations reduce the potential effects to a less than significant impact.  Mitigation Measure 
1 in Section 3.a. would minimize increases in non-attainment criteria pollutants generated from 
project construction to a less than significant level. 

Source:  Project Plans, Bay Area Air Quality Management District. 

3.c. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations, as defined by 
the Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District? 

 X   
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Discussion:  Any pollutant emissions generated from the proposed project would primarily be 
temporary in nature.  The project site is in a very low density rural residential area with few sensitive 
receptors (i.e., single-family residences) located within the immediate project vicinity.  Additionally, 
the surrounding tree canopy and vegetation on the project site would help to insulate the project 
area from nearby sensitive receptors.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure 1 would also help in 
minimizing any potentially significant exposure to nearby sensitive receptors to a less than 
significant level. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location. 

3.d. Result in other emissions (such as those 
leading to odors) adversely affecting a 
substantial number of people? 

  X  

Discussion:  The proposed project is to construct a single-family residence in a rural residential 
area of the Midcoast.  Once constructed, the daily use of the residence would not create 
objectionable odors.  The proposed project has the potential to generate odors associated with 
construction activities.  However, any such odors would be temporary and are expected to be 
minimal. 

Source:  Project Plans. 

 

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impacts 

Significant 
Unless 

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

4.a. 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 the California Depart-
ment of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service or National Marine 
Fisheries Service? 

 X   

Discussion:  A biological resources report (Sol report) was prepared by Sol Ecology, Inc., dated 
August 13, 2019, which analyzed potential project impacts to biological resources on the subject 
parcel (Attachment D). 

According to the Sol report, Sol Ecology principal biologist Dana Riggs conducted a biological 
resources survey and reconnaissance-level surveys for special status species on and adjacent to 
the subject parcel on July 12, 2019 to gather information necessary to complete a review of potential 
biological resources and potential for impacts from development of the proposed project.  

The project site is bordered by single-family residential development to the north, west, and east and 
Grant Road to the south.  The site consists of a driveway, existing building, several storage 
containers, a dirt pad, and an existing septic field.  Vegetation on the project site consists primarily of 
Monterey pine forest (introduced) and disturbed ruderal vegetation.  No sensitive biological 
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communities are present on the project site; a small roadside drainage ditch with willow habitat is 
present 200 ft. to the south of the house site. 

No sensitive biological communities are present at the project site.  No special status plants have 
potential to occur at the project site.  Two special status species have potential to occur on the 
project site:  California Red Legged Frog (CRLF) and Allen’s hummingbird. 

The roadside drainage ditch on the project parcel may provide aquatic non-breeding habitat to CRLF 
but given its lack of connectivity does not likely provide suitable dispersal habitat.  The nearest 
documented occurrence record of CRLF is approximately 1,670 ft. (0.33 miles) to the west of the 
proposed project site in Montara Creek.  However, it is unlikely a CRLF would migrate through the 
project site due to the availability of more suitable dispersal habitat in the surrounding area and the 
absence of potential breeding habitat to the north or east of the site.  Additionally, the soils on the 
project site have been previously impacted and consist of mostly fill material with no burrows 
observed during the site visit. As such, CRLF has only a low potential to occur. 

The Monterey pines on the project site provide suitable nesting habitat for Allen’s Hummingbird. 

Due to the potential for these species to occur within the project area, the Sol report, recommends 
that the following mitigation measures be implemented to avoid potential impacts to CRLF and 
Allen’s Hummingbird: 

Mitigation Measure 2:  Work shall only be performed during daylight hours at least 30 minutes after 
sunrise and ending at least 30 minutes before sunset when animals including CRLF are least active. 
Furthermore, no ground disturbance or foundation work shall be performed during or within 48 hours 
after any rain event (greater than 0.5 inches) between October 31 and April 31 when CRLF species 
are most likely to utilize upland habitats.  Lastly, wildlife exclusion fencing shall be placed between 
the drainage ditch and proposed construction to prevent CRLF from entering the site during 
activities.  This measure shall be included in permit plans submitted to the Building Inspection 
Section. 

Mitigation Measure 3:  Vegetation/tree removal shall be performed outside of the nesting season 
(between September 1 and January 31).  If work must be performed during the nesting season, a 
pre-construction nesting bird survey shall be performed by a qualified biologist.  If nests are found, 
an appropriately sized no-disturbance buffer shall be placed around the nest at the direction of the 
qualified biologist conducting the survey.  Buffers shall remain in place until all young have fledged, 
or the biologist has confirmed that the nest has been naturally predated.  This measure shall be 
included in permit plans submitted to the Building Inspection Section. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location, County GIS Maps, Sol Ecology, Inc. Biological Resources 
Report (dated August 13, 2019). 

4.b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any 
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional 
plans, policies, and regulations or by the 
California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
or National Marine Fisheries Service? 

   X 

Discussion:  The site does not contain, nor does it abut any perennial or intermittent stream.  Per 
the Sol report, there are no areas of riparian habitat or sensitive natural communities identified in 
local or regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, in the project area.  The willows in the roadside drainage ditch are 
not considered riparian habitat because they are not associated with a perennial or intermittent 
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stream. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location, County GIS Maps, Sol Ecology, Inc. Biological Resources 
Report (dated August 13, 2019). 

4.c. Have a substantial adverse effect on 
state or federally protected wetlands 
(including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, 
or other means? 

   X 

Discussion:  The Sol report found no wetlands in the entire study area, as defined either by 
Section 404 or in the County’s LCP. As a result, the project poses no impact to these resources. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location, County GIS Maps, County Local Coastal Program, Sol 
Ecology, Inc. Biological Resources Report (dated August 13, 2019). 

4.d. Interfere substantially with the movement 
of any native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species or with established native 
resident migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites? 

 X   

Discussion:  The site does not contain, nor does it abut any perennial or intermittent stream.  The 
roadside drainage ditch on the project parcel may provide aquatic non-breeding habitat to CRLF but 
given its lack of connectivity does not likely provide suitable dispersal habitat.  It is unlikely a CRLF 
would migrate through the project site due to the availability of more suitable dispersal habitat in the 
surrounding area and the absence of potential breeding habitat to the north or east of the site.  
Additionally, the soils on the project site have been previously impacted and consist of mostly fill 
material with no burrows observed during the site visit. As such, CRLF has only a low potential to 
occur. 

The Monterey pines on the project site provide suitable nesting habitat for Allen’s Hummingbird. 

With the implementation of the Mitigation Measures in Section 4.a, impacts to wildlife corridors 
would be minimized. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location, County GIS Maps, Sol Ecology, Inc. Biological Resources 
Report (dated August 13, 2019). 

4.e. Conflict with any local policies or ordi-
nances protecting biological resources, 
such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance (including the County Heritage 
and Significant Tree Ordinances)? 

  X  

Discussion:  The project site is host primarily to Monterey Pine trees, many of which are protected 
(17.5 inches diameter at breast height (DBH) or greater) trees as defined in the Development 
Review Criteria (Section 6912.2(j)) that are applicable to RM-CZ (Resource Management-Coastal 
Zone) zoned areas per Section 6903.  The trees in and around of the proposed construction site 
were evaluated in an arborist report (Weatherill report) (Attachment E) prepared by licensed arborist 
Robert Weatherill (WE-1936A).  The nine (9) protected Monterey Pine trees proposed for removal 
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are either in poor condition and/or necessary to accommodate the proposed development, as these 
trees are within the footprint of the proposed development (including building and septic system).The 
application would be required by current County policies to provide a detailed tree protection plan at 
the building permit stage to ensure that the remaining trees are protected during construction. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location, County GIS Maps, County Zoning Regulations, Advanced 
Tree Care Arborist Report (dated January 10, 2019). 

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

   X 

Discussion:  The site is not located in an area with an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan or 
Natural Conservation Community Plan, other approved regional or State habitat conservation plan. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location, County GIS map. 

4.g. Be located inside or within 200 feet of a 
marine or wildlife reserve? 

   X 

Discussion:  The project site is not located inside or within 200 feet of a marine or wildlife reserve. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location, County GIS map, National Wildlife Refuge System 
Locator. 

4.h. Result in loss of oak woodlands or other 
non-timber woodlands? 

   X 

Discussion:  The project site includes no oak woodlands or other timber woodlands. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location. 

 

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impacts 

Significant 
Unless 

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

5.a. Cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of a historical resource 
pursuant to Section 15064.5? 

   X 

Discussion:  The State of California Office of Historic Preservation has not identified any known 
historical resources on the project parcel or surrounding area.  In a review letter dated June 5, 2019, 
the California Historical Resources Information System also noted no record of historical resources 
at the project site (Attachment F).  Therefore, the project poses no impact. 

Source:  Project Location, County GIS Maps, California Register of Historical Resources, California 
Historical Resources Information System Review Letter (dated June 5, 2019). 
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5.b. Cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of an archaeological 
resource pursuant to CEQA Section 
15064.5? 

 X   

Discussion:  The project site is immediately surrounded by residential development to the north, 
west, east and south.  Based on the developed conditions of the surrounding properties, it is not 
likely that the project parcel and surrounding area would contain any archaeological resources.  The 
California Historical Resources Information System’s Northwest Information Center at Sonoma State 
University, in a letter dated June 5, 2019, notes that there is no record of any previous cultural 
resource studies for the project area and that the project area has a low possibility of containing 
unrecorded archaeological sites.  However, the following mitigation measure is provided in the event 
that any cultural, paleontological, or archeological resources are encountered during project 
construction and excavation activities: 

Mitigation Measure 4:  In the event that cultural, paleontological, or archaeological resources are 
encountered during site grading or other site work, such work shall immediately be halted in the area 
of discovery and the project sponsor shall immediately notify the Community Development Director 
of the discovery.  The applicant shall be required to retain the services of a qualified archaeologist 
for the purpose of recording, protecting, or curating the discovery as appropriate.  The cost of the 
qualified archaeologist and of any recording, protecting, or curating shall be borne solely by the 
project sponsor.  The archaeologist shall be required to submit to the Community Development 
Director for review and approval a report of the findings and methods of curation or protection of the 
resources.  No further grading or site work within the area of discovery shall be allowed until the 
preceding has occurred.  Disposition of Native American remains shall comply with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.5(e). 

Source:  Project Location, County GIS Maps, California Historical Resources Information System 
Review Letter (dated June 5, 2019). 

5.c. Disturb any human remains, including 
those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries? 

 X   

Discussion:  No known human remains are located within the project area or surrounding vicinity.  
In case of accidental discovery, Mitigation Measure 4 in Section 5.b is recommended. 

Source:  Project Location, County GIS Maps. 

 

6. ENERGY.  Would the project: 

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impacts 

Significant 
Unless 

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

6.a. Result in potentially significant 
environmental impact due to wasteful, 
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption 
of energy resources, during project 
construction or operation? 

  X  
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Discussion:  Energy conservation standards for new residential and nonresidential buildings were 
adopted by the California Energy Resources Conservation and Development Commission (now the 
California Energy Commission) in June 1977 and are updated every 3 years (Title 24, Part 6, of the 
California Code of Regulations).  Title 24 requires the design of building shells and building 
components to conserve energy.  The standards are updated periodically to allow for consideration 
and possible incorporation of new energy efficiency technologies and methods.  On June 10, 2015, 
the California Energy Commission (CEC) adopted the 2016 Building Energy Efficiency Standards, 
which went into effect on January 1, 2017.  Under the 2016 Standards, residential buildings are 
28 percent more energy efficient and nonresidential buildings are 5 percent more energy efficient 
than under the 2013 Standards.  Because the building permit application was submitted prior to the 
adoption of the most current standards, the proposed project would comply with the 2016 Building 
Energy Efficiency Standards which would be verified by the San Mateo County Building Inspection 
Section  prior to the issuance of the building permit.  The project would also be required adhere to 
the provisions of CALGreen and GreenPoints, which establishes planning and design standards for 
sustainable site development, energy efficiency (in excess of the California Energy Code 
requirements), water conservation, material conservation, and internal air contaminants. 

Construction 

The construction of the project would require the consumption of nonrenewable energy resources, 
primarily in the form of fossil fuels (e.g., fuel oil, natural gas, and gasoline) for automobiles 
(transportation) and construction equipment.  Transportation energy use during construction would 
come from the transport and use of construction equipment, delivery vehicles and haul trucks, and 
construction employee vehicles that would use diesel fuel and/or gasoline.  The use of energy 
resources by these vehicles would fluctuate according to the phase of construction and would be 
temporary and would not require expanded energy supplies or the construction of new infrastructure.  
Most construction equipment during demolition and grading would be gas-powered or diesel 
powered, and the later construction phases would require electricity-powered equipment. 

Operation 

During operations, project energy consumption would be associated with resident and visitor vehicle 
trips and delivery trucks.  The project is a residential development project served by existing road 
infrastructure.  Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) provides electricity to the project area.  Due to the 
proposed construction of a single-family residence, project implementation would result in a 
permanent increase in electricity over existing conditions.  However, such an increase to serve a 
single-family residence would represent an insignificant percent increase compared to overall 
demand in PG&E’s service area.  The nominal increased demand is expected to be adequately 
served by the existing PG&E electrical facilities and the projected electrical demand would not 
significantly impact PG&E’s level of service.  It is expected that nonrenewable energy resources 
would be used efficiently during operation and construction of the project given the financial 
implication of the inefficient use of such resources.  As such, the proposed project would not result in 
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources.  Impacts are less than 
significant, and no mitigation is required. 

Source:  California Building Code, California Energy Commission, Project Plans. 
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6.b. Conflict with or obstruct a state or local 
plan for renewable energy or energy 
efficiency.  

   X 

Discussion:  The project design and operation would comply with State Building Energy Efficiency 
Standards, appliance efficiency regulations, and green building standards.  Therefore, the project 
does not conflict with or obstruct state or local renewable energy plans and would not have a 
significant impact.  Furthermore, the development would not cause inefficient, wasteful and 
unnecessary energy consumption. 

Source:  Project Plans. 

 

7. GEOLOGY AND SOILS.  Would the project: 

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impacts 

Significant 
Unless 

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

7.a. Directly or indirectly cause potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving the 
following, or create a situation that 
results in: 

    

 i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, 
as delineated on the most recent 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map issued by the State 
Geologist for the area or based on 
other substantial evidence of a 
known fault? 

 Note:  Refer to Division of Mines and 
Geology Special Publication 42 and 
the County Geotechnical Hazards 
Synthesis Map. 

 X   

Discussion:  A geotechnical report was prepared for the project by Earth Investigations 
Consultants, Inc. (Earth Investigations), dated September 30, 2016, included as Attachment G.  A 
geotechnical letter was prepared by Geosphere Consultants, Inc. (Geosphere), dated October 3, 
2018, which verified the findings and recommendations of the Earth Investigations report while 
adding additional recommendations, included as Attachment H.  A geotechnical report that provided 
further analysis on the proposed leachfield was subsequently prepared by Geosphere, dated 
February 26, 2019, included as Attachment I. 

The site is located in a seismically active region with the San Andreas fault mapped approximately 5 
miles to the northeast, and the Seal Cove fault mapped approximately 1.5 miles to the southwest 
(Leighton & Associates, 1976; Pampeyan, 1994).  There is a series of inferred, northwest trending 
faults mapped between the site and the Seal Cove fault.  The closest is mapped approximately 800 
ft. southwest of the site. 
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While it is not known to have produced a major earthquake in historic time, the Seal Cove fault is 
considered to be the potential seismic source for a major earthquake affecting the site in the future.  
The San Andreas fault has produced major Bay area earthquakes and ground rupture in the historic 
past. 

In the event of a future major earthquake (M7.0 or greater) on a nearby segment of the San Andreas 
fault, it is expected that the site area will receive strong to very strong ground shaking (Petersen and 
others, 1999).  Earth Investigations does not anticipate fault ground rupture across the site because 
of the distance between the nearest mapped active fault trace and the site. 

According to Earth Investigations and Geosphere, the proposed development is feasible from a 
geotechnical standpoint.  They note that this a stable bedrock site that is not constrained by 
landslides or active faults.  It is anticipated that the site would be subjected to one or more major 
earthquakes over the projected life of the proposed improvements.  Given the distance to the San 
Andreas fault, the risk is nil for occurrence of fault rupture across the site. 

Since the project location and its distance from the cited fault zone can result in strong seismic 
ground shaking in the event of an earthquake, the following mitigation measure is recommended to 
minimize such impacts to a less than significant level: 

Mitigation Measure 5:  The design of the proposed development (upon submittal of the Building 
Permit) on the subject parcel shall generally follow the recommendations cited in the geotechnical 
reports and letter prepared by Earth Investigation Consultants, Inc. and Geosphere Consultants, Inc. 
regarding seismic criteria, grading, drilled piers, slab-on grade construction, and surface drainage.  
Any such changes to the recommendations by the project geotechnical engineer cited in this report 
and subsequent updates shall be submitted for review and approval by the County’s Geotechnical 
Engineer. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location, San Mateo County Hazards Maps, Earth Investigation 
Consultants, Inc Geotechnical Investigation – Proposed Residential Development (dated September 
30, 2016), Geosphere Consultants, Inc Geotechnical Update Letter (dated October 3, 2018), 
Geosphere Consultants, Inc Engineering Geologic Evaluation – Proposed Leachfield (dated 
February 26, 2019). 

 ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?  X   

Discussion:  Pursuant to the discussion in Section 7.a.i, strong seismic ground shaking may occur 
in the event of an earthquake.  However, the mitigation measure provided in Section 7.a.i would 
minimize impacts to a less than significant level. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location, County Hazards Maps, Earth Investigation Consultants, 
Inc Geotechnical Investigation – Proposed Residential Development (dated September 30, 2016), 
Geosphere Consultants, Inc Geotechnical Update letter (dated October 3, 2018), Geosphere 
Consultants, Inc Engineering Geologic Evaluation – Proposed Leachfield (dated February 26, 2019). 

 iii. Seismic-related ground failure, 
including liquefaction and differential 
settling? 

 X   

Discussion:  Potential for liquefaction or seismically-induced deep-seated landsliding is low given 
the shallow depth to bedrock.  The risk for erosion and shallow landsliding is low provided the 
recommendations of the report are included in project design and construction. 

In addition to the discussion above, the mitigation measure provided in Section 7.a.i would minimize 
impacts to a less than significant level. 
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Source:  Project Plans, Project Location, County Hazards Maps, Earth Investigation Consultants, 
Inc Geotechnical Investigation – Proposed Residential Development (dated September 30, 2016), 
Geosphere Consultants, Inc Geotechnical Update Letter (dated October 3, 2018), Geosphere 
Consultants, Inc Engineering Geologic Evaluation – Proposed Leachfield (dated February 26, 2019). 

 iv. Landslides?  X   

Discussion:  Pursuant to the discussion in Section 7.a.i with the associated mitigation measure, the 
project impacts would be less than significant. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location, San Mateo County Hazards Maps, Earth Investigation 
Consultants, Inc Geotechnical Investigation – Proposed Residential Development (dated September 
30, 2016), Geosphere Consultants, Inc Geotechnical Update Letter (dated October 3, 2018), 
Geosphere Consultants, Inc Engineering Geologic Evaluation – Proposed Leachfield (dated 
February 26, 2019). 

 v. Coastal cliff/bluff instability or 
erosion? 

