
COUNTY OF SAN MATEO
PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT

DATE: April 22, 2015

TO: Planning Commission

FROM: Planning Staff

SUBJECT: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: Consideration of an Initial Study/Mitigated 
Negative Declaration, a Use Permit, and a Significant Tree Permit, to 
construct a new wireless telecommunication facility for Verizon Wireless, 
including a 28-foot high broad leaf monopole and approximately 255 sq. ft. 
in total equipment lease area, where two wireless telecommunication 
facilities owned by other carriers exist at the site.  The project includes the 
removal of two significant trees and 18 small, non-significant trees, as well 
as minor grading, located at 1175 Palomar Drive in the unincorporated 
Palomar Park area of San Mateo County.

County File Number:  PLN 2005-00306 (Verizon Wireless)

PROPOSAL

James Cosgrove of NSA Wireless, Inc., an authorized representative of Verizon 
Wireless, proposes to construct a new wireless telecommunication facility for Verizon 
Wireless, including a 28-foot high broad leaf monopole and approximately 255 sq. ft. in 
total equipment lease area.  The project, which previously included three antenna 
poles (each 20 feet in height), has been revised to reduce the number of poles to one,
and to incorporate the antennas into broad-leaf tree form(s) to comply with Mitigation 
Measure 11 of the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration.  Two existing wireless 
telecommunication facilities, individually owned by Sprint and T-Mobile, exist at the 
site. The applicant proposes to remove two significant pine trees in fair condition 
(Trees #15 and #16) and, based on the recommendation of a certified arborist, 18 small, 
non-significant size trees which are in poor condition.

RECOMMENDATION

Certify the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration and approve the Use Permit and 
a Significant Tree Permit, County File Number PLN 2005-00306, by making the required 
findings and adopting the conditions of approval listed in Attachment A of the staff 
report.
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DISCUSSION

Due to its ridgeline location, the project would be visible from a portion of Edgewood 
Road that is a County-designated “scenic route”.1 Policy 4.27 (Ridgelines and Skylines)
of the General Plan discourages structures on open ridgelines and skylines, when seen 
as part of a public view and requires structures to:  (1) blend with the existing silhouette; 
(2) not break or cause gaps within the ridgeline silhouette by removing tree masses; 
and (3) relate to the ridgeline form.  The project, as previously proposed, did not blend 
into the ridgeline and forest silhouette or environment.  As discussed in the Initial Study/
Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND), the two existing facilities owned by Sprint and 
T-Mobile,  the proposed facility, and a facility proposed by AT&T under a pending 
application, would be visible from Edgewood Road and, cumulatively would result in 
construction that would significantly conflict with this policy. In compliance with 
Mitigation Measure 11 (Condition No. 25 in Attachment A of the staff report), the 
applicant has revised the project to reduce the number of new antenna poles at the site 
to one and to camouflage the antenna pole in a tree-like form that conforms to existing 
vegetation in the area.

The facility complies with applicable standards of the County’s Wireless 
Telecommunication Facilities (WTF) Regulations.  Specifically, Section 6512.2.E 
provides standards for limiting adverse visual impacts, including, but not limited to, siting 
facilities out of the public viewshed, use of existing and new vegetation, and designing 
wireless telecommunication facilities to blend in with the surrounding environment.  The 
section states that “attempts to replicate trees or other natural objects shall be used as 
a last resort.” The use of a tree-like form to camouflage the antenna pole is appropriate 
as a last resort, due to site’s visibility from a scenic route, height of the proposed cell 
towers, and the limitations of screening the facilities using newly planted vegetation.

The project complies with the required findings for the issuance of a Use Permit, per 
Section 6503 of the Zoning Regulations.  The establishment, maintenance and/or 
conducting of the use would not, under the circumstances of this particular case, be 
detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to property or improvements in the
neighborhood, as the project would, together with the existing and proposed facilities at 
the site, comply with Federal Communications Commission (FCC) guidelines limiting 
public exposure to radio frequency (RF) energy and would not be accessible to the 
general public.  Also, the proposed telecommunications facility is necessary for the 
public health, safety, convenience or welfare of the community, as the project would 
benefit the community by providing improved coverage by bridging existing services 
areas currently separated by a service gap, and would support the County’s E-911
system.

In Design Review (DR) Districts, the County’s Significant Tree Regulations define 
significant trees as any tree that is 6” or more in diameter.  The applicant proposes to 
remove two significant Monterey pine trees (Trees #15 and #16) which overhang the 
proposed equipment pad and are located within the proposed 5-foot access and utility 

1 Edgewood Road is a County-designated “scenic route” from Alameda de las Pulgas to Canada Road.
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route.  Staff finds that the tree removal proposal meets the required criteria for permit 
approval, specifically Chapter 28.1 (Design Review District) of the San Mateo County 
Zoning Regulations, which allows for the removal of trees that are too closely located to 
existing or proposed structures, and calls for the replacement of each lost tree with up 
to three (3) 5-gallon size trees.  The subject trees overhang the proposed equipment 
pad and are located within the proposed 5-foot access and utility route.  Per Mitigation 
Measure 4 (Condition No. 18), the two removed significant trees would be replaced at
a ratio of 3:1 using a minimum of 5-gallon size stock.  Previously, the applicant also 
proposed to remove two hazardous significant pine trees (Trees #9 and #10).  These 
trees are located along the right shared property line, where the neighbor (who owns 
one tree solely and has shared ownership of the other) has not provided authorization 
for the removal of the trees and, therefore, the trees are not authorized for removal.

An IS/MND was issued in conformance with California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) Guidelines and found that, when implemented, the project, as proposed and 
mitigated, would ensure that impacts are not significant.  During the comment period, 
staff received several comment letters.  Commenters expressed concern with the level 
of completeness of the pending AT&T application included in the cumulative analysis, 
whether trees should be replaced with fewer larger trees instead of numerous small 
trees to protect existing trees, and that the County should collect a $10,000.00 surety 
deposit, among other concerns.  Planning staff balanced Verizon’s desire for timely 
case processing with the need to prepare a IS/MND which studies cumulative impacts 
of the pending AT&T project and determined that there is an adequate level of detail for 
such analysis.2 Condition No. 18 of Attachment A of the staff report requires an arborist 
to determine the appropriate size of replacement trees, requires an additional $2,000.00
surety deposit for the maintenance of existing trees in addition to the $4,000.00 surety 
deposit required for the maintenance of newly planted trees, and requires the applicant 
to submit maintenance reports to the Current Planning Section for five (5) years.

CL:pac - CMLZ0225_WPU.DOCX

2 Staff determined that there was not adequate detail and case activity to include Metro PCS in the 
IS/MND, as current plans were received in 2007 (prior to adoption of the Wireless Telecommunication 
Facilities Ordinance), there has been little subsequent case activity, Metro PCS was acquired by T-Mobile 
in Spring 2013, and there is an existing T-Mobile facility already at this location. Should the application 
become active, project impacts, if not already evaluated in the IS/MND, it would need to be analyzed and 
the project reviewed for compliance with the Wireless Telecommunication Facilities Ordinance.



COUNTY OF SAN MATEO
PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT

DATE: April 22, 2015

TO: Planning Commission

FROM: Planning Staff

SUBJECT: Consideration of an Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration, pursuant 
to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a Use Permit, 
pursuant to Section 6510 of the San Mateo County Zoning Regulations, 
and a Significant Tree Permit, pursuant to Section 12,020 of the San 
Mateo County Ordinance Code, to construct a new wireless telecom-
munication facility for Verizon Wireless, including a 28-foot high broad leaf 
monopole and approximately 255 sq. ft. in total equipment lease area,
where two wireless telecommunication facilities owned by other carriers 
exist at the site.  The project includes the removal of two significant trees 
and 18 small, non-significant trees, as well as minor grading, located at 
1175 Palomar Drive in the unincorporated Palomar Park area of San 
Mateo County.

