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I. BACKGROUND
  
  
 Project Title: Highland Estates Residential Development Project 
  
  
 File No.: PLN 2006-00357 
  
  
 Project Location: The project is located within the Highlands neighborhood in an unincorporated area of San Mateo County, and is west of San Mateo 

City limit (see Figure 1, Regional and Site Location Map). 
  
  
 Assessor’s Parcel Nos.: The project site consists of one parcel of land (Assessor’s Parcel Number 041-101-290), totaling approximately 99 acres of 

undeveloped land. 
  
  
 Applicant/Owner: Chamberlain Group/Ticonderoga Partners 
  
  
 Date Environmental Information Form Submitted: 8/22/2006 
  
  
 PROJECT DESCRIPTION  See next page.
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Project Description 
 
Introduction 

This Initial Study evaluates the proposed Highland Estates residential development project (proposed project).  The proposed project, 

located in San Mateo County, would subdivide an approximately 99-acre parcel, into nine lots, and a remainder parcel.  Eight lots 

would be developed with single-family homes at a density of 2.46 units per acre and one approximately 84-acre lot would be 

designated for open space.  As a result of the subdivision, one approximately 12-acre designated remainder parcel would remain which 

would not be used for the purposes of sale, lease, or financing.  No development is proposed for this parcel as part of this proposed 

project.   

Project Location and Setting 
 

Location 

The project site is located within the Highlands neighborhood in an unincorporated area of San Mateo County, and is west of the San 

Mateo City limit (see Figure 1, Regional and Site Location Map).  Highway 92 and Interstate 280 (I-280) are located south and west 

of the project site, respectively.  The Lower and Upper Crystal Springs Reservoirs are also west of the project site.  The project site is 

bordered by Bunker Hill Drive to the north and east, Polhemus Road to the southeast, Ticonderoga Drive and Cobblehill Place to the 

south, and Lexington Avenue and Yorktown Road to the west and northwest. 

As shown in Figure 2, Aerial Photograph, the project site is predominately surrounded by single-family residential uses.  Other 

surrounding land uses in the project area include the Crystal Springs United Methodist Church and the Crystal Springs Shopping 

Center east of the site; the Hillsborough West apartments southeast of the site; and the Highlands Recreation Center west of the site.  

The Highlands Elementary School is approximately 200 feet northwest of the project site.   

Two parcels, owned by the California Water Service, are located off of Yorktown Road surrounded by the project parcel (see Figure 1).  

They currently contain water storage facilities and connect to the water line along Yorktown Road.  An access road from Yorktown 

Road extends to the parcels. 
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Setting 

The project site consists of one parcel of land (Assessor’s Parcel Number 041-101-290), totaling approximately 99 acres of 

undeveloped land.  The majority of the parcel consists of rolling landscape with hills and canyons that slope downward to the 

residential streets that bound the project site.  Elevations at the site range from 325 to 750 feet above mean sea level (msl).  The slope 

on the project site ranges from 0 percent to 50 percent in some areas; the average overall slope is 40 percent.  Numerous sandstone 

rock outcrops are visible on the site, especially along the upper slopes and ridges.  The site is predominately characterized by coast 

live oak (Quercus agrifolia) woodland, coastal scrub, riparian forest, and valley needlegrass grassland.  The soil types that exist on the 

site include clayey soil, greywacke sandstone, sheared bedrock, and bedrock of the Franciscan Formation.  Soils associated with 

previous landslides are also present on the portion of the project site proposed for development along Ticonderoga Drive. 

Existing Land Use Designations  
 

The San Mateo County General Plan designates the project site as Open Space, which permits single-family home development.  

Approximately 88 acres of the site is zoned Resource Management (RM) by the County’s Zoning Map (see Figure 3, Existing 

Zoning).  This zone allows different uses including agriculture, nurseries, grazing land, and single-family dwellings.  The density of 

development allowed within the RM zone varies depending on a number of physical criteria evaluated on each parcel such as 

steepness or slope.  According to a density analysis prepared by the County of San Mateo County Public Works Department for the 

County Planning and Building Department, the allowable density for the RM portion of the project site is six single-family dwelling units.  

However, the proposed project has requested two 10 percent development bonuses; 1) for maintaining over 80 percent of the site as 

open space and  clustering the single-family homes and 2) for minimizing grading on the site, specifically along Ticonderoga Drive.  

Each 10 percent bonus would add one dwelling unit, bringing the proposed density to eight single-family units for the RM portion of the 

site.  The remainder approximately 12-acre parcel is zoned Residential Estate (R-E/SS-107) and has no development proposed on it 

as part of this proposed project. 
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Project Characteristics 
 

Proposed Site Plan 

The project applicant is proposing to subdivide the area zoned RM into nine lots and to maintain the 11.78-acre portion of the project 

site zoned R-E/SS-107 in its existing condition.  The subdivision would result in eight single-family home lots, open space, and a 

remaining parcel.  As shown in Figure 4, Proposed Site Plan, lots 1 through 4 would be located along Bunker Hill Drive, along the 

northern boundary of the site, and lots 5 through 8 would be located along Ticonderoga Drive, along the southern boundary of the site.  

The residential lots would total approximately 3.25 acres and the remaining 83.95 acres would be designated as open space.   

The R-E/SS-107 parcel would be the designated “remainder parcel” pursuant to the Subdivision Map Act (Government Code Section 

66410 et seq).  A “remainder parcel” is defined as a portion of the parcel being subdivided that is not proposed for sale, lease, or 

financing (Government Code Section 66424.6).  The “remainder parcel” does not contribute to the number of overall lots being created 

for the project and is not proposed for development at this time.  For the purposes of this document any potential development for this 

parcel would be assumed to be consistent with existing zoning.  Any future application to develop or reconsider General Plan land use 

designations and re-zoning of the remainder parcel would be subject to County approval and if necessary, would require its own 

environmental analysis.   

The distribution of the proposed land uses is shown below in Table 1, Proposed Project Land Use Summary.  A description of each 

land use is provided after the table. 
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Table 1  

Proposed Project Land Use Summary 
 

General Plan 
Land Use 

Designation 
Zoning 
District 

Proposed 
Land Use 

Density 
(dwelling 

Unit/Residential 
Acre) Acreage 

Maximum 
Dwelling 

Units 

Percent 
Total 
Area1

Open Space RM 
Single-
Family 

Residential 
2.46 3.25 8 3.3% 

Open Space RM Open Space N/A 83.95 N/A 85% 
Open Space RE/SS-107 None N/A 11.78 N/A 11.8% 

TOTAL N/A N/A  99 8 100% 
   
Notes: 
1. Percentages may not total to 100 due to approximation of parcel size and mathematical rounding. 
N/A – Not Applicable 
Source:  BKF 2007 

 
Single-Family Residential 

Figure 5, Proposed Lot Plan Lots 1-4 (Bunker Hill Drive) and Figure 6, Proposed Lot Plan Lots 5-8 (Ticonderoga Drive), 

illustrate the layout of the project.  As proposed, lots 1 though 7 would range in size from 0.21 acre to 0.25 acre.  Lot 8 would be larger 

(1.64 acres) due to the existing slope and vegetative communities present on that portion of the site.  The homes would be multi-level 

structures that would follow the existing terrain of the parcel and would range in size from approximately 2,800 square feet to 

approximately 3,200 square feet.   

As shown in Figure 5, the homes along Bunker Hill Drive, lots 1 through 4, would each have individual driveways.  The first level of the 

homes would be visible from the street; however, the back of the home would descend along the slope similar to the existing homes 

north and south of the proposed lots.  Given this, only one level would be visible from the street.   
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As shown in Figure 6, lots 5 and 6 along Ticonderoga Drive would have individual driveways, while lots 7 and 8 would share a 

driveway to minimize grading.  Both levels of these homes would be visible from the street since the land in this portion of the site 

slopes upwards away from the road.   

Open Space 

Lot 9 (approximately 84 acres of the site) would remain undeveloped and would be kept as open space.  No public access to the open 

space is proposed with this project.  Currently, access is provided near the intersection of Bunker Hill Drive and Polhemus Road to 

private maintenance vehicles for the open space portion of the site.  This maintenance road provides limited access restricted to 

vehicles associated with Ticonderoga Partners and would remain in its existing condition as part of the project.  The open space is 

proposed to be maintained in ownership and managed by Ticonderoga Partners. 

Fire Defense Zone 

A fire defense zone (FDZ) easement is planned behind lots 1 through 4 and would overlap onto lot 9 (see Figure 5).  The FDZ would 

extend approximately 75 feet south past the rear property line of the lots.  This easement would provide a buffer between the proposed 

lots and the woodland plant community south of lots 1 through 4.  The individual homeowners of these lots would be responsible for 

maintaining the FDZ by clearing all fallen leaves and branches on the ground; no trees or shrubs would be removed as part of the FDZ. 

Project Design 

The homes proposed for lots 1 through 8 would be custom design.  Conceptual designs for the proposed homes are shown in Figure 

12, Conceptual Exterior Lots 1-4 and Figure 13, Conceptual Exterior Lots 5-8.  As shown, the facades along Bunker Hill Drive 

would be one level, showing only the garage, entry and associated windows.  The conceptual exteriors along Ticonderoga Drive would 

be two-story structures, with both levels visible from the street. 

Landscape Design 

The single-family homes would be constructed with some minimum front yard landscaping that may include lawn, shrubs, trees, and 

automatic irrigation systems.  The landscaping in the rear yards and embellishments to the front yard would be up to the discretion of 

individual home owners. There are no specific landscaping plans proposed at this time.  
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Parking 

Parking (covered, garage) would be provided on each site for the eight single-family homes.  No off-site parking spaces are proposed 

for this project. 

Public Utilities 
 

Sanitary Sewer 

Sanitary sewer service would be provided to the project site by the Crystal Springs County Sanitation District.  The homes would 

connect to existing sewer lines that run along Ticonderoga Drive and Bunker Hill Drive.  The proposed sewer system would be gravity 

fed except for the lower levels of the homes along Bunker Hill Drive.  The design of these homes would place the lower levels 

bathrooms below the existing sewer line along Bunker Hill Drive.  Sewer lift pumps would be installed for these homes under the 

residential structure and would be electrically powered to lift the wastewater up to the level of the existing sewer line. 

Storm Drainage 

Bio-retention planters would be installed for the treatment of roof and driveway storm water runoff for the eight homes.  No drainage 

facilities are planned for the open space area.  The bio-retention planters would be gravity fed and placed strategically on the project 

site.  The proposed location of the bio-retention planters is shown on Figure 7, Proposed Grading and Detention Plan, Lots 1-4 

(Bunker Hill Drive) and Figure 8, Proposed Grading and Detention Plan, Lots 5-8 (Ticonderoga Drive).   

Four bio-retention planters would be placed in the rear yards of lots 1 through 4 at Bunker Hill Drive.  Each approximately 160 square-

foot planter would be built along the existing slope contours of each lot.  Two approximately 160 square-feet bio-retention planters 

would be placed in the front yards of lots 5 and 6 along Ticonderoga Drive.  Lot 8 would have one approximately 400 square-foot bio-

retention planter placed east of the proposed dwelling unit and along the existing slope contour.  This planter would treat storm water 

runoff from lots 7 and 8.   

The specific design of the bio-retention planters would be finalized at the time of issuance of building permits.  The planters are 

anticipated to be approximately 40 feet in length and approximately 4 feet wide, except for the planter proposed for lot 8 which would 

be approximately 80 feet long and approximately 5 feet wide.  Each planter would be between 4- and 5-feet high depending on the 

depth of planting material.  The plants and associated soil would function to filter storm water runoff from the proposed homes through 
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root uptake.  Plants suitable for storm water treatment would be drought-tolerant and would need to withstand ponding for short periods 

of time.  The storm water runoff would be absorbed and filtered by the plants and soil, then piped out from the bottom of the planter 

(box) to existing drainages south of Bunker Hill Drive or to the established street drainage system along Ticonderoga Drive (where 

appropriate). 

Grasses and ferns are examples of plants that may be suitable for bio-retention planters.  Maintenance of the planters would be 

minimal and would become the responsibility of the individual homeowners. 

Domestic Water 

Domestic water service would be provided to the project site by Cal Water Service.  Upon approval of the project, the applicant would 

be responsible for securing permits with Cal Water to extend the water lines from their existing termini in Ticonderoga Drive and 

Bunker Hill Drive to the proposed lots.   

Gas and Electric 

The proposed project proposes to annex into the Bel Aire Lighting District.  Pacific Gas & Electric would provide gas and electrical 

services to the proposed homes.  The homes would connect to existing underground gas and electrical lines along Bunker Hill Drive 

and Ticonderoga Drive. 

Construction Activity 
 

Grading 

Grading activities include cut (earth removal) and fill of earthwork; creation of engineered slopes and stepped foundations; installation 

of retaining walls, and drilled piers.  These activities would prepare the lots for the building pads and provide slope stability for the 

foundation of future homes on the lots.   

The average slope of the areas proposed for development is 40 percent.  In total, there would be 1,500 cubic yards (CY) of cut and 

1,100 CY of fill (including a 10 percent allowance for shrinkage, or settling, of dirt).  The project applicant would use the cut earthwork 

material as fill on the project site.  However, approximately 400 CY of earth would need to be hauled off-site.  Piers drilled into the 



Project Description 

Impact Sciences, Inc. 9 Initial Study 
902-01 May 2007 

underlying bedrock would be installed for each lot to provide slope stability for the future homes that would be built on each lot.  A 

description of the grading plans for lots 1 through 4 and lots 5 through 8 is provided below. 

Lots 1 through 4 

Lots 1 through 4, along Bunker Hill Drive, would require approximately 500 CY of cut and 200 CY of fill earthwork (see Figure 7).  A 

series of stepped cuts would be created to provide the platform necessary to build the homes. No fill slopes or retaining walls would be 

needed for this portion of the site because the terrace cuts and piers drilled into bedrock would fully support the dwelling units. 

Lots 5 through 8 

Lots 5 through 8, along Ticonderoga Drive, would require 1,000 CY of cut and 800 CY of fill earthwork (see Figure 8).  Any identified 

landslide materials would be removed on this portion of the site to provide stable slopes for construction.  Upon removal of landslide 

material, retaining walls, designed to withstand high lateral earth pressure from adjoining natural materials and/or backfill as well as 

from any surcharge loads, would be installed in the rear of lots 5 through 8.  These retaining walls would be partially underground.  

Retaining walls would also be installed in the front of lots 5 and 6 to aide in maintaining the slopes behind the house and the more 

extensive cut required for lots 5 and 6.  These retaining walls would be partially underground.  The design of the retaining walls has not 

been finalized at this time, but would most likely be a solid masonry wall.  Cut slopes at a ratio of approximately 4:1 (horizontal to 

vertical) would be required for lots 5 and 6. 

Haul Routes 

The excess earth materials would be disposed of at the Ox Mountain landfill in Half Moon Bay located approximately 8 miles west of 

the site.  The County does not have weight restrictions for roads, so the haul routes may differ slightly from what is presented below.  

From Ticonderoga Drive, the haul routes would likely be to Polhemus Drive south and then to Highway 92.  From Bunker Hill Drive, the 

haul routes would likely be west to Skyline Boulevard south and then to Highway 92.  Given that a typical haul truck can carry 

approximately 12 CY of earth materials, approximately 34 trips would be associated with the disposal of excess earth materials 

generated by the proposed project.  
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Erosion Control Plan 

Erosion control measures would be implemented as part of the project to ensure stability of the hillsides during construction.  As shown 

on Figure 9, Erosion Control Details (Silt Fence and Fiber Roll), the erosion control plan includes the installation of silt fences and 

fiber rolls on the perimeter of all lots.  The proposed location for the silt fences and fiber rolls for homes along Bunker Hill Drive are 

shown in Figure 10, Proposed Erosion Control Plan Lots 1-4 and for houses along Ticonderoga Drive are shown on Figure 11, 

Proposed Erosion Control Plan Lots 5-8.  An explanation of the erosion control measures and how they function is provided below. 

A silt fence is made of a filter fabric that is entrenched and attached to supporting poles placed no more than six feet apart.  Either steel 

or wood poles would be used for the fence.  The silt fence would be approximately 3-feet high from the ground.  Silt fences are suitable 

for perimeter erosion control and are placed below areas where sheet water flow discharges from the site.  The silt fence traps 

sediment by intercepting and detaining small amount of sediment-laden runoff from disturbed areas in order to promote sedimentation 

behind (upslope) from the fence (California Stormwater BMP Handbook 2003).  Therefore, the silt fence would be effective in 

controlling erosion at the perimeter of the lots during construction.   

Additionally fiber rolls would be used during the construction of the houses.  A fiber roll consists of straw, flax, or other similar materials 

bound into a tight tubular roll.  Fiber rolls are placed along the face and at the terminus of slopes to intercept runoff, reduce the flow 

velocity and provide removal of sediment from the runoff.  Fiber rolls of varying lengths would be placed along the existing contours 

and at the bottom of the slopes of all proposed lots.  The fiber roll aids in reducing erosion by interrupting the length of a slope 

(California Stormwater BMP Handbook 2003).  The fiber roll would be attached to a wooden stake anchor placed at least 12 inches into 

the ground.  The fiber roll would be approximately 10 inches in diameter and would vary in length according to its placement.   

Tree Removal 

The RM zone restricts the removal of living trees that are more than 55 inches in circumference, measured at 4 and 1/2 feet above 

ground level.  There are 15 coast live oak trees within the proposed plot plans that meet this threshold.  Seven of these coast live oak 

trees would be removed within the boundaries of lots 1 through 3 during project construction and the other eight trees would be 

retained.  The permit required for the RM zone would include the tree removal as part of the development of the project site.  The 

applicant proposes to replaces with seven 15-gallon trees as part of the proposed landscaping.  
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Phasing and Schedule 

Construction activities are anticipated to commence April 2009 and be completed by October 2009.   

Related Discretionary Actions 

Permits that are required by San Mateo County for the proposed project are discussed below. 

• Major Subdivision Permit:  A major subdivision permit is required when a parcel is divided into five or more parcels.  The 
proposed project would divide an approximately 99-acre parcel  into nine parcels and one remainder parcel.  Therefore, the project 
applicant is applying for a major subdivision permit with the County of San Mateo.  In San Mateo County, subdivisions must be 
consistent with the County General Plan, be physically suitable for development, be physically suitable for the proposed density, 
not conflict with a Williamson Act Contract, and not cause adverse impacts to wildlife or people. 

• Resource Management Permit:  A resource management permit is required when development is proposed within the RM zone.  
The proposed project would construct eight single-family homes within this zone.  The project would also remove seven coast live 
oak trees with a circumference of more than 55 inches at 4 and ½ feet from ground surface.  The removal of these trees would be 
included with this permit. 

• Grading Permit:  A grading permit is required when more than 250 CY of earthwork is proposed for excavation or fill.  The 
proposed project would require 1,500 CY of cut and 1,100 CY of fill (including a 10 percent allowance for shrinkage, or settling, of 
dirt), and would therefore require a grading permit.    