 Note to reader:  This question is 
looking at instability under current 
conditions.  Future, potential 
instability is looked at in Section 7 
(Climate Change). 

   X 

Discussion:  The project site is located about 1.5 miles from the coastline.  Therefore, there would 
be no impact on coastal cliff or bluff instability or erosion. 

Source:  Project Location. 

7.b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the 
loss of topsoil? 

 X   

Discussion:  The construction of the residence involves 410 cubic yards of cut and 175 cubic yards 
of fill.  Total land disturbance is 0.2-acre.  The project is exempt from coverage under a State 
General Construction Permit.  The mitigation measures in Section 3.a. and the following mitigation 
measure are included to control erosion during both project construction activities. 

With this mitigation measure, the project impact would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure 6:  At the time of building permit and encroachment permit application, the 
applicant shall submit for review and approval, erosion and drainage control plans that show how the 
transport and discharge of soil and pollutants from and within the project site will be minimized.  The 
plans shall be designed to minimize potential sources of sediment, control the amount of runoff and 
its ability to carry sediment by diverting incoming flows and impeding internally generated flows, and 
retain sediment that is picked up on the project site through the use of sediment-capturing devices.  
The plans shall include measures that limit the application, generation, and migration of toxic 
substances, ensure the proper storage and disposal of toxic materials, and apply nutrients at rates 
necessary to establish and maintain vegetation without causing significant nutrient runoff to surface 
waters.  Said plan shall adhere to the San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention 
Program “General Construction and Site Supervision Guidelines,” including: 

a. Sequence construction to install sediment-capturing devices first, followed by runoff control 
measures and runoff conveyances.  No construction activities shall begin until after all 
proposed measures are in place. 
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b. Minimize the area of bare soil exposed at one time (phased grading). 

c. Clear only areas essential for construction. 

d. Within five (5) days of clearing or inactivity in construction, stabilize bare soils through either 
non-vegetative Best Management Practices (BMPs), such as mulching, or vegetative erosion 
control methods, such as seeding.  Vegetative erosion control shall be established within 
two (2) weeks of seeding/planting. 

e. Construction entrances shall be stabilized immediately after grading and frequently maintained 
to prevent erosion and to control dust. 

f. Control wind-born dust through the installation of wind barriers such as hay bales and/or 
sprinkling. 

g. Soil and/or other construction-related material stockpiled on-site shall be placed a minimum of 
200 ft., or to the extent feasible, from all wetlands and drain courses.  Stockpiled soils shall be 
covered with tarps at all times of the year. 

h. Intercept runoff above disturbed slopes and convey it to a permanent channel or storm drains 
by using earth dikes, perimeter dikes or swales, or diversions.  Use check dams where 
appropriate. 

i. Provide protection for runoff conveyance outlets by reducing flow velocity and dissipating flow 
energy. 

j. Use silt fence and/or vegetated filter strips to trap sediment contained in sheet flow.  The 
maximum drainage area to the fence should be 0.5 acres or less per 100 ft. of fence.  Silt 
fences shall be inspected regularly, and sediment removed when it reaches 1/3 of fence 
height.  Vegetated filter strips should have relatively flat slopes and be vegetated with erosion-
resistant species. 

k. Throughout the construction period, the applicant shall conduct regular inspections of the 
condition and operational status of all structural BMPs required by the approved erosion 
control plan. 

l. No erosion or sediment control measures will be placed in vegetated areas. 

m. Environmentally-sensitive areas shall be delineated and protected to prevent construction 
impacts. 

n. Control of fuels and other hazardous materials, spills, and litter during construction. 

o. Preserve existing vegetation whenever feasible. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location, County Hazards Maps, Earth Investigation Consultants, 
Inc Geotechnical Investigation – Proposed Residential Development (dated September 30, 2016), 
Geosphere Consultants, Inc Geotechnical Update Letter (dated October 3, 2018), Geosphere 
Consultants, Inc Engineering Geologic Evaluation – Proposed Leachfield (dated February 26, 2019), 
San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program. 

7.c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil 
that is unstable, or that would become 
unstable as a result of the project, and 
potentially result in on- or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
severe erosion, liquefaction or collapse? 

 X   

Discussion:  Pursuant to the discussions in Sections 7.a and 7.b, the associated Mitigation 
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Measures would minimize the potential for an on-site or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, severe erosion, liquefaction or collapse.  Therefore, the mitigation measures would 
minimize impacts to a less than significant level. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location, County Hazards Maps, Earth Investigation Consultants, 
Inc Geotechnical Investigation – Proposed Residential Development (dated September 30, 2016), 
Geosphere Consultants, Inc Geotechnical Update Letter (dated October 3, 2018), Geosphere 
Consultants, Inc Engineering Geologic Evaluation – Proposed Leachfield (dated February 26, 2019), 
San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program. 

7.d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined 
in Table 18-1-B of Uniform Building 
Code, creating substantial direct or 
indirect risks to life or property? 

   X 

Discussion:  The project geotechnical report concludes that the project parcel is not located on 
expansive soils.  Thus, the project poses no impact. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location, County Hazards Maps, Earth Investigation Consultants, 
Inc Geotechnical Investigation – Proposed Residential Development (dated September 30, 2016), 
Geosphere Consultants, Inc Geotechnical Update Letter (dated October 3, 2018), Geosphere 
Consultants, Inc Engineering Geologic Evaluation – Proposed Leachfield (dated February 26, 2019). 

7.e. Have soils incapable of adequately 
supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative wastewater disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of wastewater? 

   X 

Discussion:  The proposed project includes the installation of a septic system.  San Mateo County 
Environmental Health Services, which is the agency that regulates septic systems, completed a 
preliminary review of the project and provided a conditional approval.  The review completed by 
Environmental Health Services did not uncover any issue with the soils in the location which the 
septic wastewater system is to be located. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location, Earth Investigation Consultants, Inc Geotechnical 
Investigation – Proposed Residential Development (dated September 30, 2016), Geosphere 
Consultants, Inc Geotechnical Update Letter (dated October 3, 2018), Geosphere Consultants, Inc 
Engineering Geologic Evaluation – Proposed Leachfield (dated February 26, 2019). 

 

7.f. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or 
unique geologic feature? 

 X   

Discussion:  Based on the project parcel’s existing surrounding land uses, it is not likely that the 
project parcel and surrounding area would host any paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature.  However, Mitigation Measure 11 in Section 5.b is provided to minimize impacts to 
a less than significant level if any resources are encountered. 

Source:  Project Location, County GIS Maps. 
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8. CLIMATE CHANGE.  Would the project: 

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impacts 

Significant 
Unless 

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

8.a. Generate greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions (including methane), either 
directly or indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the environment? 

 X   

Discussion:  Greenhouse Gas Emissions (GHG) include hydrocarbon (carbon monoxide; CO2) air 
emissions from vehicles and machines that are fueled by gasoline.  Project-related grading and 
construction of the proposed residence would result in the temporary generation of GHG emissions 
along travel routes and at the project site.  In general, construction involves GHG emissions mainly 
from exhaust from vehicle trips (e.g., construction vehicles and personal vehicles of construction 
workers).  Even assuming construction vehicles and workers are based in and traveling from urban 
areas, the potential project GHG emission levels from construction would be considered minimal.  
Although the project scope for the project is not likely to generate significant amounts of greenhouse 
gases, the mitigation measure provided in Section 3.a would ensure that any impacts are less than 
significant. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location. 

8.b. Conflict with an applicable plan 
(including a local climate action plan), 
policy or regulation adopted for the 
purpose of reducing the emissions of 
greenhouse gases? 

  X  

Discussion:  The proposed project does not conflict with the County of San Mateo Energy 
Efficiency Climate Action Plan (EECAP). The project complies with the applicable measures and 
criteria of the EECAP Development Checklist as exhibited in Attachment K. 

Source:  Project Plans, 2013 San Mateo County Energy Efficiency Climate Action Plan, EECAP 
Checklist. 

8.c. Result in the loss of forestland or 
conversion of forestland to non-forest 
use, such that it would release signifi-
cant amounts of GHG emissions, or 
significantly reduce GHG sequestering? 

   X 

Discussion:  The project parcel and surrounding area are not considered forest land.  Therefore, 
the project poses no impact. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location, County GIS Maps.  

8.d. Expose new or existing structures and/or 
infrastructure (e.g., leach fields) to 
accelerated coastal cliff/bluff erosion due 
to rising sea levels? 

   X 



22 

Discussion:  The project site is located about 1.5 miles from the coastline.  Therefore, the project 
would not be impacted by coastal cliff/bluff erosion due to rising sea levels. 

Source:  Project Location. 

8.e. Expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving sea level rise? 

   X 

Discussion:  As discussed in Section 8.d, the project site is located about 1.5 miles from the 
coastline.  Therefore, the project would not be impacted by rising sea levels. 

Source:  Project Location. 

8.f. Place structures within an anticipated 
100-year flood hazard area as mapped 
on a Federal Flood Hazard Boundary or 
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood 
hazard delineation map? 

   X 

Discussion:  The project site is not located in an anticipated 100-year flood hazard area as mapped 
by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA).  The project site and associated parcels 
are located in FEMA Flood Zone X, which is considered a minimal flood hazard (Panel No. 
06081C0136E, effective October 16, 2012).  FEMA Flood Zone X areas have a 0.2 percent annual 
chance of flooding, with areas with one percent annual chance of flooding with average depths of 
less than 1-foot.  Therefore, the project impact would be less than significant. 

Source:  Project Location, County GIS Maps, Federal Emergency Management Agency Flood 
Insurance Rate Map 06081C0136E, effective October 16, 2012. 

8.g. Place within an anticipated 100-year 
flood hazard area structures that would 
impede or redirect flood flows? 

   X 

Discussion:  The project site is not located in an anticipated 100-year flood hazard area as mapped 
by FEMA.  Pursuant to the discussion in Section 8.f, the project poses no impact. 

Source:  Project Location, County GIS Maps, Federal Emergency Management Agency Flood 
Insurance Rate Map 06081C0136E, effective October 16, 2012. 

 

9. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.  Would the project: 

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impacts 

Significant 
Unless 

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

9.a. Create a significant hazard to the public 
or the environment through the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials (e.g., pesticides, herbicides, 
other toxic substances, or radioactive 

   X 
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material)? 

Discussion:  The project does not involve the routine use, transport, or disposal of hazardous 
materials.  The project involves the construction and operation of a single-family residence. 

Source:  Project Plans. 

9.b. Create a significant hazard to the public 
or the environment through reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident condi-
tions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment? 

   X 

Discussion:  The routine use of hazardous materials is not proposed for this project.  The project 
involves the construction and operation of a single-family residence. 

Source:  Project Plans. 

9.c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle 
hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within 
one-quarter mile of an existing or 
proposed school? 

   X 

Discussion:  The emission or handling of hazardous materials, substances, or waste is not 
proposed for this project.  The project parcel is also not located within one-quarter mile of an existing 
or proposed school. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location. 

9.d. Be located on a site which is included 
on a list of hazardous materials sites 
compiled pursuant to Government Code 
Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would 
it create a significant hazard to the public 
or the environment? 

   X 

Discussion:  The project site is not included on a list of hazardous materials compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and therefore would not result in the creation of a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment. 

Source:  Project Location, California Department of Toxic Substances Control. 

9.e. For a project located within an airport 
land use plan or, where such a plan has 
not been adopted, within 2 miles of a 
public airport or public use airport, result 
in a safety hazard or excessive noise for 
people residing or working in the project 
area? 

  X  

Discussion:  The project site is located approximately 1.5 miles northeast of the northerly boundary 
of the Half Moon Bay Airport, a public airport operated by the County Department of Public Works.  
Development within certain proximities of the airport are regulated by applicable policies and 
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requirements of the Final Half Moon Bay Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP), as adopted 
by the City/County Association of Governments (C/CAG) on October 9, 2014.  The overall objective 
of the ALUCP safety compatibility guidelines is to minimize the risks associated with potential aircraft 
accidents for people and property on the ground in the event of an aircraft accident near an airport 
and to enhance the chances of survival of the occupants of an aircraft involved in an accident that 
occurs beyond the runway environment.  The ALUCP has safety zone land use compatibility 
standards that restrict land use development that could pose particular hazards to the public or to 
vulnerable populations in case of an aircraft accident. 

The project site is located in the Airport Influence Area (Runway Safety Zone 7), where accident risk 
level is considered to be low.  The AIA Zone does not prohibit residential land uses. 

Based on the discussion above, staff has determined that the proposed project complies with the 
safety compatibility criteria and poses no impact. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location, 2014 Final Half Moon Bay Airport Land Use Compatibility 
Plan. 

9.f. Impair implementation of or physically 
interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan? 

   X 

Discussion:  The proposed single-family residence would be located on a privately owned parcel.  
This parcel receives access from Grant Road via an existing driveway.  The proposed project would 
not impede, change, or close any roadways that could be used for emergency purposes and all 
existing roads would remain unchanged.  There is no evidence to suggest that the project would 
interfere with any emergency response plan.  Therefore, the project poses no impact. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location, County GIS Maps. 

9.g. Expose people or structures, either 
directly or indirectly, to a significant risk 
of loss, injury or death involving wildland 
fires? 

  X  

Discussion:  The project site is not located within any local, state or federal fire risk zones. In 
addition, the project was reviewed by CFPD and received conditional approval subject to compliance 
with the California Building Code which requires provision of a fire truck turnaround, fire hydrant, and 
an automatic fire sprinkler system, among other fire service and prevention requirements, for this 
project.  No further mitigation, beyond compliance with the standards and requirements of the 
CFPD, is necessary. 

Source:  Project Location, California State Fire Severity Zones Maps, Coastside Fire Protection 
District (CFPD). 

9.h. Place housing within an existing 
100-year flood hazard area as mapped 
on a Federal Flood Hazard Boundary or 
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood 
hazard delineation map? 

   X 

Discussion:  The project site is not located in such an area. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location, County GIS Maps, Federal Emergency Management 
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Agency Flood Insurance Rate Map 06081C0136E, effective October 16, 2012. 

9.i. Place within an existing 100-year flood 
hazard area structures that would 
impede or redirect flood flows? 

   X 

Discussion:  As discussed in Section 8.f, the project site and remaining vacant parcels are located 
in Flood Zone X, an area of minimal flood hazard.  The project and any future projects on the 
remaining vacant parcels would not place structures within a 100-year flood hazard area as the 
project site and remaining parcels are not located within a flood hazard zone that will be inundated 
by a 100-year flood. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location, County GIS Maps, Federal Emergency Management 
Agency Flood Insurance Rate Map 06081C0136E, effective October 16, 2012. 

9.j. Expose people or structures to a signifi-
cant risk of loss, injury or death involving 
flooding, including flooding as a result of 
the failure of a levee or dam? 

   X 

Discussion:  In addition to the discussion Section 8.j, no dam or levee is located in close proximity 
to the project site, therefore there is no risk of flooding due to failure of a dam or levee. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location, County GIS Maps, San Mateo County Hazards Maps. 

9.k. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or 
mudflow? 

   X 

Discussion:  The project site is not located within a San Mateo County General Plan mapped 
tsunami and seiche inundation area. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location, County GIS Maps, San Mateo County Hazards Maps. 

 

10. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.  Would the project: 

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impacts 

Significant 
Unless 

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

10.a. Violate any water quality standards 
or waste discharge requirements or 
otherwise substantially degrade surface 
or ground water quality (consider water 
quality parameters such as temperature, 
dissolved oxygen, turbidity and other 
typical stormwater pollutants (e.g., heavy 
metals, pathogens, petroleum derivatives, 
synthetic organics, sediment, nutrients, 
oxygen-demanding substances, and 
trash))? 

  X  
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Discussion:  The proposed project has the potential to generate polluted stormwater runoff during 
site grading and construction-related activities.  The project would be required to comply with the 
County’s Drainage Policy requiring post-construction stormwater flows to be at, or below, pre-
construction flow rates.  A drainage report was prepared by Sigma Prime Geosciences, Inc., dated 
June 20, 2019, detailing the proposed drainage system (Attachment J).  The drainage report states 
that the proposed detention system is designed such that post-development runoff would be less 
than pre-development runoff, and no runoff would be diverted from one drainage area to another.  
The reports state that there would be no appreciable downstream impacts and that current drainage 
patterns indicate minimal runoff from adjacent impervious surfaces onto the subject property. 

The proposed project, including the discussed drainage report and plans, were reviewed and 
conditionally approved by the Building Inspection Section’s Drainage Section for compliance with 
County drainage standards.  Based on the drainage report and review by the County’s Drainage 
Section, the project is not expected to violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements. Based on these findings, the project impact would be less than significant. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location, County GIS Maps, Sigma Prime Geosciences, Inc. 
Drainage Report (dated June 26, 2019), County Drainage Section. 

10.b. Substantially decrease groundwater 
supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that the 
project may impede sustainable 
groundwater management of the basin? 

   X 

Discussion:  In order to evaluate the geotechnical engineering characteristics of the soil layers 
underlying the project site, the Earth Investigations and Geosphere reports (discussed in Section 
7.a.i.) discussed the five borings drilled on the project parcel.  According to the report, groundwater 
was not encountered. 

The project parcel would receive water service from the Montara Water and Sanitary District and 
does not involve the well construction. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location, San Mateo County Hazards Maps, Earth Investigation 
Consultants, Inc Geotechnical Investigation – Proposed Residential Development (dated September 
30, 2016), Geosphere Consultants, Inc Geotechnical Update Letter (dated October 3, 2018), 
Geosphere Consultants, Inc Engineering Geologic Evaluation – Proposed Leachfield (dated 
February 26, 2019). 

10.c. Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river or through the addition of 
impervious surfaces, in a manner that 
would: 

    

 i. Result in substantial erosion or 
siltation on- or off-site; 

 X   
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Discussion: The proposed project does not involve the alteration of the course of a stream or river.  
The project involves the construction of 4,463 sq. ft. of impervious surface.  The proposed 
development on the project parcel would include drainage features that have been approved by the 
Drainage Section.  With Mitigation Measure 6 to address potential impacts during construction 
activities, the project would have a less than significant impact. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location, County GIS Maps, Sol Ecology, Inc. Biological Resources 
Report (dated August 13, 2019), Sigma Prime Geosciences, Inc. Drainage Report (dated June 26, 
2019), County Drainage Section. 

 ii. Substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a manner 
which would result in flooding on- or 
off-site; 

  X  

Discussion: Pursuant to the discussion in Sections 10.a and 10.c.ii, the proposed project would 
have a less than significant impact. 