County File Number:  PLN 2005-00306 (Verizon Wireless)

PROPOSAL

James Cosgrove of NSA Wireless, Inc., an authorized representative of Verizon 
Wireless, proposes to construct a new wireless telecommunication facility, including a
28-foot high broad leaf monopole and approximately 255 sq. ft. in total equipment lease 
area, where wireless telecommunication facilities owned by Sprint and T-Mobile exist at 
the site.  The monopole would be located adjacent to the equipment lease area located 
at the rear of the property. As proposed, the lease area involves a concrete pad that 
will be enclosed within a new 8-foot high wood fence.  The project involves the removal 
of two significant pine trees in fair condition (Trees #15 and #16) and, based on the 
recommendation of a certified arborist, removal of 18 small, non-significant trees which 
are in poor condition, as well as minor grading.  The project, which previously included 
three antenna poles (each 20 feet in height), has been revised to reduce the number of 
poles to one, and to incorporate antenna into broad-leaf tree form(s) to comply with
Mitigation Measure 11 of the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration.

RECOMMENDATION

Certify the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration and approve the Use Permit and 
a Significant Tree Permit, County File Number PLN 2005-00306, by making the required 
findings and adopting the conditions of approval listed in Attachment A.
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BACKGROUND

Report Prepared By:  Camille Leung, Project Planner, 650/363-1826

Applicant:  James Cosgrove, NSA Wireless, Inc., an authorized representative of 
Verizon

Owner:  Ethel Brooks and Curtis Brooks

Location:  1175 Palomar Drive, unincorporated Palomar Park area of San Mateo County

APN:  051-416-040 (25,155 sq. ft.)

Sphere-of-Influence:  City of San Carlos

Existing Zoning:  R-1/S-101/DR (Single-family Residence/20,000 sq. ft. minimum lot 
size/Design Review)

General Plan Designation:  Low Density Residential (0.3-2.3 dwelling units per acre)

Existing Land Use:  Single-family residential use, with Sprint and T-Mobile facilities 
located at the rear of the parcel.

Flood Zone:  Flood Zone X (Area of minimal flood hazard), FEMA Panel No. 
06081C0282E, effective October 16, 2012.

Environmental Evaluation:  Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) 
issued with a public review period of January 21, 2014 to February 10, 2014.  A 
discussion is included in Section B of this report, below.

Setting:  The parcel has a slope of approximately 10% and is located on a ridgeline.  
The parcel is improved with a single-family residence and existing Sprint and T-Mobile 
wireless telecommunications facilities, which are located in the rear yard along the 
ridgeline. The northwest portion of the rear yard contains the a portion of the Sprint 
facility (a 13-foot, 6-inch high antenna pole within a 16 sq. ft. lease area and a 
270 sq. ft. equipment enclosure) and a T-Mobile facility (a 15-foot high antenna pole 
located within a 211 sq. ft. equipment enclosure area).  The southwest portion of the 
rear yard contains a second Sprint antenna pole (13 feet, 6 inches in height) within a 
16 sq. ft. lease area. The rear yard contains several trees, shrubs and various 
landscaping.

Chronology:

Date Action

July 29, 2005 - Application is received by Current Planning staff.
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December 7, 2006 - Zoning Hearing Officer public hearing.  Item was continued 
based on the Zoning Hearing Officer’s request for information 
regarding radio frequency (RF) exposure, among other 
information.

December 9, 2008 - Board of Supervisors adopts the Wireless Telecommunication 
Facilities Ordinance (Effective date: January 9, 2009).

December 2009 - Application placed on hold due to a lawsuit involving the 
existing Sprint facility (PLN 2000-00497) at the project site.

2010 – 2012 - Applicant revises proposal to comply with the requirements of 
the Wireless Telecommunication Facilities Regulations.

April 12, 2012 - In a letter dated April 12, 2012, the County determines that 
the pending application does not meet the criteria for a CEQA 
exemption and requires the preparation of an Initial Study, 
per CEQA Section 15063, to study the potential for significant 
cumulative impact(s) of existing and proposed projects 
(Attachment F). Potential significant cumulative impact(s) 
may include, but are not limited to, radio frequency emissions 
and visual impacts.  The letter states that after the completion 
of an Initial Study, the County will require the preparation of a 
Negative Declaration or an Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR).

February 27, 2013 - Project Planner meets with Alicia Torre (Property owner of 
1354 Pebble Drive, San Carlos) and Sally Einspahr (Property 
owner of 1165 Palomar Drive) to review their concerns, 
including potential project-related view impacts from their 
properties.

November 1, 2013 - Application is deemed complete.

January 21, 2014 - IS/MND are made publicly available and the 20-day public 
review period commences.  The IS/MND analyzes the 
potential environmental impacts of the construction of the 
subject project, as well as a proposed AT&T wireless 
telecommunication facility (PLN 2010-00274).

Comments from interested members of the public are 
received by staff, as discussed in Section B of this report.  
Specifically, Alicia Torre and Johnathan Nimer at 
1354 Pebble Drive, state that the trees are located on their 
property and they do not authorize the removal of the trees.

February 10, 2014 - IS/MND public review period ends.  Comment letter received 
from the public.
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October 2014 - Verizon changes the project applicant from Charnel James to 
James Cosgrove, both of NSA Wireless.

February 9, 2015 - Applicant submits revised plans. Mr. Cosgrove submits a 
modified project design to comply with Mitigation Measure 11 
requiring camouflaging of the proposed antenna poles within 
tree-like forms.

February 25, 2015 - Planning staff refers the revised plans to Cal-Fire, the 
County’s Environmental Health Division, and the Palomar 
Property Owner’s Association for their review. Cal-Fire and 
the Environmental Health Division provide preliminary review 
and approval.

April 22, 2015 - Planning Commission meeting.

DISCUSSION

A. KEY ISSUES

1. Conformance with the General Plan

The County’s General Plan designates the property for Low Density 
Residential (0.3 – 2.3 dwelling units/net acre) land uses.  The project, as 
proposed and conditioned, conforms to all applicable General Plan policies, 
with specific discussion of the following policies:

Chapter 4 - Visual Quality

Policy 4.20 (Utility Structures) requires minimizing adverse visual impacts 
generated by utility structures.  As discussed in the Initial Study/Mitigated 
Negative Declaration (IS/MND) in Attachment F, the project, which formerly 
included three additional antenna poles (each 20 feet in height), would be 
visible from residential areas, public lands, and roads, and may result in a 
significant adverse effect on views from those viewing locations.  The 
project site is located on a ridgeline in a forested area containing 
23 significant trees (trees that are 6-inches or more in diameter) and 
21 smaller trees.  The proposed antenna pole which is camouflaged in a 
tree-like form that conforms to existing vegetation in the area would conform 
the project to the ridgeline environment and would reduce the project’s 
significant adverse effect on views from residential areas, public lands, and 
roads.  The applicant also proposes to remove 18 small trees (including 
17 dead, one damaged), based on the recommendation of the arborist 
report (included as Attachment E of Attachment F).  The applicant also 
proposes to remove two significant pine trees in fair condition and protect 



5

the remaining trees.1 Proposed tree removals would increase the visibility 
of the project from residential areas, public lands, and roads.  Condition 
Nos. 15 through 25 (Mitigation Measures 2 through 5) in Attachment A 
require the replacement of trees removed and the implementation of 
protection and maintenance measures for new and retained trees.  As 
proposed and conditioned, the project would minimize adverse visual 
impacts generated by the proposed utility structures.

Policy 4.21 (Scenic Corridors) calls for the County to protect and enhance 
the visual quality of scenic corridors by managing the location and appear-
ance of structural development.  As shown in project visual simulations 
(Attachment H), due to its ridgeline location, the project would be visible 
from a portion of Edgewood Road that is a County-designated “scenic 
route”.2 The project, which previously included three antenna poles (each 
20 feet in height), has been revised to reduce the number of poles to one 
28-foot high pole and to comply with Mitigation Measure 11 of the IS/MND
requiring poles to be camouflaged within broad-leaf tree form(s).