• Annexation into Special Districts:  Upon approval, the project site would need to be annexed into County Service Area 1, which 
includes police and fire services (funded by property tax and special taxes) as well as the Bel Aire Lighting District.  The San Mateo 
County Local Area Formation Commission would consider the annexation applications upon project approval. 

Responsible and Trustee Agencies 

As defined by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), “Responsible Agencies” are public agencies other than the Lead 

Agency that have discretionary approval over the project.  Trustee agencies have jurisdiction over resources present in the project area 

by no permitting authority over the project.  The Initial Study and EIR prepared for this project would serve as the primary source of 

environmental information for each responsible and trustee agency.  These agencies and the nature of their approval authority over the 

project are described below: 

• San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB):  The project will require coverage under the Statewide 
General Permit for discharge associated with construction activities pursuant to National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) requirements.  A  Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would be prepared along with the grading plan to 
fulfill the requirements of the State of California’s General Permit. 
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• California Department of Fish and Game:  The California Department of Fish and Game has jurisdiction over natural resources 
potentially occurring on and near the project site. 
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Figures 1-13 to be inserted here. 
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II. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS
  
 Any controversial answers or answers needing clarification are explained on an attached sheet.  For source, refer to pages 60. 
 

IMPACT 
YES 

  

NO 
Not 
Significant 

Significant 
Unless 
Mitigated1

Potentially 
Significant Cumulative SOURCE 

 1. LAND SUITABILITY AND GEOLOGY       

  Will (or could) this project:       

  a. Involve a unique landform or biological area, such as beaches, 
sand dunes, marshes, tidelands, or San Francisco Bay?    X  A,B,F 

  b. Involve construction on slope of 15% or greater?    X  E,I 

  c. Be located in an area of soil instability (subsidence, landslide or 
severe erosion) OR 

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, 
liquefaction or collapse? 

   X  B,D,I,Q 
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IMPACT 
YES 

  

NO 
Not 
Significant 

Significant 
Unless 
Mitigated1

Potentially 
Significant Cumulative SOURCE 

  d. Be located on, or adjacent to a known earthquake fault OR 

Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse 
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 

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?  Refer to Division of Mines and 
Geology Special Publication 42. 

   X  B,D,Q 

  e. Involve Class I or Class II Agriculture Soils and Class III Soils 
rated good or very good for artichokes or Brussels sprouts? X     Q 

  f. Cause erosion or siltation OR 

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or 
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or 
river, in a manner that would result in substantial erosion or 
siltation on- or off-site? 

  X   Q,R 

  g. Result in damage to soil capability or loss of agricultural land OR 

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     A,S 
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IMPACT 
YES 

  

NO 
Not 
Significant 

Significant 
Unless 
Mitigated1

Potentially 
Significant Cumulative SOURCE 

  h. Be located within a flood hazard area OR 

Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would 
impede or redirect flood flows? 

X     G 

  i. Be located in an area where a high water table may adversely 
affect land use? X     Q,R 

  j. Affect a natural drainage channel or streambed, or watercourse?    X Q,R   

  k. Expose people or structure to potential adverse effect, including 
the risk of loss, injury, or death involving strong seismic ground 
shaking? 

   X Q,R   

  l. Expose people or structure to potential adverse effect, including 
the risk of loss, injury, or death involving seismic-related ground 
failure, including liquefaction? 

   X Q,R   

  m. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the 
Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or 
property? 

 X    R 
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IMPACT 
YES 

  

NO 
Not 
Significant 

Significant 
Unless 
Mitigated1

Potentially 
Significant Cumulative SOURCE 

 2. VEGETATION AND WILDLIFE       

  Will (or could) this project:       

  a. Affect federal or state listed rare or endangered species of plant 
life in the project area OR 

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? 

   X  F,P 

  b. Involve cutting of heritage or significant trees as defined in the 
County Heritage Tree and Significant Tree Ordinance OR 

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

   X  I,A,P 

  c. Be adjacent to or include a habitat food source, water source, 
nesting place or breeding place for a federal or state listed rare 
or endangered wildlife species OR 

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? 

   X  F,P 

  d. Significantly affect fish, wildlife, reptiles, or plant life?    X  I,P 
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IMPACT 
YES 

  

NO 
Not 
Significant 

Significant 
Unless 
Mitigated1

Potentially 
Significant Cumulative SOURCE 

  e. Be located inside or within 200 feet of a marine or wildlife 
reserve? X     E,F,P 

  f. Infringe on any sensitive habitats?    X  F,P 

  g. Involve clearing land that is 5,000 sq. ft. or greater (1,000 sq. ft. 
within a County Scenic Corridor), that has slopes greater than 
20% or that is in a sensitive habitat or buffer zone? 

   X  I,F,B 

  h. 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? 

   X  P 

  i. 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 nursery sites? 

   X  P 

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

X     P 

 3. PHYSICAL RESOURCES       

  Will (or could) this project:       



 

Impact Sciences, Inc. 19 Initial Study 
902-01 May 2007 

IMPACT 
YES 

  

NO 
Not 
Significant 

Significant 
Unless 
Mitigated1

Potentially 
Significant Cumulative SOURCE 

  a. Result in the removal of a natural resource for commercial 
purposes (including rock, sand, gravel, oil, trees, minerals or top 
soil) OR 

Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that 
would be of value to the region and the residents of the state? 

X     I,B 

  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     B 

  c. Involve grading in excess of 150 cubic yards?    X I   

  d. Involve lands currently protected under the Williamson Act 
(agricultural preserve) or an Open Space Easement OR 

Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson 
Act contract? 

X     I,K 

  e. Affect any existing or potential agricultural uses OR 

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

X     A,K,S 

 4. AIR QUALITY, WATER QUALITY, SONIC       

  Will (or could) this project:       
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IMPACT 
YES 

  

NO 
Not 
Significant 

Significant 
Unless 
Mitigated1

Potentially 
Significant Cumulative SOURCE 

  a. Generate pollutants (hydrocarbon, thermal odor, dust or smoke 
particulates, radiation, etc.) that will violate existing standards of 
air quality on site or in the surrounding area OR 

Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an 
existing or project air quality violation? 

   X I   

  b. Involve the burning of any material, including brush, trees and 
construction materials? X     I 

  c. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air 
quality plan? X     B 

  d. 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 (including 
releasing emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for 
ozone precursors)? 

 X    T 

  e. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of 
people? X     T 

  f. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations?    X T   

  g. Be expected to result in the generation of noise levels in excess 
of those currently existing in the area, after construction OR 

Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of 
standards established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

   X  B, I 



 

Impact Sciences, Inc. 21 Initial Study 
902-01 May 2007 

IMPACT 
YES 

  

NO 
Not 
Significant 

Significant 
Unless 
Mitigated1

Potentially 
Significant Cumulative SOURCE 

  h. Involve the application, use or disposal of potentially hazardous 
materials, including pesticides, herbicides, other toxic 
substances, or radioactive material OR 

Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials? 

  X   I 

  i. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions 
involving the release of hazardous materials into the 
environment? 

  X   I 

  j Be subject to noise levels in excess of levels determined 
appropriate according to the County Noise Ordinance or other 
standard? 

   X  A, B, C 

  k. Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne 
vibration or groundborne noise levels X     I 

  l. Generate noise levels in excess of levels determined appropriate 
according to the County Noise Ordinance standard?   X   I 

  m. Cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without 
the project? 

  X   I 

  n. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where 
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public 
airport or public use airport, would the project expose people 
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

X     J 
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IMPACT 
YES 

  

NO 
Not 
Significant 

Significant 
Unless 
Mitigated1

Potentially 
Significant Cumulative SOURCE 

  o. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the 
project expose people residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels? 

X     I 

  p. Generate polluted or increased surface water runoff or affect 
groundwater resources OR 

Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be 
a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local 
groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing 
nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support 
existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been 
granted)? 

 X    I 

  q. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements?  X     

  r. Require installation of a septic tank/leachfield sewage disposal 
system or require hookup to an existing collection system which 
is at or over capacity OR 

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 waste water? 

 X    Q,R 

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

 X    I 
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IMPACT 
YES 

  

NO 
Not 
Significant 

Significant 
Unless 
Mitigated1

Potentially 
Significant Cumulative SOURCE 

  t. 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     O 

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

X     J 

  v. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the 
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in 
the project area? 

X     I 

  w. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or 
death involving wild land fires, including where wild lands are 
adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed 
with wild lands? 

   X Ma   

  x. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or 
death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the 
failure of a levee or dam? 

X     G,I 

  y. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? X     Q,R 

 5. TRANSPORTATION       

  Will (or could) this project:       

  a. Affect access to commercial establishments, schools, parks, 
etc.? X     A,I 
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IMPACT 
YES 

  

NO 
Not 
Significant 

Significant 
Unless 
Mitigated1

Potentially 
Significant Cumulative SOURCE 

  b. Cause noticeable increase in pedestrian traffic or a change in 
pedestrian patterns? X     A,I 

  c. Result in noticeable changes in vehicular traffic patterns or 
volumes (including bicycles)?    X I   

  d. Involve the use of off-road vehicles of any kind (such as trail 
bikes)? X     I 

  e. Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the 
existing traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result 
in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the 
volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at 
intersections)? 

   X I   

  f. Result in or increase traffic hazards OR 

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

 X    I 

  g Provide for alternative transportation amenities such as bike 
racks?  X    I 

  h. Generate traffic which will adversely affect the traffic carrying 
capacity of any roadway?    X I   

  i. Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service 
standard established by the county congestion management 
agency for designated roads or highways? 

X     I 
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IMPACT 
YES 

  

NO 
Not 
Significant 

Significant 
Unless 
Mitigated1

Potentially 
Significant Cumulative SOURCE 

  j. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an 
increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in 
substantial safety risks? 

X     J 

  k. Result in inadequate emergency access? X     Ma 

  l. Result in inadequate parking capacity? X     I 

  m. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting 
alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? X     B, Mg 

 6. LAND USE AND GENERAL PLANS       

  Will (or could) this project:       

  a. Result in the congregating of more than 50 people on a regular 
basis? X     I 

  b. Result in the introduction of activities not currently found within 
the community? X     I 

  c. Employ equipment which could interfere with existing 
communication and/or defense systems? X     I 

  d. Result in any changes in land use, either on or off the project 
site?  X    I 



 

Impact Sciences, Inc. 26 Initial Study 
902-01 May 2007 

IMPACT 
YES 

  

NO 
Not 
Significant 

Significant 
Unless 
Mitigated1

Potentially 
Significant Cumulative SOURCE 

  e. 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) OR 

Induce substantial 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    I 

  f. Adversely affect the capacity of any public facilities (streets, 
highways, freeways, public transit, schools, parks, police, fire, 
hospitals), public utilities (electrical, water and gas supply lines, 
sewage and storm drain discharge lines, sanitary landfills) or 
public works serving the site? 

 X    

I,Ma,Mb,
Mc,Md,M
e,Mf, Mg, 
Mh, U 

  g. Generate any demands that will cause a public facility or utility to 
reach or exceed its capacity?  X    I 

  h. Be adjacent to or within 500 feet of an existing or planned public 
facility? X     I 

  i. Create significant amounts of solid waste or litter OR 

Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to 
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs? 

 X    I, U 

  j. Substantially increase fossil fuel consumption (electricity, oil, 
natural gas, coal, etc.)? X     I 
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IMPACT 
YES 

  

NO 
Not 
Significant 

Significant 
Unless 
Mitigated1

Potentially 
Significant Cumulative SOURCE 

  k. Require an amendment to or exception from adopted general 
plans, specific plans, or community policies or goals OR 

Conflict with applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an 
agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited 
to, the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or 
zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? 

X     B 

  l. Involve a change of zoning? X     C 

  m. Require the relocation of people or businesses OR 

Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating 
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere OR 

Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

X     I 

  n. Reduce the supply of low-income housing? X     I 

  o. Result in possible interference with an emergency response plan 
or emergency evacuation plan OR 

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

X     Ma 

  p. Result in creation of or exposure to a potential health hazard? X     O 

  q. Physically divide an established community? X     I 
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IMPACT 
YES 

  

NO 
Not 
Significant 

Significant 
Unless 
Mitigated1

Potentially 
Significant Cumulative SOURCE 

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

 X    C 

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

 X    C 

  t. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable 
Regional Water Quality Control Board?  X    I 

  u. Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater 
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental 
effects? 

 X    Md,I 

  v. Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of 
which could cause significant environmental effects? 

 X    I 

  w. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations 
related to solid waste?  X    I,U 

 7. AESTHETIC, CULTURAL AND HISTORIC       

  Will (or could) this project:       
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IMPACT 
YES 

  

NO 
Not 
Significant 

Significant 
Unless 
Mitigated1

Potentially 
Significant Cumulative SOURCE 

  a. Be adjacent to a designated Scenic Highway or within a State or 
County Scenic Corridor OR 

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

X     A,B 

  b. Obstruct scenic views from existing residential areas, public 
lands, public water body, or roads OR 

Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 

   X  A,I 

  c. Involve the construction of buildings or structures in excess of 
three stories or 36 feet in height? X     I 

  d. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of 
the site and its surroundings?    X I   

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

  f. Directly or indirectly affect historical or archaeological resources 
on or near the site OR 

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
historical or archaeological resource as define in section 
15064.5? 

  X   H 

  g. Visually intrude into an area having natural scenic qualities?    X  A,I 
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IMPACT 
YES 

  

NO 
Not 
Significant 

Significant 
Unless 
Mitigated1

Potentially 
Significant Cumulative SOURCE 

  h. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or 
site or unique geologic feature?   X   A 

  i. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of 
formal cemeteries?   X   A 

 
Note:  1. Impacts identified as “significant unless mitigated” applies where incorporation of mitigation measures reduces the environmental impact to a l
  less-than-significant level.  These mitigation measures will be incorporated into EIR that will be prepared for the project. 
  

2. Impacts identified as “potentially significant” require further study and analysis.  Therefore, those impacts would be discussed further in the 
Draft EIR. 
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III.  EXPLANATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
 
1.  Land Suitability and Geology 
 

a. Potentially Significant.  The project site does not contain a unique landform such as beaches, sand dunes, marshes, sandstone rock outcrops, 
tidelands or portions of the San Francisco Bay.  Therefore, there would be no impact to unique landforms with project implementation.  However, the 
project site is predominantly characterized by coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia) woodland, coastal scrub, riparian forest, and valley needlegrass 
grassland.  The coast live oak woodland may be considered a sensitive plant community and is protected by Public Resources Code (PRC) 21083.4 
Oak Woodlands Conservation.  As the project would remove stands of oak woodland, impacts to this biological area is considered potentially significant 
and will be further evaluated in the EIR.   

 
b. Potentially Significant.  The areas of the project site proposed for development have slopes greater than 15 percent.  The slope in the area along 

Bunker Hill Drive is approximately 35 percent.  The slope in the area proposed for development along Ticonderoga Drive is approximately 29 percent.  
This is considered a potentially significant impact and will be furthered evaluated in the EIR. 

 
c. Potentially Significant.  The preliminary geotechnical report prepared by TRC Lowney & Associates in February 2006 identified the following types of 

soils on the project site:   existing fill from previous development in the area, clayey soil, greywacke sandstone, sheared bedrock, and bedrock of the 
Franciscan Formation.  The report also identified landslide deposits near the western portion of the site (in the area where lots 5 through 8 would be 
constructed).  Given the above, the potential exists for on- and off-site landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse during an 
episode of strong ground shaking.  This issue will be further evaluated in the EIR. 

 
d. Potentially Significant.  The project site is not located within a currently designated Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone and no known active faults 

are believed to exist within the site.  The closest active fault to the site is the San Andreas Fault, which passes beneath the Crystal Springs Reservoir to 
the southwest approximately 1 mile from project site.  Therefore, the site could experience strong ground shaking during the design life of the proposed 
project.  This is considered a potentially significant impact and will be further evaluated in the EIR. 

 
e. No Impact.  Class I and Class II soils consist of a wide variety of soils that may be used to cultivate crops.  The soils are nearly level, deep, well 

drained, and easily worked.  The soils present on the project site consist of clayey soil, greywacke sandstone, sheared bedrock, and bedrock of the 
Franciscan Formation.  These types of soils are not normally considered well-drained soils.  Additionally, the slopes that exist on the site preclude 
effective management of the land for agricultural purposes.  Therefore, the soils on the project site are not considered good for artichokes or Brussels 
sprout, or any other crop cultivation and no impact would occur. 

 
f. Significant Unless Mitigated.  There are several on-site natural drainage swales and channels that slope generally down to the east and contain 

ephemeral (short-term) flows which are collected in underground pipes along the southwestern portion of Polhemus Road.  Surface water runoff 
collected in these underground pipes drain into the County’s storm drain system or into Polhemus Creek, northeast of the project site.  The proposed 
project would result in the modification and development of 3.25 acres of land within the 99-acre project site.  No seeps, springs or wetland features 
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have been observed on the project site, within the 3.25 acres proposed for development.  However, a small, unnamed intermittent drainage is located 
approximately 150 feet to the east of the project, which is within lot 9, the open space portion of the proposed project. 

 
Development of the residential lots would include construction activities that could potentially disturb site soils and expose the project area to erosion by 
rain splash and overland flow of storm water for the duration of any construction activity.  Construction activities would also involve soil disturbance 
through activities such as excavation, stockpiling, and grading.  As a result, increased sediment could be picked up in storm water runoff and degrade 
the water quality of the nearby drainage swales and channels.  Additionally, implementation of the proposed project would result in residential activities 
that could also degrade surface water resources.  Activities may involve common urban pollutants such as litter, oil, gasoline, grease, paint, fertilizers, 
pesticides, and herbicides, as well as use of household cleaning products.   
 
Water quality is regulated by both state and federal agencies under the authority of the Clean Water Act.  As part of the requirements, all storm 
drainage that discharges into public water would be required to meet water quality standards outlined in the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) permit requirements.  The County of San Mateo requires that all projects implement construction Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
in adherence with Section 4.100.140 of the County’s Municipal Code.”  According to Section 4.100.140, any construction contractor performing work 
shall provide filter materials at the catch basin to retain any debris and dirt flowing into the County’s storm sewer system.  The County may establish 
controls on the volume and rate of storm water runoff from construction activities to minimize the discharge of pollutant.  The following mitigation 
measure is proposed, and would further reduce impacts to a less than significant level: 
 

Mitigation Measure Hydro-1:  The contractor/developer shall develop an erosion control plan that includes erosion control measures to 
ensure stability of the hillside during construction.  The erosion control plan shall include fiber rolls placed along hillsides and silt fences placed 
along the perimeter of hillside construction to collect silt and slow storm water runoff.  The erosion control plan shall adhere to the erosion 
control details shown on Figure 9, Erosion Control Details (Silt Fence and Fiber Roll) in the project description of the Initial Study.  The 
erosion control plan shall place the silt fences and fiber rolls for homes along Bunker Hill Drive as shown in Figure 10, Proposed Erosion 
Control Plan Lots 1-4 in the project description of the Initial Study, and for houses along Ticonderoga Drive as shown on Figure 11, 
Proposed Erosion Control Plan Lots 5-8 in the project description of the Initial Study. The erosion control plan shall be approved by the 
County Planning and Building Department prior to start of construction at the site. 