Source: Project Plans, Project Location, County GIS Maps, Sigma Prime Geosciences, Inc. 
Drainage Report (dated June 26, 2019), County Drainage Section. 

 iii. Create or contribute runoff water 
which would exceed the capacity of 
existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff; or 

  X  

Discussion: Pursuant to the discussion in Sections 10.a and 10.c.ii, the proposed project would 
have a less than significant impact. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location, County GIS Maps, Sigma Prime Geosciences, Inc. 
Drainage Report (dated June 26, 2019), County Drainage Section. 

 iv. Impede or redirect flood flows?   X  

Discussion: Pursuant to the discussion in Sections 10.a and 10.c.ii, the proposed project would 
have a less than significant impact. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location, County GIS Maps, Sigma Prime Geosciences, Inc. 
Drainage Report (dated June 26, 2019), County Drainage Section. 

10.d. In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche 
zones, risk release of pollutants due to 
project inundation?  

  X  

Discussion:  Pursuant to the discussion in Section 9.k, the proposed project would have a less than 
significant impact. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location, County GIS Maps, Federal Emergency Management 
Agency Flood Insurance Rate Map 06081C0136E, effective October 16, 2012. 
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10.e. Conflict with or obstruct implementation 
of a water quality control plan or 
sustainable groundwater management 
plan? 

  X  

Discussion:  The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) of 2015 requires local 
regions to create groundwater sustainability agencies (GSA’s) and to adopt groundwater 
management plans for identified medium and high priority groundwater basins.  San Mateo County 
has nine identified water basins.  These basins have been identified as low-priority, are not subject 
to the SGMA, and there is no current groundwater management agency or plan that oversees these 
basins.  Also, see discussion in Section 10.b. 

The project includes an on-site drainage system that complies with the San Mateo County Water 
Pollution Prevention Program (SMCWPPP) which enforces the State requirements for stormwater 
quality control. 

Source:  Project Plans; San Mateo County Office of Sustainability, Groundwater Website 
https://www.smcsustainability.org/energy-water/groundwater/ . 

10.f. Significantly degrade surface or ground-
water water quality? 

  X  

Discussion:  As discussed in Section 10.b, the project does not project involve any new wells and 
would have water service from the Montara Water and Sanitary District.  Thus, the project would 
pose a less than significant impact. 

Source:  Project Plans, Montara Water and Sanitary District. 

10.g. Result in increased impervious surfaces 
and associated increased runoff? 

 X   

Discussion:  Pursuant to the discussion in Section 10.c and the cited mitigation measures, the 
proposed project will have a less than significant impact. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location, County GIS Maps, Sigma Prime Geosciences, Inc. 
Drainage Report (dated June 26, 2019), County Drainage Section. 

 

11. LAND USE AND PLANNING.  Would the project: 

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impacts 

Significant 
Unless 

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

11.a. Physically divide an established 
community? 

   X 

Discussion:  There is no development proposed that would result in the division of an established 
community.  The proposed project is located on a vacant parcel and is surrounded by properties with 
rural residential development.  The project, which includes the construction of a single-family 
residence, does not require the construction of new road infrastructure and would not result in the 
division of an established community. 

https://www.smcsustainability.org/energy-water/groundwater/
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Source:  Project Plans, Project Location. 

11.b. Cause a significant environmental impact 
due to a conflict with any land use plan, 
policy or regulation adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect? 

  X  

Discussion:  The project has been reviewed for conformance and found to not conflict with 
applicable policies of the County’s LCP and applicable RM-CZ Zoning Regulations as discussed in 
Section 1.f.  The project site’s RM-CZ zoning includes the Design Review (DR) District regulations.  
Based on the discussion provided to Sections 1.a, c, d, f, and g, the project is in compliance with all 
applicable Design Review standards.  Additionally, the RM-CZ Zoning District requires that 
development comply with the County’s Zoning Regulations, Chapter 36A.2. (Development Review 
Criteria).  The project has been reviewed against and found to comply with those applicable criteria.  
Therefore, the project impact would be less than significant. 

Source:  County Local Coastal Program; County Zoning Regulations, Coastside Design Review 
Committee Recommendation Letter (dated December 26, 2019). 

11.c. Serve to encourage off-site development 
of presently undeveloped areas or 
increase development intensity of 
already developed areas (examples 
include the introduction of new or 
expanded public utilities, new industry, 
commercial facilities or recreation 
activities)? 

   X 

Discussion:  Development density in the RM-CZ zoning district is controlled through the allocation 
of Density Credits.  The amount of density credits a parcel has is determined by the parcel’s size, 
topography and the presence of mapped hazards.  Every legal parcel in the RM-CZ Zoning District 
has at least one density credit. In this instance, because the subject parcel is under 40 acres in size, 
it has one density credit which allows for a maximum development of one single-family residential 
home.  As all development in this area is controlled by the density credit program, the development 
of the proposed project would not increase the development density of the surrounding area. 

Located between two developed parcels, the construction and habitation of a single-family residence 
on the subject parcel is not expected to encourage off-site development.  Though new utility lines 
will be installed to serve the proposed development these would be private lines/connections, would 
not be available (or permitted) for other parcels to use, and would be contained on the project parcel 
(e.g., will not cross parcel boundaries). 

Source:  Project Plans. 

 



30 

12. MINERAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impacts 

Significant 
Unless 

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

12.a. Result in the loss of availability of a 
known mineral resource that would be of 
value to the region or the residents of the 
State? 

   X 

Discussion:  The proposed project neither involves nor results in any extraction or loss of known 
mineral resources.  Therefore, the project poses no impact. 

Source:  Project Plans. 

12.b. Result in the loss of availability of a 
locally important mineral resource 
recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan or other land 
use plan? 

   X 

Discussion:  There are no known mineral resources on the project parcel; therefore, the proposed 
project would not result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site 
as delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan. 

Source:  Project Plans. 

 

13. NOISE.  Would the project result in: 

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impacts 

Significant 
Unless 

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

13.a. Generation of a substantial temporary or 
permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels in the vicinity of the project in 
excess of standards established in the 
local general plan or noise ordinance, or 
applicable standards of other agencies? 

 X   

Discussion:  The proposed project would not produce any long-term significant noise source.  
However, the project would generate short-term noise associated with grading and construction 
activities.  The short-term noise during grading and construction activities would be temporary, 
where volume and hours are regulated by Section 4.88.360 (Exemptions) of the San Mateo County 
Ordinance Code for Noise Control.  The following mitigation measure is recommended to limit any 
potential impacts related to grading and construction to a less than significant level: 

Mitigation Measure 7:  Noise sources associated with demolition, construction, repair, remodeling, 
or grading of any real property shall be limited to the hours from 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., weekdays 
and 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Saturdays.  Said activities are prohibited on Sundays, Thanksgiving, and 
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Christmas (San Mateo Ordinance Code Section 4.88.360).  Noise levels produced by construction 
activities shall not exceed the 80-dBA level at any one moment. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location, San Mateo County Ordinance. 

13.b. Generation of excessive ground-borne 
vibration or ground-borne noise levels? 

 X   

Discussion:  The habitation of the proposed single-family residence is not expected to generate 
excessive ground-borne vibration or noise levels.  As the soils report recommends a drilled pier 
foundation, as opposed to a pile-driven pier foundation, exposure of persons to or generation of 
excessive ground-borne vibration (or noise levels) is not expected during construction activities.  
Mitigation Measure 7 would also ensure that the impact during construction are less than significant. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location, San Mateo County Ordinance. 

13.c. For a project located within the vicinity of 
a private airstrip or an airport land use 
plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport 
or public use airport, exposure to people 
residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels? 

  X  

Discussion:  There are no private airstrips in the vicinity of the project site.  The project site is 
located approximately 1.3 miles northeast of the northerly boundary of the Half Moon Bay Airport, a 
public airport operated by the County Department of Public Works.  The project site is not located 
within the airport’s noise exposure contours.  Thus, people residing or working in the project area 
would not be exposed to excessive noise levels.  Therefore, the project poses a less than significant 
impact. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location, 2014 Final Half Moon Bay Airport Land Use Compatibility 
Plan. 

 

14. POPULATION AND HOUSING.  Would the project: 

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impacts 

Significant 
Unless 

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

14.a. Induce substantial unplanned population 
growth in an area, either directly (for 
example, by proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (for example, 
through extension of roads or other 
infrastructure)? 

   X 

Discussion:  As discussed in Section 11.c, intensity of development in this area of San Mateo 
County is controlled through the allocation of density credits and is parcel specific.  It was 
determined that the project parcel has one available density credit which allows a maximum 
development of one main residence.  The additional population created by those who would live in 
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the proposed single-family residence is not significant nor is the project expected to induce any 
significant population growth.  The project is located between two developed parcels and would not 
require the construction of additional new road infrastructure or the expansion of public utilities.  All 
improvements associated with the project are only sufficient to serve the proposed single-family 
residence, would not be available for use by other parcels, and would not extend beyond parcel 
boundaries. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location, County Zoning Regulations. 

14.b. Displace substantial numbers of existing 
people or housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? 

   X 

Discussion:  The proposed residence would be located on a parcel that does not currently have a 
residence; therefore, no existing housing would be displaced.  Therefore, the project poses no 
impact. 

Source:  Project Plans. 

 

15. PUBLIC SERVICES.  Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the provision of new or physically altered government facilities, the need for 
new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response 
times or other performance objectives for any of the public services: 

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impacts 

Significant 
Unless 

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

15.a. Fire protection?    X 

15.b. Police protection?    X 

15.c. Schools?    X 

15.d. Parks?    X 

15.e. Other public facilities or utilities (e.g., 
hospitals, or electrical/natural gas supply 
systems)? 

   X 

Discussion:  The proposed project is to construct a single-family residence in an area which adjoins 
other single-family residential uses.  The proposed project does not involve and is not associated 
with the provision of new or physically altered government facilities, nor would it generate a need for 
an increase in any such facilities.  Per the review of the Coastside Fire Protection District, the project 
would not disrupt acceptable service ratios, response times or performance objectives of fire, police, 
schools, parks, or any other public facilities or energy supply systems.  The payment of development 
fees, such as school fees, user fees, and additional property taxes generated, will allow the 
maintenances of the existing service levels.  No park fees are required since the parcel was created 
via merger in 1980 and a new parcel is not being created as part of this project.  Therefore, the 
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project poses no impact. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location, Coastside Fire Protection District. 

 

16. RECREATION.  Would the project:   

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impacts 

Significant 
Unless 

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

16.a. Increase the use of existing 
neighborhood or regional parks or 
other recreational facilities such that 
substantial physical deterioration of the 
facility would occur or be accelerated? 

   X 

Discussion:  The project would not increase the use of existing neighborhood or regional parks or 
other recreational facilities such that significant physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be 
accelerated.  No park fees are required since the parcel was created via merger in 1980 and a new 
parcel is not being created as part of this project. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location. 

16.b. Include recreational facilities or require 
the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities which might have 
an adverse physical effect on the 
environment? 

   X 

Discussion:  The project does not include any recreational facilities as proposed development is 
limited to a single-family residential use.Source:  Project Plans, Project Location. 

 

17. TRANSPORTATION.  Would the project: 

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impacts 

Significant 
Unless 

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

17.a. Conflict with a program plan, ordinance 
or policy addressing the circulation 
system, including transit, roadway, 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and 
parking? 

  X  
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Discussion: The County LCP (Policy 2.52) exempts the development of singular single-family 
dwellings from the development and implementation of a traffic impact analysis and mitigation plan.  
The traffic trips (comprised of both owners of and guests/visitors to) generated by the new residence 
would not introduce any significant increase in vehicles on Grant Road, and thus will pose no 
significant safety impact to other vehicles, pedestrians or bicycles.  The adequacy of access to and 
from the site has been reviewed by the Coastside Fire Protection District and the County 
Department of Public Works, who have concluded that such access complies with their respective 
policies and requirements.  The proposed development would provide compliant standard and 
emergency access to the house site on the project parcel. 

Per the Screening Thresholds for Land Use Projects section of the Technical Advisory on Evaluating 
Transportation Impacts in CEQA document published by the Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research, the proposed project “may be assumed to cause a less-than significant transportation 
impact” because it generates or attracts fewer than 110 trips per day.   Due to the low number of 
traffic trips anticipated with a single-family residential use, the proposed project would remain well 
under the threshold. 

Therefore, the project poses a less than significant impact. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location, Coastside Fire Protection District, County Local Coastal 
Program, Screening Thresholds for Land Use Projects Section of the Technical Advisory on 
Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA. 

17.b. Would the project conflict or be 
inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.3, Subdivision (b) Criteria 
for Analyzing Transportation Impacts? 

Note to reader:  Section 15064.3 refers 
to land use and transportation projects, 
qualitative analysis, and methodology.  

  X  

Discussion:  Section 15064.3 of the CEQA Guidelines provides specific considerations for 
evaluating a project’s transportation impacts.  A project’s effect on automobile delay does not 
constitute a significant environmental impact under CEQA.  Per Section 15064.3, an analysis of 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) attributable to a project is the most appropriate measure of 
transportation impacts.  Other relevant considerations may include the effects of the project on 
transit and non-motorized travel.  It should be noted that currently, the provisions of Section 15064.3 
apply only prospectively; determination of impacts based on VMT is not required Statewide until 
July 1, 2020. 

Per Section 15064.3(b)(3), a lead agency may analyze a project’s VMT qualitatively based on the 
availability of transit, proximity to destinations, etc.  The proposed project site is located in a rural 
unincorporated community halfway between Pacifica and Half Moon Bay.  The project site is 
approximately a half-mile away from a public transit stop.  The site’s proximity to a transit stop would 
reduce VMT associated with the proposed single-family residence.  In addition, given that the project 
includes only one single-family residence, traffic generated by the project would not have a 
substantial effect on the operation of local roadways and intersections, nor does the project include 
any modifications to the existing circulation system in the project vicinity that would result in a traffic 
safety hazard.  The proposed residential use of the parcel would be compatible with the existing 
rural residential development in the project area.  In addition, as discussed in Section 17.a., the 
project can be assumed to cause a less-than significant transportation impact because it would 
generate or attract fewer than 110 trips per day per the Technical Advisory on Evaluating 
Transportation Impacts in CEQA document published by the Governor’s Office of Planning and 
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Research.  Therefore, the project would result in a less-than-significant impact. 

Source:  Project Location, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, Subdivision (c) Applicability, 
Screening Thresholds for Land Use Projects Section of the Technical Advisory on Evaluating 
Transportation Impacts in CEQA. 

17.c. Substantially increase hazards due to a 
geometric design feature (e.g., sharp 
curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)? 

   X 

Discussion:  The project would be served by an existing driveway off of Grant Road.  The project 
would not require the construction of road infrastructure nor does it propose to alter any existing 
roadway that would create a hazard due to sharp turns or dangerous intersections.  Additionally, the 
construction and operation/habitation of the project does not propose the permanent utilization of 
equipment that would be incompatible with the existing vehicular traffic on Grant Road and any other 
connecting roads. No mitigation is necessary.  Also see discussion in Section 17.a. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location. 

17.d. Result in inadequate emergency 
access? 

   X 

Discussion:  The project proposes to construct a firetruck turnaround on the parcel to 
accommodate any required emergency access. Upon review of the proposed project and fire truck 
turnaround, CFPD has conditionally approved the project as having adequate existing (e.g., Grant 
Road) and proposed (e.g., turnaround) emergency access. Thus, the project poses no impact. 

Source:  Project Plans, Coastside Fire Protection District. 

 

18. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impacts 

Significant 
Unless 

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

18.a. Cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of a tribal cultural 
resource, defined in Public Resources 
Code Section 21074 as either a site, 
feature, place or cultural landscape that 
is geographically defined in terms of the 
size and scope of the landscape, sacred 
place, or object with cultural value to a 
California Native American tribe, and 
that is: 

    

 i. Listed or eligible for listing in the 
California Register of Historical 
Resources, or in a local register of 

   X 
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historical resources as defined in 
Public Resources Code section 
5020.1(k) 

Discussion:  Pursuant to discussion in Sections 5.a and 5.b and that the project is not listed in a 
local register of historical resources, pursuant to any local ordinance or resolution as defined in 
Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(k), the project poses no impact. 

Source:  Project Location, County GIS Maps, California Register of Historical Resources, California 
Historical Resources Information System Review Letter (dated June 5, 2019), County General Plan. 

 ii. A resource determined by the lead 
agency, in its discretion and 
supported by substantial evidence, 
to be significant pursuant to criteria 
set forth in Subdivision (c) of Public 
Resources Code Section 5024.1.  
(In applying the criteria set forth in 
Subdivision (c) of Public Resource 
Code Section 5024.1, the lead 
agency shall consider the 
significance of the resource to a 
California Native American tribe.) 

 X   

Discussion:  This project is not subject to Assembly Bill 52 for California Native American Tribal 
Consultation requirements, as no traditionally or culturally affiliated tribe has requested, in writing, to 
the County to be informed of proposed projects in the geographic project area.  However, a Sacred 
Lands File and Native American Contacts List Request was sent to the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) in December 2019. A Sacred Lands File search was completed by the NAHC 
and no sacred lands were found in the subject area.  In following the NAHC’s recommended Best 
Practices, the County has also contacted local Native American tribes who may have knowledge of 
cultural resources in the project area.  As of the date of this report, no tribe has requested 
consultation.  While the project is not expected to cause a substantial adverse change to any 
potential tribal cultural resources, the following mitigation measures are recommended to minimize 
any potential significant impacts to unknown tribal resources: 

Mitigation Measure 8:  Should any traditionally or culturally affiliated Native American tribe respond 
to the County’s issued notification for consultation, such process as required by State Assembly Bill 
52 shall be completed and any resulting agreed upon measures for avoidance and preservation of 
identified resources be taken prior to implementation of the project. 

Mitigation Measure 9:  In the event that tribal cultural resources are inadvertently discovered during 
project implementation, all work shall stop until a qualified professional can evaluate the find and 
recommend appropriate measures to avoid and preserve the resource in place, or minimize adverse 
impacts to the resource, and those measures shall be approved by the Current Planning Section 
prior to implementation and continuing any work associated with the project. 

Mitigation Measure 10:  Any inadvertently discovered tribal cultural resources shall be treated with 
culturally appropriate dignity taking into account the tribal cultural values and meaning of the 
resource, including, but not limited to, protecting the cultural character and integrity of the resource, 
protecting the traditional use of the resource, and protecting the confidentiality of the resource. 

Source: Project Location, County GIS Maps, Native American Heritage Commission, State 
Assembly Bill 52. 
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19. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.  Would the project: 

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impacts 

Significant 
Unless 

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

19.a. Require or result in the relocation or 
construction of new or expanded water, 
wastewater treatment or stormwater 
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, the con-
struction or relocation of which could 
cause significant environmental effects? 