Policy 4.27 (Ridgelines and Skylines) defines public view as a range of 
vision from a public road or other public facility.  The policy discourages 
structures on open ridgelines and skylines, when seen as part of a public 
view, in order to preserve visual integrity.  Structures on open ridgelines and 
skylines are only allowed as part of a public view when no alternative 
building site exists.  The policy requires structures on ridgelines in forested 
areas, which are part of a public view to:  (1) blend with the existing 
silhouette; (2) not break or cause gaps within the ridgeline silhouette by 
removing tree masses; and (3) relate to the ridgeline form.  The applicant 
has provided a feasibility analysis of alternate project sites included in 
Attachment I, which were determined to be infeasible.  The project, as
previously proposed, did not blend into the ridgeline and forest silhouette or
environment.  As discussed in Section 10.b of the IS/MND, the two existing 
facilities owned by Sprint and T-Mobile, the proposed facility, and facilities 
proposed by AT&T under a pending application, would be visible from 
Edgewood Road and cumulatively would result in construction that would 
significantly conflict with this policy.  In compliance with Mitigation Measure 
11 (Condition No. 25 in Attachment A), the applicant has revised the project 
to reduce the number of new antenna poles at the site to one and to 
camouflage the antenna pole in a tree-like form that conforms to existing 
vegetation in the area.3 The IS/MND determined that the construction of up
to three new poles that are camouflaged in tree-like forms would blend with 

1 Previously, the applicant also proposed to remove two hazardous significant pine trees (Trees #9 and 
#10) located along a shared property line.  However, the removal of these trees were not authorized by 
the adjoining property owner and will be retained.
2Edgewood Road is a County-designated “scenic route” from Alameda de las Pulgas to Canada Road.
3 The Wireless Telecommunication Facilities Regulations allow for facilities to replicate trees as a last 
resort.  In this instance, the use of tree-like forms to camouflage antenna poles is appropriate as a last 
resort, due to the large number of poles (eight poles) that would exist at the property should the subject 
project, as proposed, and the pending AT&T project, be approved.
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the existing ridgeline silhouette and forested environment and would 
mitigate conflict with this policy, such that impacts would be considered less 
than significant.  Staff suggests that there be no more than three of these 
poles at the project site, as the construction of more than three of these 
tree-like structures could reduce their camouflaging effect and cause the 
structures to stand out from real trees at the property, increasing visual 
impacts to ridgeline views from Edgewood Road.4

Policy 4.47 (Topography and Vegetation) calls for project proponents to 
design structures which conform to the natural topography and blend rather 
than conflict with the natural vegetation.  As proposed, project construction 
would blend with the existing ridgeline silhouette and forested environment.  
The applicant has selected a broad-leaf tree pole, which conforms to 
existing vegetation in the area.  While the project involves the removal of 
two significant pine trees and 18 small, non-significant trees, Condition 
No. 18 requires the applicant to replace the significant trees with indigenous 
trees at a ratio of 3:1 using a minimum of 5-gallon size stock, unless 
directed by an arborist to plant a fewer number of larger replacement trees 
to minimize potential harm to existing trees with the size and number of 
replacement trees as recommended by the arborist. The condition also
requires a surety deposit of $4,000.00 for the planting and care of new
trees, where maintenance is required for five (5) years, as well as $2,000.00
for the care of existing trees.

Policy 4.48 (Scale) calls for the project proponent to design structures which 
are compatible in size and scale with their building site and surrounding 
environment, including adjacent man-made or natural features.  Policy 4.52 
(Height) calls for the County to limit the height of structures or appurte-
nances in forested areas, so as not to exceed the height of the forest 
canopy.  The height of the broad-leaf tree poles would be 28 feet in height
and in character with existing trees at the site.

Policy 4.53 (Accessory Structures) calls for project proponents to design 
accessory structures to be, where feasible, located in the immediate vicinity 
of main structures.  The siting of antenna poles is largely based on service 
considerations.  As shown in Attachment C, the proposed equipment area is 
clustered with existing equipment areas owned by Sprint and T-Mobile.

2. Conformance with Zoning Regulations

The project site is located within the R-1/S-101/DR (Single-family 
Residence/20,000 sq. ft. minimum lot size/Design Review) Zoning District.  
While the proposed facility is primarily regulated by the County’s Wireless 
Telecommunication Facilities (WTF) Regulations, Section 6512.2(H) of the 

4 AT&T (PLN 2010-00274), in a separate application which is still incomplete, has also revised its 
proposal from two antenna poles (each 15 feet in height) to include one broad leaf monopole.
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WTF Regulations requires facilities to comply with all requirements of the 
underlying zoning district.

a. One Family Residential District (R-1) Zoning District

Chapter 24.5 of the Zoning Regulations (Wireless Telecommunication 
Facilities) establishes such facilities as a permitted use in residential 
districts, subject to the issuance of a use permit and project 
compliance with standards as listed in the regulation.

b. S-101 Combining District (Palomar Park)

The project complies with standards of the S-101 Combining District 
as shown in the table below:

Table 1
Project Compliance with S-101 Combining District Standards

S-101 Combining
District Standards

Project Project
Complies?

Maximum Height 28 feet 28 feet Yes
Minimum Setbacks

Left Side 10 feet 42 feet Yes
Right Side 10 feet 45 feet Yes

Rear 20 feet 20 feet Yes
Maximum Lot Coverage
(Lot Size = 25,155)

25% (6,288.75 sq. ft.) 3,205 sq. ft. Yes

House (includes three-car 
garage)

+2930 sq. ft.

Total Poles and Equipment +275 sq. ft.
(E) Sprint +30 sq. ft.

(E) T-Mobile +45 sq. ft.
(P) Verizon +200 sq. ft.

Maximum Floor Area Ratio N/A N/A N/A
Notes:  1) Only structures over 18” in height or more above the ground are included in lot coverage 
calculations.  2) Maximum Floor Area includes enclosed areas and areas covered by a waterproof 
roof which extends four (4) or more feet from exterior walls.  No such areas are included in the 
proposal. 

As shown in Table 1, the project complies with all applicable standards 
of the S-101 Combining District.

c. Design Review (DR) Zoning District

The project is subject to Section 6565.16 (Standards for Design in 
Palomar Park).  While many of the standards apply to residential 
buildings, standards requiring minimization of tree removal and 
minimize alteration of the natural topography are applicable to this 
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project.  Tree removals associated with the project are presented in 
Table 2 below:

Table 2
Trees to be Removed and Replaced at 1175 Palomar Drive

(Revised from the table provided in the IS/MND)

Carrier
Significant Trees
(6” dbh or larger)

Non-Significant Trees
(less than 6” dbh)

Required Number of 
Replacement Trees

(3:1 for significant and
1:1 for non-significant 

trees)
Verizon 2* 18 24
* Note: While four (4) significant trees are proposed for removal, the applicant must retain 
two (2) Monterey pine trees located on a shared property line.  Tree removals associated 
with the pending AT&T proposal (PLN 2010-00274) are unknown at this time.
Sources:  Design Review District Regulations; Arborist Report for Verizon; AT&T Proposal.

The project involves the removal of two (2) significant trees and, 
based on the recommendation of an arborist, the removal of 18 small, 
non-significant trees. Condition No. 18 requires the applicant to 
replace the significant trees at with indigenous tree a ratio of 3:1 using 
a minimum of 5-gallon size stock, unless directed by an arborist to 
plant a fewer number of larger replacement trees to minimize potential 
harm to existing trees with the size and number of replacement trees 
as recommended by the arborist. The project would result in minor 
land disturbance and grading associated with the installation of 
antenna poles and the construction of equipment pads for the lease 
areas associated with the new facility. The antenna pole will be 
camouflaged in a tree-like form and equipment areas will be screened 
within a wood fence enclosure.  Condition No. 5 requires the wooden 
fence to be stained a medium/dark brown or dark green to blend in 
with the forested environment.

3. Compliance with Wireless Telecommunication Regulations

The application is subject to the requirements of the County’s Wireless 
Telecommunication Facilities (WTF) Regulations.  Per Section 6511 
(Definitions) of the WTF Regulations, “co-location” means the placement or 
installation of wireless telecommunication facilities, including antennas and 
related equipment on, or immediately adjacent to, an existing wireless 
telecommunication facility.  The facility is proposed at a property with two
existing facilities (Sprint and T-Mobile), where facility equipment would 
adjoin existing equipment at the site.  Therefore, the project is considered a 
co-location facility.