 
Silt fences are suitable for perimeter erosion control and are placed below areas where sheet water flow discharges from the site.  The silt fence traps 
sediment by intercepting and detaining small amount of sediment-laden runoff from disturbed areas in order to promote sedimentation behind (upslope) 
the fence (California Stormwater BMP Handbook 2003).  Therefore, the silt fence would be effective in controlling erosion at the perimeter of the lots 
proposed for development during construction.   
 
Additionally fiber rolls would be used during the construction of the houses.  Fiber rolls are placed along the face and at the terminus of slopes to 
intercept runoff, reduce the flow velocity and provide removal of sediment from the runoff.  Fiber rolls, of varying lengths would be placed along the 
existing contours and at the bottom of the slopes of all proposed lots.  The fiber roll aids in reducing erosion by interrupting the length of a slope 
(California Stormwater BMP Handbook 2003).  Therefore, the fiber roll would be effective in reducing the runoff and improving water quality.   
 
Implementation of the Plan, compliance with Section 4.100.140 of the County’s Municipal Code, compliance with the NPDES requirements, and 
incorporation of Mitigation Measure Hydro-1 would minimize impacts to surface water quality during construction activities, reducing potential impact 
to a less-than-significant level. 
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Bio-retention planters would be installed for the treatment of roof and driveway storm water runoff for the eight homes to minimize surface water runoff 
and reduce the amount of pollutants that could be discharged off-site.  The bio-retention planters would be gravity fed and placed strategically on the 
project site.  The proposed location of the bio-retention planters is shown in the Project Description on Figure 7, Proposed Grading and Detention 
Plan, Lots 1-4 (Bunker Hill Drive) and Figure 8, Proposed Grading and Detention Plan, Lots 5-8 (Ticonderoga Drive).   
 
The following mitigation measure is proposed to reduce potentially significant impacts to surface water quality associated with residential activities 
during operational conditions of the project. 
 

Mitigation Measure Hydro-2:  The contractor/developer shall install four bio-retention planters in the rear yards of lots 1 through 4 at Bunker 
Hill Drive.  The bio-retention planters shall be approximately 160 square-foot planters and be built along the existing slope contours of each lot.  
Two approximately 160 square-feet bio-retention planters shall be placed in the front yards of lots 5 and 6 along Ticonderoga Drive.  Lot 8 shall 
have one approximately 400 square-foot bio-retention planter placed east of the proposed dwelling unit and along the existing slope contour.  
This planter would treat storm water runoff from lots 7 and 8.   

 
Each planter shall be between 4- and 5-feet high depending on the depth of planting material.  The plants and associated soil would function to 
filter storm water runoff from the proposed homes through root uptake.  Plants shall be drought-tolerant and should be able to withstand 
ponding for short periods of time.   

 
The storm water runoff would be absorbed by the plants and soil, and it would be filtered and then piped out from the bottom of the planter (box) to 
existing drainages south of Bunker Hill Drive or to the established street drainage system along Ticonderoga Drive (where appropriate).  
Implementation of the bio-retention planters would minimize impacts to surface water quality following completion of construction activities, reducing 
potential impacts to a less than significant level.  

 
Cumulative Impacts:  Future development in San Mateo County would change absorption rates, drainage patterns, or the rate or amount of surface 
runoff.  These impacts would be mitigated on a site-specific basis through proper engineering design and compliance with RWQCB requirements.   As 
these measures are all required as a matter of law, cumulative impacts would not be significant and the project’s contribution to cumulative impacts 
would not be considerable. 

 
g. No Impact.  The project site is undeveloped and characterized by rolling landscape with hills, canyons and dense vegetation.  The soil types are not 

suitable to support agriculture as described above under Item 1e.  Furthermore, the project site is considered “Other Land” by the California Department 
of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP).  This land classification includes, “low density rural development, brush, timber, 
wetland, and riparian areas not suitable for livestock grazing.”  Vacant and non-agricultural land surrounded on all sides by urban development and 
greater than 40 acres is mapped as “Other Land” as well.  FMMP land classifications that surround the project site are “Urban and Built-Up” land.  
Therefore, no impact would occur. 

 
h. No Impact.  According to the Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) produced by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), the project site is 

not located in a flood hazards zone, and is not in an area that may be inundated by a 100-year flood.  Therefore, project implementation would not place 
people or structures within a flood zone. 
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i. No Impact.  According to the preliminary geotechnical report prepared by TRC Lowney & Associates, no groundwater was found in the area proposed 
for development at the project site in borings that were drilled to a depth of approximately 20 feet.  While there may be areas of the project site that 
have a higher water table due to the various elevations and slopes that exist, the areas proposed for development would not be adversely affected by a 
high water table.  Therefore, no impact would occur. 

 
j. Potentially Significant.  No seeps, springs or wetland features have been observed on the project site within the 3.25 acres proposed for 

development.  However, a small, unnamed intermittent drainage is located approximately 150 feet to the east of the proposed development, within lot 9, 
the open space portion of the proposed project, which could potentially be adversely affected by the proposed project.  Therefore, related impacts are 
potentially significant and will be further evaluated in the EIR. 

 
k. Potentially Significant.  See response to Item 1c.   
 
l. Potentially Significant.  See response to item 1c.   

 
m. Not Significant.  Fine-grained sediments that undergo a cyclic change in volume due to changes in moisture content are considered expansive and 

can exhibit “shrink-swell” potential.  Soils that are expansive and have shrink-swell potential can damage foundations and structures, but do not typically 
create substantial risks to human life.  According to the geotechnical investigation report prepared by Soil Foundation Systems in June 1993, the silty 
and sandy nature of the soils on the site yield a low to moderately low expansion potential. Therefore, impacts are not considered significant. 

 
2. Vegetation and Wildlife 
 

a. Potentially Significant.  The coast live oak woodland on the project site provides suitable habitat for special-status wildlife species, including the San 
Francisco dusky-footed woodrat (Neotoma fuscipes annectens), Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperi), and pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus).  These species 
are not state- or federally-listed as Threatened or Endangered, but are otherwise considered to be of special-status pursuant to Section 15380 of the 
CEQA Guidelines.  Although it is unlikely that any endemic rare plant species are present based on the quality of the grasslands on site, additional 
plant surveys would be required to confirm the absence of special-status plants from the project site.   Should special-status plant or wildlife species 
occur on or near the project site, construction-related activities could result in the loss or disturbance to these resources. Therefore, impacts to special-
status plant and wildlife species are potentially significant and will be further evaluated in the EIR. 

 
b. Potentially Significant.  The proposed project includes the removal of oak trees protected by the RM Zoning District of San Mateo County.  This is 

considered a potentially significant impact and will be further evaluated in the EIR. 
 
c. Potentially Significant.  The oak woodland on and adjacent to the project site provides suitable nesting and roosting habitat for special-status wildlife 

species (see discussion under Item 2a, above).  Should special-status wildlife species occur on or near the project site, construction-related activities 
could result in the loss or disturbance of these resources. Therefore, impacts to special-status wildlife species are potentially significant and will be 
further evaluated in the EIR. 

 
d. Potentially Significant.  See discussion under Items 2a and 2c. 

 
e. No Impact.  The proposed project is not located within 200 feet of an established marine or wildlife preserve.  Therefore, no impact would occur. 
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f. Potentially Significant.  The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) Wildlife and Habitat Data Analysis Branch has developed a List of 

California Terrestrial Natural Communities. For the purposes of this Initial Study, plant communities denoted on the list as “high priority for inventory in 
California Natural Diversity Data Base,” or that are otherwise regulated by local, state, and/or federal resource agencies, are considered of “special 
status.”  Stands of purple needlegrass (Nassella pulchra) occur within the grassland portions of the project site.  Purple needlegrass grassland is 
identified as a high priority for inventory and thus is considered a sensitive plant community.  Additionally, the coast live oak woodland on the project 
site may be considered a sensitive plant community as it is protected by Public Resources Code (PRC) 21083.4 Oak Woodlands Conservation.  As the 
project would result in the removal of stands of purple needlegrass and oak woodland, impacts to sensitive plant communities are potentially significant 
and will be further evaluated in the EIR. 

 
g. Potentially Significant.  The proposed project includes the clearing of land greater than 5,000 square feet and has slopes greater than 20 percent.  

This is considered a potentially significant impact and will be further evaluated in the EIR. 
 
h. Potentially Significant.  No seeps, springs or wetland features have been observed on the project site, within the 3.25 acres proposed for 

development.  However, a small, unnamed intermittent drainage is located approximately 150 feet to the east of the proposed development, within lot 
9, the open space portion of the proposed project, which could potentially be adversely affected by the proposed project.  Therefore, related impacts 
are potentially significant and will be further evaluated in the EIR. 

 
i. Potentially Significant. The project site is located adjacent to a woodland which could function as a wildlife movement corridor.  Therefore, related 

impacts are potentially significant and will be further evaluated in the EIR. 
 
j. No Impact.  No Habitat Conservation Plans or Natural Community Conservation Plans have been adopted that encompass the project site and its 

vicinity.  Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with any approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan.  No impact would 
occur. 

 
3. Physical Resources 
 

a. No Impact.  The project would not result in the removal of a natural resource for commercial purposes.  The proposed project would remove 
vegetation, trees, and soils associated with construction, but these materials would not be used for commercial purposes upon removal.  Mineral 
materials on the project site are not considered to be of value to the region or the residents of the state according the County General Plan.  Therefore, 
no impact would occur. 

 
b. No Impact.  There are no known locally-important mineral resources on the project site denoted in the County General Plan.  Therefore, no impact 

would occur. 
 

c. Potentially Significant.  The project would involve a total of 2,600 cubic yards (CY) of grading.  There would be approximately 1,500 CY of cut and 
1,100 CY of fill (including a 10 percent allowance for shrinkage, or settling, of dirt).  This would leave an excess of 400 CY of earth that would be 
disposed at the Ox Mountain landfill near Half Moon Bay.  The proposed grading would remove and replace soils from the project site and could 
present potential impacts associated with slope stability.  The impact of grading will be further discussed in the EIR. 
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d. No Impact.  The project site is not currently under a Williamson Act contract.  There are no other easements on the land such as agricultural preserve 
or permanent open space.  The existing zoning on the project site, Resource (RM) and Residential Estate (RE/SS-107), allows for single-family 
residential development.  Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract.  
Therefore, no impact would occur. 

 
e. No Impact.  No agricultural uses exist at the project site.  As discussed above under Item 1e, the soils present on the site are not suitable for 

agricultural production.  Surrounding land uses are mainly single-family residential, with some commercial uses at the southeastern boundary of the 
project site.  The proposed project would not affect any existing or potential agricultural uses.  Therefore, no impact would occur. 

 
4. Air Quality, Water Quality, Sonic  
 

a. Potentially Significant.  Development of the proposed project would generate pollutant emissions as a result of its construction and subsequent 
operational activities.  During project construction, air emissions would be generated from the use of heavy-duty diesel construction equipment, site 
grading, construction worker vehicles, asphalt paving, and architectural coating activities (i.e., painting).  The Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
(BAAQMD) does not set quantitative significance thresholds for construction emissions due to the temporary and short-term nature of the activities.  
According to the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, the primary pollutant of concern during construction is particulate matter (PM10).  The BAAQMD does not 
require quantification of PM10 emissions, but rather emphasizes implementation of all feasible control measures to minimize the generation of PM10.  
The BAAQMD has provided a list of PM10 control measures in their CEQA Guidelines that when fully implemented, would significantly reduce PM10 
emissions during construction activities.   

 
During construction of the proposed project, the developer would be required to implement certain control measures from Table 2 of the BAAQMD 
CEQA Guidelines in order to minimize generation of PM10.  These control measures are listed below: 
 
Basic Control Measures (for all construction sites) 

o Water all active construction areas at least twice daily. 
o Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand and other loose materials or require all trucks to maintain at least 2 feet of freeboard. 
o Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers on all unpaved access roads, parking areas and staging areas at 

construction sites. 
o Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved access roads, parking areas and staging areas at construction sites. 
o Sweep streets daily (with water sweepers) if visible soil material is carried onto adjacent public streets. 

 
Optional Control Measures (for construction sites that are large in area, located near sensitive receptors, or which for any other reason may warrant 
additional emissions reductions.)   

o Install wheel washers for all existing, or wash off the tires or tracks of all trucks and equipment leaving the site. 
o Install windbreaks, or plant trees/vegetative windbreaks at the windward side(s) of construction areas. 
o Suspend excavation and grading activity when sustained winds exceed 25 mph. 
o Limit the area subject to excavation, grading and other construction activity at any one time. 

 
Following buildout of the proposed project, operational emissions would be generated by area/stationary sources and mobile sources associated with 
the residential units Area/stationary sources include landscape maintenance equipment, consumer products, periodic architectural coatings 
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maintenance, and natural gas combustion for heating.  Mobile sources include motor vehicle trips associated with the residents of the proposed project.  
The BAAQMD has adopted the following thresholds of significance for operations emissions of Reactive Organic Gases (ROG), Nitrous Oxide (NOX), 
and PM10: 
 

 
• 80 pounds per day of ROG; 
• 80 pounds per day of NOX; and 
• 80 pounds per day of PM10.  

 
If operational emissions resulting from the day-to-day activities associated with the proposed project would exceed any of the thresholds of significance, 
operational impacts would be considered significant and all feasible mitigation measures are required to be implemented.  The estimated mobile source 
and area source emissions associated with project operation have been calculated using the land use and transportation computer model 
URBEMIS2002 (Version 8.7.0).  URBEMIS2002 is distributed and approved for use by the Air Resources Board (ARB) and recommended for 
quantification of construction and operational emissions by the BAAQMD.  The operational emissions that would occur directly and indirectly from the 
proposed project are presented below in Table 1, Highland Estates Project Estimated Operational Emissions. 
 

 
Table 1 

Highland Estates Project Estimated Operational Emissions 
 

 Emissions in Pounds per Day 
Emissions Source ROG NOX CO SOX PM10
Summertime Emissions1      
Operational (Mobile) Sources 0.68 0.75 7.91 0.01 0.85 
Area Sources 0.71 0.10 0.30 0.00 0.00 
Summertime Emission Totals    1.39    0.85    8.21    0.01    0.85 

BAAQMD Thresholds 80 80 — — 80 
Exceeds Threshold? NO NO — — NO 

Wintertime Emissions2      
Operational (Mobile) Sources 0.74 1.14 8.58 0.00 0.85 
Area Sources 5.21 0.26 8.35 0.02 1.24 
Wintertime Emission Totals    5.95    1.40   16.93    0.02    2.09 

BAAQMD Thresholds 80 80 — — 80 
Exceeds Threshold? NO NO — — NO 

   
Source: Impact Sciences, Inc.  Emissions calculations are provided in Appendix A. 
Totals in table may not appear to add exactly due to rounding in the computer model calculations. 
1 Summertime Emissions” are representative of the conditions that may occur during the ozone season (May 1 to October 31). 
2 Wintertime Emissions” are representative of the conditions that may occur during the balance of the year (November 1 to April 30). 
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As shown above, implementation of the proposed project would not generate operational emissions that exceed the BAAQMD-established thresholds of 
 

b.  vegetation that would be removed 

 
c. ment built on the site could generate additional criteria air pollutants during construction and operation that could 

 
of the San Francisco Bay area.  

d. 

 
g to the BAAQMD, facilities such as wastewater treatment 

 
f. ceptors generally include residential neighborhoods, hospitals, 

significance.  Therefore, the operational emissions associated with the development envisioned by the proposed project are not considered significant. 
However, construction activities would generate emissions that could potentially impact adjacent residents residing in the project area if proper 
measures are not incorporated.  This is considered a potentially significant impact and will be evaluated in the EIR. 
 
No Impact.  The proposed project would not involve burning of any brush, trees, or construction materials.  The
would be cleared and disposed of at a landfill that accepts green waste.  Development of the proposed project would not require demolition activities as 
the site is currently undeveloped.  It is anticipated that construction activities will require cut and fill operations that would result in a net export of earth 
material.  Excess earth materials would be hauled to the Ox Mountain landfill in Half Moon Bay.  The proposed project includes the construction of eight 
single-family residential units.  No burning activities are anticipated to occur as result of the daily activities associated with the developed site.  
Therefore, no impact would occur. 

No Impact.  Future residential develop
potentially conflict with applicable air quality plans.  The additional homes proposed on the site would result in increases in emissions of criteria air 
pollutants from mobile source (vehicle) and area/stationary source (e.g., consumer products natural gas combustion). 

The BAAQMD is the regional governmental agency that regulates sources of air pollution in the nine counties 
According to BAAQMD, the air district currently does not meet state and national standards for ozone or state standards for respirable particulate matter 
(PM10).  In order to address this, BAAQMD has developed the Bay Area 2000 Clean Air Plan.  The 2000 CAP is the third triennial update of the District’s 
original 1991 Clean Air Plan.  The 2000 CAP includes a control strategy review to ensure that the plan continues to include “all feasible Measures” to 
reduce ozone, an update of the District’s emission inventory, estimates of emission reductions achieved by the plan, and an assessment of air quality 
trends.  The County General Plan was adopted in 1986.  Given this, the 2000 CAP includes development identified in the County’s General Plan.  The 
project does not require a General Plan Amendment, and thus consistent with the General Plan.  Therefore, the project is consistent with the 2000 CAP.   
 
Not Significant.  The BAAQMD is in non-attainment of the federal and state standards for ozone and PM10.   However, as shown in Table 1 above, the 
project would not emit daily direct or indirect emissions of ROG, NOX, and PM10 that would exceed BAAQMD recommended thresholds.  Furthermore, 
mitigation measures would be implemented pursuant to the BAAQMD requirements to reduce PM10 emissions during construction to a less-than-
significant level.  Lastly, the BAAQMD does not consider ozone precursors associated with construction to impede attainment or maintenance of 
ambient air quality standards.  Given the above, the proposed project would not substantially contribute considerably to a cumulative net increase in 
emissions of ozone precursors and PM10.  Therefore, impacts are considered less than significant. 

No Impact. Residential land uses are not generally associated with odor problems.  Accordine. 
plants, sanitary landfills, petroleum refineries, and chemical manufacturing plants are typically the types of land uses that emit objectionable odors.  No 
such facilities are proposed as part of the project.  Therefore, no impact would occur. 