   X 

Discussion:  The proposed project would rely on a private septic system because there is no 
municipal sewer service available in this area of unincorporated San Mateo County.  Environmental 
Health Services reviewed the proposed septic system design, found it be in compliance with the 
prevailing standards and regulations, and conditionally approved the project.  The proposed project 
would have water service from the Montara Water and Sewer District. The proposed project does 
not involve or require any water or wastewater treatment facilities that would exceed any 
requirements of the Regional Water Quality Control Board.  In addition, the project would connect to 
PG&E infrastructure for electric power.  Therefore, there is no impact and no mitigation is required. 

Source:  Project Plans, San Mateo County Environmental Health Services, Montara Water and 
Sanitary District. 

19.b. Have sufficient water supplies available 
to serve the project and reasonably 
foreseeable future development during 
normal, dry and multiple dry years? 

   X 

Discussion:  The proposed project would have adequate water service connections from the 
Montara Water and Sewer District.  Therefore, the project poses no impact. 

Source:  Project Plans, Montara Water and Sewer District. 

19.c. Result in a determination by the waste-
water treatment provider which serves 
or may serve the project that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the project’s 
projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments? 

   X 

Discussion:  Pursuant to the discussion in Section 19.a, the project poses no impact. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location, County GIS. 

19.d. Generate solid waste in excess of State 
or local standards, or in excess of the 
capacity of local infrastructure, or 
otherwise impair the attainment of solid 

   X 
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waste reduction goals? 

Discussion:  The construction of the project would generate some solid waste, both during 
construction and after completion (on an ongoing basis typical for that generated by residential 
uses).  Similar to all other properties in the Midcoast area, the residence would receive municipal 
trash and recycling pick-up service by Recology.  The County’s local landfill facility is the Corinda 
Los Trancos (Ox Mountain) Landfill, located at 12310 San Mateo Road (State Highway 92), a few 
miles east of Half Moon Bay.  This landfill facility has permitted capacity/service life until 2034.  
Therefore, the project impact is less than significant. 

Source:  San Mateo County Environmental Health Services. 

19.e. Comply with Federal, State, and local 
management and reduction statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 

  X  

Discussion:  Solid waste generated by a new single-family residence is expected to be minimal.  
The project site would receive solid waste service by Recology.  The landfill cited in Section 18.f. is 
licensed and operates pursuant to all Federal, State and local statutes and regulations as overseen 
by the San Mateo County Health System’s Environmental Health Services.  Therefore, the project 
impact will be less than significant. 

Source:  San Mateo County Environmental Health Services. 

 

20. WILDFIRE.  If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire 
hazard severity zones, would the project: 

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impacts 

Significant 
Unless 

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

20.a. Substantially impair an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 

   X 

Discussion:  The project is located outside and adjacent to a High Fire State Responsibility Area as 
identified by the County’s GIS maps. 

No revisions to the adopted Emergency Operations Plan would be required as a result of the 
proposed Project.  The nearest public service is the Coastside Fire Protection District - Station 44 
located approximately 1.2 miles southwest of the site at 501 Stetson Street Moss Beach, CA 94038 
and would not be impacted because primary access to all major roads would be maintained during 
construction.  As discussed in Section 9 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials), the proposed project 
would not impair or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response or evacuation plan.  
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

Source:  Project Plans, Project Location. 

20.b. Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other 
factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and 
thereby expose project occupants to, 
pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or 

   X 
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the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

Discussion:  Pursuant to the discussion in Section 20.a, the proposed project would not exacerbate 
wildfire risks, and thereby expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the 
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire. 

Source:  Project Location, County GIS Maps. 

20.c. Require the installation or maintenance 
of associated infrastructure (such as 
roads, fuel breaks, emergency water 
sources, power lines or other utilities) 
that may exacerbate fire risk or that may 
result in temporary or ongoing impacts to 
the environment? 

   X 

Discussion:  The project does not involve a new road, fuel break, emergency water source, or other 
associated infrastructure that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing 
impacts to the environment.  Any new power lines would be installed underground. 

Source:  Project Location, County GIS Maps. 

20.d. Expose people or structures to 
significant risks, including downslope or 
downstream flooding or landslides, as a 
result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, 
or drainage changes?  

  X  

Discussion:  While the house site itself is generally level, the overall parcel moderately slopes 
downward toward the west.  The proposed on-site drainage facilities have been sized and 
appropriately placed to retain the stormwater on-site and would allow it to percolate into the ground 
as determined by the review of the County’s Drainage Section.  As the project would not increase 
the risk of wildfire or the severity of wildfires, the project would not expose these structures to 
significant risk from flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage 
changes. 

Source:  Project Plans, San Mateo County Drainage Section. 

 

21. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. 

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impacts 

Significant 
Unless 

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

21.a. Does the project have the potential to 
substantially degrade the quality of the 
environment, substantially reduce the 
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause 
a fish or wildlife population to drop below 
self-sustaining levels, threaten to 
eliminate a plant or animal community, 

 X   
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substantially reduce the number 
or restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods 
of California history or prehistory? 

Discussion:  The project as proposed with all the recommended mitigation measures discussed in 
the previous sections would ensure that potential impacts are less than significant. 

Source:  All Applicable Sources Previously Cited in This Document. 

21.b. Does the project have impacts that are 
individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable?  (“Cumulatively consider-
able” means that the incremental effects 
of a project are considerable when 
viewed in connection with the effects of 
past projects, the effects of other current 
projects, and the effects of probable 
future projects.) 

 X   

Discussion:  The project as proposed with all the recommended mitigation measures discussed in 
the previous sections would minimize potential impacts to a less than significant level. 

Source:  All Applicable Sources Previously Cited in This Document. 

21.c. Does the project have environmental 
effects which will cause substantial 
adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly? 

 X   

Discussion:  The project as proposed with all the recommended mitigation measures discussed in 
the previous sections would minimize potential impacts to a less than significant level. 

Source:  All Applicable Sources Previously Cited in This Document. 

 

RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES.  Check what agency has permit authority or other approval for the 
project. 

 

AGENCY YES NO TYPE OF APPROVAL 

Bay Area Air Quality Management District   X  

Caltrans  X  

City  X  

California Coastal Commission  X  

County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC)  X  

Other: _______________________________  X  
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AGENCY YES NO TYPE OF APPROVAL 

National Marine Fisheries Service  X  

Regional Water Quality Control Board  X  

San Francisco Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission (BCDC) 

 X  

Sewer/Water District:  X  

State Department of Fish and Wildlife   X  

State Department of Public Health  X  

State Water Resources Control Board   X  

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (CE)  X  

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)  X  

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service   X  

 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

 Yes No 

Mitigation measures have been proposed in project application. X  

Other mitigation measures are needed. X  

The following measures are included in the project plans or proposals pursuant to Section 
15070(b)(1) of the State CEQA Guidelines: 

Mitigation Measure 1:  The applicant shall require construction contractors to implement all the 
Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s Basic Construction Mitigation Measures, listed below, 
and include these measures on permit plans submitted to the Building Inspection Section: 

a. Water all active construction areas at least twice daily. 

b. Apply water two times daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers on all unpaved access roads, 
parking, and staging areas at construction sites.  Also, hydroseed or apply non-toxic soil 
stabilizers to inactive construction areas. 

c. Sweep adjacent public streets daily (preferably with water sweepers) if visible soil material is 
carried onto them. 

d. Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads within the project parcel to 15 miles per hour. 

e. All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance with 
manufacturers’ specifications.  All equipment shall be checked by a certified mechanic and 
determined to be running in proper condition prior to operation. 

f. Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or reducing 
the maximum idling time to 5 minutes (as required by the California Airborne Toxics Control 
Measure Title 13, Section 2485, of the California Code of Regulations (CCR)).  Clear signage 
shall be provided for construction workers at all access points. 
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Mitigation Measure 2:  Work shall only be performed during daylight hours at least 30 minutes 
after sunrise and ending at least 30 minutes before sunset when animals including CRLF are least 
active.  Furthermore, no ground disturbance or foundation work shall be performed during or within 
48 hours after any rain event (greater than 0.5 inches) between October 31 and April 31 when 
CRLF species are most likely to utilize upland habitats.  Lastly, wildlife exclusion fencing shall be 
placed between the drainage ditch and proposed construction to prevent CRLF from entering the 
site during activities.  This measure shall be included in permit plans submitted to the Building 
Inspection Section. 

Mitigation Measure 3:  Vegetation/tree removal shall be performed outside of the nesting season 
(between September 1 and January 31).  If work must be performed during the nesting season, a 
pre-construction nesting bird survey shall be performed by a qualified biologist.  If nests are found, 
an appropriately sized no-disturbance buffer shall be placed around the nest at the direction of the 
qualified biologist conducting the survey.  Buffers shall remain in place until all young have fledged, 
or the biologist has confirmed that the nest has been naturally predated.  This measure shall be 
included in permit plans submitted to the Building Inspection Section. 

Mitigation Measure 4:  In the event that cultural, paleontological, or archaeological resources are 
encountered during site grading or other site work, such work shall immediately be halted in the 
area of discovery and the project sponsor shall immediately notify the Community Development 
Director of the discovery.  The applicant shall be required to retain the services of a qualified 
archaeologist for the purpose of recording, protecting, or curating the discovery as appropriate.  
The cost of the qualified archaeologist and of any recording, protecting, or curating shall be borne 
solely by the project sponsor.  The archaeologist shall be required to submit to the Community 
Development Director for review and approval a report of the findings and methods of curation or 
protection of the resources.  No further grading or site work within the area of discovery shall be 
allowed until the preceding has occurred.  Disposition of Native American remains shall comply with 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(e). 

Mitigation Measure 5:  The design of the proposed development (upon submittal of the Building 
Permit) on the subject parcel shall generally follow the recommendations cited in the geotechnical 
reports and letter prepared by Earth Investigation Consultants, Inc. and Geosphere Consultants, 
Inc. regarding seismic criteria, grading, drilled piers, slab-on grade construction, and surface 
drainage.  Any such changes to the recommendations by the project geotechnical engineer cited in 
this report and subsequent updates shall be submitted for review and approval by the County’s 
Geotechnical Engineer. 

Mitigation Measure 6:  At the time of building permit and encroachment permit application, the 
applicant shall submit for review and approval, erosion and drainage control plans that show how 
the transport and discharge of soil and pollutants from and within the project site will be minimized.  
The plans shall be designed to minimize potential sources of sediment, control the amount of runoff 
and its ability to carry sediment by diverting incoming flows and impeding internally generated 
flows, and retain sediment that is picked up on the project site through the use of sediment-
capturing devices.  The plans shall include measures that limit the application, generation, and 
migration of toxic substances, ensure the proper storage and disposal of toxic materials, and apply 
nutrients at rates necessary to establish and maintain vegetation without causing significant nutrient 
runoff to surface waters.  Said plan shall adhere to the San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Program “General Construction and Site Supervision Guidelines,” including: 

a. Sequence construction to install sediment-capturing devices first, followed by runoff control 
measures and runoff conveyances.  No construction activities shall begin until after all 
proposed measures are in place. 

b. Minimize the area of bare soil exposed at one time (phased grading). 



43 

c. Clear only areas essential for construction. 

d. Within five (5) days of clearing or inactivity in construction, stabilize bare soils through either 
non-vegetative Best Management Practices (BMPs), such as mulching, or vegetative erosion 
control methods, such as seeding.  Vegetative erosion control shall be established within 
two (2) weeks of seeding/planting. 

e. Construction entrances shall be stabilized immediately after grading and frequently 
maintained to prevent erosion and to control dust. 

f. Control wind-born dust through the installation of wind barriers such as hay bales and/or 
sprinkling. 

g. Soil and/or other construction-related material stockpiled on-site shall be placed a minimum of 
200 ft., or to the extent feasible, from all wetlands and drain courses.  Stockpiled soils shall be 
covered with tarps at all times of the year. 

h. Intercept runoff above disturbed slopes and convey it to a permanent channel or storm drains 
by using earth dikes, perimeter dikes or swales, or diversions.  Use check dams where 
appropriate. 

i. Provide protection for runoff conveyance outlets by reducing flow velocity and dissipating flow 
energy. 

j. Use silt fence and/or vegetated filter strips to trap sediment contained in sheet flow.  The 
maximum drainage area to the fence should be 0.5 acres or less per 100 ft. of fence.  Silt 
fences shall be inspected regularly, and sediment removed when it reaches 1/3 of fence 
height.  Vegetated filter strips should have relatively flat slopes and be vegetated with erosion-
resistant species. 

k. Throughout the construction period, the applicant shall conduct regular inspections of the 
condition and operational status of all structural BMPs required by the approved erosion 
control plan. 

l. No erosion or sediment control measures will be placed in vegetated areas. 

m. Environmentally-sensitive areas shall be delineated and protected to prevent construction 
impacts. 

n. Control of fuels and other hazardous materials, spills, and litter during construction. 

o. Preserve existing vegetation whenever feasible. 

Mitigation Measure 7:  Noise sources associated with demolition, construction, repair, remodeling, 
or grading of any real property shall be limited to the hours from 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., weekdays 
and 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Saturdays.  Said activities are prohibited on Sundays, Thanksgiving, 
and Christmas (San Mateo Ordinance Code Section 4.88.360).  Noise levels produced by 
construction activities shall not exceed the 80-dBA level at any one moment. 

Mitigation Measure 8:  Should any traditionally or culturally affiliated Native American tribe 
respond to the County’s issued notification for consultation, such process as required by State 
Assembly Bill 52 shall be completed and any resulting agreed upon measures for avoidance and 
preservation of identified resources be taken prior to implementation of the project. 

Mitigation Measure 9:  In the event that tribal cultural resources are inadvertently discovered 
during project implementation, all work shall stop until a qualified professional can evaluate the find 
and recommend appropriate measures to avoid and preserve the resource in place, or minimize 
adverse impacts to the resource, and those measures shall be approved by the Current Planning 
Section prior to implementation and continuing any work associated with the project. 
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I. Geosphere Consultants, Inc Engineering Geologic Evaluation – Proposed Leachfield (dated 
 February 26, 2019) 

J. Sigma Prime Geosciences, Inc. Drainage Report (dated June 26, 2019) 

K. EECAP Checklist 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

On July 12, 2019 Sol Ecology, Inc. performed a biological resources survey at a 4.7-acre lot located 
at 1237 Grant Road, Montara, in San Mateo County, California (Project Site). The proposed 
project includes the construction of a 5,421 square foot single-family residence in a non-
residential zoning district.  The lot includes some existing development including an existing 
access road, garage, compacted dirt pad, and septic field (Appendix A – Figure 1).  
 
The purpose of the assessment was to gather information necessary to complete a review of 
potential biological resources and potential for impacts from development of the proposed 
Project, under the guidelines of the Mid-Coast Local Coastal Plan (LCP) and California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the County of San Mateo Coastside Design Review 
Committee (CDRC).   This report describes the results of the site survey and assessment of the 
Project Site for the presence of sensitive biological resources protected by local, state, and 
federal laws and regulations.  This report also contains an evaluation of potential impacts to 
sensitive biological resources that may occur from the proposed project and recommendations 
for avoiding or mitigating for any impacts as warranted. This assessment is based on information 
available at the time of the study and on-site conditions that were observed on the date of the 
site visit. 
 
1.1 Project Setting 

The Project Site is located on an existing disturbed lot located approximately 1.25 miles east from 
the coast, at 1237 Grant Road, in the city of Montara, San Mateo County, California (Appendix A, 
Figures 1).  The site consists of a driveway, existing garage, several storage containers, a dirt pad,  
and an existing septic field.  Historically the site consisted of annual grassland habitat with a few 
trees up until the early 2002 when the canopy began transitioning to Monterey pine.  By 2010, 
evidence of a road and garage appear on aerials.  Evidence of fill from construction of the road 
and dirt pad was visible in the proposed house footprint. A small roadside drainage ditch is 
located approximately 200 feet to the south of the Project Site, adjacent to Grant Road (Appendix 
A, Figure 1).  
 
1.2 Project Description 

The proposed project includes the construction of a 3-bedroom single family residence in a non-
residential zoning district. The proposed construction will occur in areas previously impacted as 
a result of grading of the existing access road and accessory structures. Entry to the Project Site 
will be via an existing access road. The existing septic field will be upgraded as needed to support 
the new residence. A total of 2,480 square feet of newly altered landscape is proposed; the 
remaining acreage is within existing developed portions of the site. 
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2.0 METHODS 

On July 12, 2019, the Project Site was traversed on foot to determine the presence of (1) plant 
communities both sensitive and non-sensitive, (2) special status plant and wildlife species, and 
(3) presence of essential habitat elements for any special-status plant or wildlife species.  
 
2.1 Literature Review 

Prior to the site visit, the Soil Survey of San Mateo County, California [U.S. Department of 
Agriculture (USDA) Web Soil Survey], Google Earth aerial images, USGS topographic quadrangle 
maps, and the San Mateo County Resource Conservation District watershed map for San Mateo 
Creek watershed were examined to determine if any unique soil types that could support 
sensitive plant communities and/or aquatic features were present in the Project Site. A Manual 
of California Vegetation, Online Edition (CNPS 2019a) were reviewed to assess the potential for 
sensitive biological communities to occur in the Project Site. All alliances within the Project Site 
with a ranking of 1 through 3 were considered sensitive biological communities and mapped if 
present. Additionally, those habitats listed as sensitive in the LCP were also evaluated. 
 
Potential for occurrence of special-status species on or near the Project Site was determined  
based on a literature review and database search. Database searches for known occurrences of 
special-status species focused on the Montara Mountain 7.5-minute USGS quadrangle and the 
five surrounding USGS quadrangles. The following sources were reviewed to determine which 
special-status plant and wildlife species have been documented to occur in the surrounding 
vicinity of the Project Site. Additional resources are provided in Section 6.0.: 

 
 California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) records (CDFW 2019; Appendix B) 
 USFWS Information for Planning and Conservation Species Lists (USFWS 2019; 

Appendix B) 
 CNPS Inventory records (CNPS 2019b) 
 CDFG publication “California’s Wildlife, Volumes I-III” (Zeiner et al. 1990) 
 CDFG publication California Bird Species of Special Concern (Shuford and Gardali 2008) 
 CDFW and University of California Press publication California Amphibian and Reptile 

Species of Special Concern (Thomson et al. 2016) 
 A Field Guide to Western Reptiles and Amphibians (Stebbins 2003) 

 
2.2 Field Survey  

The Project Site was evaluated for the presence of sensitive biological communities, including 
riparian areas, sensitive plant communities recognized by CDFW or the LCP, County-mapped 
riparian corridors, and habitat connectivity corridors. Sensitive communities were identified 
following A Manual of California Vegetation, Online Edition and includes California Wildlife 
Habitat Relationships (CWHR) habitat classifications. 
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The Project Site was also surveyed to determine if any wetlands and waters potentially subject 
to jurisdiction by the U.S Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB), or CDFW are present. This preliminary assessment was based primarily on the 
presence of wetland plant indicators, hydrology or wetland soils. A preliminary waters 
assessment was based on the presence of unvegetated, ponded areas or flowing water, or 
evidence indicating their presence such as a high-water mark or a defined drainage course.  
 