Section 6513 (Permit Requirements and Standards for Co-Location 
Facilities) of the WTF Regulations establishes that applications for 
co-location will be subject to the standards and procedures outlined for 



9

new wireless telecommunication facilities (Section 6512 through 6512.6), if 
any of the following apply:

a. No use permit was issued for the original wireless telecommunication 
facility:  Both of the existing Sprint (PLN 2000-00497) and T-Mobile 
(PLN 2001-00801) facilities have been issued use permits.

b. The use permit for the original wireless telecommunication facility did 
not allow for future co-location facilities or the extent of site 
improvements involved with the co-location project:  The use 
permits approved for Sprint and T-Mobile did not allow for any future 
co-location facilities nor the extent of site improvements involved with 
this project.

c. No Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was certified, or no Negative 
Declaration or Mitigated Negative Declaration was adopted for the 
location of the original wireless telecommunication facility that 
addressed the environmental impacts of future co-location of facilities:
No EIR or Negative Declaration or Mitigated Negative Declaration was 
adopted for the original facilities that addressed future co-location.  A 
Negative Declaration is currently proposed for adoption.

As two of the three factors apply to the project, the co-location facility is 
subject to the standards and procedures outlined for new wireless 
telecommunication facilities.

a. Development and Design Standards for New Facilities

(1) Section 6512.2.A prohibits new wireless telecommunication 
facilities in a sensitive habitat, as defined by Policy 1.8 of 
the General Plan (Definition of Sensitive Habitats), for 
facilities proposed outside of the Coastal Zone.

As discussed in the IS/MND (Attachment F), Planning staff 
performed a search of the California Natural Diversity Database 
(CNDDB) for special-status plants and wildlife species in the 
area.  No special-status plants and wildlife species exist in the 
project vicinity.  In addition, the property has been occupied by 
residential uses since 1968, where the area to be disturbed is 
within the backyard of the subject property.  The project site is 
not located near any water body.  Therefore, the site does not 
contain nor is it adjacent to a sensitive habitat.

(2) Section 6512.2.B prohibits such facilities to be located in 
Residential (R) Zoning Districts, unless the applicant 
demonstrates, by a preponderance of evidence, that a
review has been conducted of other options, and no other 
sites or combination of sites allows for feasible service or 
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adequate capacity and coverage.  This review shall include, 
but is not limited to, identification of alternative site(s) 
within 2.5 miles of the proposed facility.

The site is located in the R-1/S-101 Combining District.  On 
February 18, 2015, the applicant provided a feasibility analysis 
for alternative sites listed in the Palomar Property Owners’ 
presentation to the Board of Supervisors, dated December 1,
20105:  (1) Water Tower 1 in Pulgas Ridge Park; (2) Water 
Tower 2 above Cordilleras Mental Health Center; (3) Water 
Tower 3 at 602 Glenloch Way; and (4) San Francisco Water 
District Pumping Station at Edgewood Road and Crestview 
Drive (Attachment I).  The applicant has deemed these sites to 
be infeasible as they do not meet project coverage goals.

In a phone conversation with Planning staff on April 15, 2015, 
the applicant has also explained that the location of smaller 
facilities on utility poles within road rights-of-ways may not 
necessarily result in reduced impacts to residences as utility 
poles may be located in front of or across the street from 
residential properties. Also, the construction of facilities on 
multiple properties to achieve equivalent coverage would require 
additional cost and time for the applicant and may not result in
reduced impact to residences.

(3) Section 6512.2.C prohibits a new facility where co-location 
on an existing facility would provide equivalent coverage 
with less environmental impact.

As discussed above, the proposed facility adjoins two existing 
facilities (Sprint and T-Mobile) at the project site and is 
considered to be a co-location facility.

(4) Section 6512.2.D states that, except where aesthetically 
inappropriate, new facilities shall be constructed to 
accommodate co-location and must be made available for 
co-location unless technologically infeasible.

The project site could feasibly accommodate additional 
facilities which could adjoin existing and proposed facilities.  
As shown in plans included as Attachment C, in a pending 
application that is considered incomplete, AT&T proposes one 
additional broad leaf monopole at the property.  Mitigation 
Measure 11 (Condition No. 25 in Attachment A) limits the 
number of new antenna poles to no more than a total of three
poles at this site, where the proposed facility involves one new

5 Presentation was made in relation to the Sprint Use Permit Renewal.
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pole and new poles for pending applications would be 
constructed on a first-come, first-served basis.

(5) Section 6512.2.E states that adverse visual impacts should 
be limited through:  (1) siting out of the public viewshed, (2) 
use of existing and new vegetation, (3) constructing towers 
no taller than necessary to provide adequate coverage and 
minimizing and mitigating visual impacts through land-
scaping, painting all equipment to blend with existing 
landscape colors, and designing wireless telecommunica-
tion facilities to blend in with the surrounding environment.  
Attempts to replicate trees or other natural objects shall be 
used as a last resort.  Landscaping shall be maintained by 
the property or facility owner and/or operator.

In compliance with Mitigation Measure 11 (Condition No. 25 in 
Attachment A), the applicant has reduced the number of new 
antenna poles for Verizon from three to one broad leaf 
monopole.  The antenna pole would blend with the existing 
ridgeline silhouette and forested environment, and minimize 
impacts to public views.  In this instance, the use of a tree-like 
form to camouflage the antenna pole is appropriate as a last 
resort, due to the site’s visibility from a scenic route, height of 
the proposed cell towers, and the limitations of screening the 
facilities using newly planted vegetation..  Condition No. 18
requires the applicant to maintain existing landscaping and 
replace removed trees, requiring a total surety deposit of 
$6,000.00 to ensure compliance with these requirements.

(6) Section 6512.2.F requires paint color to be used to minimize 
visual impact of the facility and to blend with the 
surrounding environment.

As mitigated, the project would involve the construction of one
new pole that is camouflaged in a green tree-like form and would 
blend with the existing ridgeline silhouette and forested 
environment. Condition No. 10 requires the applicant to 
maintain the color and design of the tree-like form for the life of 
the project.

(7) Section 6512.2.G requires facilities to be constructed of 
non-reflective materials.

As discussed in the IS/MND, while no new light sources are 
proposed, antennas and associated equipment would be made 
of metal and could potentially provide new sources of glare if 
materials are reflective.  Mitigation Measure 1 (Condition No. 15)
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requires reflective surfaces to be screened or painted such that 
surfaces would not be reflective.

(8) Section 6512.2.H requires the facility to comply with all the 
requirements of the underlying zoning district(s), including, 
but not limited to, setbacks.

As discussed in Section A.2, above, the project would comply 
with the requirements of the underlying zoning district.

(9) Section 6512.2.I prohibits in any Residential (R) District 
monopoles or antennas that exceed the maximum height for 
structures allowed in that district.

The project complies with the maximum height limit of the 
R-1/S-101 Zoning Regulations, which sets a height limit of 
28 feet where the antenna pole would be 28 feet in height.

(10) Section 6512.2.J permits in any Residential (R) District, 
accessory buildings in support of such facilities to be 
constructed, provided that they comply with the County’s 
Detached Accessory Building Regulations, except that 
building coverage and floor area maximums shall apply to 
buildings in aggregate, rather than individually, and, if an 
accessory building in support of such facility is constructed 
on a parcel, no other accessory buildings not used in 
support of such facilities shall be constructed until support 
buildings are removed.

The County’s Detached Accessory Building Regulations set a
maximum lot coverage of 30% of the rear yard area and a floor 
area limit of 1,000 sq. ft. for an accessory building.  As shown in 
Table 1 above, the total lot coverage area consumed by build-
ings used in support of existing and proposed facilities total 
approximately 275 sq. ft.6 This amount is much less than 30% 
of the rear yard area and 1,000 sq. ft.  There are no accessory 
structures not used in support of such facilities at the property.

(11) Section 6512.2.K permits in any Residential (R) District, 
ground-mounted towers, spires and associated structures 
provided that they shall not cover more than 15% in area of 
the lot nor an area greater than 1,600 sq. ft.  Buildings, 
shelters, and cabinets shall be grouped. Towers, spires, 
and poles shall also be grouped, to the extent feasible for 
the technology.