Potentially Significant.  According to the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, sensitive re
retirement homes, and places where people with compromised health are located.  The project site is located in a residential neighborhood; and 
therefore sensitive receptors are present near the project site.  As discussed above under Item 4a, the construction-related activities would result in a 
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rm noise impacts.  Grading activity associated with construction would take approximately two months  to 

 
h.  

 
ntainers of liquid chemical products, fertilizers, used 

reet sweepers, and standard-size vehicle trucks.  These vehicles 

temporary increase of air pollutants at the project site.  Use of heavy-duty equipment would generate the highest amount of air pollutants during 
construction.  Heavy-duty equipment is used at the start of a construction phase to excavate and flatten the site.  The duration of this phase would last 
approximately two months.  This is considered a potentially significant impact and will be further evaluated in the EIR.   

Potentially Significant.  According to the San Mateo County General Plan, the maximum exterior noise level for noise 
Community Noise Exposure Level CNEL, which is an overall 24-noise measurement.  Residential land uses are considered noise sensitive, as are 
schools, hospitals, and parks.  Following buildout of the proposed project, new daily vehicle trips would be generated in the project area.  The proposed 
project is anticipated to generate 77 trips per day.  Trip generation was calculated using standardized rates developed by the Institute of Transportation 
Engineers and is explained in more detail below in Section 5. Transportation.  These trips would be distributed throughout the local roadways in the 
project area.  Although project-generated trips would add noise to the area, the magnitude of newly added trips is not expected to cause a significant 
increase in noise levels in the project area. 

Construction activities would result in short-te
complete.  As discussed in the Project Description, 400 CY of earth materials would be hauled off-site to the Ox Mountain Landfill.  It would take 
approximately 34 truck trips to dispose of this material.  The haul routes would take large, heavy-duty dump trucks past residential uses, which are 
considered sensitive receptors.  Trucks associated with grading on Bunker Hill Drive would follow the road west to I-280 and trucks associated with 
grading along Ticonderoga Drive would follow that road east, turn right onto to Polhemus Road and would then connect to Highway 92.  Given the 
proximity of the project site to Ox Mountain, it is anticipated that up to 5 truck trips could be completed daily.  The disposal of excess earth materials 
could be completed within a timeframe of two weeks, depending on the construction schedule, weather, and equipment availability.  These trips would 
generate short-term noise impacts to the surrounding area.  This is considered a potentially significant impact and will be further evaluated in the EIR. 

Significant Unless Mitigated.  The proposed project would allow for the development of residential homes.  Residential land uses generally involve
routine use of small amounts of household hazardous materials, such as household cleaners, paints, paint thinners, and pesticides.  Typically, 
hazardous products used by the project’s residents are packaged and labeled per state and federal standards and are not be used in large quantities.  
Therefore, the project’s impact with respect to this criterion is considered less than significant. 

Hazardous wastes associated with residential uses typically involve empty or partially filled co
motor oil, automotive or electronic batteries, old computers, etc.  Homeowners typically dispose of such wastes through the County’s Household 
Hazardous waste program that offers free collection of hazardous materials to County residents.  No significant environmental or human health hazards 
are expected to occur in connection with the residential uses allowed by the project.   
 

onstruction equipment typically consists of heavy-duty trucks, dozers, dump trucks, stC
are operated with fuels, including gasoline and diesel.  Other minor amounts of hazardous material may be present at the site during construction 
activities.  Accidental spills of fuels and other hazardous materials could potentially create a hazardous situation on- and off-site.  Proper safety 
procedures would minimize the event of a hazardous situation related to construction accidents.  The following mitigation measure is proposed for the 
project and would reduce the impact to a less than significant level. 
 

Mitigation Measure HazMat – 1:  The primary contractor responsible for construction on the site shall prepare a safety plan.  The safety plan 
shall include measures to reduce and minimize accidents on-site (housekeeping), and measures that address the proper procedures to clean 
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up and contain spills.  The safety plan shall be approved by the County’s Building Department prior to the start of construction activity on the 
site. 

 
Cumulative Impacts:  Impacts relating to the exposure of humans to hazards and hazardous materials are site specific in nature and are generally due 
to past land uses.  Residential development projects do not contribute to the creation of substantial amounts of hazardous materials and waste, but 
conversion of land from commercial/industrial to residential can sometimes result in the release of hazardous substances or contaminated soils.  
However, any future development projects would be required to comply with state and federal regulations relating to toxic substance control.  
Implementation of required regulations would reduce potential cumulative impacts to less than significant.  Therefore, the development of the project 
would not contribute to cumulative impacts. 

 
i. Significant Unless Mitigated.  See response to item 4h above. 

 
j. Potentially Significant.  See response to Item 4g above.   

 
k. No Impact.  The project operation would not generate groundborne noise or vibration at levels that would expose people or structures to risk of harm.  

No pile driving would occur during the construction phase of the project.  There are no nearby operable rail lines, airports, or other sources of 
groundborne noise or vibration.  Highway 92 and I-280 are less than one mile from the project site, but given the existing physical barriers in between 
the freeways and the project site, no groundborne noise or vibration is expected to occur on the project site. Therefore, no impacts would occur. 

 
l. Significant Unless Mitigated.  See response to item 4h above. 

 
m. Significant Unless Mitigated.  See response to item 4h above. 

 
n. No Impact.  The project is not located within an airport land use plan or in the vicinity of a public or private airstrip.  The closest airport is San Carlos 

Airport located approximately 5 miles southeast from the project site.  Therefore, implementation of the project would not expose residents or workers 
to excessive noise levels associated with aircraft overflights and impacts would occur. 

 
o. No Impact.  See discussion under Item 4n above. 
 
p. Not Significant.  See discussion above under Item 1f above for a discussion regarding surface water quality. 
 
 The source of potable water for this portion of the County comes from the California Water Service contracts for water from the Hetch-Hetchy and 

Crystal Springs Reservoir water systems.  There are no existing groundwater water wells in the project vicinity that supply water to the project area.  
Project implementation would convert 3.25 acres of undeveloped land into impervious surface by the construction of eight residential homes.  However, 
the area proposed for development on-site is not known as a significant groundwater recharge area, and thus implementing the project would not 
deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge that would result in a deficit in aquifer volume or lowering of the local 
groundwater table (Soil Foundation Systems, 1993).  Furthermore, the constructed homes would be connected to the existing water supply system 
provided by the California Water Services.  Please refer to Item 1i for a detailed discussion regarding water supply to the project site.  Given the above, 
the project would not affect groundwater resources.   
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q. Not Significant.  As discussed under above Item 1f, the proposed project would be required to adhere to the NPDES permit requirements and the 
County’s Municipal Code requirements that regulate water quality during construction and operation of the proposed project.  Implementation of these 
requirements would ensure that water quality standards and waste discharge requirements are met during the construction and operation of the 
proposed project.  Therefore, impacts to water quality standards and waste discharge requirements are considered less than significant.  

 
r. Not Significant.  The proposed homes would connect to the existing Crystal Springs County Sanitation District (District) and would therefore not 

require septic systems.  The District operates sewer lines within the County and has approximately 1,500 individual connections.  There is an existing 
Sanitary Sewer Agreement between the District, the Town of Hillsborough and the City of San Mateo.  This agreement allows the District and 
Hillsborough to send wastewater, through shared sewer trunk lines, to the City of San Mateo Wastewater Treatment Plant.  The jurisdictions contribute 
their fair share of costs for maintenance and upgrades to the wastewater collection system.   

 
 The proposed homes would connect to the wastewater treatment plant by the existing sewer lines that run along Ticonderoga Drive and Bunker Hill 

Drive.  The proposed sewer system would be gravity fed, except for the lower levels of homes planned along Bunker Hill Drive.  As these homes would 
descend from the street, it is possible that the lower bathrooms would be below the existing sewer lines on Bunker Hill Drive.  Sewer lift pumps would 
be installed for these homes under the residential structure and would be electrically powered to lift the wastewater up to the level of the existing sewer 
line.  

 
 Currently, the sewer collection system is over capacity during the wet seasons through the Town of Hillsborough and the City of San Mateo.  The City 

of San Mateo has developed plans to upgrade these lines to accommodate existing wet season flows.  However, these capital improvements rely on 
fees collected from the District, the Town of Hillsborough and the City of San Mateo to finance the project.  The District currently is working toward 
paying the fee to contribute to the upgrade of the sewer line.  Consequently, no new connections to the District would be issued from the County 
Department of Public Works until the fee is paid.  

 
 The proposed project would add eight single-family homes to the District service area.  These homes are expected to generate approximately 220 

gallons of wastewater per residential home, per day, or a total of 1,760 gallons1 per day for the project.  Based on communication with the staff at the 
wastewater treatment plant, the eight new connections would not substantially worsen the existing collection system as the daily flows would be a small 
portion of the estimated 330,000 gallons currently flowing through the system.   The percentage increase of wastewater flows upon project 
implementation would be less than 1 percent2 of the current collection system.  Given the above, project implementation would not substantially impact 
the existing capacity issue with the sewer collection system.  Furthermore, the proposed residential homes would not be able to connect to the sewer 
collection system until the District pays their fair share contribution toward the improvement planned for the sewer collection system.  Lastly, the project 
applicant would be required to pay sewer connection fees at that time of connection to the existing sewer collection system through the building permit 
process.  Given the above, assuming the District pays their fair share contribution, connecting the proposed eight homes to the existing sewer system 
would result in less-than-significant impacts. 

 
s. Not significant.  The area of the project site along Bunker Hill Drive that is proposed for development is within a quarter mile of the Highlands 

Elementary School.  However, the proposed residential homes are not expected to emit hazardous materials or handle hazardous materials.  As 
discussed above under Item 4h, there may be some household hazardous materials present in the proposed homes, but these would not be different 

 
1 8 homes x 220 gallons per day =1,760 total gallons per day 
2 1,760 gallons per day/ 330,000 gallons per day =0.53% 
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than materials used by existing residential uses and any hazardous wastes generated would be disposed of through the County Household Hazardous 
Waste program.  However, some hazardous materials may be present during construction activities.  Construction equipment typically consists of 
heavy-duty trucks, dozers, dump trucks, street sweepers, and standard-size vehicle trucks.  These vehicles are operated with fuels, including gasoline 
and diesel.  Other minor amounts of hazardous material may be present at the site during construction activities.  Accidental spills of fuels and other 
hazardous materials could potentially create a hazardous situation on- and off-site.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure Haz-Mat 1, identified 
above, would reduce this impact to a less than significant level.  Furthermore, construction is a temporary condition at the project site.  Given the 
above, impacts would not be significant. 

 
t. No Impact.  A records search was conducted by Impact Sciences for the project site through the Envirostor Database operated by the California 

Department of Toxic Substances Control.  This database contains information regarding federal superfund sites, state response sites, voluntary 
cleanup sites, and school cleanup sites.  Included in the State Response sites are hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code 
Section 65962.5. 

 
 The records search indicated that there are no known hazardous materials sites within the project site.  The nearest site, a voluntary cleanup site, is 

located approximately 0.5 miles south of the project site.  This site is the PG&E San Mateo Natural Gas Pipeline.  It runs east of the Crystal Springs 
Reservoir and is within unincorporated San Mateo County land.  The area through which the pipeline runs is owned by the City and County of San 
Francisco and is managed by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission as part of the Crystal Springs watershed.  The pipeline provides gas 
service to urban areas along the San Mateo peninsula and is predominantly buried underground except for exposed areas along stream channel 
crossings.  Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) may be present as a trace contaminant of hydrocarbon liquids within the natural gas pipeline.  PCBs are 
considered a carcinogen.  Although there was no confirmed release of PCBs for this pipeline, PG&E performed a voluntary cleanup of the site.  The 
site was certified in 2004 for completing all remedial action necessary to clean the site.  Therefore, this site does not posed a hazardous threat to the 
future residents of the proposed project. 

 
 No other sites were found within a 5-mile radius of the project site.  Given that there are no hazardous materials sites on the project site, and the 

nearest known site completed cleanup in 2004, there is no hazard to the public and the environment and the impact is considered less than significant. 
 
u. No Impact.  The project site is approximately 5 miles northwest of the San Carlos Airport, and lies outside the boundaries of the San Carlos Airport 

Land Use Plan. Therefore, implementation of the project would not expose people on the project site to hazards from aircraft overflights. 
 
v. No Impact.  The project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip.  Therefore, implementation of the project would not result in any safety 

hazards related to private airstrips. 
 
w. Potentially Significant.  The project site is surrounded by open spaces and existing residential neighborhoods.  According to the County General 

Plan, the project is not adjacent to or intermixed with areas identified as wildlands.  However, the homes along Bunker Hill Drive descend into a canyon 
that contains dense trees and foliage.  Therefore, the risk associated with wildland fires is considered potentially significant and will be further evaluated 
in the EIR.  

 
x. No Impact.  The project site is not located within the 100-year floodplain according to FEMA (see discussion above under Item 1h).  Furthermore, 

there are no levees or dams within the project vicinity.  Therefore, no impact from flooding is likely to occur and no further discussion of this topic is 
required. 
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y. No Impact.  Active faults within the San Francisco Bay Area have largely horizontal movement and are not expected to generate significant water 

waves in the San Francisco Bay.  Given the distance of the project site from the bay’s edge, the potential for flooding from a seiche would be minimal.  
The project’s location near the middle of the San Mateo peninsula effectively shields it from tsunamis.  Given that the topography of the project site, 
there could be mudflow movement on portions of the project site during storm events.  However, the risk associated with mudflow is not expected to 
inundate the project site.  Therefore, implementation of the project would result in no impact from the risk of inundation from seiche, tsunami, or 
mudflow. 

 
5. Transportation 
 
a. No Impact.  The project site is an undeveloped parcel adjacent to an existing residential neighborhood.  Access to the project site would be provided 

by existing roadways (i.e., Bunker Hill Drive and Ticonderoga Drive).  Project implementation would develop 3.25 acres of undeveloped land into eight 
residential lots.  Implementation of the proposed project would not affect any existing roadway circulation patterns (see Figure 4).  Access to 
surrounding commercial establishments, schools, or parks would not be affected as a result of the proposed project during construction or operation.  
Therefore, project implementation would have no impact to existing commercial establishments, schools, and parks.  

 
b. No Impact.  The proposed project would include the development of eight single-family homes.  Existing and future residents near the project site 

would utilize existing sidewalks along Bunker Hill Drive and the southern sidewalk along Ticonderoga Drive.  No roadways or pedestrian walkways 
would be altered as a result of the proposed project.   

 
c. Potentially Significant.  The proposed project would add vehicle trips to the surrounding street system.  The Institute of Transportation Engineers 

(ITE) has established trip generation rates for a variety of land uses that is based on averages for daily trips, AM peak hour trips, and PM peak hour 
trips.  The AM peak hour is generally defined as 7:00 AM to 9:00 AM and the PM peak hour is from 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM.  According to the ITE, the trip 
generation rate for residential uses is 9.57 daily trips per unit, 0.75 AM peak hour trips per single-family unit, and 1.01 PM peak hour trips per unit.  
Table 2, Highland Estates Project Trip Generation, uses the ITE rates to show how many vehicle trips would result with project implementation. 

 
 
 

Table 2 
Highland Estates Project Trip Generation 

 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Daily 

Trips In Out Total In Out Total 
77 2 4 6 5 3 8 

   
Source: ITE 2007. 
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 As shown above, the project would add a total of 77 vehicle trips throughout the day.  In the peak hours, six new trips would be added in the AM, and 
eight new trips would be added in the PM.  The local intersections that would accommodate these additional trips include, but are not limited to the 
following: 

 
• Bunker Hill Drive/I-280 NB Ramps; 
• Bunker Hill Drive/Polhemus Road; 
• Polhemus Road/De Anza Boulevard; 
• Polhemus Road/Ticonderoga Road; 
• State Route 92 (SR 92) WB Ramps/Ralston Avenue; and 
• SR 92 WB Ramps/Ralston Avenue. 

 
Additional vehicles trips associated with the proposed project could potentially impact the capacity and level of service for the roadways and 
intersections described above.  Therefore, this impact is considered potentially significant and will be further evaluated in the EIR.   

 
d. No Impact.  The proposed project involves the construction of eight single-residential homes and the preservation of approximately 84 acres of open 

space area.  No trails or other recreational activities are proposed for the open space area.  Residential uses typically do not result in the use of off-
road vehicles.  Therefore, physical impacts related to the use of off-road vehicles would is not expected to occur with project implementation. 

 
e. Potentially Significant.  See discussion under Item 5c above. 
 
f. Not Significant.  As discussed above under Item 5c, the addition of the proposed project would not generate a substantial amount of motor vehicle 

trips in the project vicinity.  Accordingly, the project would not result in a traffic hazard or an increase in traffic hazards.  The project design would add 
individual driveways for the proposed homes, with two homes along Ticonderoga Drive sharing one driveway.  These design features are not expected 
to create traffic-related hazards.  Therefore, the impact is considered less than significant. 

 
g. Not Significant.  The proposed project consists of single-family residential homes and the preservation of open space.  Individual residents are not 

required to provide alternative transportation amenities.  The significance criterion does not apply to the proposed project. 
 
h. Potentially Significant. As discussed under Item 5c above, the carrying capacity of the surrounding roadways is not expected to be significantly 

affected by the addition of 6 AM peak hour trips, 8 PM peak hour trips, and 77 daily trips. 
 
i. No Impact.  The City/County Association of Governments (C/CAG) is the Congestion Management Agency (CMA) that sets the state and federal 

funding priorities for improvements affecting the San Mateo County Congestion Management Program (CMP) roadway system.  C/CAG-designated 
CMP roadway system components near the project site include SR 92, and II-280.  C/CAG established the level of service standard for major roadways 
in San Mateo County. As discussed in Item 5c above, the additional project vehicle trips would not contribute substantially to the local roadway system.  
Therefore, project implementation would not individually or cumulatively exceed a level of service standard established by the CMP.    

 
j. No Impact.  The project would not affect air traffic patterns since an airport is not part of the project or within 5 miles of the project.  Therefore, no 

impact would occur, with project implementation, to air traffic patterns. 
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k. No Impact.  The project site is an undeveloped parcel adjacent to an existing residential neighborhood.  Access to the project site would be provided 
by existing roadways (i.e., Bunker Hill Drive and Ticonderoga Drive).  Project implementation would develop 3.25 acres of undeveloped land into eight 
residential lots.  Implementation of the proposed project would not affect any existing roadway circulation patterns (see Figure 4).  The proposed 
project would provide individual driveways to each residential home, except for the two most eastern homes along Ticonderoga Drive which would 
share one wider driveway.  Given the above, no impact would occur to emergency access with project implementation. 

 
l. No Impact.  According to Section 6118 of the County Code, two parking spaces are required for each proposed single-family residential home.  The 

proposed project would provide covered garage parking for two spaces on-site for each home.  Therefore, no impact would occur. 
 
m. No Impact.  The County has adopted policies related to alternative transportation (Policies 12.23-12.40 in the County General Plan).  These policies 

are normally intended for larger commercial, office, retail, and industrial-type developments.  The proposed project includes the development of eight 
single-family homes and the preservation of open space.  These homes are located near public transportation facilities thereby providing future 
residents access to alternative modes of transportation available to the project area.  Public transit service is currently provided to the project area by 
SamTrans, a San Mateo County bus system.  There is one fixed route near the project site (260).  This bus line runs from the College of San Mateo, 
downtown Belmont, Norte Dame de Namur University, and to Redwood Shores.  The nearest bus stop for this line to the project site is within the 
Crystal Springs Shopping Center on Polhemus Road.  The current ridership for this bus line is 18 passengers per bus, with an overall capacity of 41 
passengers per bus.  Therefore, no impact would occur. 