Sol Ecology biologists also performed reconnaissance-level surveys for special status species on 
and adjacent to the Project Site on July 12, 2019. The focus of the surveys was to identify whether 
suitable habitat elements for each of the special status species documented in the surrounding 
vicinity are present on the Project Site or not and whether the project would have the potential 
to result in impacts to any of these species and/or their habitats either on- or off-site. Habitat 
elements examined for the potential presence of sensitive plant species included: soil type, 
elevation, vegetation community, and dominant plant species. For wildlife species, habitat 
elements examined included the presence of dispersal habitat, foraging habitat, refugia or 
estivation habitat, and breeding (or nesting) habitat.  

In cases where little information is known about species occurrences and habitat requirements, 
the species evaluation was based on best professional judgment of Sol Ecology biologists with 
experience working with the species and habitats. If a special-status species was observed during 
the site visit, its presence is recorded and discussed. For some threatened and endangered 
species, a site survey at the level conducted for this report may not be sufficient to determine 
presence or absence of a species to the specifications of regulatory agencies.  
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3.0 RESULTS 
 
3.1 Existing Conditions and General Wildlife Use 
 
Biological communities present in the Project Site were classified based on existing plant 
community descriptions described in the California Native Plant Society Online Manual of 
California Vegetation (CNPS 2019). However, in some cases it is necessary to identify variants of 
community types or to describe non-vegetated areas that are not described in the literature. 
Biological communities were classified as sensitive or non-sensitive as defined by CEQA, the LCP, 
CNDDB, and other applicable laws and regulations.  CNDDB vegetation alliances are ranked 1 
through 5 based on NatureServe's (2010) methodology, with those alliances ranked globally (G) 
or statewide (S) as 1 through 3 considered sensitive. 
 
Soils at the site are mapped as Scarper-Miramar complex, 30 to 75 percent slopes and Typic 
Argiustolls, loamy-Urban land association, 5 to 15 percent slopes. The Scarper-Miramar and Typic 
Argiustolls series consist of moderately drained and well drained soils.  These soil types are found 
on coastal hills and mountains with slopes between 5 to 75 percent, at elevations between 200 
to 2,000 feet.  Typical vegetation includes coastal shrubs such as monkey flower, sage, and poison 
oak.  Elevations at the Project Site range from 270 feet to 360 feet (82 to 110 meters). 
 
Vegetation on the Project Site consists primarily of Monterey pine forest (introduced) and 
disturbed ruderal vegetation.  No sensitive biological communities are present on the Project 
Site; a small drainage ditch with willow habitat is present 200 feet to the south of the site but is 
not within the proposed footprint.   The Project Site supports a number of common bird and 
raptor species; a red-tailed hawk was heard calling to the north of the site.  Photographs of the 
Project Site are provided in Appendix C. 

3.2 Special-Status Plants 

Special-status species include those plants and wildlife species that have been formally listed, are 
proposed as endangered or threatened, or are candidates for such listing under the Federal 
Endangered Species Act (ESA) or California Endangered Species Act (CESA). These acts afford 
protection to both listed species and those that are formal candidates for listing. Plant species on 
the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Rare and Endangered Plant Inventory (Inventory) with 
California Rare Plant Ranks (Rank) of 1 and 2 are also considered special-status plant species and 
must be considered under CEQA. 
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Based upon a review of the resources and databases given in Section 2.1, 28 special-status plant 
species have been documented within a five-mile radius of the Project Site (Appendix A, Figure 
2). Based on the presence of biological communities described above and soils at the site, as well 
as recent site disturbance the Project Site has the potential to support none of these species. 
Species documented in the area are unlikely or have no potential to occur on the Project Site for 
one or more of the following reasons: 

 Hydrologic conditions (e.g. marsh habitat, seeps, pond habitat) necessary to support the 
special-status plants do not exist on site; 

 Edaphic (soil) conditions (e.g. rocky or clay soils) necessary to support the special-status 
plants do not exist on site; 

 Unique pH conditions (e.g. serpentine) necessary to support the special-status plant 
species are not present on the Project Site; 

 Associated vegetation communities (e.g. cismontane woodland, chaparral, broadleaved 
upland forest) necessary to support the special-status plants do not exist on site. 

3.3 Special Status Wildlife 

In addition to wildlife listed as federal or state endangered and/or threatened, federal and state 
candidate species, CDFW Species of Special Concern, CDFW California Fully Protected species, 
USFWS Birds of Conservation Concern, and CDFW Special-status Invertebrates are all considered 
special-status species. Although these species generally have no special legal status, they are 
given special consideration under CEQA. The federal Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act also 
provides broad protections to both eagle species that are roughly analogous to those of listed 
species. Bat species are also evaluated for conservation status by the Western Bat Working Group 
(WBWG), a non-governmental entity; bats named as a “High Priority” or “Medium Priority” 
species for conservation by the WBWG are typically considered special-status and also 
considered under CEQA; bat roosts are protected under CDFW Fish and Game Code. In addition 
to regulations for special-status species, most native birds in the United States (including non-
status species) are protected by the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (MBTA) and the 
California Fish and Game Code (CFGC), i.e., sections 3503, 3503.5 and 3513. Under these laws, 
deliberately destroying active bird nests, eggs, and/or young is illegal. 
 
A total of 15 special-status wildlife species have been documented within five miles of the Project 
Site (Appendix A, Figure 3). Based on the presence of biological communities described above, 
the Project Site has the potential to support 2 of these species: California red-legged frog (Rana 
draytonii) and Allen’s hummingbird (Selasphorus sasin). These species are described in more 
detail below.   
 
The remaining species found in the review of background literature were determined to be 
unlikely to occur due to absence of suitable habitat elements in and immediately adjacent to the 
Project Site. Habitat elements that were evaluated but found to be absent from the immediate 
area of the Project Site or surrounding habitats subject to potential indirect impacts include the 
following:  
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 No suitable burrows on or adjacent to the Project Site (e.g. for American badger); 
 No suitable marine habitat (e.g. for southern sea otter or green sea turtle)  
 No suitable stream habitat, wetland habitat, pond habitat, freshwater marshes, lakes, 

lagoons, bays, coastal swales, brackish marshes, and saltwater marshes on or 
immediately adjacent to the property (e.g. for California giant salamander, foothill yellow-
legged frog, western pond turtle, San Francisco garter snake, saltmarsh common 
yellowthroat, or steelhead - central California coast DPS); 

 No suitable open grassland or coastal prairies (for western bumble bee, obscure bumble 
bee, or special status butterflies); 

 Host plant (broadleaf stonecrop, milkweed) is absent (e.g. San Bruno elfin butterfly). 
 
Wildlife Species with Potential to Occur on the Project Site: 

California Red-legged Frog (Rana draytonii), Federal Threatened Species, CDFW Species of 
Special Concern. The California red-legged frog (CRLF) is dependent on suitable aquatic, 
estivation, and upland habitat. During periods of wet weather, starting with the first rainfall in 
late fall, red-legged frogs disperse away from their estivation sites to seek suitable breeding 
habitat. Aquatic and breeding habitat are characterized by dense, shrubby, riparian vegetation 
and deep, still or slow-moving water. Breeding occurs between late November and late April. 
Following breeding during the wet season, adult frogs may disperse into upland habitats which 
include areas up to 300 feet from aquatic and associated riparian habitat and are comprised of 
grasslands, woodlands, and/or vegetation that provide shelter, forage, and predator avoidance.  

Upland habitat can include structural features such as boulders, rocks and organic debris (e.g. 
downed trees, logs), as well as small mammal burrows and moist leaf litter (USFWS 2010). At the 
end of the wet season, CRLF may disperse up to one-mile overland from upland or breeding 
habitats (often via riparian corridors) to aquatic non-breeding habitats (Bulger 2003, Fellers and 
Kleeman 2007). Although CRLF is highly aquatic, this species has been documented to make 
overland movements of several hundred meters and up to one mile during a winter-spring wet 
season in Northern California between suitable aquatic habitats.   

The roadside drainage ditch on the project parcel may provide aquatic non-breeding habitat to 
CRLF but given its lack of connectivity does not likely provide suitable dispersal habitat. The 
nearest documented occurrence record of CRLF is approximately 1,670 feet (0.33 miles) to the 
west of the proposed Project Site in Montara Creek. However, it is unlikely a CRLF would migrate 
through the Project Site due to the availability of more suitable dispersal habitat in the 
surrounding area and the absence of potential breeding habitat to the north or east of the site. 
Additionally, the soils on the Project Site have been previously impacted and consist of mostly fill 
material with no burrows observed during the site visit. As such, CRLF has only a low potential to 
occur. 
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Allen’s Hummingbird (Selasphorus sasin). USFWS Bird of Conservation Concern. Allen's 
Hummingbird breed in a narrow strip of coastal forest, scrub, and chaparral from sea level to 
around 1,000 feet elevation along the West Coast. Males tend to hold territories in more open 
areas while females nest in areas with tree cover including eucalyptus, redwood, Monterey Pine 
and Douglas-fir. On the wintering grounds in Mexico, they use oak-pine forest, edges, and 
scrubby clearings with abundant flowers. Allen's Hummingbird will nest in trees or shrubs 
anywhere from 2–50 feet above the ground. They frequently build their nests near shady streams 
in blackberry, bracken fern, eucalyptus, cypress, Monterey Pine or Douglas-fir.  Monterey pines 
on the Project Site provide suitable nesting habitat for this species. 
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4.0 POTENTIAL IMPACTS  
 
The assessment of impacts under CEQA is based on the change caused by the Project relative to 
the existing conditions at the proposed Project Site. In applying CEQA Appendix G, the terms 
“substantial” and “substantially” are used as the basis for significance determinations in many of 
the thresholds but are not defined qualitatively or quantitatively in CEQA or in technical 
literature. In some cases, the determination requires application of best professional judgment 
based on knowledge of site conditions as well as the ecology and physiology of biological 
resources present in a given area. The CEQA and State CEQA Guidelines defines “significant effect 
on the environment” as “a substantial adverse change in the physical conditions which exist in 
the area affected by the proposed project.” Pursuant to Appendix G, Section IV of the State CEQA 
Guidelines, the proposed Project would have a significant impact on biological resources if it 
would: 

A. 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 the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service. 

B. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California 
Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service. 

C. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 
404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) 
through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means. 

D. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. 

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

4.1 Potentially Significant Impacts  
 
Sensitive Biological Communities  
 
No sensitive biological communities are present at the Project Site.   As such, no significant 
impacts are anticipated, and no mitigation is proposed.  A roadside drainage ditch is located more 
than 200 feet from the Project Site and will not be impacted by the Project.  
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Special-Status Plant Species 
 
No special status plants have potential to occur at the Project Site due to prior site disturbance. 
As such there is no potential for impacts and no further recommendations are provided. 

Special-Status Wildlife Species 
 
Two special status species have potential to occur on the Project Site. Impacts including direct 
mortality and/or disruption of breeding behaviors are considered potentially significant impacts 
under CEQA.  Migratory nesting birds including Allen’s hummingbird, may nest on site and may 
be potentially impacted by the proposed project if activities occur during the nesting season from 
February 1 through August 31.  Impacts to nesting birds causing nest failure or abandonment is 
considered a significant impact under CEQA.   
 
To avoid potential impacts to CRLF, it is recommended work should be performed during daylight 
hours at least 30 minutes after sunrise and ending at least 30 minutes before sunset when 
animals including CRLF are least active.  Furthermore, it is recommended no ground disturbing 
or foundation work be performed during or within 48 hours of any rain event (greater than 0.5 
inches) between October 31 and April 31 when CRLF species are most likely to utilize upland 
habitats.  Lastly, wildlife exclusion fencing is recommended to be placed between the drainage 
ditch and proposed construction to prevent CRLF from entering the site during activities. 
 
To avoid potential impacts to birds, vegetation/tree removal should be performed outside the 
nesting season (between September 1 and January 31).  If work must be performed during the 
nesting season, a pre-construction nesting bird survey is recommended to be performed by a 
qualified biologist.  If nests are found, an appropriately sized no-disturbance buffer should be 
placed around the nest at the direction of the qualified biologist conducting the survey.  Buffers 
should remain in place until all young have fledged, or the biologist has confirmed that the nest 
has been naturally predated.  
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5.0 CONCLUSION 

On July 12, 2019 Sol Ecology, Inc. performed a biological resources survey at 1237 Grant Road, 
Montara, in San Mateo County, California. The proposed project includes the construction of a 
5,421 square foot single-family residence in a non-residential zoning district.  The lot includes 
some existing development including an existing access road, garage, compacted dirt pad, and 
septic field. The site is dominated by introduced Monterey pine on a hillslope to the east of 
Montara Creek.  No sensitive biological communities are present on the property, with the 
exception of a small roadside drainage located 200 feet from the project footprint and will be 
completely avoided.   Additionally, no special status plants have potential to occur at the Project 
Site. 

Two special status species have potential to occur on the Project Site: CRLF and Allen’s 
hummingbird.  CRLF may be present in the roadside drainage ditch while Allen’s hummingbird 
may nest in Monterey pine trees on and adjacent to the Project Site.  Recommendations include 
avoidance of ground-disturbing activities during the period when these species are more likely 
to be present.  Additionally, placement of wildlife exclusion fencing will prevent CRLF from 
entering the work area.   
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APPENDIX A 
 
PROJECT FIGURES: SITE LOCATION MAP AND CNDDB DATABASE RESULTS  
 
 
  



Figure 1: Location of Project Area  
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Figure 2: Special Status Plant Species within 5 Miles of the Project Site 
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Figure 3: Special Status Animal Species within 5 Miles of the Project Site 
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APPENDIX B 
 
CNDDB RESULTS AND USFWS IPAC WITHIN 5 MILES OF THE PROJECT SITE   



Elev. Element Occ. Ranks Population Status Presence

Name (Scientific/Common)
CNDDB 
Ranks

Listing Status 
(Fed/State) Other Lists

Range
(ft.)

Total 
EO's A B C D X U

Historic 
> 20 yr

Recent 
<= 20 yr Extant

Poss. 
Extirp. Extirp.

Acanthomintha duttonii
San Mateo thorn-mint

G1
S1

Endangered
Endangered

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.1
SB_UCBBG-UC 
Berkeley Botanical 
Garden

170

600

5
S:5

0 1 0 1 2 1 3 2 3 1 1

Adela oplerella
Opler's longhorn moth

G2
S2

None
None

100

100

14
S:1

0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0

Agrostis blasdalei
Blasdale's bent grass

G2
S2

None
None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2
BLM_S-Sensitive

50

50

62
S:1

0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0

Allium peninsulare var. franciscanum
Franciscan onion

G5T2
S2

None
None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2 20

1,025

25
S:15

2 6 1 0 0 6 4 11 15 0 0

Ambystoma californiense
California tiger salamander

G2G3
S2S3

Threatened
Threatened

CDFW_WL-Watch List
IUCN_VU-Vulnerable

400

400

1196
S:1

0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0

Amsinckia lunaris
bent-flowered fiddleneck

G3
S3

None
None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2
BLM_S-Sensitive

220

475

93
S:5

0 2 1 0 0 2 2 3 5 0 0

Aneides flavipunctatus niger
Santa Cruz black salamander

G3
S3

None
None

CDFW_SSC-Species 
of Special Concern

1,300

1,300

78
S:1

0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0

Antrozous pallidus
pallid bat

G5
S3

None
None

BLM_S-Sensitive
CDFW_SSC-Species 
of Special Concern
IUCN_LC-Least 
Concern
USFS_S-Sensitive
WBWG_H-High 
Priority

40

420

419
S:3

0 0 0 0 0 3 3 0 3 0 0

Arctostaphylos andersonii
Anderson's manzanita

G2
S2

None
None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2
SB_RSABG-Rancho 
Santa Ana Botanic 
Garden

64
S:1

0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0

Query Criteria: Quad<span style='color:Red'> IS </span>(Montara Mountain (3712254)<span style='color:Red'> OR </span>San Mateo (3712253)<span style='color:Red'> OR </span>Half Moon Bay 
(3712244)<span style='color:Red'> OR </span>Woodside (3712243)<span style='color:Red'> OR </span>San Francisco South (3712264)<span style='color:Red'> OR </span>Hunters 
Point (3712263))<br /><span style='color:Red'> AND </span>Taxonomic Group<span style='color:Red'> IS </span>(Fish<span style='color:Red'> OR </span>Amphibians<span 
style='color:Red'> OR </span>Reptiles<span style='color:Red'> OR </span>Birds<span style='color:Red'> OR </span>Mammals<span style='color:Red'> OR </span>Mollusks<span 
style='color:Red'> OR </span>Arachnids<span style='color:Red'> OR </span>Crustaceans<span style='color:Red'> OR </span>Insects<span style='color:Red'> OR </span>Ferns<span 
style='color:Red'> OR </span>Gymnosperms<span style='color:Red'> OR </span>Monocots<span style='color:Red'> OR </span>Dicots<span style='color:Red'> OR </span>Lichens<span 
style='color:Red'> OR </span>Bryophytes)
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Page 1 of 10Commercial Version -- Dated June, 30 2019 -- Biogeographic Data Branch

Information Expires 12/30/2019

Summary Table Report
California Department of Fish and Wildlife

California Natural Diversity Database



Elev. Element Occ. Ranks Population Status Presence

Name (Scientific/Common)
CNDDB 
Ranks

Listing Status 
(Fed/State) Other Lists

Range
(ft.)

Total 
EO's A B C D X U

Historic 
> 20 yr

Recent 
<= 20 yr Extant

Poss. 
Extirp. Extirp.

Arctostaphylos franciscana
Franciscan manzanita

G1
S1

Endangered
None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.1
SB_UCBBG-UC 
Berkeley Botanical 
Garden

700

700

4
S:1

0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1

Arctostaphylos imbricata
San Bruno Mountain manzanita

G1
S1

None
Endangered

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.1 900

1,000

2
S:2

1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 2 0 0

Arctostaphylos montana ssp. ravenii
Presidio manzanita

G3T1
S1

Endangered
Endangered

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.1 700

700

7
S:1

0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1

Arctostaphylos montaraensis
Montara manzanita

G1
S1

None
None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2
SB_RSABG-Rancho 
Santa Ana Botanic 
Garden
SB_USDA-US Dept of 
Agriculture

900

1,500

4
S:4

2 0 1 1 0 0 1 3 4 0 0

Arctostaphylos pacifica
Pacific manzanita

G1
S1

None
Endangered

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.1 1,045

1,045

1
S:1

0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0

Arctostaphylos regismontana
Kings Mountain manzanita

G2
S2

None
None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2 586

2,100

17
S:15

1 3 3 3 0 5 3 12 15 0 0

Astragalus pycnostachyus var. 
pycnostachyus

coastal marsh milk-vetch

G2T2
S2

None
None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2
BLM_S-Sensitive
SB_SBBG-Santa 
Barbara Botanic 
Garden

25
S:2

0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 0 0

Astragalus tener var. tener
alkali milk-vetch

G2T1
S1

None
None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2 50

50

65
S:1

0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0

Athene cunicularia
burrowing owl

G4
S3

None
None

BLM_S-Sensitive
CDFW_SSC-Species 
of Special Concern
IUCN_LC-Least 
Concern
USFWS_BCC-Birds of 
Conservation Concern

5

842

1984
S:2

0 1 0 0 0 1 0 2 2 0 0

Banksula incredula
incredible harvestman

G1
S1

None
None

1,110

1,110

1
S:1

0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0

Bombus caliginosus
obscure bumble bee

G4?
S1S2

None
None

IUCN_VU-Vulnerable 30

400

181
S:6

0 0 0 0 0 6 5 1 6 0 0
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> 20 yr
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Extirp. Extirp.