6 Planning staff notes that only structures that are 18” or greater in height from the ground are counted 
toward lot coverage and that this calculation excludes areas within lease areas that do not contain 
equipment, as well as the areas covered by fences and gates.
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The lot coverage of Verizon proposed structures is approxi-
mately 200 sq. ft., where existing structures and project-related 
structures equal less than a total of 300 sq. ft., covering less 
than 2% of the 25,155 sq. ft. project site.7 The proposed 
equipment area is group with equipment areas for existing 
facilities.  The proposed antenna pole is adjacent to and 
grouped with the proposed equipment area.  As mitigated, the 
antenna pole will be camouflaged in a tree-like form and would 
blend in with the forest environment.

(12) Section 6512.2.L prohibits the installation of diesel 
generators as an emergency power source unless the use 
of electricity, natural gas, solar, wind or other renewable 
energy sources are not feasible.

While an emergency generator receptacle (location for 
plugging in a mobile generator brought in from off-site should 
an emergency occur) is proposed in the right side yard, the 
applicant does not propose to install any generators.

b. Performance Standards for New Wireless Telecommunication 
Facilities

As proposed and conditioned, the facility meets the required 
performance standards of Section 6512.3 for new wireless telecom-
munication facilities regarding lighting, licensing, provision of a
permanent power source, timely removal of the facility, visual resource 
protection, erosion control, and availability of the facility for County 
public safety communication use.  Condition No. 9 requires proper 
Federal Communications Commission (FCC) licenses to be main-
tained.  Condition Nos. 8 and 10 require maintenance and/or removal 
of the facility when necessary.  Condition No. 13 requires the property 
owner to make the facility available for County public safety 
communication use, subject to reasonable terms and conditions.  
Power for the facility exists on-site and the visual impacts of the 
project are adequately mitigated.  No lighting is proposed and only 
minor grading is necessary for project implementation.

In addition to meeting the aforementioned standards, the application 
meets all other standards found in the Wireless Telecommunication 
Facilities Regulations, and addresses all submission requirements 
raised within the regulation.

7 Planning staff notes that only structures that are 18” or greater in height from the ground are counted 
toward lot coverage and that this calculation excludes areas within lease areas that do not contain 
equipment, as well as the areas covered by fences and gates.
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4. Compliance with Use Permit Findings

For the use permit to be approved by the Planning Commission, the 
following findings must be made:

a. That the establishment, maintenance and/or conducting of the 
use will not, under the circumstances of this particular case, be 
detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to property or 
improvements in said neighborhood.

New cellular communications facilities, such as the proposed 
project, require the submittal and review of radio frequency (RF) 
reports to ensure that the RF emissions from the proposed antennas 
do not exceed the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) 
public exposure limits.  As discussed in the IS/MND and in
Attachment C of the IS/MND, Hammet & Edison, Inc., Consulting 
Engineers, conducted an evaluation of the proposed project for 
compliance with applicable guidelines limiting human exposure to RF 
electromagnetic fields, with the results described in a letter dated 
January 28, 2013.  The evaluation includes the proposed Verizon 
wireless telecommunications facility, existing facilities at the site, 
and proposed facilities for AT&T and Metro PCS.8 In the letter, 
Mr. Hammett states that the proposed operation will, together with 
the existing and proposed base stations at the site, comply with 
FCC guidelines limiting public exposure to RF energy.  Specifically, 
Mr. Hammett states that the Verizon antennas, due to their mounting 
location, would not be accessible to the general public, and therefore, 
no mitigation measures are necessary to comply with the FCC public 
exposure guidelines.  In a letter dated February 4, 2015, included as 
Attachment G, Andrea Bright, P.E., of William Hammett of Hammet & 
Edison, Inc., Consulting Engineers, evaluates the current proposal 
(revised to comply with Mitigation Measure 11), making the same
findings as described in the January 28, 2013 letter.

Also, as discussed in the IS/MND, routine maintenance of the 
otherwise non-staffed facility does not generate significant traffic.  
Based on the IS/MND, staff has determined that the project, as 
proposed and conditioned, will not have a negative environmental, 
health or visual impact on persons or property in the vicinity.

b. That this telecommunications facility is necessary for the public 
health, safety, convenience or welfare of the community.

8 While Metro PCS has a pending application for a new facility at this site, in Spring 2013, Metro PCS 
merged with T-Mobile to form “T-Mobile US.”  As a T-Mobile facility already exists at this site and due to 
inactivity of the Metro PCS application, it is assumed that the Metro PCS project is no longer needed.
Should the application become active, project impacts, if not already evaluated in the IS/MND, would 
need to be analyzed and the project reviewed for compliance with the Wireless Telecommunication 
Facilities Ordinance.
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The proposed facility will provide cellular service to the area, including 
traditional wireless service such as wireless digital telephone service 
and new services not available under some traditional analog cellular 
systems, such as wireless internet connections.  The facility would 
benefit the community by providing improved coverage by bridging 
existing services areas currently separated by a service gap, and 
would support the County’s E-911.  Staff has reviewed the project file, 
referred the project to the reviewing agencies as listed in the staff 
report, conducted a site inspection, and finds that the project complies 
with the required findings for approval of a use permit.

5. Compliance with the Significant Tree Regulations

In Design Review (DR) Districts, the County’s Significant Tree Regulations 
define significant trees as any tree that is 6” or more in diameter.  As 
discussed in Section 4.e of the IS/MND, the applicant proposes to remove 
two significant Monterey pine trees (Trees #15 and #16) which overhang 
the proposed equipment pad and are located within the proposed 5-foot
access and utility route.  Staff finds that the tree removal proposal meets 
the required criteria for permit approval, specifically Chapter 28.1 
(Design Review District) of the San Mateo County Zoning Regulations.
Section 6565.21 of this chapter allows for the removal of trees that are too 
closely located to existing or proposed structures and calls for the
replacement of each lost tree with up to three (3) 5-gallon size trees.  The 
tree removal proposal is necessary for the construction and maintenance of 
and access to the proposed wireless telecommunications facility and 
associated equipment. Per Mitigation Measure 4 (Condition No. 18), the 
two removed significant trees would be replaced at a ratio of 3:1 using a 
minimum of 5-gallon size stock.

The applicant also proposes to remove 18 small, non-significant trees which 
are in poor condition, based on the recommendation of the project arborist, 
David L. Babby (Registered Consulting Arborist #399).  These trees were 
planted as screening trees for the existing wireless facilities but suffered due 
to the lack of proper irrigation and deer damage.  The removal of these 
trees do not require a Significant Tree Removal Permit, but, as they are 
required for screening of existing facilities, must be replaced at a 1:1 ratio 
per Condition No. 18. The condition also allows for a fewer number of 
larger replacement trees to be used, under recommendation by an arborist, 
in lieu of the ratio-based requirement.

Previously, the applicant also proposed to remove two hazardous significant 
pine trees (Trees #9 and #10).  These trees are located along the right 
shared property line, where the neighbor (who owns one tree solely and 
has shared ownership of the other) has not provided authorization for 
the removal of the trees. Because a County-issued Tree Removal 
Permit requires the concurrence of the affected property owner, and the 
property-line tree is the joint property of the adjacent owner landowners, the 
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County cannot authorize removal of these two trees over the objection of 
one co-owner.  Thus, none of the permits recommended for approval by the 
Planning Commission will authorize the removal of these two trees.

B. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

While the project involves the construction of small structures which may be 
categorically exempt under Section 15303 (New Construction or Conversion of 
Small Structures), the project is not exempt from the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA).  Section 15300.2 (Exceptions) prohibits the use of a 
categorical exemption for projects which are ordinarily insignificant in its impact on 
the environment, but, due to its location in a particularly sensitive environment, 
may result in significant impacts.  The project would be located on a ridgeline and 
would be visible from Edgewood Road, a County-designated “scenic route.”  In 
addition, in a letter dated April 12, 2012, County Counsel determined, per CEQA 
Section 15063, an Initial Study is required to study the potential for significant 
cumulative impact(s) of existing and proposed facilities.  Potential significant 
cumulative impact(s) may include, but are not limited to, radio frequency 
emissions and visual impacts.  Table 3, below, describes all existing and 
proposed wireless telecommunication facilities at the subject property:

Table 3
Existing and Proposed Facilities at 1175 Palomar Drive

Case 
Number Carrier

New or 
Existing 
Facility

Facility Description Project Status

PLN 2000-
00497

Sprint Existing 
Facility

Two (2) existing 13’ 6” ht. 
antenna poles each within 
a 16 sq. ft. lease area and 
a 270 sq. ft. equipment 
lease area.