 
6. Land Use and General Plans 
 
a. No Impact.  The proposed project involves the construction of eight single-family homes and the preservation of open space.  It is not expected that 

these land uses would result in the congregation of 50 or more people on a regular basis. 
 
b. No Impact.  The proposed project involves the construction of eight single-family homes and the preservation of open space.  These uses are common 

and consistent with the existing land uses in the community.  Therefore, the single-family residential uses of the proposed project would not be a new 
type of activity in the area. 

 
c. No Impact.  The equipment that would be used for the proposed project included standard construction equipment.  The types of construction vehicles 

that may be used include, dozers, graders, street sweepers, dump trucks, and construction worker vehicles.  Equipment that may be used by future 
residential homeowners of the site may include gardening equipment and personal electronics.  While it is unknown exactly what specific types of 
equipment may be used upon project implementation, the equipment allowed by law for both construction and private home use would not interfere 
with existing communication and/or defense systems. 

 
d. Not Significant.  Project implementation would result in changes in land use to the project site; no changes in land use off-site are proposed.  The 

approximately 99-acre site is currently undeveloped open space.  The proposed project would develop approximately 3.25 acres of the project site into 
single-family residential uses.  Although the project would change the existing uses of the land, the single-family residential uses are allowed under the 
current zone for the project site by the County of San Mateo RM Zoning Ordinance.  Therefore, the change in land use is not considered a significant 
impact. 
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e. Not Significant.  The project would not introduce new industry, commercial facilities, or recreation activities to the area.  The project would create nine 
new lots, eight of which would be the single-family homes and the ninth lot, approximately 84 acres in size would be designated as permanent open 
space.  The proposed project is in an already developed neighborhood with existing sewer and water infrastructure systems.  The project would not 
expand existing utilities such as wastewater, water service and circulation systems beyond those necessary to provide services to the eight homes.  
Therefore, this would be a less than significant impact. 

 
 
 
f. Not Significant. 
 
 Streets, Highways, Freeways 
 See discussion under Item 5c above.  
 
 Public Transit 
 As discussed above under Item 5m, public transit service is currently provided to the project area by SamTrans, a San Mateo County bus system.  

There is one fixed route near the project site (260).  The current ridership for this bus line is 18 passengers per bus, with an overall capacity of 41 
passengers per bus.  According to the San Mateo County Housing Element, the average population for single-family residential units in the Highlands 
neighborhood is 2.97 persons per dwelling unit.  The project would add approximately 24 persons to the area.  The additional residents generated by 
the project are not expected to adversely affect the capacity of these bus routes (Samtrans 2007).  Therefore, impacts are not considered significant. 

 
 Schools 
 The San Mateo-Foster City School District administers elementary and middle schools in the project area.  The current student generation rate for new 

construction is 1 student for every 4 single-family dwelling units for elementary schools, and 1 student for every 10 single-family dwelling units for 
middle school.  Given this, the project would generate 2 elementary school students and one middle school student.  The nearest elementary school is 
Highlands Elementary School.  The current capacity of the school is 412 and as of March 2007, the current enrollment was 405 students.  The project 
would generate 2 elementary school students and would thereby increase the enrollment of the Highlands Elementary School to 407.  As shown, 
Highlands Elementary has sufficient capacity to serve the project.  The closest middle school to the project site is Borel Middle School.  The current 
enrollment is 915 students and the School District indicated that the addition of one student to the campus would not significantly affect the school (San 
Mateo-Foster City School District 2007).  Therefore, impacts are not considered significant. 

 
 The nearest high school to the project site is Aragon High School and is administered by the San Mateo Union High School District.  The student 

generation rate for high school students is 0.12 students per single-family dwelling unit.  Given this, the proposed project would generate one high 
school student.  The current capacity of Aragon High School is 1,500 students.  The school year for 2006-2007 had a student enrollment of 1,523 
students, which currently exceeds the capacity.  The School District indicated that while the current enrollment is over capacity, there are expansion 
projects planned for the high school that would commence construction in the summer of 2007.  It is expected that these expanded facilities would add 
classroom space, facilities and faculty areas.  The School District indicated that upon project implementation, the addition of one student is not 
expected to significantly affect the capacity of Aragon High School (San Mateo Union High School District 2007).  Therefore, impacts are not 
considered significant. 

 
 Parks 
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 The proposed project does not include any public parks or recreational uses.  The portion of the site that would be designated as open space would not 
provide access to the public for trails or other outdoor uses.  The nearest recreational facilities to the site are the Highlands Recreation Center, play 
fields on the Highlands Elementary school site, and the County-operated Crystal Springs Trail.  The proposed project would be required to pay a “park 
in-lieu fee” to the County Parks Department.  This fee is assessed on all proposed subdivision projects based upon the number of units and the 
assessed value of the land.  The project would contribute its share of the “park in-lieu fee” to fund maintenance and operation of County owned parks.  
It is not anticipated that the 24 new residents added to the area upon project implementation would increase the use of parks and recreational uses 
such that deterioration would be accelerated or construction of expanded or new facilities would be necessary.  Therefore, impacts are not considered 
significant. 

 
 Police (Sherriff Office) 
 Upon approval, the project site would need to be annexed into County Service Area 1, which includes police and fire services (funded by property tax 

and special taxes).  Within this service area, the San Mateo County Sherriff’s Department serves the site of the proposed project as a special service 
district from its facility in Redwood City.  The Sherriff’s Office also operates a substation within the Highlands neighborhood.  This substation provides 
supplemental patrol services as well as facilitates access to community services for the area.  The Sherriff’s Office has a total of 75 deputies.  
Response times to the project site vary from 5 to 25 minutes depending on the type of call and location of the responding unit.  Mutual assistance is 
also provided by the California Highway Patrol and the City of San Mateo.  There are no plans to construct or expand the Sherriff Office facilities.  The 
Sherriff’s Office has indicated that the addition of eight single-family homes to the area is not expected to increase response times or require additional 
deputies to serve the site (San Mateo County Sherriff’s Office 2007).  Therefore, impacts are not considered significant. 

 
 Fire Services 
 Upon approval, the project site would need to be annexed into County Service Area 1, which includes police and fire services (funded by property tax 

and special taxes).  The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CDF) is responsible for fire protection within this service area and in 
San Mateo County as it is designated as a State Responsibility Area (SRA) for the protection from wildland type fires.  San Mateo County also 
contracts with CDF to provide structural fire suppression, life safety inspections, and medical emergencies to unincorporated portions of the County, 
which includes the project site.  The nearest fire station to the project site is located approximately 1 mile south at 50 Paul Scannell Drive.  A minimum 
of six firefighters are assigned to this station, 24 hours a day on a year-round basis.  Two battalion chiefs, one of which acts as the County Fire 
Marshal, and an assistant chief are also stationed there.  The County Fire Marshal has indicated that the proposed homes and their driveway access 
points would not significantly affect service to the project site.  Additionally, no new staff, equipment, or stations would be required as a result of project 
implementation.  Therefore, impacts are not considered significant. 

 
 Hospitals 
 The closest hospital is the San Mateo Medical Center, a County operated hospital.  The administrative staff has indicated that due to the recent hospital 

renovation the existing capacity of the hospital could sufficiently accommodate the additional residents resulting from the project (San Mateo Medical 
Center 2007).  Additionally, it is not anticipated that all future residents of the proposed project would utilize this hospital.  There are a variety of other 
facilities within San Mateo County that may be used depending on personal medical insurance, type of ailment, and personal preference.  No capacity 
issues are expected at nearby hospitals as a result of project implementation.  Therefore, impacts are not considered significant. 

 
 Public Utilities 
 The proposed project would connect to existing utility lines for PG&E (electricity and natural gas), water, and storm drainage that exist on Ticonderoga 

Drive, Bunker Hill Drive, or run through the project site.  The private companies and public agencies that administer these services have indicated that 
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the proposed project could be accommodated by their existing services, and no issues with regard to need for expanded capacity or resources is 
expected.  Issues involving sanitary sewer capacity and landfill capacity are discussed under Item 4r, and below under Item 6i.  The City of San Mateo 
indicated that the current capacity of their wastewater treatment plant is 15.7 millions gallons per day (mgd).  The current average flow that is received 
by the plant is approximately 12 mgd.  This leaves a remaining capacity of 3.7 mgd.  The proposed project would generate approximately 1,760 gallons 
per day.  The additional wastewater flows would not create the need for an expansion of the wastewater treatment plant that would result in an 
environmental impact.  Therefore, impacts are not considered significant. 

 
 Public Works 
 The County Department of Public Works has indicated that the proposed project would not present any issues with regard to capacity of County-

operated sanitary sewer systems.  Existing issues associated with capacity of the wastewater treatment plant and sanitary sewer collection system is 
discussed above, under Item 4r.  Therefore, impacts are not considered significant. 

 
g. Not Significant.  Please see discussion above under Item 6f. 
 
h. No Impact.  The closest public facilities to the project site are the California Department of Forestry Belmont station at 50 Paul Scannell Drive (formerly 

Tower Road) and the San Mateo County Youth Services Center is located at 222 Paul Scannell Drive south of the project site.  Both of these public 
facilities are more than 500 feet from the southern project boundary. 

 
i. Not Significant.  According to the San Mateo County Housing Element, the average population for single-family residential units in the Highlands 

neighborhood is 2.97 persons per dwelling unit.  The project would add approximately 24 persons to the area.  Assuming a solid waste generation rate 
of 2.2 tons per year per residential unit, the amount of solid waste generated by the project would be approximately 18 tons per year (CIWMB 2007).   

 
 The Ox Mountain landfill has a permit from the California State Integrated Waste Management Board to operate until 2018, with a total permitted 

capacity of 35.9 million cubic yards.  The maximum daily waste tonnage that it is permitted to receive is 3,598 tons, which is approximately 1.3 million 
tons per year.  The amount of waste (18 tons per year) generated by the proposed project on a yearly basis would represent less than one percent of 
the total amount of solid waste the landfill is permitted to accept.   

 
 As discussed above, the project would generate approximately 400 CY of excess earth materials that would be disposed at the Ox Mountain landfill.  

The solid waste associated with construction would be a one-time disposal and would not significantly affect the capacity of the landfill.  Given that the 
earth materials would be comprised of soils, the weight of 400 CY of soil would be approximately 31,200 pounds or 15.6 tons.  As discussed in the 
Project Description, the disposal of soil would take approximately 34 truck trips over a period of several days.  Therefore, the project during 
construction and occupancy is not expected to generate significant amounts of solid waste and would be sufficiently accommodated by the Ox 
Mountain landfill.  Given this, impacts are not considered significant. 

 
 Cumulative Impacts: The development of future residential and commercial land uses in the County would increase the demand for solid waste 

disposal.  Service ability and capacity are evaluated for each project during the application review process.  Cumulative development could result in the 
need for additional services, but it is anticipated that these needs could be met without exceeding current capacity given that the proposed land uses 
would slightly increase the intensity of land uses in the area.  There are approximately 20 pending or approved projects within the City of San Mateo, 
the Town of Hillsborough and San Mateo County that would likely contribute solid waste to the Ox Mountain landfill. If all projects were implemented, 
the total annual solid waste produced would be approximately 1,247 tons per year.  The project would contribute 18 tons to this total.  This is 
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approximately one percent of the total 1.3 million tons per year that the Ox Mountain facility is permitted to accept.  Therefore, cumulative impacts are 
not considered significant and the project’s contribution to cumulative impacts would not be considered considerable. 

 
j. No Impact.  The proposed project would involve construction vehicles and private automobiles related to the proposed use on the site.  Both 

construction vehicles and personal automobiles would require gasoline or diesel to operate.  The duration of construction and the amount of homes that 
would be constructed is not considered a substantial increase in fossil fuel consumption in the project area.  Therefore, no impact would occur. 

 
k. No Impact.  The proposed project requires the following permits from San Mateo County:  a major subdivision permit, a resource management permit, 

and a grading permit.  The proposed project would not require an amendment or exception to the San Mateo County General Plan.  The project is also 
consistent with the current zoning ordinance, and would not require a conditional use permit or variance.  There are no other applicable specific plans, 
or community policies or goals that apply to the project site.  Therefore, no impact would occur. 

 
l. No Impact.  The proposed project would not involve a change in zoning.  The proposed development is consistent with the RM zone.  Therefore, no 

impact would occur. 
 
m. No Impact.  Project implementation would result in the development of 3.25 acres of undeveloped land into residential homes.  The site is currently 

undeveloped and would not displace any individuals or existing homes as a result of project implementation.  Therefore, no impact would occur. 
 
n. No Impact.  The proposed project would not remove any existing units of low-income housing from the supply that currently exists within the County.  

Therefore, no impact would occur. 
 
o. No Impact. See response above under Item 6f.  The County does not have a specific adopted emergency response plan or evacuation plan.  Project 

implementation would not change the circulation or configuration of the existing roadways.  Access to the project site would be provided by the existing 
roadways.  Therefore, no impact would occur. 

 
p. No Impact.  See discussion above under Item 4h.  Occupancy of the project would have activities associated with single-family homes occurring on a 

regular basis.  There would be vehicle trips associated with the homes as well as storage of belongings and equipment typical for residential purposes.  
It is not expected that these homes would create or expose existing or future residents to health hazards.  Therefore, no impact would occur. 

 
q. No Impact.  The project site is undeveloped open space.  The project would construct single-family homes along existing roadways and fill in areas 

where there is a gap in existing single-family homes.  Specifically, homes planned along Ticonderoga Drive would extend to the east from where the 
existing neighborhood currently ends.  There is a gap along Bunker Hill Drive where the proposed project would add single-family homes in-line with 
existing uses which occur to the west and east of the proposed area for development.  No new roadways would be constructed as part of the project.  
The proposed project would add a small number of residential homes to an already established community.  The location of these homes would not 
separate established land uses or neighborhoods.  For these reasons, the project would not physically divide an established community.  Therefore, no 
impact would occur. 

 
r. Not Significant.  See discussion under Item 6f, above. 
 
s. Not Significant.  See discussion under Item 4r, above. 



Explanation of Environmental Impacts 

Impact Sciences, Inc. 50 Initial Study 
902-01 May 2007 

 
t. Not Significant.  The proposed project would generate wastewater from eight single-family residential units.  No other uses are proposed for the site.  

Wastewater associated with residential land uses is not expected to exceed wastewater treatment requirements set by the San Francisco Bay Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (Board).  The permit issued by the Board for the San Mateo Wastewater Treatment Plant allows for the treatment and 
disposal of residential wastewater.   No disposal of hazardous or atypical substances is expected to occur at the proposed homes.  Therefore, the 
project would comply with applicable regulations and this impact is considered less than significant. 

 
u. Not Significant.  See Item 4r for a discussion of the wastewater collection system and Item 6f for a discussion of wastewater treatment facilities.  
 
 Cumulative Impacts:  The City of San Mateo operates the wastewater treatment plant and analyzes flow that is anticipated to enter the facility.  An 

Environmental Impact Report was prepared for the wastewater treatment plant in 1990.  That document recommended additional capacity be added to 
the plant to accommodate future anticipated growth in the area.  The treatment plant was expanded in 1998 and the capacity was increased to 15.7 
mgd.  An additional capacity study was conducted by the City of San Mateo in 2000 as part of its Sanitary Sewer Agreement with the Town of 
Hillsborough and the Crystal Springs County Sanitation District.  The study found that the wastewater treatment plant capacity would be sufficient to 
accommodate future cumulative growth in the three jurisdictions.  However, improvements would be needed to the sewer lines that convey wastewater 
to the plant (see Item 4r).  Given the above, the wastewater treatment plant has the capacity to accommodate future growth in the area including the 
development of the proposed project. Therefore, impacts are not considered significant.   

 
v. Not Significant.  See Item 1f above. 
 
w. Not Significant.  Solid waste generated by the project would be disposed of at the Ox Mountain Landfill, which is operated by BFI/Allied Waste 

Systems.  The proposed project would generate approximately 18 tons per year of solid waste.  The type of waste associated with residential uses is 
typically does not contain substantial amounts of hazardous of toxic materials.  San Mateo County has a Household Hazardous Waste program for 
proper disposal of potentially toxic items such as paint and oil (see discussion under Item 4h).  The Ox Mountain landfill operates with a permit from the 
California Integrated Waste Management Board to accept waste associated with residential uses.  Because the project would comply with all applicable 
regulations, impacts related to solid waste disposal would be less than significant. 

 
 Cumulative Impacts:  The development of future residential and commercial land uses in the County would increase the demand for solid waste 

disposal.  Cumulative development could result in the need for additional services, but it is anticipated that these needs could be met with existing 
facilities.  Pending and approved development for the County consists of residential, commercial, and office uses.  The solid waste associated with 
these land uses would be accepted at the Ox Mountain Landfill and would comply federal, state, and local regulations related to the contents of solid 
waste. 