Bombus occidentalis
western bumble bee

G2G3
S1

None
None

USFS_S-Sensitive
XERCES_IM-Imperiled

40

800

282
S:10

0 0 0 0 0 10 10 0 10 0 0

Brachyramphus marmoratus
marbled murrelet

G3G4
S1

Threatened
Endangered

CDF_S-Sensitive
IUCN_EN-Endangered
NABCI_RWL-Red 
Watch List

800

800

110
S:2

0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 2 0 0

Caecidotea tomalensis
Tomales isopod

G2
S2S3

None
None

50

2,100

6
S:2

0 0 1 1 0 0 2 0 2 0 0

Calicina minor
Edgewood blind harvestman

G1
S1

None
None

400

560

2
S:2

0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 0 0

Callophrys mossii bayensis
San Bruno elfin butterfly

G4T1
S1

Endangered
None

XERCES_CI-Critically 
Imperiled

600

1,882

6
S:6

2 1 0 0 0 3 0 6 6 0 0

Carex comosa
bristly sedge

G5
S2

None
None

Rare Plant Rank - 2B.1 0

0

29
S:1

0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0

Centromadia parryi ssp. parryi
pappose tarplant

G3T2
S2

None
None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2
BLM_S-Sensitive

10

23

39
S:2

0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 2 0 0

Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus
western snowy plover

G3T3
S2S3

Threatened
None

CDFW_SSC-Species 
of Special Concern
NABCI_RWL-Red 
Watch List
USFWS_BCC-Birds of 
Conservation Concern

5

17

138
S:3

1 0 0 0 0 2 2 1 3 0 0

Chloropyron maritimum ssp. palustre
Point Reyes salty bird's-beak

G4?T2
S2

None
None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2
BLM_S-Sensitive

5

5

68
S:1

0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0

Chorizanthe cuspidata var. cuspidata
San Francisco Bay spineflower

G2T1
S1

None
None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2 50

650

17
S:8

0 0 2 0 0 6 4 4 8 0 0

Chorizanthe robusta var. robusta
robust spineflower

G2T1
S1

Endangered
None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.1
BLM_S-Sensitive

150

150

20
S:2

0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 2 0

Cicindela hirticollis gravida
sandy beach tiger beetle

G5T2
S2

None
None

10

10

34
S:1

0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1

Cirsium andrewsii
Franciscan thistle

G3
S3

None
None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2 100

450

31
S:3

0 0 0 0 1 2 2 1 2 1 0
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Cirsium fontinale var. fontinale
Crystal Springs fountain thistle

G2T1
S1

Endangered
Endangered

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.1
SB_RSABG-Rancho 
Santa Ana Botanic 
Garden

400

600

5
S:3

0 1 1 0 1 0 1 2 2 1 0

Cirsium occidentale var. compactum
compact cobwebby thistle

G3G4T2
S2

None
None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2 100

100

30
S:1

0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0

Collinsia corymbosa
round-headed Chinese-houses

G1
S1

None
None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2 25

25

13
S:1

0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0

Collinsia multicolor
San Francisco collinsia

G2
S2

None
None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2
SB_RSABG-Rancho 
Santa Ana Botanic 
Garden

100

700

36
S:18

0 6 0 0 0 12 9 9 18 0 0

Corynorhinus townsendii
Townsend's big-eared bat

G3G4
S2

None
None

BLM_S-Sensitive
CDFW_SSC-Species 
of Special Concern
IUCN_LC-Least 
Concern
USFS_S-Sensitive
WBWG_H-High 
Priority

320

2,170

629
S:4

0 0 0 1 0 3 1 3 4 0 0

Danaus plexippus pop. 1
monarch - California overwintering population

G4T2T3
S2S3

None
None

USFS_S-Sensitive 40

150

383
S:5

0 1 1 0 2 1 5 0 3 2 0

Dicamptodon ensatus
California giant salamander

G3
S2S3

None
None

CDFW_SSC-Species 
of Special Concern
IUCN_NT-Near 
Threatened

300

1,400

234
S:9

1 2 0 0 0 6 6 3 9 0 0

Dipodomys venustus venustus
Santa Cruz kangaroo rat

G4T1
S1

None
None

42

42

29
S:1

0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0

Dirca occidentalis
western leatherwood

G2
S2

None
None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2
SB_RSABG-Rancho 
Santa Ana Botanic 
Garden

255

1,265

71
S:17

4 5 2 0 0 6 5 12 17 0 0

Dufourea stagei
Stage's dufourine bee

G1G2
S1

None
None

700

700

1
S:1

0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0

Emys marmorata
western pond turtle

G3G4
S3

None
None

BLM_S-Sensitive
CDFW_SSC-Species 
of Special Concern
IUCN_VU-Vulnerable
USFS_S-Sensitive

40

525

1369
S:12

1 9 2 0 0 0 0 12 12 0 0
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> 20 yr

Recent 
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Erethizon dorsatum
North American porcupine

G5
S3

None
None

IUCN_LC-Least 
Concern

509

509

508
S:1

0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0

Eriophyllum latilobum
San Mateo woolly sunflower

G1
S1

Endangered
Endangered

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.1
SB_RSABG-Rancho 
Santa Ana Botanic 
Garden

100

900

8
S:6

1 2 1 0 0 2 0 6 6 0 0

Eucyclogobius newberryi
tidewater goby

G3
S3

Endangered
None

AFS_EN-Endangered
CDFW_SSC-Species 
of Special Concern
IUCN_VU-Vulnerable

20

20

127
S:1

0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1

Euphydryas editha bayensis
Bay checkerspot butterfly

G5T1
S1

Threatened
None

XERCES_CI-Critically 
Imperiled

100

1,000

30
S:7

0 1 0 0 6 0 6 1 1 2 4

Falco columbarius
merlin

G5
S3S4

None
None

CDFW_WL-Watch List
IUCN_LC-Least 
Concern

65

65

37
S:1

0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0

Falco peregrinus anatum
American peregrine falcon

G4T4
S3S4

Delisted
Delisted

CDF_S-Sensitive
CDFW_FP-Fully 
Protected
USFWS_BCC-Birds of 
Conservation Concern

5

10

56
S:2

0 1 0 0 0 1 0 2 2 0 0

Fritillaria biflora var. ineziana
Hillsborough chocolate lily

G3G4T1
S1

None
None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.1
SB_RSABG-Rancho 
Santa Ana Botanic 
Garden
SB_USDA-US Dept of 
Agriculture

550

550

2
S:2

0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 2 0 0

Fritillaria liliacea
fragrant fritillary

G2
S2

None
None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2
USFS_S-Sensitive

295

800

82
S:9

0 5 0 0 1 3 5 4 8 0 1

Geothlypis trichas sinuosa
saltmarsh common yellowthroat

G5T3
S3

None
None

CDFW_SSC-Species 
of Special Concern
USFWS_BCC-Birds of 
Conservation Concern

10

480

112
S:10

0 2 2 0 0 6 9 1 10 0 0

Gilia capitata ssp. chamissonis
blue coast gilia

G5T2
S2

None
None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.1 10

650

37
S:4

0 1 0 0 0 3 2 2 4 0 0

Gilia millefoliata
dark-eyed gilia

G2
S2

None
None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2
BLM_S-Sensitive

54
S:3

0 0 0 0 2 1 3 0 1 0 2

Grindelia hirsutula var. maritima
San Francisco gumplant

G5T1Q
S1

None
None

Rare Plant Rank - 3.2 50

1,000

15
S:9

0 0 1 1 1 6 9 0 8 0 1
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> 20 yr
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Poss. 
Extirp. Extirp.

Helianthella castanea
Diablo helianthella

G2
S2

None
None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2
BLM_S-Sensitive

700

700

107
S:2

0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0

Hemizonia congesta ssp. congesta
congested-headed hayfield tarplant

G5T2
S2

None
None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2 52
S:2

0 0 0 0 1 1 2 0 1 1 0

Hesperevax sparsiflora var. brevifolia
short-leaved evax

G4T3
S2

None
None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2
BLM_S-Sensitive

400

500

56
S:2

0 0 0 0 1 1 2 0 1 1 0

Hesperolinon congestum
Marin western flax

G1
S1

Threatened
Threatened

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.1
SB_RSABG-Rancho 
Santa Ana Botanic 
Garden

200

700

27
S:9

0 5 2 0 2 0 2 7 7 2 0

Heteranthera dubia
water star-grass

G5
S2

None
None

Rare Plant Rank - 2B.2 9
S:1

0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0

Horkelia cuneata var. sericea
Kellogg's horkelia

G4T1?
S1?

None
None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.1
USFS_S-Sensitive

150

600

58
S:5

0 0 0 0 1 4 4 1 4 1 0

Horkelia marinensis
Point Reyes horkelia

G2
S2

None
None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2 300

300

36
S:2

0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 0 0

Hydrochara rickseckeri
Ricksecker's water scavenger beetle

G2?
S2?

None
None

35

280

13
S:2

0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 0 0

Hydroporus leechi
Leech's skyline diving beetle

G1?
S1?

None
None

680

680

13
S:1

0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0

Hypogymnia schizidiata
island tube lichen

G2
S1

None
None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.3 1,290

1,780

10
S:3

2 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 3 0 0

Ischnura gemina
San Francisco forktail damselfly

G2
S2

None
None

IUCN_VU-Vulnerable 25

540

7
S:4

0 0 0 0 1 3 4 0 3 1 0

Lasiurus cinereus
hoary bat

G5
S4

None
None

IUCN_LC-Least 
Concern
WBWG_M-Medium 
Priority

20

20

238
S:7

0 0 0 0 0 7 7 0 7 0 0

Lasthenia californica ssp. macrantha
perennial goldfields

G3T2
S2

None
None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2 40

350

59
S:3

0 1 1 0 0 1 0 3 3 0 0
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Laterallus jamaicensis coturniculus
California black rail

G3G4T1
S1

None
Threatened

BLM_S-Sensitive
CDFW_FP-Fully 
Protected
IUCN_NT-Near 
Threatened
NABCI_RWL-Red 
Watch List
USFWS_BCC-Birds of 
Conservation Concern

5

25

303
S:2

0 0 0 1 0 1 2 0 2 0 0

Layia carnosa
beach layia

G2
S2

Endangered
Endangered

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.1
SB_RSABG-Rancho 
Santa Ana Botanic 
Garden

40

40

25
S:1

0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1

Leptosiphon croceus
coast yellow leptosiphon

G1
S1

None
Endangered

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.1
SB_UCBBG-UC 
Berkeley Botanical 
Garden

50

50

1
S:1

0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0

Leptosiphon rosaceus
rose leptosiphon

G1
S1

None
None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.1 70

70

31
S:4

0 1 0 0 2 1 2 2 2 2 0

Lessingia arachnoidea
Crystal Springs lessingia

G2
S2

None
None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2
SB_RSABG-Rancho 
Santa Ana Botanic 
Garden

300

550

11
S:8

2 2 1 0 0 3 0 8 8 0 0

Lessingia germanorum
San Francisco lessingia

G1
S1

Endangered
Endangered

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.1 150

500

5
S:2

0 0 1 0 1 0 2 0 1 1 0

Lichnanthe ursina
bumblebee scarab beetle

G2
S2

None
None

15

20

8
S:2

0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 0 0

Limnanthes douglasii ssp. ornduffii
Ornduff's meadowfoam

G4T1
S1

None
None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.1 30

50

2
S:2

0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 1 1 0

Malacothamnus arcuatus
arcuate bush-mallow

G2Q
S2

None
None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2 10

700

30
S:9

0 1 1 1 1 5 4 5 8 0 1

Melospiza melodia pusillula
Alameda song sparrow

G5T2?
S2S3

None
None

CDFW_SSC-Species 
of Special Concern
USFWS_BCC-Birds of 
Conservation Concern

10

42

38
S:5

0 0 0 0 0 5 5 0 5 0 0

Microcina edgewoodensis
Edgewood Park micro-blind harvestman

G1
S1

None
None

600

600

1
S:1

0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0
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Monardella sinuata ssp. nigrescens
northern curly-leaved monardella

G3T2
S2

None
None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2 25
S:1

0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0

Monolopia gracilens
woodland woollythreads

G3
S3

None
None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2 640

675

68
S:5

0 1 0 0 0 4 2 3 5 0 0

Mylopharodon conocephalus
hardhead

G3
S3

None
None

CDFW_SSC-Species 
of Special Concern
USFS_S-Sensitive

20

20

33
S:1

0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0

Myotis thysanodes
fringed myotis

G4
S3

None
None

BLM_S-Sensitive
IUCN_LC-Least 
Concern
USFS_S-Sensitive
WBWG_H-High 
Priority

500

500

86
S:1

0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0

Neotoma fuscipes annectens
San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat

G5T2T3
S2S3

None
None

CDFW_SSC-Species 
of Special Concern

270

522

38
S:7

0 2 0 0 0 5 0 7 7 0 0

Nyctinomops macrotis
big free-tailed bat

G5
S3

None
None

CDFW_SSC-Species 
of Special Concern
IUCN_LC-Least 
Concern
WBWG_MH-Medium-
High Priority

150

150

32
S:1

0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0

Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus pop. 8
steelhead - central California coast DPS

G5T2T3Q
S2S3

Threatened
None

AFS_TH-Threatened 100

550

44
S:4

0 2 0 0 0 2 2 2 4 0 0

Pentachaeta bellidiflora
white-rayed pentachaeta

G1
S1

Endangered
Endangered

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.1
SB_UCBBG-UC 
Berkeley Botanical 
Garden

500

520

14
S:4

1 0 0 0 2 1 3 1 2 1 1

Phalacrocorax auritus
double-crested cormorant

G5
S4

None
None

CDFW_WL-Watch List
IUCN_LC-Least 
Concern

30

75

39
S:3

0 0 2 0 0 1 1 2 3 0 0

Plagiobothrys chorisianus var. chorisianus
Choris' popcornflower

G3T1Q
S1

None
None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2 50

1,250

42
S:11

1 4 2 0 0 4 3 8 11 0 0

Plebejus icarioides missionensis
Mission blue butterfly

G5T1
S1

Endangered
None

XERCES_CI-Critically 
Imperiled

200

750

14
S:13

0 2 1 0 1 9 4 9 13 0 0

Polemonium carneum
Oregon polemonium

G3G4
S2

None
None

Rare Plant Rank - 2B.2 16
S:1

0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0
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Polygonum marinense
Marin knotweed

G2Q
S2

None
None

Rare Plant Rank - 3.1 32
S:1

0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0

Potentilla hickmanii
Hickman's cinquefoil

G1
S1

Endangered
Endangered

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.1 25

300

5
S:2

0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1

Rallus obsoletus obsoletus
California Ridgway's rail

G5T1
S1

Endangered
Endangered

CDFW_FP-Fully 
Protected
NABCI_RWL-Red 
Watch List

0

15

99
S:8

0 1 4 0 1 2 3 5 7 1 0

Rana boylii
foothill yellow-legged frog

G3
S3

None
Candidate 
Threatened

BLM_S-Sensitive
CDFW_SSC-Species 
of Special Concern
IUCN_NT-Near 
Threatened
USFS_S-Sensitive

333

878

2381
S:2

0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 2

Rana draytonii
California red-legged frog

G2G3
S2S3

Threatened
None

CDFW_SSC-Species 
of Special Concern
IUCN_VU-Vulnerable

5

4,005

1527
S:59

10 17 12 0 0 20 10 49 59 0 0

Reithrodontomys raviventris
salt-marsh harvest mouse

G1G2
S1S2

Endangered
Endangered

CDFW_FP-Fully 
Protected
IUCN_EN-Endangered

2

2

144
S:1

0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0

Riparia riparia
bank swallow

G5
S2

None
Threatened

BLM_S-Sensitive
IUCN_LC-Least 
Concern

10

40

298
S:3

0 1 0 0 0 2 2 1 3 0 0

Sanicula maritima
adobe sanicle

G2
S2

None
Rare

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.1
USFS_S-Sensitive

250

250

17
S:1

0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1

Senecio aphanactis
chaparral ragwort

G3
S2

None
None

Rare Plant Rank - 2B.2 640

640

82
S:2

0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 0 0

Silene scouleri ssp. scouleri
Scouler's catchfly

G5T4T5
S2S3

None
None

Rare Plant Rank - 2B.2 780

1,025

23
S:11

0 0 0 0 0 11 6 5 11 0 0

Silene verecunda ssp. verecunda
San Francisco campion

G5T1
S1

None
None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2 25

1,500

20
S:8

0 1 0 0 3 4 4 4 5 3 0

Speyeria callippe callippe
callippe silverspot butterfly

G5T1
S1

Endangered
None

XERCES_CI-Critically 
Imperiled

250

900

12
S:6

0 1 1 0 0 4 3 3 6 0 0

Speyeria zerene myrtleae
Myrtle's silverspot butterfly

G5T1
S1

Endangered
None

XERCES_CI-Critically 
Imperiled

20

60

17
S:2

0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 2
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Elev. Element Occ. Ranks Population Status Presence

Name (Scientific/Common)
CNDDB 
Ranks

Listing Status 
(Fed/State) Other Lists

Range
(ft.)

Total 
EO's A B C D X U

Historic 
> 20 yr

Recent 
<= 20 yr Extant

Poss. 
Extirp. Extirp.

Spirinchus thaleichthys
longfin smelt

G5
S1

Candidate
Threatened

0

0

46
S:2

0 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 2 0 0

Suaeda californica
California seablite

G1
S1

Endangered
None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.1 5

5

18
S:3

0 0 1 0 0 2 0 3 3 0 0

Taxidea taxus
American badger

G5
S3

None
None

CDFW_SSC-Species 
of Special Concern
IUCN_LC-Least 
Concern

187

1,500

590
S:3

0 0 0 0 0 3 1 2 3 0 0

Thamnophis sirtalis tetrataenia
San Francisco gartersnake

G5T2Q
S2

Endangered
Endangered

CDFW_FP-Fully 
Protected

10

1,000

67
S:27

3 8 4 0 4 8 11 16 23 0 4

Trachusa gummifera
San Francisco Bay Area leaf-cutter bee

G1
S1

None
None

200

200

2
S:1

0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0

Trifolium amoenum
two-fork clover

G1
S1

Endangered
None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.1
SB_RSABG-Rancho 
Santa Ana Botanic 
Garden
SB_USDA-US Dept of 
Agriculture

26
S:1

0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0

Trifolium hydrophilum
saline clover

G2
S2

None
None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2 49
S:1

0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0

Triphysaria floribunda
San Francisco owl's-clover

G2?
S2?