Existing facility; no pending applications.

PLN 2001-
00801

T-
Mobile9

Existing 
Facility

Existing 15’ ht. antenna 
pole.  Proposed pole 
height increase to 
16’ 7” ht. with 211 sq. ft. 
equipment lease area.

Use permit recently renewed.  Height 
increase approved (administrative 
decision).

PLN 2005-
00306

Verizon New 
Facility

Previous Proposal: Three 
(3) proposed 20’ ht. 
antenna poles, two within 
a 16 sq. ft. lease area and 
one within a 263.19 sq. ft. 
equipment lease area.

Application is complete and, as modified, 
is the subject of this review.

9 Metro PCS also has a pending application for a new facility at this site.  In Spring 2013, Metro PCS 
merged with T-Mobile to form “T-Mobile US.”  As a T-Mobile facility already exists at this site and due to 
inactivity of the Metro PCS application, it is assumed that the Metro PCS project is no longer needed and, 
therefore, the project is not analyzed in this document.  T-Mobile has been contacted by Staff to confirm 
this assumption. At the time of the preparation of this document, the status of this project has not been 
confirmed.
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Table 3
Existing and Proposed Facilities at 1175 Palomar Drive

Case 
Number Carrier

New or 
Existing 
Facility

Facility Description Project Status

PLN 2010-
00274

AT&T New 
Facility

Two (2) proposed 15’ ht. 
antenna poles each within 
a 16 sq. ft. lease area and 
a proposed 96 sq. ft.
equipment lease area.

Application is incomplete; public hearing 
has not been scheduled.

Totals: 4 Facilities Eight (8) Poles and approximately 936.19 sq. ft. of lease space
PLN2005-
00261

Metro 
PCS

New 
Facility

Two (2) proposed 15’ ht. 
antenna poles and a 
proposed 140 sq. ft.
equipment lease area.

Application is incomplete since 2007.
The proposed facility was not included in 
the cumulative analysis of the IS/MND,
as a T-Mobile facility already exists at 
this site, and due to inactivity of the 
Metro PCS application.  In Spring 2013, 
Metro PCS merged with T-Mobile to form 
“T-Mobile US.” Should the Metro PCS 
application become active, impacts of a 
third camouflaged antenna pole have 
been studied in the IS/MND.

Note: Existing facilities are shaded; New facilities are shown unshaded.  Each facility description represents 
the facility as it existed or was proposed at the time of the preparation of this document.

An Initial Study was completed and a Mitigated Negative Declaration issued in 
conformance with CEQA Guidelines. When implemented, the project, as 
proposed and mitigated, would ensure that impacts are not significant.

1. Recommended Changes to Mitigation Measures

Staff recommends the following changes to mitigation measures of the 
IS/MND to improve clarity and to respond to concerns raised by neighbors, 
as described below:

a. Revise Mitigation Measure 2 (Condition No. 16) to eliminate the 
requirement to remove two Monterey pine trees (Trees #9 and #10) 
located along the right shared property line as the neighbor does not 
consent to their removal.  The change to this mitigation measure 
would not increase direct project environmental impacts, including 
visual or safety impacts.  In refusing to authorize the removal of these 
trees, the trees’ owners assume responsibility to manage the risks 
associated with maintaining these trees.  Also, the maintenance of the 
trees will increase project screening from neighboring properties and 
help to maintain the forested environment of the site. Staff’s revision 
of the mitigation measure does not require re-circulation of the 
IS/MND, as the mitigation measure has been strengthened to reduce 
visual impacts, without increasing project conflict with the County 
regulations pertaining to tree preservation.
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b. Revise Mitigation Measure 4 (Condition No. 18) to require a 
maintenance surety deposit of $4,000.00 and consultation with an 
arborist to determine whether larger, fewer trees should be planted 
instead of numerous smaller trees.   Staff’s revision of the mitigation 
measure does not require re-circulation of the IS/MND, as the 
mitigation measure has been strengthened to ensure maintenance of 
replacement trees and to minimize potential harm to existing trees that 
would provide screening of the project.

c. Delete Mitigation Measure 12 which limits the location of a 
generator at the project site.  Staff misunderstood the proposal for 
an “emergency generator receptacle” to be the proposal for an 
emergency generator.  As a generator is not a part of the subject 
proposal, the inclusion of this mitigation measure might be construed 
as allowing equipment beyond the scope of the proposal.  Staff 
recommends the deletion of this mitigation measure in order to 
prevent the location of a generator and associated impacts to noise 
and air quality in association with the project.

d. Staff recommended minor edits to Mitigation Measures 3, 5, and 11
(Condition Nos. 17, 19, and 25), as shown in Attachment A, to further 
clarify the intent and timing requirements of the respective mitigation 
measure.

California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section 15073.5(c) states 
that recirculation is not required when mitigation measures are replaced with 
equal or more effective measures pursuant to Section 15074.1.  Staff’s 
revision of the mitigation measures identified above do not require 
recirculation of the IS/MND as the mitigation measures have been 
strengthened and clarified.

2. Comments from Members of the Public received during the Public Review
Period

The public review period for the IS/MND was January 21, 2014 to 
February 10, 2014.  During the comment period, staff received comment 
letters from the persons listed below, with a summary of major concerns 
(comment letters are included in their entirety as attachments to this report):

a. Alicia Torre and Jonathan Nimer (Property Owners of 1354 
Pebble Drive, San Carlos) (Attachment J.1)

(1) Ms. Torre and Mr. Nimer support Mitigation Measure 11 
(Condition No. 25), but object to the unspecified “alternative 
means of reducing scenic impact” provided in Mitigation 
Measure 11.c.  In order to bring the project into compliance with 
General Plan Policy 4.27 (Ridgelines and Skylines), Mitigation 
Measure 11 requires Verizon and AT&T applicants to consider 
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alternative building site(s) which are not on a ridgeline, to use 
structural design alternatives for new antenna poles (such as 
using a pine or redwood tree form) should the applicant decide 
to pursue the project at the subject site, and to reduce the total 
number of antenna poles proposed for new installation to a 
maximum of three poles, “unless doing so would directly result in 
a gap in service, in which case alternative means of reducing 
scenic impact shall be proposed and implemented, subject 
to the approval of the Community Development Director.”
Ms. Torre and Mr. Nimer oppose the language, as underlined 
above, as it does not offer specific alternate mitigation.  
Ms. Torre and Mr. Nimer suggest that, due to the ambiguity of 
alternate mitigation, and therefore, ambiguity in its effect at 
mitigation, the County cannot find that the environmental impact 
of the project is less than significant.  Unless language is 
removed or re-worded, Ms. Torre and Mr. Nimer suggest that a 
full Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is required.

Staff Response: The underlined wording was added by County 
Counsel with the intention of lending limited flexibility to the 
mitigation measure’s form and maximum number requirements 
on antenna poles, in order to retain the feasibility of the project 
as mitigated, should the applicant demonstrate that the form 
and number requirement for poles would directly result in a 
significant gap in service.10 Staff has revised Mitigation 
Measure 11.c in Attachment A (changes shown in underline and 
strike through format) to better reflect County Counsel’s 
intentions and to require public noticing and hearing of any 
alternate proposal. Staff notes that while the applicant has 
revised the proposal to reduce the number of proposed antenna 
poles from three to one camouflaged antenna pole, the 
mitigation measure, as clarified, would apply to pending and 
future applications for wireless telecommunication facilities at 
this site.

(2) Ms. Torre and Mr. Nimer state that the IS/MND should be 
revised and recirculated to include a consistent project 
description and analysis, including an RF report, visual 
simulations, site plans, and landscaping plans that reflect the 
current project.