 
7. Aesthetic, Cultural, and Historic 
 
a. No Impact.  The project site is located approximately one half mile from Interstate 280, which is designated as a State Scenic Highway.  However, the 

project site is not visible from the Interstate, and would therefore not impact the existing scenic views.  The project site is not within a County Scenic 
Corridor.  The closest road that is designated in the San Mateo County General Plan is Polhemus Road.  Because the areas of the project site 
proposed for development are not visible from Polhemus due to the topography of the project site, the County Scenic Corridor would not be affected by 
the project site.  Therefore, no impact would occur. 
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b. Potentially Significant.  Views of the project site from surrounding areas consist of expansive open space of dense vegetation. Project implementation 

would erect homes on an undeveloped site.  According to the County General Plan, there are no designated scenic vistas on the project site or in this 
area of the County.  Furthermore, the County does have a ordinance that protects views.  However, project implementation could potentially change 
the existing views off-site currently available from surrounding areas.  This is considered a potentially significant and will be further discussed in the 
EIR. 

 
c. No Impact.  None of the residential homes proposed for construction would exceed 36 feet in height.  The homes located along Bunker Hill Drive 

would be between 12 and 14 feet high from street level.  The tallest homes would be located on Ticonderoga Drive and would have a height between 
28 and 30 feet, depending on the location of the second story rooflines and gables.  Therefore, no proposed residential dwelling unit would exceed 36 
feet in height and no impact would occur.   

 
d. Potentially Significant.  The project would permanently alter the visual character of the project site by constructing single-family residences on a 

currently undeveloped site in a residential neighborhood.  Furthermore, the project could degrade the quality of the existing visual character if the 
design and massing of the proposed structures are incompatible with surrounding land uses.  This is considered a potentially significant impact and will 
be discussed in the EIR. 

 
e. Not Significant.  The development of open space with residential land uses would create new sources of light and glare.  Structures, including 

residential homes and surface driveways would be developed on the site.  Typical residential lighting that occurs at night would occur with project 
implementation.  However, these new sources are not anticipated to affect day and nighttime views in the area given that the type of lighting associated 
with the proposed project would be similar to the existing residential neighborhood.  For these reasons, the introduction of new sources of light and 
glare with project development would not substantially intrude upon day or nighttime views in the project area.  Therefore, this impact is considered less 
than significant. 

 
f. Significant unless Mitigated.   
 A literature review was completed by the Northwest Information Center in order to identify any cultural resources on the project site.  A copy of the 

literature review is attached as Appendix B to this Initial Study.  According to the review, Native American cultural resources in this part of San Mateo 
County are normally found along the former bay margin, former marshlands, and near sources of fresh water.  Native American cultural resources have 
been found in the area of San Mateo County adjacent to seasonal and perennial watercourses.  Given the similarity of environmental factors on the 
project site and the ethnographic sensitivity of the area, there is a possibility that unrecorded Native American cultural resources exist within the project 
area.  One documented archaeological resource was found to be on the project site. Condor Country Consulting completed an archaeological literature 
search which indicated that the known Native American resource was not within the areas proposed for development on the project site, but a 
pedestrian survey of the 3.25 acres proposed for development had not been completed by an archaeologist.  On May 7, 2007 a site survey was 
performed for the 3.25 acres proposed for development along Bunker Hill Drive and Ticonderoga Drive to confirm the presence of any undocumented 
cultural resources.  Based on the results of the literature review and site reconnaissance, the identified site is not within the areas the 3.25 acres 
proposed for development.  Maintenance access is currently provided near the intersection of Bunker Hill Drive and Polhemus Road to private 
maintenance vehicles for the open space portions of the site.  This access would be maintained with project implementation.  No roadways or other 
activities that would alter the existing physical conditions of the site for that access area is proposed as part of the project.  Any proposed changes to 
the physical environment outside of the 3.25 acres proposed for development would require additional analysis in determining potential impacts to 
Native American cultural resources.   
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 During the site survey, no architectural or other historic period resources were identified on the project site.  Therefore, there would be no substantial 

adverse change to historical resources. 
 
 However, given the undeveloped nature of the project site, there is a possibility for pre-historic archaeological resources or unknown human remains to 

be discovered during construction.  The following mitigation measures are proposed to reduce potentially significant impacts to a less-significant-level. 
 
 

 
 Mitigation Measure Cult-1: Prior to clearing, grading, excavation, or construction on the project site, the prime construction contractor 

shall provide a signed letter of acknowledgement that they are aware of the potential for unidentified buried or otherwise obscured 
archaeological or cultural deposits on the project site and that they accept responsibility to halt construction activity should cultural resources or 
human remains be unearthed during project construction.  The letter of acknowledgement shall identify that the prime construction contractor 
has been cautioned by the County of San Mateo regarding the legal and/or regulatory implications of knowingly destroying cultural resources or 
removing artifacts, human remains, bottles, and/or other cultural resources from the project site. 

 
  Mitigation Measure Cult-2: The County shall identify a qualified archaeologist prior to any demolition, excavation, or construction.  The 

archaeologist shall have the authority to perform spot check monitoring of subsurface construction and watch for and evaluate artifacts or 
resources that may be uncovered.  The archaeologist shall also have the authority to temporarily halt excavation and construction activities in 
the immediate vicinity (within a fifty-meter radius) of a find if significant or potentially significant cultural resources are exposed by construction 
operations. 

  
  Mitigation Measure Cult-3: Reasonable time would be allowed for the qualified archaeologist to notify the proper authorities for a more 

detailed inspection and examination of the exposed cultural resources.  During this time, excavation and construction would not be allowed in 
the immediate vicinity of the find; however, construction activities could continue in other areas of the project site. 

 
  Mitigation Measure Cult-4: If any find were determined to be significant by the qualified archaeologist, representatives of the construction 

contractor,  the County staff, and the qualified archaeologist would meet to determine the appropriate course of action. 
 

 Mitigation Measure Cult-5:  All cultural resources recovered as part of the monitoring program would be subject to scientific analysis, 
professional museum curation, and a report prepared according to current professional standards. 

 
 Cumulative Impacts:  Impacts to cultural resources are generally site-specific.  The measures described above are consistent with state laws and 

CEQA regulations relating to the preservation of cultural resources.  Other development projects in San Mateo County and the City of San Mateo, 
Hillsborough, and Belmont would have to follow similar procedures and thus future development in the County would have less than significant 
cumulative impacts to cultural resources.  The project incorporates above-mentioned measures and would therefore, not represent a considerable 
contribution to cumulative impacts. 
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g. Potentially Significant.  See Item 7b above. The project would construct new single-family homes on a site that is currently undeveloped.  The 
introduction of these homes would alter the scenic qualities of the site to surrounding uses.  This is considered potentially significant impact and this 
issue will be further discussed in the EIR. 

 
h. Significant unless Mitigated.  The surface soils at the project site consist of clayey soil, greywacke sandstone, sheared bedrock, and bedrock of the 

Franciscan Formation.  These soils are considered unlikely to contain paleontological resources.  The bedrock associated with the Franciscan 
Formation may have the potential for marine paleontological resources.  The Franciscan Formation was formed during the Cretaceous period and may 
be composed of marine and continental rocks.  The rocks associated with marine life may yield paleontological resources.  

 
 Site preparation for the proposed project would involve extensive grading, some filling and construction of homes and retaining walls.  While the site 

does not contain any known unique paleontological resources, unique paleontological resources could exist on site.  During project construction, 
grading and excavating activities would occur within the Franciscan Formation, and paleontological resources could be encountered.  Project impacts 
related to paleontological resources would be significant unless mitigated.  The following mitigation measures are proposed to reduce this impact to a 
less-than significant-level. 

 
 Mitigation Measure Cult-6: The County shall identify or retain the services of a qualified paleontologist prior to any demolition, excavation, 

or construction.  The project paleontologist shall attend the pre-grading meeting to discuss how to recognize paleontological resources in the 
soil during grading activities.  The prime construction contractor and any subcontractor(s) shall be cautioned on the legal and/or regulatory 
implications of knowingly destroying paleontological resources or removing paleontological resources from the project site. 

 
  Mitigation Measure Cult-7: If paleontological resources are encountered during the course of site development activities, work in that area 

shall be halted and the project paleontologist shall be notified of the find.  The project paleontologist shall have the authority to temporarily 
divert or redirect grading to allow time to evaluate any exposed fossil material.  “Temporary” shall be two working days for the evaluation 
process. 

 
  Mitigation Measure Cult-8: If the project paleontologist determines that the resource is significant, then any scientifically significant 

specimens shall be properly collected by the project paleontologist.  During collection activities, contextual stratigraphic data shall also be 
collected.  The data will include lithologic descriptions, photographs, measured stratigraphic sections, and field notes. 

 
  Mitigation Measure Cult-9: Scientifically significant specimens shall be prepared to the point of identification (not exhibition), stabilized, 

identified, and offered for curation to a suitable repository that has a retrievable storage system, such as the University of California, Berkeley, 
Museum of Paleontology. 

 
  Mitigation Measure Cult-10: The project paleontologist shall prepare a final report at the end of the earthmoving activities; the report shall 

include an itemized inventory of recovered fossils and appropriate stratigraphic and locality data.  The project paleontologist shall send one 
copy of the report to the County of San Mateo; another copy should accompany any fossils, along with field logs and photographs, to the 
designated repository. 
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i. Significant unless Mitigated.  See discussion above under Item 7f.  Additionally, no formal cemeteries were found on the project site during the site 
survey.  Incorporation of the following mitigation measure would ensure that impacts related to human remains encountered during construction would 
be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

 
  Mitigation Measure Cult-11: If human remains are discovered at the project site during construction, work at the construction site at which 

the remains have been uncovered shall be suspended, and the County of San Mateo Public Works Department and County coroner shall be 
immediately notified.  If the remains are determined by the County coroner to be Native American, the Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC) shall be notified within 24 hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the treatment and disposition of the remains. 
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IV. RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES.   Check what agency has permit authority or other approval for the project. 
 

 AGENCY YES NO TYPE OF APPROVAL 

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

 State Water Resources Control Board  X  

 Regional Water Quality Control Board X  The project will require compliance with the 
NPDES requirements and the preparation of a 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP).  The SWPPP would be prepared 
along with the grading plan to fulfill the 
requirements of the State of California’s 
General Permit to discharge stormwater 
associated with construction activity. 

 State Department of Public Health  X  

 San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC)  X  

 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)  X  

 County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC)  X  

 CalTrans  X  

 Bay Area Air Quality Management District  X  

 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  X  

 Coastal Commission  X  

 City  X  

 Sewer/Water District: X  The applicant will be required to pay connect 
fees to connect to the existing sewer 
collection system. 

 Other:  California Department of Fish and Game X  The California Department of Fish and Game 
has jurisdiction over natural resources 
potentially occurring on the project site. 
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V. MITIGATION MEASURES
  Yes  No  
    X  
 Mitigation measures have been proposed in project application.     
  X    
 Other mitigation measures are needed.     
  
  
 The following measures are included in the project plans or proposals pursuant to Section 15070(b)(1) of the State CEQA Guidelines: 
  

Mitigation Measures Proposed as Part of the Initial Study 
  
 Mitigation Measure Hydro-1:  The project applicant shall develop an erosion control plan that includes erosion control measures to ensure 

stability of the hillside during construction.  The erosion control plan shall include fiber rolls placed along hillsides and silt fences placed along the 
perimeter of hillside construction to collect silt and slow storm water runoff.  The erosion control plan shall adhere to the erosion control details 
shown on Figure 9, Erosion Control Details (Silt Fence and Fiber Roll) in the project description of the Initial Study.  The erosion control plan 
shall place the silt fences and fiber rolls for homes along Bunker Hill Drive as shown in Figure 10, Proposed Erosion Control Plan Lots 1-4 in 
the project description of the Initial Study, and for houses along Ticonderoga Drive as shown on Figure 11, Proposed Erosion Control Plan 
Lots 5-8 in the project description of the Initial Study. The erosion control plan shall be approved by the County Planning and Building Department 
prior to start of construction at the site. 
 
Mitigation Measure Hydro-2:  The contractor/developer shall install four bio-retention planters in the rear yards of lots 1 through 4 at Bunker Hill 
Drive.  The bio-retention planters shall be approximately 160 square-foot planters and be built along the existing slope contours of each lot.  Two 
approximately 160 square-feet bio-retention planters shall be placed in the front yards of lots 5 and 6 along Ticonderoga Drive.  Lot 8 shall have 
one approximately 400 square-foot bio-retention planter placed east of the proposed dwelling unit and along the existing slope contour.  This 
planter would treat storm water runoff from lots 7 and 8.   
 

  Each planter shall be between 4- and 5-feet high depending on the depth of planting material.  The plants and associated soil would function to 
filter storm water runoff from the proposed homes through root uptake.  Plants shall be drought-tolerant and should be able to withstand ponding 
for short periods of time.   
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 Mitigation Measure Cult-1:  Prior to clearing, grading, excavation, or construction on the project site, the prime construction contractor shall 
provide a signed letter of acknowledgement that they are aware of the potential for unidentified buried or otherwise obscured archaeological or 
cultural deposits on the project site and that they accept responsibility to halt construction activity should cultural materials or human remains be 
unearthed during project construction.  The letter of acknowledgement shall identify that the prime construction contractor has been cautioned by 
the County of San Mateo on the legal and/or regulatory implications of knowingly destroying cultural resources or removing artifacts, human 
remains, bottles, and/or other cultural materials from the project site. 

 
 Mitigation Measure Cult-2:  The County shall identify a qualified archaeologist prior to any demolition, excavation, or construction.  The 

archaeologist would have the authority to perform spot check monitoring of subsurface construction and watch for and evaluate artifacts or 
resources that may be uncovered.  The archaeologist would also have the authority to temporarily halt excavation and construction activities in the 
immediate vicinity (within a fifty-meter radius) of a find if significant or potentially significant cultural resources are exposed and/or adversely 
affected by construction operations. 

  
 Mitigation Measure Cult-3:  Reasonable time would be allowed for the qualified archaeologist to notify the proper authorities for a more detailed 

inspection and examination of the exposed cultural resources.  During this time, excavation and construction would not be allowed in the 
immediate vicinity of the find; however, those activities could continue in other areas of the project site. 

 
 Mitigation Measure Cult-4:  If any find were determined to be significant by the qualified archaeologist, representatives of the construction 

contractor and the City, and the qualified archaeologist, would meet to determine the appropriate course of action. 
 
 Mitigation Measure Cult-5:  All cultural materials recovered as part of the monitoring program would be subject to scientific analysis, professional 

museum curation, and a report prepared according to current professional standards. 
 

Mitigation Measure Cult-6:  The County shall identify a qualified paleontologist prior to any demolition, excavation, or construction.  The project 
paleontologist shall attend the pre-grading meeting to discuss how to recognize paleontological resources in the soil during grading activities.  The 
prime construction contractor and any subcontractor(s) shall be cautioned on the legal and/or regulatory implications of knowingly destroying 
paleontological resources or removing paleontological resources from the project site. 

 
 Mitigation Measure Cult-7:  If paleontological resources are encountered during the course of site development activities, work in that area shall 

be halted and the project paleontologist shall be notified of the find.  The project paleontologist shall have the authority to temporarily divert or 
redirect grading to allow time to evaluate any exposed fossil material.  “Temporary” shall be two working days for the evaluation process. 

 
 Mitigation Measure Cult-8:  If the project paleontologist determines that the resource is significant then any scientifically significant specimens 

shall be properly collected by the project paleontologist.  During collecting activities, contextual stratigraphic data shall also be collected.  The data 
will include lithologic descriptions, photographs, measured stratigraphic sections, and field notes. 

 
 Mitigation Measure Cult-9:  Scientifically significant specimens shall be prepared to the point of identification (not exhibition), stabilized, 

identified, and offered for curation to a suitable repository that has a retrievable storage system, such as the University of California, Berkeley, 
Museum of Paleontology. 
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 Mitigation Measure Cult-10:  The project paleontologist shall prepare a final report at the end of the earthmoving activities; the report shall 
include an itemized inventory of recovered fossils and appropriate stratigraphic and locality data.  The project paleontologist shall send one copy 
of the report to the County of San Mateo; another copy should accompany any fossils, along with field logs and photographs, to the designated 
repository. 
 
Mitigation Measure Cult-11:  If human remains are discovered at the project site during construction, work at the specific construction site at 
which the remains have been uncovered shall be suspended, and the County of San Mateo Public Works Department and County coroner shall 
be immediately notified.  If the remains are determined by the County coroner to be Native American, the Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC) shall be notified within 24 hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the treatment and disposition of the remains. 
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VI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
 
  Yes No 
 1. Does the project have the potential to 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, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory? 

X  

 2. Does the project have the potential to achieve short-term environmental goals to the disadvantage of long-term 
environmental goals? 

 X 

 3. Does the project have possible environmental effects which are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? X  

 4. Would the project cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly? X  

 
Discussion: 
 

1. Yes.  The project has the potential to impact biological resources that occur within the project site, including special status species, riparian 
habitat, and oak woodlands.  The project site may contain special-status bird species including Cooper’s hawk.  The proposed project may 
result in the loss of suitable nesting and foraging habitat and potentially the direct loss of active nests.  This is a potentially significant impact 
and will be discussed in the EIR. 

2. No.  Implementing project would result in both short- and long-term gains to the environment.  Short- and long-term gains would consist of a 
new residential area with open space.  These goals would not be to the disadvantage of any long-term environmental goals. 

3. Yes.  The project has the potential to contribute to cumulative impacts associated with the environmental topics identified as Significant in this 
Initial Study.  The EIR will identify approved and pending projects in the vicinity, as well as planned improvements, to examine the combined 
effects of the project together with the effect of future projects. 

4. No.  The project has the potential to directly or indirectly impact human beings as identified throughout this Initial Study with respect to those 
environmental topics determined to be significant.  The project has the potential to degrade aesthetics, remove habitat related to biological 
resources and pose potential risks involved with geological issues.  These are considered significant impacts and will be discussed in the EIR. 
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VII. SOURCE LIST 
   
 A. Field Inspection 
   
 B. County General Plan 1986 
   
 C. County Ordinance Code 
   
 D. Geotechnical Maps 
   
  1

2

. 
USGS Basic Data Contributions 

    
   a. #43 Landslide Susceptibility 
   b. #44 Active Faults 
   c. #45 High Water Table 
    
  

. 
Geotechnical Hazards Synthesis Maps 

    
 E. USGS Quadrangle Maps, San Mateo County 1970 Series (See F. and H.) 
   
 F. San Mateo County Rare and Endangered Species Maps, or Sensitive Habitats Maps 
   
 G. Flood Insurance Rate Map – National Flood Insurance Program 
   
 H. County Archaeologic Resource Inventory (Prepared by S. Dietz, A.C.R.S.) Procedures for Protection of Historic and Cultural Properties – 36 CFR 

800 (See R.) 
   