None
None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2 5

450

50
S:14

0 0 0 0 5 9 14 0 9 3 2

Triquetrella californica
coastal triquetrella

G2
S2

None
None

Rare Plant Rank - 1B.2
USFS_S-Sensitive

400

1,200

13
S:3

0 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 3 0 0

Tryonia imitator
mimic tryonia (=California brackishwater 
snail)

G2
S2

None
None

IUCN_DD-Data 
Deficient

0

0

39
S:1

0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1

Usnea longissima
Methuselah's beard lichen

G4
S4

None
None

Rare Plant Rank - 4.2
BLM_S-Sensitive

590

590

206
S:1

0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0
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Appendix C – Site Photographs

1237 Grant Road Biological Resources Report
Project # 1932

Proposed house site. Proposed Project Site, Monterey pine (introduced) and bare 
dirt pad.



Appendix C – Site Photographs

1237 Grant Road Biological Resources Report
Project # 1932

Monterey pine forest and an existing drainage ditch 
(located 200 feet to the south of the Project site.

Existing garage and dirt pad at the end of the existing 
driveway.
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June 5, 2019          File No.: 18-2276 
 
Ruemel Panglao, Project Planner 
San Mateo County Planning and Building Division 
455 County Center 
Redwood City, CA  94063 
 
re: PLN2018-00322 / 1237 Grant Road, APN 036-225-130 / Jordan McWherter 
 
Dear Ruemel Panglao, 
 
Records at this office were reviewed to determine if this project could adversely affect cultural resources.  
Please note that use of the term cultural resources includes both archaeological sites and historical buildings 
and/or structures.  The review for possible historic-era building/structures, however, was limited to 
references currently in our office and should not be considered comprehensive.   
 
Project Description: Proposed home at the edge of an existing building pad previously created  
 
Previous Studies: 
 
 XX   This office has no record of any previous cultural resource studies for the proposed project area (see 

recommendation below). 
 
Archaeological and Native American Resources Recommendations: 
 
 XX   We recommend the lead agency contact the local Native American tribe(s) regarding traditional, cultural, 

and religious heritage values. For a complete listing of tribes in the vicinity of the project, please contact 
the Native American Heritage Commission at 916/373-3710. 

 
 XX   The proposed project area has a low possibility of containing unrecorded archaeological site(s). Therefore, 

no further study for archaeological resources is recommended. 
 
Built Environment Recommendations: 
 
 XX   Since the Office of Historic Preservation has determined that any building or structure 45 years or older 

may be of historical value, if the project area contains such properties, it is recommended that prior to 
commencement of project activities, a qualified professional familiar with the architecture and history of 
San Mateo County conduct a formal CEQA evaluation. 

 
 
Due to processing delays and other factors, not all of the historical resource reports and resource records that 
have been submitted to the Office of Historic Preservation are available via this records search. Additional 
information may be available through the federal, state, and local agencies that produced or paid for historical 



resource management work in the search area. Additionally, Native American tribes have historical resource 
information not in the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) Inventory, and you should 
contact the California Native American Heritage Commission for information on local/regional tribal contacts. 

The California Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) contracts with the California Historical Resources 
Information System’s (CHRIS) regional Information Centers (ICs) to maintain information in the CHRIS inventory 
and make it available to local, state, and federal agencies, cultural resource professionals, Native American 
tribes, researchers, and the public. Recommendations made by IC coordinators or their staff regarding the 
interpretation and application of this information are advisory only. Such recommendations do not necessarily 
represent the evaluation or opinion of the State Historic Preservation Officer in carrying out the OHP’s 
regulatory authority under federal and state law. 

 
For your reference, a list of qualified professionals in California that meet the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards can be found at http://www.chrisinfo.org. If archaeological resources are encountered during the 
project, work in the immediate vicinity of the finds should be halted until a qualified archaeologist has evaluated 
the situation.  If you have any questions please give us a call (707) 588-8455. 
 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 

                 
       Cameron Felt 

Researcher 
 

cc: Jordan McWherter 
 tailormakedevelopment@gmail.com  
 

http://www.chrisinfo.org/
mailto:tailormakedevelopment@gmail.com


ATTACHMENT
COUNTY OF SAN MATEO - PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT

G



GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION 
Proposed Residential Development 

1237 Grant Road 
Montara, California 

Prepared for: 
Tailor-Make Development, Inc. 

759 Grant Road 
Pacifica, California 94044 

Attention: Jordan McWherter 

September 30, 2016 
Job 2607.03.00 

Earth Investigations Consultants, Inc. 
P.O. Box 795 

Pacifica , California 94044 
Phone 650-557-0262 

earth i nvestigations@comcast.net 



© Earth Investigations Consultants 

September 30, 2016 
Job 2607.03.00 

Tailor-Make Development, Inc. 
759 Rockaway Beach Avenue 
Pacifica, California 94044 

Attention: Mr. Jordan McWherter 

RE: GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION 
Proposed Residential Development 
1237 Grant Road 
Montara, California 

Dear Mr. McWherter: 

INTRODUCTION 

Location and Proposed Project 

Pursuant to your authorization, we have completed the referenced project 
located off Grant Road, east of the intersection with Buena Vista Road in the 
Sunshine Valley area of Montara, California (Plate 1, Vicinity Map). We 
understand the proposed project will entail construction of a two-story, wood
frame structure with attached above grade deck on the west side of an existing 
graded pad in the east-central part of the approximately 5-acre parcel (Plate 2, 
Site Plan , Cross Section A-A' and Photos 1 & 2). We understand you plan to 
improve the existing dirt driveway leading to the house site from Grant Road. We 
anticipate the project will require moderate grading to improve the road, and 
drainage measures. 

An individual, on-site sewage disposal system is planned, with a leachfield to be 
located on the slope in the northern part of the site. 

Geologists & Engineers 
P.O. Box 795 e Pacifica, CA 94044 e (650) 557-0262 •Fax (650) 557-0264 • earthinvestigations@comcast.net 
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Purpose and Scope of Services 
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The purpose of this investigation was to characterize the site soils and provide 
geotechnical parameters for the proposed improvements. The scope of services 
included: 

• Review of pertinent geologic and geotechnical literature and maps. Plate 
3 (Geologic Map) illustrates the regional geologic setting; 

• Site observations and advancement of 2 borings on August 22, 2016 with 
tight-access, portable equipment. Boring 1 was continuously sampled by 
driving California, modified California and Standard Penetration (SPT) 
split-spoon samplers with a 140-pound hammer lifted to a height of 30 
inches using a rope and cathead lift mechanism mounted to a tripod. The 
number of free-fall drops (blows) required to advance the respective 
samplers at 6-inch intervals for the final 12 inches of a total of 18 inches 
driven are tabulated on the Logs of Borings (Appendix A, Plates A 1-A2). 
Blow counts from driving the modified California and California sampler 
were converted to SPT values using a multiplier of 0.76 and 0.93, 
respectively. 

Borings 2 and 3 were was continuously sampled by driving a 1 ~ -inch 
O.D., split spoon sampler to practical refusal with a gas-powered Wacker 
BHF 30S hammer that imparts 35 ft. lbs. of axial force on the sampler at a 
rate of 1270 blows per minute. The Logs of Borings are contained in 
Appendix A (Plates A 1 - A2) . Plates A3 - A5 contain descriptions of the 
terms and symbols used on the logs; 

• Laboratory testing of selected samples from the borings. Tests included 
moisture content and dry density. The results of the lab tests are 
tabulated on the boring logs at the respective sample depths; 

• Analysis of the findings from the site investigation and laboratory testing, 
and preparation of this report containing our findings, conclusions, and 
recommendations for the proposed project. Cross Section A-A' on Plate 2 
represents an interpretation of the development area foundation soil 
profile constructed on the basis of published geologic mapping, site 
observations and the boring data. 

Earth Investigations Consultants 
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Previous Work 

FINDINGS 
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Michelucci & Associates, Inc. (1993) conducted a geotechnical investigation for 
the purpose of legalizing the existing improvements constructed in the proposed 
development area (driveway and pad grading, and construction of the concrete 
retaining wall and shed), apparently on the basis of a geotechnical report 
prepared in 1984 by JCP Engineers and Geologists. Michelucci & Associates, 
Inc. concluded the following : 

• Site slopes were stable, but remedial grading would be necessary to 
mitigate undocumented fills ; 

• The retaining wall foundation and backdrainage was adequate; 
• And, while the shed foundations were constructed shallower than 

recommended by JCP, the existing conditions were acceptable provided 
use of the structure be limited to storage. 

The County Planning and Building Department finaled the retaining wall and 
shed in 2014 on the basis of the 1993 geotechnical report, and a 2014 follow-up 
geotechnical reconnaissance that revealed no change in conditions over the 11-
year period , and a favorable 2014 structural engineering review by McEvoy 
Engineering . 

Geologic Setting 

The site , at an approximate elevation of 288 feet above mean sea level , is 
located on the southwestern flank of a spur ridge. It drains to a broad swale in 
the southwest part of the site and eventually to a perennial channel near the 
intersection of Grant and Buena Vista Roads (Plate 1). This reg ion drains to 
Matadero Creek northeast of the site. Evidence of springs was not observed. 

The site area is underlain Cretaceous granodiorite. This bedrock material is 
mantled by a variable thickness of surficial soil. 

There are no mapped landslides on the property, nor were any observed during 
our site investigation. 

The site is located in a seismically active region with the San Andreas fault 
mapped approximately 5 miles to the northeast, and the Seal Cove fault mapped 
approximately 1 % miles to the southwest (Leighton & Associates, 1976; 

Earth Investigations Consultants 
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Pampeyan, 1994). There is a series of inferred, northwest trending faults 
mapped between the site and the Seal Cove fault. The closest is mapped 
approximately 800 feet southwest of the site . 

While it is not known to have produced a major earthquake in historic time, the 
Seal Cove fault is considered to be the potential seismic source for a major 
earthquake affecting the site in the future. The San Andreas fault has produced 
major Bay area earthquakes and ground rupture in the historic past. 

In the event of future major earthquake (M7.0 or greater) on a nearby segment of 
the San Andreas fault, it is expected that the site area will receive strong to very 
strong ground shaking (Petersen and others, 1999). We do not anticipate fault 
ground rupture across the site because of the distance between the nearest 
mapped active fault trace and the site. 

Site Characteristics 

Surface Features 

The proposed development area is on a flat graded pad at the end of a dirt 
driveway leading from Grant Road . There is a concrete retaining wall up to 10 
feet or more high along the eastern side of the pad. There is a steel shed on top 
of a cut pad. 

Runoff would tend to pool and/or sheet across the graded pad to the adjoining 
descending slope inclined approximately 25 degrees in the upper part and 15 
degrees or less in the lower part (Plate 2) . The steeper upper part represents a 
fill slope from historic grading, while the gentler slope represents the native 
slope. 

Gully erosion from uncontrolled runoff was observed at the top northern end of 
the pad . Evidence of slope instability, soil creep, or expansive soils was absent. 

Exp/orations 

The borings indicate the site is underlain by 1 to 7 feet of surficial soil (Appendix 
A, Plates A1 and A2; Cross Section A-A', Plate 2). Approximately 5 feet of 
dense, Silty SAND with Clay fill and approximately 2 feet of medium dense, 
colluvium mantled the granodiorite bedrock in Boring 1. The fill was dense Silty 
SAND with Clay grading to medium dense Clayey SAND at a depth of 3 feet. 
The colluvium was medium dense, Clayey SAND. 

Earth Investigations Consultants 
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Approximately 6% feet of fill mantled the bedrock in Boring 2. The fill in Boring 2 
was medium dense Silty SAND. If colluvium was present, it was difficult to 
differentiate from the fill. 

The fill mantling bedrock in Boring 3 was approximately Yz foot thick and 
consisted of medium dense, Silty SAND. 

Expansive soil or ground water was not encountered to the depth drilled. The 
soils ranged from moist to locally damp. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The proposed development is feasible from a geotechnical standpoint. We 
consider this a stable bedrock site that is not constrained by landslides or active 
faults. You should anticipate the site would be subjected to one or more major 
earthquakes over the projected life of the proposed improvements. Given the 
distance to the San Andreas fault, the risk is nil for occurrence of fault rupture 
across the site. 

Potential for liquefaction or seismically-induced deep-seated landsliding is low 
given the shallow depth to bedrock. The risk for erosion and shallow landsliding 
is low provided the recommendations in the following section of the report are 
included in project design and construction. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Seismic Design 

The proposed structures should be designed for the following seismic design 
criteria derived from the subsurface exploration data and the 2013 California 
Building Code (2010 ASTM 7 with July 2013 errata): 

• Site Location: Latitude= 37.539; Longitude= -122.497 
• Site Soil Class: C 
• Spectral Response Acceleration Values: 

Fv = 1.3; Ss = 2.415; S1 = 1.030; Sos= 1.61 O; So; = 0.892 

Earth Investigations Consultants 
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Vegetation and construction debris should be removed from the proposed 
development area. Existing site soil is an acceptable source for engineered fill. 
Engineered fill is soil moisture conditioned to near optimum water content, placed 
in loose lifts no greater than 8 inches, and compacted to at least 90 percent 
relative to the maximum dry density of the material (MOD) as assessed by the 
ASTM D 1557 laboratory compaction test. On sloping terrain up to 10 degrees, 
engineered fill can be placed on level benches cut into bedrock, as assessed by 
our Field Engineer during grading. A minimum toe key extending at least 3 feet 
into bedrock and benching into bedrock will be required for engineered fill 
placement on steeper slopes. Subdrainage requirements for fill greater than 5 
feet in thickness will be assessed by the Field Engineer during grading. Fill 
underlying the proposed driveway alignment should be reworked as engineered 
fill, as described above. Cut and fill slopes should be constructed no steeper 
than 2H:1V. Steeper slopes will require support by engineered retaining walls. 

Planned hardscape areas should be scarified to a minimum depth of 8 inches, 
moisture conditioned to near optimum, and compacted to at least 90 percent 
MDD. 

Foundations 

The proposed house and retaining walls should gain support from the underlying 
bedrock by drilled piers that are interconnected with grade beams. Isolated piers 
should be avoided. 

Drilled, cast-in-place concrete piers should be at least 16 inches in diameter and 
extend at least 10 feet into bedrock. On this basis, we anticipate that pier depths 
will range from 12 to 18 feet. 

The upper 2 feet of native soil should be ignored in pier design because of 
seasonal moisture variations, which could result in desiccation to that depth. We 
recommend that the pier foundation be designed for an allowable skin friction 
value of 500 pounds per square foot (psf) beginning at the bedrock surface. The 
skin friction value should be increased by 13 to account for wind and seismic 
loads. End bearing of piers should be neglected in design because of the 
difficulty in cleaning out small diameter holes. 

The portion of the piers beginning at the bedrock surface should be designed for 
a passive equivalent fluid pressure of 500 pounds per cubic foot (pcf) acting over 
1 % pier -diameters. 

Earth Investigations Consultants 
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Perimeter and interior piers should be interconnected by grade beams to avoid 
potential problems associated with isolated piers in seismically active areas. 

Slabs-on-Grade & Other Hardscape Surfaces 

We recommend that the living spaces be designed with raised wood floors. Slab 
and hardscape subgrades should be prepared as discussed in the Grading 
section above. Interior concrete slabs should be at least 5 inches thick, and 
constructed with a capil lary moisture break consisting of at least 5 inches of 
clean, %- to 1 %-inch free-draining, crushed rock. Where migration of moisture 
vapor through the slabs would be detrimental, an impermeable moisture vapor 
barrier of 15 mil Stego wrap should be provided betv..teen the crushed rock and 
the slab. If 2 inches of clean sand is placed over the membrane to protect it 
during construction, it is important that the concrete contractor maintain an even 
design spacing between the steel and sand layer. 

Exterior slabs should be constructed on subgrade as recommended in ·the 
Grading section and at least 5 inches of Class 2 aggregate baserock that is 
moisture condition to near optimum and compacted to at least 95 percent MOD. 

Slabs should be reinforced with at least No. 4 bars at 18-inch center-to-center 
spacing, in both directions to reduce cracking. The Structural Engineer should 
evaluate distribution of control joints to help control the distribution of cracking 
should it occur. 

Driveway Pavement 

The driveway alignment and parking areas should ·be prepared as discussed in 
the Grading section above. Final pavement design will be dependent upon the 
anticipated traffic and the materials exposed at the subgrade levels. . For 
preliminary design purposes, driveway and parking area pavements should 
contain a section of 212 inches of asphaltic concrete or 5 inches of reinforced 
concrete and 8 inches of Class II baserock compacted to at least 95 percent 
MOD. 

Earth Investigations Consultants 
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Retaining walls should be supported on piers as specified above, and designed 
to resist an active equivalent fluid pressure of 45 pcf acting in a triangular 
pressure distribution for level backfill. Where back fill slopes up to 2H: 1 V, the 
walls should be designed for an active equivalent fluid pressure of 60 pcf. 
Intermediate values can be obtained by interpolation. Any wall that is restrained 
from rotation should be designed to resist a uniform pressure of 100 psf. 

It is imperative that retaining walls be fully backdrained. We recommend that the 
backdrain be located at least 1 foot below the adjacent lowest grade to mitigate 
underseepage. The backdrains should consist of either a geosynthetic drainage 
mat (i.e., Miradrain 5000 or equivalent) and a 4-inch diameter, high crush 
strength perforated PVC pipe (SOR 35 or greater) sloped to drain by gravity to 
the street. A minimum 12-inch wide prism of clean (no fines) , free draining 
crushed rock or gravel extending to within 1 foot of the surface is an acceptable 
complement and/or alternative to the drainage mat behind the wall. Drainrock 
should be separated from the soil by Mirafi 140N filter fabric . The upper foot of 
the backdrainage system should be backfilled with compacted soil to exclude 
surface water. 

Retaining walls should be thoroughly waterproofed to prevent detrimental 
migration of moisture. Retaining walls will yield slightly during backfilling; 
therefore, walls should be backfilled prior to building on or adjacent to them. 

We recommend that the ground surface behind retaining walls be sloped to drain 
in a positive manner so that ponding and erosion does not occur. Open, lined 
gutters should be placed on non-expansive, engineered backfill overlapping the 
sides of the gutter by at least 6 inches to conduct surface runoff to an approved 
discharge location. Under no circumstance should the surface water be diverted 
into wall backdrains or other subdrains. 