Staff Response: The IS/MND considers the cumulative effects 
of all existing facilities and pending proposals at the project site, 
proposals which vary in their levels of “completeness.” Such 

10 Section 15041(a) of the CEQA Guidelines gives a lead agency for a project the authority to require feasible 
changes in any or all activities involved in the project in order to substantially lessen or avoid significant effects on the 
environment, consistent with applicable constitutional requirements such as the “nexus” and “rough proportionality” 
standards established by case law.
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proposals include the Verizon project which has been deemed 
complete, as well as the AT&T (PLN 2010-00274) and Metro 
PCS (PLN 2005-00261) proposals which are incomplete and 
vary in their level of activity.  The Verizon project was deemed 
complete on November 1, 2013.  Staff balanced Verizon’s desire 
for timely case processing with the need to prepare a IS/MND 
which studies cumulative impacts of all pending projects and 
determined that there is an adequate level of detail for such 
analysis.  Staff determined that there was not adequate detail 
and case activity to include Metro PCS in the IS/MND, as current 
plans were received in 2007 (prior to adoption of the Wireless 
Telecommunication Facilities Ordinance), there has been little 
subsequent case activity, Metro PCS was acquired by T-Mobile 
in Spring 2013, and there is an existing T-Mobile facility already 
at this location.  Staff determined that the AT&T proposal had 
adequate detail and case activity to include it in the IS/MND, 
with plans dated June 20, 2013, despite out-of-date visual 
simulations.

(3) Ms. Torre and Mr. Nimer state that a printing error of 
Attachment B of the IS/MND obscured the labels of the plans 
showing existing and proposed facilities.

Staff Response: In addition to plans being available at the 
Planning and Building Department, staff emailed a clear version 
of the plans included in the IS/MND to Ms. Torre, Ms. Einspahr, 
and Kurt Oppenheimer (then president of the Palomar Property 
Owners Association11) on February 12, 2014 and the revised 
project plans on  February 24, 2015.

(4) Ms. Torre and Mr. Nimer state that Section 1 (Aesthetics) of the 
IS/MND asserts that the project is in substantial conformance 
with the Wireless Telecommunication Facilities Regulations 
without providing any evidence. Ms. Torre and Mr. Nimer state
that the IS/MND should analyze the project at full build-out, 
including the Metro PCS proposal and any other future sites.

Staff Response: The IS/MND determined that the project is in 
substantial conformance with the Wireless Telecommunication 
Facilities Regulations for the purpose of analyzing project impact 
according to CEQA. The IS/MND evaluated the proposed 
Verizon wireless telecommunications facility, existing facilities at 
the site, and proposed facilities for AT&T.  As previously 
described, due to the long-term inactivity of the Metro PCS 
proposal, the impacts of the Metro PCS proposal were not 

11 Current president is Michael Kubiak, who has been notified of the project.
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specifically evaluated.12 However, staff notes that, should the 
Metro PCS application become active, impacts of a third 
camouflaged antenna pole have been studied in the IS/MND.

A detailed zoning compliance analysis of the Verizon proposal 
is included in Section A.3 of this report.  Revised Mitigation 
Measure 11 of the IS/MND (Condition No. 25) limits the number 
of new antenna poles to a maximum of three, regardless of 
carrier, in order to bring the project into compliance with General 
Plan Policy 4.27 (Ridgelines and Skylines).  Therefore, the 
IS/MND represents the site at full build-out by limiting build-out 
to three new antenna poles.

(5) Ms. Torre and Mr. Nimer state that the IS/MND includes a 
proposal by Verizon to remove two trees (Trees #9 and #10 of 
the arborist report) that are not soley located on the subject 
parcel.

Staff Response: The survey prepared by Hayes Land Surveying 
and Mapping shows that the trunk of Tree #10 (a 24” d.b.h. 
Monterey pine in poor condition) is located on the Torre/Nimer 
property at 1354 Pebble Drive, San Carlos.  The trunk of 
Tree #9 (a 22” d.b.h. Monterey pine in poor condition) is located 
on both the subject property and the Torre/Nimer property.  
While the arborist report, dated February 23, 2012, recommends 
removal of the trees based on a significant safety risk to 
adjacent homes and residents, in a letter dated February 10, 
2014, Ms. Torre and Mr. Nimer state that they do not authorize
the removal of these trees.  Likewise, Mitigation Measure 2
(Condition No. 16) has been revised to eliminate the 
requirement to remove these trees.

(6) Ms. Torre and Mr. Nimer express concerns about whether all 36,
5-gallon trees can be planted without harming existing trees and 
suggest that a fewer number of larger replacement trees can be 
planted to mitigate potential harm.

Staff Response: Page 11 of the IS/MND states that “Planning 
staff may authorize the planting of larger trees in-lieu of planting 
several smaller replacement trees (e.g., one (1) 24’ box in-lieu of 
five (5) 5-gallon trees).”  Condition No. 18.g requires this 
evaluation by an arborist.

(7) Ms. Torre and Mr. Nimer support the performance and 
maintenance surety deposit for tree replanting required by 

12 While Metro PCS has a pending application for a new facility at this site, in Spring 2013, Metro PCS 
merged with T-Mobile to form “T-Mobile US.”  As a T-Mobile facility already exists at this site and due to 
inactivity of the Metro PCS application, it is assumed that the Metro PCS project is no longer needed.
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Mitigation Measure 4.c. (Condition No. 18) but suggest that the 
deposit amount should be raised to $10,000.00 to include the 
actual costs of planting, irrigation, deer fencing and 
maintenance.

Staff Response: On February 12, 2014, staff requested the 
Verizon application to obtain a market-value estimate for 
planting, irrigation, deer fencing and maintenance of new and
existing trees. The applicant has obtained an estimate of 
$6,000.00. Mitigation Measure 4.c (Condition No. 18) has been 
revised to reflect this amount, where $4,000.00 is estimated for 
the planting and maintenance of new trees and $2,000.00 is 
estimated for the maintenance of existing trees.

b. Sally Einspahr (Property Owner of 1165 Palomar Drive,
Redwood City) (Attachment J.2)

(1) Ms. Einspahr states that five more sites would change the use of 
the property from a residential use to an industrial use and that 
eight or more cell towers at the property will decrease property 
values in the area.

Staff Response: As proposed and mitigated, the project would 
result in four antenna poles at the subject property, three
existing, and one new pole that would be tree-like in form.  While 
the project’s potential effect on home values is outside the scope 
of this review, it is anticipated that, as mitigated, the project 
would minimize any negative affect of the facilities on home 
values as the camouflaged pole would be less visible.  The 
Wireless Telecommunication Facilities Regulations establish 
such facilities as a permitted use in residential districts, subject 
to the issuance of a use permit and project compliance with 
standards as listed in the regulation. 

(2) Ms. Einspahr supports Mitigation Measure 11 (Condition 
No. 25), but objects to the unspecified “alternative means of 
reducing scenic impact” provided in Mitigation Measure 11.c.

Staff Response: This concern is addressed in Section B.2.a.(1),
above.

(3) Ms. Einspahr states that an alternate site feasibility study should 
have been included in the IS/MND and adds that several 
alternate sites were suggested by the Palomar Property Owners 
in a presentation made to the County Board of Supervisors 
regarding the proposed Sprint Use Permit Renewal 
(PLN 2000-00497) on December 1, 2010.
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Staff Response: For the purposes of CEQA, the proposal is in 
substantial conformance with the Wireless Telecommunication 
Facilities Regulations, including the development and design 
standard referenced by Ms. Einspahr.  Compliance with this 
standard is discussed in Section A.3 of this report, above.  On 
February 18, 2015, the applicant provided a feasibility analysis 
for other sites listed in the presentation:  (1) Water Tower 1 in 
Pulgas Ridge Park; (2) Water Tower 2 above Cordilleras Mental 
Health Center; (3) Water Tower 3 at 602 Glenloch Way; and 
(4) San Francisco Water District Pumping Station at Edgewood 
Road and Crestview Drive (Attachment I).  The applicant has 
deemed these sites to be infeasible as they do not meet project 
coverage goals.