 I. Project Plans or EIF 
   
 J. Airport Land Use Committee Plans, San Mateo County Airports Plan 
   
 K. Williamson Act Maps 
   
 L. Environmental Regulations and Standards: 
   
  Federal – Review Procedures for CDBG Programs 24 CFR Part 58 
   – NEPA 24 CFR 1500-1508  
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   – Protection of Historic and Cultural Properties 36 CFR Part 800 
   – National Register of Historic Places  
   – Floodplain Management Executive Order 11988 
   – Protection of Wetlands Executive Order 11990 
   – Endangered and Threatened Species  
   – Noise Abatement and Control 24 CFR Part 51B 
   – Explosive and Flammable Operations 24 CFR 51C 
   – Toxic Chemicals/Radioactive Materials HUD 79-33 
   – Airport Clear Zones and APZ 24 CFR 51D 
      
  State – Ambient Air Quality Standards Article 4, Section 1092 
   – Noise Insulation Standards  
      
 M. Consultation with Departments and Agencies: 
   
  a. California Department of Forestry-Personal Communication with Pete Munoa, County Fire Marshal, April 30, 2007. 
  b. Department of Public Works-Personal Communication with Mark Chow, Engineer, April 25, 2007 
  c. San Mateo County Sherriff’s Office-Personal Communication with Sergeant Jeff Kearnan, April 27, 2007 
  d. City of San Mateo Public Works Department-Personal Communication with Darla Reams, Deputy Director of Public Works, April 19, 2007. 
  e. San Mateo-Foster City School District-Personal Communication with Vicky Perez, Administrative Assistant for Business Services and Tatiana 

Sandoval, Administrative Assistant, April 10, 2007. 
  f.  San Mateo Union High School District-Personal Communication with Pam Chavez, Administrative Assistant to the Associate Supervisor of 

Business Services, April 11, 2007. 
  g. SamTrans-Personal Communication with Doug Johnson, Manager of Operations Planning, May 7, 2007. 
  h. San Mateo Medical Center-Personal Communication with David Hook, Director of Marketing and Communication, May 7, 2007. 
 N.  California Stormwater Best Management Practices Handbook for Construction, January 2003.  Accessed electronically 

http://www.cabmphandbook.com 
 O.  Envirostor Database.  Accessed April 16, 2007. http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov 
 P.  Thomas Reid Associates (TRA). 2006. Biological Assessment for Lots #1-8 within the Highlands Estates, San Mateo County, California 
 Q.  TRC Lowney and Associates, Geotechnical Investigation and Geologic Hazards Review, February 7, 2006. 
 R.  Soil Foundation Systems, Geotechnical Investigation, July 20, 1993. 
 S.  Department of Conservation, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, Accessed electronically. 

http://www.consrv.ca.gov/DLRP/fmmp/index.htm 
 T.  Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Bay Area 2000 Clean Air Plan. 
 U.  California Integrated Waste Management Board.  http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov 
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               URBEMIS 2002 For Windows   8.7.0 
                
File Name:                      C:\Documents and Settings\glu\Desktop\Ticonderoga Operational.urb 
Project Name:                   Ticonderoga Project Operational Emissions 
Project Location:               San Francisco Bay Area 
On-Road Motor Vehicle Emissions Based on EMFAC2002 version 2.2 
                
                       SUMMARY REPORT     
                    (Pounds/Day - Summer) 
 
AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES 
                                    ROG       NOx        CO       SO2      PM10 
 TOTALS (lbs/day,unmitigated)      0.71      0.10      0.30      0.00      0.00 
  
  
OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION ESTIMATES 
                                    ROG       NOx        CO       SO2      PM10 
 
 TOTALS (lbs/day,unmitigated)      0.68      0.75      7.91      0.01      0.85 
 
SUM OF AREA AND OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES 
                                    ROG       NOx        CO       SO2      PM10    
 TOTALS (lbs/day,unmitigated)      1.38      0.85      8.21      0.01      0.86 
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               URBEMIS 2002 For Windows   8.7.0 
                
File Name:                      C:\Documents and Settings\glu\Desktop\Ticonderoga Operational.urb 
Project Name:                   Ticonderoga Project Operational Emissions 
Project Location:               San Francisco Bay Area 
On-Road Motor Vehicle Emissions Based on EMFAC2002 version 2.2 
                
                       SUMMARY REPORT     
                    (Pounds/Day - Winter) 
 
AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES 
                                    ROG       NOx        CO       SO2      PM10 
 TOTALS (lbs/day,unmitigated)      5.21      0.26      8.35      0.02      1.24 
  
  
OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION ESTIMATES 
                                    ROG       NOx        CO       SO2      PM10 
 
 TOTALS (lbs/day,unmitigated)      0.74      1.14      8.58      0.00      0.85 
 
SUM OF AREA AND OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES 
                                    ROG       NOx        CO       SO2      PM10    
 TOTALS (lbs/day,unmitigated)      5.95      1.40     16.93      0.02      2.09 
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               URBEMIS 2002 For Windows   8.7.0 
                
File Name:                      C:\Documents and Settings\glu\Desktop\Ticonderoga Operational.urb 
Project Name:                   Ticonderoga Project Operational Emissions 
Project Location:               San Francisco Bay Area 
On-Road Motor Vehicle Emissions Based on EMFAC2002 version 2.2 
                
                        DETAIL REPORT     
                    (Pounds/Day - Winter) 
 
AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES (Winter Pounds per Day, Unmitigated) 
    Source                         ROG       NOx        CO       SO2      PM10 
 Natural Gas                      0.01      0.10      0.04         0      0.00 
 Hearth                           4.54      0.16      8.31      0.02      1.24 
 Landscaping - No winter emissions 
 Consumer Prdcts                  0.39         -         -         -         - 
 Architectural Coatings           0.27         -         -         -         - 
 TOTALS(lbs/day,unmitigated)      5.21      0.26      8.35      0.02      1.24 
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                 UNMITIGATED OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS 
 
                                 ROG       NOx        CO       SO2      PM10 
Single family housing           0.74      1.14      8.58      0.00      0.85 
 
TOTAL EMISSIONS (lbs/day)       0.74      1.14      8.58      0.00      0.85 
 
Does not include correction for passby trips. 
Does not include double counting adjustment for internal trips. 
 
OPERATIONAL (Vehicle) EMISSION ESTIMATES 
 
Analysis Year: 2009  Temperature (F): 40   Season: Winter 
 
EMFAC Version: EMFAC2002 (9/2002) 
 
Summary of Land Uses:  
 
                                                                  No.      Total 
Unit Type                 Acreage    Trip Rate                    Units    Trips 
 
Single family housing        0.00    9.57 trips/dwelling unit      8.00    76.56 
 
                                                 Sum of Total Trips        76.56 
                                       Total Vehicle Miles Traveled       561.80 
 
Vehicle Assumptions: 
 
Fleet Mix:  
 
Vehicle Type             Percent Type    Non-Catalyst     Catalyst         Diesel 
Light Auto                  54.90            1.30           98.40            0.30 
Light Truck < 3,750   lbs   15.10            2.60           95.40            2.00 
Light Truck  3,751- 5,750   16.10            1.20           98.10            0.70 
Med Truck    5,751- 8,500    7.30            1.40           95.90            2.70 
Lite-Heavy   8,501-10,000    1.10            0.00           81.80           18.20 
Lite-Heavy  10,001-14,000    0.30            0.00           66.70           33.30 
Med-Heavy   14,001-33,000    1.00            0.00           20.00           80.00 
Heavy-Heavy 33,001-60,000    0.90            0.00           11.10           88.90 
Line Haul > 60,000    lbs    0.00            0.00            0.00          100.00 
Urban Bus                    0.20            0.00           50.00           50.00 
Motorcycle                   1.60           75.00           25.00            0.00 
School Bus                   0.10            0.00            0.00          100.00 
Motor Home                   1.40            7.10           85.70            7.20 
 
Travel Conditions 



                                 Residential                  Commercial 
                          Home-     Home-     Home-   
                          Work      Shop      Other   Commute  Non-Work Customer 
Urban Trip Length (miles) 11.8       4.6       6.1      11.8       5.0       5.0 
Rural Trip Length (miles) 15.0      10.0      10.0      15.0      10.0      10.0 
Trip Speeds (mph)         30.0      30.0      30.0      30.0      30.0      30.0 
% of Trips - Residential  27.3      21.2      51.5 
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Changes made to the default values for Land Use Trip Percentages 
 
The Trip Rate and/or Acreage values for Single family housing 
 have changed from the defaults 9.57/2.67 to 9.57/ 
 
Changes made to the default values for Area 
 
The landscape year changed from 2005 to 2009. 
 
Changes made to the default values for Operations 
 
The pass by trips option switch changed from on to off. 
The operational emission year changed from 2005 to 2009. 
 
 
 



Page: 6 
04/16/2007 9:47 AM 
 
 
 
               URBEMIS 2002 For Windows   8.7.0 
                
File Name:                      C:\Documents and Settings\glu\Desktop\Ticonderoga Operational.urb 
Project Name:                   Ticonderoga Project Operational Emissions 
Project Location:               San Francisco Bay Area 
On-Road Motor Vehicle Emissions Based on EMFAC2002 version 2.2 
                
                        DETAIL REPORT     
                    (Pounds/Day - Summer) 
 
AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES (Summer Pounds per Day, Unmitigated) 
    Source                         ROG       NOx        CO       SO2      PM10 
 Natural Gas                      0.01      0.10      0.04         0      0.00 
 Hearth - No summer emissions 
 Landscaping                      0.03      0.00      0.26      0.00      0.00 
 Consumer Prdcts                  0.39         -         -         -         - 
 Architectural Coatings           0.27         -         -         -         - 
 TOTALS(lbs/day,unmitigated)      0.71      0.10      0.30      0.00      0.00 
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                 UNMITIGATED OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS 
 
                                 ROG       NOx        CO       SO2      PM10 
Single family housing           0.68      0.75      7.91      0.01      0.85 
 
TOTAL EMISSIONS (lbs/day)       0.68      0.75      7.91      0.01      0.85 
 
Does not include correction for passby trips. 
Does not include double counting adjustment for internal trips. 
 
OPERATIONAL (Vehicle) EMISSION ESTIMATES 
 
Analysis Year: 2009  Temperature (F): 85   Season: Summer 
 
EMFAC Version: EMFAC2002 (9/2002) 
 
Summary of Land Uses:  
 
                                                                  No.      Total 
Unit Type                 Acreage    Trip Rate                    Units    Trips 
 
Single family housing        0.00    9.57 trips/dwelling unit      8.00    76.56 
 
                                                 Sum of Total Trips        76.56 
                                       Total Vehicle Miles Traveled       561.80 
 
Vehicle Assumptions: 
 
Fleet Mix:  
 
Vehicle Type             Percent Type    Non-Catalyst     Catalyst         Diesel 
Light Auto                  54.90            1.30           98.40            0.30 
Light Truck < 3,750   lbs   15.10            2.60           95.40            2.00 
Light Truck  3,751- 5,750   16.10            1.20           98.10            0.70 
Med Truck    5,751- 8,500    7.30            1.40           95.90            2.70 
Lite-Heavy   8,501-10,000    1.10            0.00           81.80           18.20 
Lite-Heavy  10,001-14,000    0.30            0.00           66.70           33.30 
Med-Heavy   14,001-33,000    1.00            0.00           20.00           80.00 
Heavy-Heavy 33,001-60,000    0.90            0.00           11.10           88.90 
Line Haul > 60,000    lbs    0.00            0.00            0.00          100.00 
Urban Bus                    0.20            0.00           50.00           50.00 
Motorcycle                   1.60           75.00           25.00            0.00 
School Bus                   0.10            0.00            0.00          100.00 
Motor Home                   1.40            7.10           85.70            7.20 
 
Travel Conditions 



                                 Residential                  Commercial 
                          Home-     Home-     Home-   
                          Work      Shop      Other   Commute  Non-Work Customer 
Urban Trip Length (miles) 11.8       4.6       6.1      11.8       5.0       5.0 
Rural Trip Length (miles) 15.0      10.0      10.0      15.0      10.0      10.0 
Trip Speeds (mph)         30.0      30.0      30.0      30.0      30.0      30.0 
% of Trips - Residential  27.3      21.2      51.5 
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Changes made to the default values for Land Use Trip Percentages 
 
The Trip Rate and/or Acreage values for Single family housing 
 have changed from the defaults 9.57/2.67 to 9.57/ 
 
Changes made to the default values for Area 
 
The landscape year changed from 2005 to 2009. 
 
Changes made to the default values for Operations 
 
The pass by trips option switch changed from on to off. 
The operational emission year changed from 2005 to 2009. 
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May 9, 2007 
 
Ms. Shauna Stringham 
Environmental Planner 
Impact Sciences, Inc. 
2101 Webster Street, Suite 1825 
Oakland, CA 94612  
 
 
Re: Cultural Resources Archaeological Survey Report for portions of APN 041-101-290, 

unincorporated San Mateo County, California

Dear Ms. Stringham: 

Condor Country Consulting is pleased to provide you with this letter report to report the results 
of the archaeological survey performed at the proposed lot numbers 1-8, and a small portion of 
proposed lot 9 of Assessor Parcel Number 041-101-290 located near the community of San 
Mateo, San Mateo County, California. 

Condor Country Consulting was contracted by Ms. Shauna Stringham to perform an 
archaeological survey of these proposed subdivided lots of the parcel.   

This report is intended to provide you with a compliance document that the County can use for its 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) checklist dealing with cultural resources. 

The Study Area (Figures 1 through 4) for the parcel is concurrent with the subject parcel 
boundaries.   

This letter presents the results of the archaeological survey of the Study Area.   
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
The project proponent is proposing the Highland Estates residential development project 
(proposed project). The proposed project, located in an unincorporated portion of San Mateo 
County, would subdivide an approximately 99-acre parcel, into nine lots. Eight lots (lots 1-8) 
would be developed with single family homes at a density of 2.46 units per acre and one 
approximately 84-acre lot (lot 9) would be designated for open space. As a result of the 
subdivision, one approximately 12-acre designated remainder parcel (southeastern portion of Lot 
9) would remain which would not be used for the purposes of sale, lease, or financing. No 
development is proposed for this parcel as part of this proposed project. 
 
STUDY AREA 
 
The Study Area consists of the proposed lots 1-8 of Assessor’s Parcel Number 041-101-290, along 
with a small portion of lot 9 which consists of a 75-foot fire defense zone easement behind lots 1-4 
(See Figures 5, 6 and 7). 
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This Negative Archaeological Survey Report presents the results of the archaeological survey of 
the Study Area. 
 
STUDY FINDINGS 
 
An archaeological survey of the study area was conducted on May 7, 2007.  No intact prehistoric 
or historic archaeological materials, evidence of archaeological deposits, or indications of 
prehistoric occupation were found on the surface of the Study Area.  Areas of open ground were 
subjected to intensive pedestrian survey utilizing transects spaced no more than 5 meters apart.  
The ground surface throughout and along the edge of the parcel was periodically scraped with a 
hoe and examined for evidence of cultural resources with negative results.  All rodent holes and 
the road cut along Ticonderoga Drive were closely examined for any indicators of midden soils or 
other indicators of an archaeological deposit.  The likelihood of intact sites in the Study Area 
appears low due to the steepness of the parcel. 

 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
PRESENT ENVIRONMENT 
 
The Study Area is located immediately west of the city of San Mateo, within unincorporated San 
Mateo County.  The study area is located on top of Pulgas Ridge, approximately 0.5 miles east of 
the Upper Crystal Springs Reservoir.  The area is a known as the Highlands, which was first 
developed by non-Native Americans in 1835 with the settlement by Maria de la Soledad and 
Ortega de Arguello.  The immediate Study Area has been subject to landform modification from 
the construction of the Highlands subdivision (1955-1965). 

The climate of central San Mateo County is classified as Mediterranean, with mild, wet winters, and 
hot, dry summers. Regional climate is controlled primarily by the Pacific high-pressure system over 
the eastern Pacific Ocean, although local climate is strongly influenced by topography and delta 
breezes from the Pacific Ocean and San Francisco Bay. Precipitation occurs mainly during the 
months of November through April and is generally associated with winter storm systems. Any 
rainfall that occurs during the summer is usually light and associated with isolated showers or 
thundershowers.  The early Spanish and Mexican ranching use of the area has resulted in the 
disappearance of much of the original grassland community. Grasslands persist, but the dominant 
species differ from those found in the early 1800s by Anglo-European settlers (Brown 1985:84) 

 
PALEOENVIRONMENT 
 
Central California was subjected to a series of climatic fluctuations over the past several millennia. 
Generally warm/dry episodes were interspersed with intermittent cool/moist periods (Moratto et al. 
1978). The Altithermal Period (a warm/dry episode) ended approximately 2900 years ago leading to 
changes in animal and plant populations and distributions. A subsequent climatic cooling trend was 
established for the next 1400 years which was then somewhat abruptly replaced by climatic warming 
which continues to the present. Following the introduction of livestock by Euroamericans the 
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abundant and widespread native grasslands of central California were replaced by the non-native 
species that dominate today. It is thought Purple Needlegrass, a bunchgrass found only in California, 
may have been the dominant species. 
 
FORMATION OF THE BAY (the following discussion is adapted from Morgan and Dexter 2007)  
 
At the end of the last glacial epoch, sea levels worldwide began to rise rapidly, at the rate of about 
two centimeters per year. By about 10,000 years ago the rising sea flooded in through the Golden 
Gate to form San Francisco, San Pablo, and Suisun Bays. The bays enlarged as sea levels continued 
to rise at the same rate until about 8,000 BP (Atwater et al 1976, 1977). The effects of rising sea 
levels in inundation of former dry lands must have varied widely, depending on localized slope and 
topography along the shores of the bay.  

By about 6,000 before present (BP) sea level rise had declined to a much slower rate of two 
millimeters per year. Between 6000 and 5000 years ago, this slow inundation was outstripped by 
sedimentation from bay side tributaries, and extensive mud flats and tidal marshes began to 
develop along the bay shores (Ingram 1995; Lightfoot 1997). The marshes along the edge of the 
San Francisco Bay present east of the Study Area probably formed at this time. Tidal marshes 
probably reached their maximum extent by about 2000 years ago (J. West cited in Banks & Orlin 
1984:3.2). Sea levels have continued to rise at a slower rate, and with occasional reversals, into 
modern times.  
 
The subsidence of the bayshore, if it was gradual, probably would have gone virtually unnoticed by 
local inhabitants. However, it may have resulted in gradual or even sudden ecological changes in 
the bayshore.  Bayshore subsidence may also have changed the gradient of creeks entering the bay, 
such that the waters slowed and began to deposit higher amounts of silt closer to shore.  If this 
occurred, it could have resulted in the accelerated growth of shoreline marshes and the burial of 
earlier land surfaces. This probably would have had an effect on species inhabiting this 
marine/terrestrial ecotone. 

While the rising sea levels that filled and shaped the bay are the basic framework of the natural 
setting, shorter-term climatic and ecological fluctuations also may have been significant not only to 
bay hydrology, but also to human use of the bay shore.  The Recess Peak Glacial Advance, marked 
by cooler temperatures and increased precipitation, began sometime around 2700 to 2800 years 
ago (J. West cited in Banks & Orlin 1984:3.2), and reached a peak with records amounts of annual 
rainfall between 1900 and 1500 years ago. Rainfall then declined rapidly and gave way to a warmer 
climate, which predominated between about 1500 and 900 years ago (Bryne et al. 2001). After this 
time, pulses in glaciation have continued to result in alternating epochs of warm dry climate and 
cooler moister climate into modern times. A worldwide phenomenon known as the Medieval 
Climatic Anomaly may have been expressed in the Bay Region by two prolonged periods of 
drought, between 1300 and 1100 BP and again between 800 and 650 BP (Ingram 1995). Perhaps 
most marked of recent climatic fluctuations is the so-called “Little Ice Age,” a period of prolonged 
cooler winters between 650 and 150 BP (Simons et al. 2002).  

Whether the effects of these worldwide climatic trends were felt in the Bay Region is uncertain. 
However, even climatic fluctuations on a small scale may have had significant--if short term--
effects on the Bay Region. For instance, increased rainfall during wet epochs might have induced 
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rapid erosion along rivers and creeks, with increased siltation at creek mouths on the San Francisco 
Bay.  Drought years also might have changed siltation patterns by decreasing circulation in the bay.  

 
HISTORIC LAND CHANGES 
 
The greatest land changes in the Study Area are related to early settlement by Euroamericans in the 
1800s. 
 