Drainage 

It will be important for the Civil Engineer to carefully evaluate site drainage 
requirements. The driveway and paved parking areas should drain positively 
away from pavement subgrades, building foundations, and slopes . . It may be 
necessary to install properly sized area drains to achieve this. 

We recommend that the house and garage roofs be provided with gutters and 
downspouts. The downspouts should be connected to solid PVC pipes, and 
these pipes should carry water to the street. 

Earth Investigations Consultants 
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Where the upslope foundation segment is not a foundation wall, we recommend 
that you install a foundation drain to reduce seepage into the building pad. The 
foundation drain(s) should extend to a depth of at least 12 inches below the 
adjacent crawl space elevation, and where applicable, at least 8 inches below the 
pavement section. The trench should be faced with Mirafi 140N filter fabric. A 
minimum 4-inch diameter perforated SDR-35 PVC drainpipe should be laid holes 
down at the bottom of the trench with a minimum slope of 2 percent to drain by 
gravity to a solid outfall line discussed below. The trench should then be filled to 
within 6 inches of the surface with %- to 1 %-inch clean crushed rock. Place filter 
fabric over the top of the drainrock and fill the balance of the trench compacted 
site soil provided the finished ground with a minimum slope of 3 percent away 
from the foundations. 

The perforated pipe should be connected to an equivalent solid PVC pipe (SOR 
35 or better) , sloped at least 2 percent, to carry water to the street. Cleanouts 
should be provided at all bends greater than 45 degrees, and at distances not 
exceeding 50 feet. 

Isolated areas where a perimeter foundation drain is not feasible should be 
provided with a well-developed surface drainage basin seated in a ground 
depression having positive slopes to the inlet. Surface inlets should be at least 
12-inches square. 

While we believe that these measures will greatly reduce soil moisture, it would 
be prudent to install wire-mesh reinforced, concrete ratproofing over the crawl 
space soils. 

Landscaping and Erosion Control 

Planting a relatively dense tree canopy where practical can moderate desiccation 
of the soil surfaces of the project area. However, to mitigate potential effects of 
root grmvth under foundations, any proposed new trees should be planted at a 
distance from the foundations equal to or greater than 1 Yz times the anticipated 
dripline of a mature tree. We suggest that you confirm this criterion with the 
landscape architect. 

It is important to plan landscaping to reduce high-maintenance plantings adjacent 
to the foundations as they can promote infiltration and seepage of moisture into 
the foundation and crawl space soils. The landscape contractor should be made 
aware of the importance of these recommendations. Strict adherence is 
imperative. 
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Following construction, barren soil surface should be planted to reduce erosion 
and soil desiccation cracking . 

MAINTENANCE 

Periodic land maintenance will be required . Surface and subsurface drainage 
facilities should be checked frequently, and cleaned and maintained as 
necessary. 

SUPPLEMENTAL SERVICES 

We recommend that we review the final foundation , grading and drainage plans 
for conformance with the intent of our recommendations. During construction , 
we should observe the rough and finished grading operations, foundation 
excavations prior to steel placement, and the installation of all drainage facilities 
prior to burial to ascertain that our recommendations are followed. Upon 
completion of the project, we should perform a site observation and report the 
results of our work in a final report. These services are outside the present 
scope and will be billed on a time and expense basis, in accordance with the fee 
schedule current at that time. These services will be performed only if we are 
provided with sufficient notice to perform the work. We do not accept 
responsibility for items that we are not notified to observe. We recommend that 
the Owner be responsible for notification, no less than 48 hours before the 
requested site visit. 

INVESTIGATION LIMITATIONS 

This report has been prepared in accordance with generally accepted 
geotechnical engineering principles and practices, and is in accordance with the 
standards and practices set by the geotechnical consultants in the area. This 
acknowledgment is in lieu of any warranties, either expressed or implied. We 
offer no guarantees. 

Subsurface conditions could vary between those indicated by the test borings 
and interpreted from surface features. A representative from this office should be 
present to provide construction observation services, to observe the exposed 
geotechnical conditions, to modify recommendations , if necessary, and to 
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ascertain that the project is constructed in accordance with the 
recommendations. 

This report is submitted with the understanding that it is the responsibility of the 
Client (Owner) to ensure that the applicable provisions of the recommendations 
contained herein are made known to all design professionals involved with the 
project; that they are incorporated into the construction drawings; and that the 
necessary steps are taken to see that the contractor and subcontractors carry out 
such recommendations in the field. 

If conditions different from those described in this report are encountered during 
construction, or if the project is revised, we should be notified immediately so that 
we may modify our recommendations, if warranted. 

The practice of geotechnical engineering changes, and, therefore, we should be 
consulted to update this report if construction is not performed within 12 months. 
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AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHS 

Google Earth, Interactive vertical and oblique images from 1993 to 2016 

The following plates and appendix are attached and complete this report: 

Plates 
Plate 1 - Vicinity Map 
Plate 2 - Site Plan, Cross Section A-A' and Photos 1 & 2 
Plate 3 - Geologic Map 

Appendix A - Logs of Borings and Laboratory Test Results 
Plate A 1 - Log of Boring 1 
Plate A2 - Logs of Borings 2 & 3 
Plate A3 - Key to Boring 1 
Plate A4 - Key to Borings 2 & 3 
Plate A5 - Rock Hardness Chart 

We trust this report provides you with the information you require at this time. If 
you have any questions, please call. 

Very truly yours, 

J2..i j)tJ. (] ~ ..)_/> 
David W. Buckley 
Civil Engineer 34386 (Renewal date 9/30/17) 

JEB:DWB:jb:gi 
Distribution : 3 bound copies and electronic file to addressee 
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To ensure new development projects are compliant with the County’s Energy Efficiency Climate Action Plan 
(EECAP), the following checklist has been developed. This checklist should be filled out for each new project, 
addition, or remodel that is subject to discretionary review to allow projects to identify consistency with the 
EECAP. Demonstrating consistency with the EECAP shows project eligibility for CEQA tiering, as provided for by 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Tiering from the environmental analysis prepared for this 
EECAP may allow projects to streamline project review, with the potential to use the EECAP to determine the 
project would have less than significant impact on greenhouse gas emissions.  

The EECAP provides both mandatory and voluntary greenhouse gas reduction measures with varying 
applicability for different types of future projects. If a project desires to use the EECAP for CEQA streamlining 
provisions, the County will be responsible for applying voluntary and/or mandatory measures as mitigation 
measures, as appropriate. The County will work with applicants on a project-by-project basis to determine the 
appropriate use of the CEQA benefits of the EECAP, identifying appropriate mandatory and voluntary measures 
to integrate into project design or mitigation. For developments wishing to benefit from CEQA streamlining 
provisions, the County may require voluntary measures in this EECAP as mandatory conditions of approval or 
as mitigation in a mitigated negative declaration or an environmental impact report, as appropriate, on a 
project-by-project basis. This approach allows the County to ensure that new development can benefit from 
CEQA streamlining provisions while also ensuring that the County is on target to achieve the reduction targets 
outlined in this Plan. The checklist does not preclude the County’s discretion to determine if substantial 
evidence indicates that a project complying with EECAP measures may still yield cumulatively considerable 
impacts on the environment. If the County finds that a project may still yield cumulatively considerable 
impacts despites compliance with the EECAP, an environmental impact report (EIR) must be prepared for the 
project.  

Note that this checklist excludes supportive and non-quantifiable measures identified in the EECAP, or 
measures that are not universally applicable to all projects. In addition, the checklist provides the quantitative 
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criteria as it would be applicable to a single project. This criteria is intended to provide clarity for 
implementation of the EECAP, in some instances providing additional information that is consistent with the 
assumptions identified in Appendix C of the EECAP. The actions identified in the checklist below show the 
level of project performance that would demonstrate consistency with the EECAP and support consistency 
with the findings of the EECAP’s CEQA analysis. For projects that may comply with the intent of an EECAP 
action but not meet all identified performance criteria below, County staff has the flexibility to determine on a 
case-by-case basis when projects nonetheless demonstrate consistency with the overall intent of the EECAP.  

Specifically, the checklist excludes the following:  

• Measures that describe County efforts supportive of other measures, that will not be implemented 
project-by-project, including Measure 3.4 (Expedited Permitting), Measure 5.2 (County Impact Fees), 
Measure 10.2 (Alternative Fuel Outreach) and Measure 4.8 (Community Choice Aggregation). These 
measures describe the County’s efforts to create an enabling framework for projects, and which 
projects will implement through the other actions described in the following checklist.  

• Measures that are supportive, whose impacts on GHG emissions were not quantified and did not 
contribute to the environmental determination of the EECAP’s EIR. These measures will be 
implemented through broad public-private partnerships and not on a project-by-project basis, 
including Measure 2.4 (Green Business Program), Measure 2.5 (Implement AB 1103), and Measure 11.1 
(Energy-Efficient Agriculture).  

• Large-scale measures that are specific to unique types of large projects, including Measure 4.6 
(Commercial Wind Power) and Measure 4.10 (Waste to Energy). These measures describe large-scale 
projects not eligible for CEQA streamlining, whose impacts will be dependent upon project specifics that 
could not be anticipated through the EECAP’s EIR. These projects cannot benefit from the CEQA 
streamlining provisions of this EECAP, and will require separate environmental analysis pursuant to CEQA.  
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EECAP DEVELOPMENT CHECKLIST 

Measure 
Description & Performance 

Criteria 

Compliance 

Complies 
Does 
Not 

Comply 
N/A 

See 
Discussion 

1.1 
Energy 
Upgrade 
California 

Participate in an energy retrofit 
rebate program, to achieve a 
minimum of 30% energy savings. 

    

1.2 

Residential 
Energy 
Efficiency 
Financing 

Participate in a residential energy 
efficiency financing program, to 
achieve 30% energy savings.  

    

1.3 Low-Income 
Weatherization 

Complete weatherization, to 
achieve average energy savings of 
25%.  

    

1.4 Tree Planting Tree plantings to shade new or 
existing homes.      

1.5 Propane Switch 

Switch from propane heater to 
more energy-efficient options, such 
as Energy Star furnaces or electric 
air-source pumps.  

    

2.1 
Commercial 
and Industrial 
Efficiency 

Complete energy efficiency 
upgrades through third-party 
programs.  

    

2.2 Commercial 
Financing 

Participate in commercial energy 
efficiency financing programs, to 
achieve a minimum of 30% energy 
savings.  

    

2.3 
Institutional 
Energy 
Efficiency 

Complete energy efficiency 
retrofits at large institutional 
facilities.  

    

3.1 Green Building 
Ordinance 

Comply with the Green Building 
Ordinance and achieve CALGreen 
Tier 1 energy efficiency standards, 
for all construction projects subject 
to the Green Building Ordinance.  
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Measure 
Description & Performance 

Criteria 

Compliance 

Complies 
Does 
Not 

Comply 
N/A See 

Discussion 

3.2 Green Building 
Incentives 

Comply with the Green Building 
Ordinance and achieve CALGreen 
Tier 1 energy efficiency standards, 
regardless of applicability of the 
Green Building Ordinance. 

    

3.3 Urban Heat 
Island 

Install shading, “cool” surfaces 
design, and/or open-grid paving to 
reduce hardscape through 
strategies such as interlocking 
concrete pavement, stones, or 
blocks.  

    

3.6 

Regional 
Energy 
Efficiency 
Efforts 

Procure and install energy-efficient 
equipment, through programs such 
as bulk-purchasing, to achieve a 
minimum of 8% energy savings.  

    

4.1 Solar PV 
Incentives 

Install a solar photovoltaic system, 
using private resources and/or local 
or state incentives, including 
County incentives, and state 
rebates through the California Solar 
Initiative.  

    

4.2 
Solar Water 
Heater 
Incentives 

Install solar water heaters, using 
private resources and/or local or 
state incentives, including County 
incentives and state rebates 
through the California Solar 
Initiative.   

    

4.3 Pre-Wired Solar 
Homes 

Pre-wire and pre-plumb for solar 
thermal or PV systems.     

4.4 Pilot Solar 
Program 

Install a solar photovoltaic system 
through a development project 
program.  

    

4.5 Renewable 
Financing 

Install a solar photovoltaic system 
or solar water heater using 
financing programs such as power 
purchase agreements or Property 
Assessed Clean Energy.   
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Measure 
Description & Performance 

Criteria 

Compliance 

Complies 
Does 
Not 

Comply 
N/A See 

Discussion 

4.7 Incentivize 
Wind Energy 

Install small distributed generation 
wind power systems on existing 
development.  

    

4.9 
Emissions 
Offset 
Programs 

Participate in an energy offset 
program to purchase electricity 
generated from renewable sources 
off site.   

    

5.1 
General Plan 
and Zoning 
Updates 

Provide transit-oriented, mixed-use 
developments.      

5.3 Pedestrian 
Design 

Incorporate pedestrian design 
elements to enhance walkability 
and connectivity, while balancing 
impacts on vehicle congestion.  

    

6.1 Neighborhood 
Retail 

Provide neighborhood retail, daily 
service and commercial amenities 
in residential communities.  

    

6.2 
Traffic Calming 
in New 
Construction 

Incorporate appropriate traffic-
calming features, such as marked 
crosswalks, countdown signal 
timers, planter strips with street 
trees, and curb extensions.  

    

6.4 Expand Transit 
Enhance bus and safety shelter 
amenities to support public transit 
ridership.  

    

7.1 Parking 
Ordinance 

Provide staggered parking 
demand, reduced parking, or 
parking based on demand levels 
that is lower than required in the 
code, if supported by parking study 
findings or proximity to mixed-use 
and public transit services.  

    

7.3 Unbundled 
Parking 

Price parking separately from 
rentals or leases, using strategies 
such as metered parking or parking 
permits.  
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Measure 
Description & Performance 

Criteria 

Compliance 

Complies 
Does 
Not 

Comply 
N/A See 

Discussion 

8.1 Employee 
Commute 

Provide a Commute Trip Reduction 
program to discourage single-
occupancy vehicle trips and 
encourage other modes of 
alternative transportation.  

    

8.2 Workplace 
Parking 

Implement workplace parking 
pricing programs.      

8.3 
Employer 
Transit 
Subsidies 

Provide transit subsidies or transit 
passes to employees.      

8.4 Work Shuttles Expand worker shuttle programs.      

10.1 
Low Carbon 
Fuel 
Infrastructure 

Install electric vehicle charging 
stations or provide neighborhood 
electric vehicle networks.  

    

13.1 Use of Recycled 
Materials 

Incorporate a minimum of 15% 
recycled materials into 
construction.  

    

13.2 Zero Waste Provide trash, recycling, and 
composting collection enclosures.      

14.1 Smart Water 
Meters Install smart water meters.      

14.2 Water Reuse 
Use grey, rain, and recycled water 
for landscaping or agricultural 
purposes.  

    

15.1 Construction 
Idling 

Construction equipment for new 
development to comply with best 
management practices from Bay 
Area Air Quality Management 
District guidance.  

    

15.2 Electrification 
in New Homes 

Provide outdoor electrical outlets 
for charging outdoor household 
equipment.  
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January 29, 2020 

 

To: Planning Department 

County of San Matoe 

 

RE: 1237 Grant Road 

 Appendix F: EECAP Development Checklist – Description of Responses 

 

 

The following is a description / reasoning for the response to each line item on the EECAP 

Development Checklist: 

 

1.1 An energy retrofit program is not applicable as the proposed project is for new 

construction. 

1.2 The project does not include the installation of a solar photovoltaic system (the house is 

not a prime candidate for solar due to the great tree coverage around the property, 

especially to the south), or other solar heating methods that would qualify for such a 

rebate. 

1.3 The project applicant would not qualify for the Low-Income Weatherization Program, so 

this item is not applicable. 

1.4 Many trees on site are being retained, with most being located to the east, south, and 

west of the proposed home’s location, which will provide shade to the residence. 

1.5 Switching of heat source is not applicable as the proposed project is for new 

construction. 

2.1 The proposed project is for residential development, so commercial/industrial 

programs are not applicable. 

2.2 The proposed project is for residential development, so commercial financing programs 

are not applicable. 

2.3 The proposed project is for new residential development, so industrial retrofit 



programs are not applicable. 

3.1 The proposed project complies with current CalGreen requirements. 

3.2 The proposed project complies with current CalGreen requirements. 

3.3 The majority of the proposed project’s paved area is asphalt driveway as required by 

the Fire Department.  Cool surfaces / open-grid paving techniques are not proposed, 

but very little other hardscape is proposed. 

3.6 As this is development of a single family home, bulk purchasing programs are not 

applicable. 

4.1 The proposed home is not a prime candidate for a solar photovoltaic system, and is 

thus not a part of the proposed project. 

4.2 The proposed home is not a prime candidate for a solar photovoltaic system, and as 

such, solar water heaters have not been incorporated into the proposed project. 

4.3 The proposed home is not a prime candidate for a solar photovoltaic system, and as 

such, the home will not be pre-wired for such systems. 

4.4 The proposed home is not a prime candidate for a solar photovoltaic system, and is 

thus not a part of the proposed project. 

4.5 The proposed home is not a prime candidate for a solar photovoltaic system, and is 

thus not a part of the proposed project. 

4.7 The proposed project is for new residential development, and therefore there is no 

existing development to retrofit with wind energy. 

4.9  

5.1 The proposed project is for development of a new single family home, so mixed-use 

development design elements are not applicable. 

5.3 The proposed project is for development of a new single family home, so design 

elements related to pedestrian design vs. vehicle congestion impacts, are not 

applicable. 

6.1 The proposed project is for development of a new single family home, not a new 

residential community, so this comment is not applicable. 

6.2 The proposed project is for development of a new single family home, so design 

elements related to traffic calming are not applicable. 

6.4 The proposed project is for development of a new single family home, so public transit 



amenities are not a part of the project scope. 

7.1 The proposed project is for development of a new single family home, so parking 

demand analysis is not applicable. 

7.3 No pay-for-parking situation is proposed, so this comment is not applicable. 

8.1 The proposed project is for development of a new single family home, so Commute Trip 

Reduction programs are not applicable. 

8.2 There is no payment required for parking at (or near) the project site, so this comment 

is not applicable. 

8.3 The homeowner will also be the general contractor on the project, and his few 

employees are all local, so transit passes/subsidies are not applicable. 

8.4 The homeowner will also be the general contractor on the project, and his few 

employees are all local, so worker shuttle programs are not applicable. 

10.1 A raceway for a future EV charging station will be installed in the garage, but the 

charging station will not be installed until a later time, if/when needed. 

13.1 Although recycled materials are planned to be used during the construction and will be 

sought out when feasible, a minimum threshold to track and quantify will not be 

implemented.  

13.2 Garbage, recycling, and compost bins will be stored in the covered area next to the 

garage. 

14.1 A smart water meter is not proposed to be installed. 

14.2 As no irrigation is proposed, rain will be the primary source of landscape watering 

(much of the natural vegetation will remain). 

15.1 Existing construction equipment does not meet BAAQMD BMPs. 

15.2 Exterior outdoor outlets are proposed around the house. 

 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Brian Brinkman 