Agriculture and livestock were introduced to the area by 1830. The arrival 
of cattle and horses constituted one of the principal reasons for the 
disappearance of the California grasslands (Brown 1985: 88). By 1851 wild 
oats were introduced as a food source and dominated the valleys and 
foothills of the Mt. Diablo area. Today nearly 400 species have been 
introduced to the California grasslands brought inadvertently from the 
Mediterranean by Spanish explorers  (Allan et al 1997:2,5). 
 

Later developments of suburban housing and the development of the interstate have radically altered 
the landscape.  Aside from the 1955-1965 highlands subdivision, Interstate-280, and points further 
east, the immediate areas to the west of the Study Area remains largely unchanged since its 
agricultural beginnings. 
 
CULTURAL SETTING 
 
PREHISTORY   
 
Lillard, Heizer and Fenenga (1939) developed an early systematic cultural chronology for Central 
California.  The Central California Taxonomic System (CCTS), as their culture chronology came to 
be known, identified three broad divisions, or Horizons, among sites in the Sacramento Valley, 
based primarily upon analyses of burials and associated artifacts. The Early, Transitional (later 
known as Middle) and Late Horizons, were viewed as both cultural and chronological. These 
Horizons framed much of the cultural chronological thinking about archaeological sites in Central 
California for several decades.  

However, by the late 1940s, the need for refinement in this scheme as applied to the San Francisco 
Bay region was increasingly clear. Analysis of assemblages from deep well-stratified sites like ALA-
309 (the Emeryville Shellmound) offered opportunities for this kind of refinement. Notable in this 
regard is Beardsley’s typological examination of mortuary data in the Bay Region (1954).  Beardsley 
examined burial lots from a number of shellmound sites throughout the Bay Region and 
characterized each burial as to stratigraphic position, burial position and orientation, and types and 
numbers of grave associations.  Based on these analyses, Beardsley identified two distinctive 
components in assemblages from the Emeryville cone, the Ellis Landing Facies, lying in the lower 
portion of the deposit, which he associated with the Middle Horizon in the CCTS, and an upper 
component that he described as the Emeryville Facies of the CCTS early Late Horizon.  Beardsley 
noted that a third component, described as the Fernandez Facies, is weakly represented in the 
uppermost levels of the mound.  Distinctive artifacts and other identifiable traits are associated 
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with each of these Facies, such that it is possible to identify similar components, presumably 
chronologically related, among other archaeological sites in the region. 

Beardsley’s analyses were undertaken before the advent of radiocarbon assay, so he lacked the 
means of obtaining absolute dates for archaeological components.  Further, Beardsley sought to tie 
his analyses in many respects to the CCTS, the applicability of which has since been questioned. 
Nonetheless, the components Beardsley defined have stood up very well under more recent 
analyses, although discussion continues regarding the appropriate relationship between the Facies 
Beardsley defined and larger chronological and cultural units.  There has been some difficulty in 
correlating absolute dates obtained through radiocarbon assays with the relative dates tied to Facies 
linked to the CCTS. 

David Fredrickson (1973 and 1974) re-examined the CCTS and proposed a cultural classification 
scheme to address early cultures of the North Coast range. Expanding on his earlier work at such 
sites as CA-CCO-30 just south of the city of Walnut Creek, Fredrickson introduced the concept of 
“Pattern” in his 1974 article “Cultural Diversity in Early Central California: A View from the North 
Coast Range” (Fredrickson 1974). Pattern is a term for a chronological era.  Fredrickson defined 
three major cultural patterns, the Windmiller, the Berkeley, and the Augustine (West and Welch 
1996:4-5).  Windmiller Pattern refers to earlier prehistoric sites and is restricted to the eastern 
Delta, the area around the Camanche Reservoir, and adjacent areas of the lower Sacramento Valley 
from the middle of the Cosumnes River to Stockton.  Windmiller relates to the Early Horizon of 
the CCTS while the Berkeley Pattern can be equated with the Middle Horizon in the lower 
Sacramento Valley, but some early phases could relate to the early period in the San Francisco Bay 
Area.  The Augustine Pattern refers to sites occupied late in the prehistoric (West and Welch 
1996:5).  Patterns are subdivided into Periods, with the Berkeley Pattern extending from the Lower, 
through the Middle and Upper Archaic periods, and the Augustine Pattern represented by the 
Lower and Upper Emergent periods.  

An additional cultural development that should be noted is the Meganos Complex.  This cultural 
display occurs in the Berkeley and Augustine Patterns (West and Welch 1996:5).  Concerning 
Fredrickson’s work subsequent refinement by Elsasser introduced additional standardized 
terminology.  In Elsasser's analysis, Patterns are crosscut by geographic Districts (Provinces in the 
CCTS), which are geographic areas possessing a broadly similar and contiguous environment. 
Patterns also are made up of Facies, “a group of intimately related components, being defined as an 
archaeological record of human occupation at a specific locality at a specific time (Elsasser 
1978:37)”. These are sometimes referenced as “Phases”. Elsasser (1978) summarizes the 
assemblages of a number of District-specific facies within each pattern.  Bennyhoff (1986), in a 
review of Emeryville and other Bay Region data, suggests that a better understanding of Bay 
Region prehistory may lie in further refinement of these facies, and exploration of the links 
between facies in adjoining Districts. 

Scholars have debated whether the Early Horizon inhabitants of the San Francisco Bay region 
were culturally related to more interior populations or developed independently (Bickel 1981; and 
Gerow with Force 1968). The exact dynamics of cultural change and interchange between these 
two groups is still being unraveled by archaeologists.  

The earliest time that humans first set foot in the region is unknown. Evidence of the first human 
visitation or occupation in the area may lie under water. There is evidence from archaeological sites 
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in the region which point to people being in the San Francisco Bay area at least 5,000 years ago. If 
we look farther afield there is evidence from the Clear Lake area to the north of San Francisco of 
human occupation perhaps 10,000 years ago or more. Archaeological evidence in closer proximity 
to the proposed subdivision suggest human occupation from as early as 389 B.C. (Moratto 
1984:258).   

By examining and comparing the archaeological finds from sites in the Central Valley of California, 
the Monterey Coastal region and the San Francisco Bay Area itself, a few generalizations can be 
made about the people who inhabited this region. Typically sites are found in settings adjacent to 
water resources which would have placed humans in close proximity to a wide variety of plant and 
animal resources. 

These people were not farmers, nor were they highly focused on procuring a single food source 
such as acorns. Instead they were hunter-gatherers who could be thought of as “generalists”; that is 
their diet would reflect a population that collected, gathered and hunted a wide variety of foods. A 
diet rich in fish, shellfish, game such as deer, and gathered seeds would have been the norm for 
many of these people. Based on the numerous grave goods found with human burials from this 
early period (typically found in a prone position and facing west) some archaeologists have 
concluded that trade networks with other groups had already been established and ceremonialism 
was an important aspect of daily life.  Artifacts that might be found in association with a burial 
might include large projectile (spear or dart) points, fishing weights, hooks, animal bone, seed 
grinding implements, and shell beads.  

About 4,000 years ago the archaeological sites from the San Francisco Bay Area and surrounding 
regions begin to suggest a greater specialization. Sites from this period are found in a wider variety 
of environmental settings which suggests populations were focused on more specific food 
resources. The sites tend to contain an abundance of milling and grinding stones suggesting a 
greater reliance on plant resources. The chronological sequence for the Study Area begins with 
sites dating from 2,500 years ago.  Unfortunately these early sites have been buried as a result of 
extensive deposition of alluvium accompanied by a raise in sea level in the past 15,000 years 
(Moratto 1984) and are not well documented in this part of California (Ragir 1972). 

It has been suggested that the Early Middle Horizon (4500 to 2500 years ago), or now referred to 
as Windmiller, are associated with an influx of peoples from outside of California. The 
archaeological evidence suggests these Early Middle Horizon populations employed technologies 
adapted to river-wetland environments (Moratto 1984:207). Typical Windmiller sites are often 
situated in riverine, marshland and valley floors, settings that offered a variety of plants and animal 
resources. These sites often contain burials that are extended ventrally and oriented to the west. 
Burial artifacts include a variety of fishing paraphernalia (net weights, spear points and bone 
hooks), large projectile points, as well as faunal and large and small mammal remains.  

The subsequent Middle Horizon or Berkeley Pattern covers a period from 2,500 to 1,500 years ago 
in the northern California delta area. Sites from this period are more numerous and are better 
documented in the region. The sites evince an economy focused on riverine environments, but are 
more widely distributed than earlier patterns. As described by Allan et al (1997:9), sites from this 
period include deeply stratified midden deposits, containing large assemblages of milling and 
grinding stones for the processing of vegetal resources, as well as smaller and lighter projectile 
points. Further distinguishing traits from earlier patterns include artifacts such as slate pendants, 
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steatite beads, stone tubes and ear ornaments. A shift in burial patterning is also evident with 
variable directional orientation, flexed body positioning and a general reduction in mortuary goods 
(Fredrickson 1973; Moratto 1984). 

David Fredrickson (1973) has defined the late prehistoric period that ranges from 1,500 to 150 
years ago as the Augustine Pattern in the delta region. The pattern is characterized by intensive 
hunting, fishing and gathering, a focus on acorn processing, large population increases, intensified 
trade and exchange networks, more complex ceremonial and social attributes, and the practice of 
cremation in addition to flexed burials. Moratto (1984:211) adds that grave goods were often 
burned in the burial pit before interment of the body.  As pointed out by Allan et al (1997:9), 
certain artifacts also typify the pattern: bone awls for use in basketry manufacture, small notched 
and serrated projectile points, the introduction of the bow and arrow, occasional pottery, clay 
effigies, bone whistles, and stone pipes. Artifact typologies suggest a southward-moving influx of 
Wintun populations in to Sacramento Valley during the late prehistoric period. This was apparently 
not a peaceful expansion as evidence from several sites evinces mutilation of skeletons and 
Wintuan-type barbed points imbedded in human remains (Johnson et al., 1976; Moratto 1984: 212; 
Ragir 1972). 

The Meganos Complex intrudes into the Berkeley and Augustine Patterns (Fredrickson 1974:48; 
West and Welch 1996:5) in the lower San Joaquin Valley and the western Delta region.  It is 
identified as having a large number of extended burials, but without any preference as to 
orientation.  Also, its cemeteries are not associated with midden contexts (West and Welch 1996:5). 

 
ETHNOGRAPHY 
 
The study area is located within the traditional territory of the Ohlone, or Costanoan (Levy 
1978:485-49).  Evidence suggests the ancestors of the Ohlone settled in the vicinity of the Study 
Area during the Middle Horizon of California prehistory.   

The greater territory of the Ohlone stretched from Monterey Bay in the south to the vicinity of the 
Carquinez Straights in the north, and from the Pacific Ocean eastward to the Coast Range.  
Traditionally, the Ohlone were divided into tribelets, which were politically distinguished and 
exhibited cultural and linguistic variation from other tribelets within the larger Ohlone culture.  
Each tribelet was headed by a chief, which was a hereditary position that passed down the male 
lineage (Levy 1978:487). 

The study area is located close to the location of the main village of the lamšin (Las Pulgas) tribelet.  
Upon contact with the Spanish many, if not most, of the Ohlone were converted to Christianity.  
The first recorded baptism of a lamšin Ohlone was in 1777 at Mission San Francisco (Milliken 
1995:270).   

Local subsistence was comprised of animal sources and seasonally available plant sources.  Typical 
fauna hunted or collected by the Ohlone included fish, mussels, deer, rabbit, and fowl.  Some 
examples of plant resources were the all-important acorn, seeds (such as sunflower, alfilaria, clover, 
bunchgrass, wild oat and a yellow flower), roots, mushrooms, and plants used as greens (Levy 
1978:491). 
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The vast grasslands, wetlands, and tule marshes along the sloughs and braids of the creeks entering 
San Francisco Bay dominated the environment in this area.  The rich abundance of fish, waterfowl, 
tule roots, and shellfish in this region allowed for the settlement of permanent villages, and a 
sedentary settlement pattern.  Tule was used as food and to make boats (Heizer and Whipple 
1971:10, 12) and domed dwelling structures thatched with tule, but little is known of the Ohlone 
and crafts other than their know production of basketry materials (Levy 1978:492).   

 
HISTORIC PERIOD 
 
The historic period of San Mateo County can be divided into three major periods. The following 
discussion is derived from Allan, et al. (1997). 
 
 Spanish Period (in California)    1775-1822 
 Mexican Period     1822-1848 
 American Period     1848-present 
 
Euroamerican contact with the Ohlone first occurred during a series of Spanish expeditions into 
the San Francisco bay area between 1769 and 1776. Groups near the Study Area were visited by 
Anza and Font during this period on their passage through the region in 1776 (Bolton 1930: 
[3]144, [4]383-383). The Spanish-colonial presence was firmly established in Alta California in 1775 
when Captain Juan Manuel Ayala’s expedition studied the San Francisco Bay and ventured up the 
Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers in search of a suitable mission site. The first mission in the 
region, Mission Delores, was established the following year in San Francisco. By 1806 to 1810 
most of the Indians from the inner Bay Area had already been baptized and peoples who lived 
further from the missions began to experience the same events and processes that earlier caused 
the first migration to the missions.  Foremost in the list of these processes were famine and 
diseases such as measles and syphilis (Milliken 1995:172,193,218-219).   

The Mexican Period was marked by secularization as the Spanish-colonial mission system 
collapsed and their lands fell out of Mission control.  Many Costanoans (Ohlone), Patwin, Miwok 
and Yokut formed multiethnic communities around the Bay Area in an attempt to maintain some 
aspects of their traditional lifestyle.  These communities gradually shrank in size.  

By 1845 most the land holdings were in the form of large Ranchos which was the norm until the 
mid-1800s. One of these, Las Pulgas, with an area of 35,240 acres was granted to Louis Arguello 
on December 10, 1835 (California Geneology, 2002).  Deterioration of the relations between the 
United States and the Mexico resulted in the Mexican-American War of 1847, which resulted in 
Mexico relinquishing California to the United States under the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo of 
1848. 
 
The discovery of gold at Sutter’s Mill in 1848 brought an influx of people into the northern half of 
California as emigrants sought gold or jobs producing goods or services for gold miners. Land use 
changes resulted as livestock grazed some native grasses to extinction, woodlands were cut for 
lumber and railroads, and mines and agriculture developed on nearly all arable lands.  The area 
immediately surrounding the Study Area has been dominated by agriculture from the gold rush to 
the 1920s.   
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Immediatley surrounding the two study areas is the Highlands neighborhood.  The San Mateo 
Highlands Eichler subdivision, the largest contiguous Eichler development (over 700 homes), was 
built over an 11-year period from 1955 to 1965. More information on this development can be 
found at the Enter the World of Eichler Design web page (2007).  

RESULTS OF THE RECORD AND LITERATURE SEACH 
 
There are no recorded archaeological sites within the Study Area.  On behalf of Impact Sciences, 
Inc., Mr. Sean Dexter conducted an in-person record search (#06-1720) on May 4, 2007 at the 
Northwest Information Center (NWIC) of the California Historical Resources Information Center, 
located at Sonoma State University.  The record search at the NWIC included searches of 
archaeological site and historic property files, the National and California Registers of Historic 
Places, the Historic Property Data File for San Mateo County, California Historic Landmarks, and 
historic General Land Office Maps. 

No prehistoric or historic cultural resources have been recorded within the specific Study Area.   

However, the prehistoric deposit known as CA-SMA-311 is located immediately northeast of the 
proposed lot 9 of Assessor Parcel Number 041-101-290.  It is possible that the site actually extends 
onto the proposed lot 9 (but well outside of the current study area).   

Two previous archaeological studies (Hamilton 1936, and Chavez 1982) have been conducted in 
study area and/or the immediate project vicinity; all previous reports were examined.  Hamilton 
(1936) surveyed a small portion of lot 9 and recorded site CA-SMA-311.  Chavez (1982) surveyed 
lots 5-8 and the results were negative for archaeological resources.   

 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY FIELD METHODS 
 
The entire study area (proposed lots 1-8 and the fire management zone) was subject to an 
archaeological survey.  The result of the current cultural resources investigation was negative.  All 
portions of the Study Area with exposed ground surface (the entirety of the eight lots and fire 
management zone) were subject to a pedestrian survey by Mr. Sean Dexter, Principal 
Archaeologist, and Mr. Armando Cuellar, Staff Archaeologist, of Condor Country Consulting.  

Mr. Dexter and Mr. Cuellar surveyed the entire study area using linear transects 5 meters apart.  
Ground cover was limited to emergent grasses and low shrubs including poison oak, and afforded 
poor to fair visibility (approximately 30%).  Mr. Dexter stopped every 20 meters to scrape the 
ground surface with a hoe to inspect the immediate subsurface for cultural materials or evidence of 
previous human occupation.  Soil around rodent holes, and the Ticonderoga Road cut were 
examined for any evidence of color or texture change.    

 
 
RESULTS 
There were extensive scatterings of recent man-made historic materials present on all eight lots and 
fire management zone including broken bottles, landscaping debris, plastic and recycled metal 
planting pots, and beer cans.  None of the materials observed appeared to be temporally 
diagnostic, nor were any of these materials definitively over 50 years of age, although the metal 
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beer cans and planting pots (reused 2-gallon sanitary cans) probably date to the establishment of 
the Highlands subdivision between 1955-1965.  No foundations from demolished homes were 
noted on the parcel.   

The results of the survey in all sections of the Study Area were negative for archaeological 
resources.  Soil color and texture was consistent throughout the parcel, a light brown loam with 
angular pebbles, and no traces on midden were noted. 

No resources defined by CEQA as “cultural resources” were located within the study area. 
 
 
REMARKS 
 
No further archaeological work is recommended within the current Study Area.  If in the future 
the project expands to other parcels, especially lot 9, or includes unsurveyed lands then additional 
archaeological work may be necessary. 

Likewise, if buried cultural materials are encountered during ground disturbing activity associated 
with the development of this parcel, it is recommended that all work in the vicinity of the 
discovery halt until a qualified archaeologist makes an assessment of the find and follows the 
proper protocol for the specific type of cultural material. 

 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Sean D. Dexter 
Principal Archaeologist 
Condor Country Consulting 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SDD:sdd 
 
 
enclosures:   Figures 

Résumés of researchers
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FIGURE 2: PROJECT AREA MAP (portion of USGS 7.5’ San Mateo Quadrangle, 1997) 
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FIGURE 3: STUDY AREA VICINITY IN 1949  (portion of 7.5’ 1949 San Mateo Quadrangle) 
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FIGURE 4: STUDY AREA VICINITY IN 1956  (portion of USGS 7.5’ 1956 San Mateo 
Quadrangle) 
 

STUDY AREAS 



Letter Report for: Ticonderoga Project, APN 041-101-290, San Mateo County, California  
 

Page 19  Condor Country Consulting 

 
FIGURE 5: PROPOSED SITE PLAN SHOWING STUDY AREAS IN RED AND YELLOW (Impact Sciences, Inc, 2007)  
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