(4) Ms. Einspahr states that the IS/MND should analyze the project 
at full build-out, including the Metro PCS proposal (PLN 2005-
00261) and any other future sites.

Staff Response: This concern is addressed in Section B.2.a.(4),
above.

(5) Ms. Einspahr states that the IS/MND should be revised and 
recirculated to include a consistent project description and 
analysis, including an RF report that reflects the current project.

Staff Response: This concern is addressed in Section B.2.a.(2),
above.

(6) Ms. Einspahr states that the project conflicts with Design 
Standards for Palomar Park which requires projects to minimize 
alteration of the natural topography and requires projects to 
respect the privacy of neighboring homes and outdoor living 
areas.

Staff Response: Ms. Einspahr cites two requirements of Section 
6565.16 (Standards for Design in Palomar Park) of the Zoning 
Regulations.  The intent of these standards is to minimize 
grading and provide guidance for the location of new living areas 
relative to neighboring homes and outdoor living areas in order 
to protect privacy.  The project involves minimal grading and 
does not involve the introduction of new living areas.

(7) Ms. Einspahr states that the Verizon proposal involves the 
removal of “perfectly good trees” with new trees that “never live 
for more than a few months” and consume too much water.  She 
also states that the arborist report is old (citing a 2009 date), that 
the surety deposit should be raised to $10,000.00, and that the 



24

watering of trees could cause the hill to slide (citing a history of 
mud slides in the area).

Staff Response: The arborist report is dated February 23, 2012,
and is considered adequately current.  As discussed in Section 
B.2.a.(5), two Monterey pine trees originally proposed for 
removal will be retained.  Mitigation Measure 3 (Condition No. 
17) requires the protection of retained trees and requires the 
applicant to provide a surety deposit for the care of retained 
trees.  Mitigation Measure 4 (Condition No. 18) requires the 
maintenance of new trees and five (5) years of tree monitoring, 
with required annual reporting.  The concern regarding the 
surety deposit is addressed in Section B.2.a.(7), above.  
Mitigation Measure 5 (Condition No. 19) requires the installation 
of bubblers for the irrigation of new trees, per the arborist report.  
Bubblers will be staked to the ground and will provide the 
necessary amount of water without oversaturation of the ground.  
The new landscaping will likely increase soil stability, as the 
trees take root and mature.

Following the close of the IS/MND public review period and prior to the 
preparation of this report, staff received four additional comments letters, 
included in Attachment K.  Commenters expressed concern regarding 
allowing such facilities in residential areas, radiation from antennas, loss 
of property value, and use of privately maintained roads by commercial 
vehicles. The County allows the location of wireless telecommunication 
facilities in residential areas, subject to Section 6510 of the Zoning 
Regulations.  As discussed in Section A.3 of this report, above, the project, 
as proposed and conditioned, complies with these requirements.  Regarding 
the impact of radiation from existing and proposed facilities, see Section A.4 
of this report, above.  Regarding loss of property value, see Section 
B.2.b.(1) of this report.  The Department of Public Works staff has confirmed 
that this section of Palomar Drive is a privately maintained road (non-County 
right-of-way) and owned by adjacent property owners.  Owners of the road 
may choose to restrict legal access to their portion of the road by civil 
means that do not involve the County.

The commenters also state that the facility would not improve coverage for 
community residents and assert that coverage goals can be met through 
improvements on other sites. Coverage maps included as Attachment E
show coverage benefits to the immediate project area.  As discussed in 
Section B.2.b.(3) of this report, the applicant has addressed the feasibility of 
the alternate locations previously identified by the property owners 
association. Comment letters received after the preparation of this report 
will be addressed at the public hearing.
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C. REVIEWING AGENCIES

Building Inspection Section
County Department of Public Works
County Environmental Health Division
County Fire Authority
County Sheriff's Office of Emergency Services
Palomar Property Owners Association

ATTACHMENTS

A. Recommended Findings and Conditions of Approval
B. Vicinity Map
C. Project Plans, dated April 17, 2014
D. Letter from County Counsel Regarding CEQA, dated April 12, 2012
E. Current and Proposed Coverage Maps, submitted February 18, 2015
F. Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration, dated January 21, 2014
G. Updated RF Report, submitted February 18, 2015
H. Updated Visual Simulations, submitted February 18, 2015
I. Feasibility Analysis of Alternate Sites, submitted February 18, 2015
J. Comment letters received during the IS/MND Comment Period:

1. Comment Letters from Torre/Niman, received February 10, 2014 and 
March 25, 2015

2. Comment Letter from Sally Einspahr, received February 10, 2014
K. Comment Letters received prior to the preparation of this report:

1. Bob Guenley, received April 24, 2014
2. Thomas M. Nachbaur, received April 26, 2014
3. Chris Myers, received April 30, 2014
4. Nola Davis, received May 12, 2014

CL:pac - CMLZ0226_WPU.DOCX
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Attachment A

County of San Mateo
Planning and Building Department

RECOMMENDED FINDINGS AND CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Permit or Project File Number:  PLN 2005-00306 Hearing Date:  April 22, 2015

Prepared By: Camille Leung For Adoption By:  Planning Commission
Project Planner

RECOMMENDED FINDINGS

Regarding the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration, Find:

1. That the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) is complete, 
correct and adequate, and prepared in accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and applicable State and County Guidelines.  
Potential significant cumulative impact(s) of the project may include, but are not 
limited to, radio frequency emissions and visual impacts.  An Initial Study was 
completed and a Mitigated Negative Declaration issued in conformance with 
CEQA Guidelines, with a public comment period starting on January 21, 2014 and 
ending on February 10, 2014.  The project, as proposed and mitigated, would not 
result in significant environmental impacts.

2. That, on the basis of the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND), 
comments received hereto, and testimony presented and considered at the public 
hearing, there is no substantial evidence that the project, if subject to the 
mitigation measures contained in the Mitigated Negative Declaration, will have a 
significant effect on the environment.  For impacts identified in the IS/MND as 
“significant unless mitigated,” the mitigation measures, when implemented, 
ensure that impacts are not significant.  Specifically, the applicant proposes to 
camouflage a new antenna pole in a tree like form in compliance with Mitigation 
Measure 11 of IS/MND in order to reduce the visual impacts of the project, 
including but not limited to view impacts from Edgewood Road, a 
County-designated “scenic route.”

3. That the mitigation measures identified in the Mitigated Negative Declaration, 
agreed to by the applicant, placed as conditions on the project, and identified as 
part of this public hearing, have been incorporated into the Mitigation Monitoring 
and Reporting Plan in conformance with California Public Resources Code 
Section 21081.6.  Proposed mitigation measures are included as Condition 
Nos. 17 through 28 below.  Staff has revised Mitigation Measures 2, 3, 4, 5 and 
11; and deleted Mitigation Measure 12 to strengthen and clarify the required
mitigation.  Staff’s revision of mitigation measures does not require recirculation of 
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the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. California Environmental Quality 
Act Guidelines Section 15073.5(c) states that recirculation is not required when 
mitigation measures are replaced with equal or more effective measures pursuant 
to Section 15074.1.

4. That the IS/MND reflects the independent judgment of San Mateo County.

Regarding the Use Permit, Find:

5. That the establishment, maintenance and/or conducting of the use will not, under 
the circumstances of this particular case, be detrimental to the public welfare or 
injurious to the property or improvements in said neighborhood because the 
project will meet the current Federal Communications Commission (FCC) 
standards and has been conditioned to maintain a valid FCC license.  In addition, 
routine maintenance of the otherwise non-staffed facility does not generate 
significant traffic.

6. That this telecommunications facility is necessary for the public health, safety, 
convenience or welfare of the community because the project will provide cellular 
service in the area, including traditional wireless service such as wireless digital 
telephone service and new services not available under some traditional analog 
cellular systems, such as wireless internet connections.  The facility will benefit 
the community by providing improved coverage and support the E-911 system of 
the County.  Staff has reviewed the project file, referred the project to the 
reviewing agencies as listed in the staff report, conducted a site inspection, and 
finds that the project complies with the required findings for approval of a use 
permit.

Regarding the Significant Tree Permit, Find:

7. That the proposal to remove two (2) significant pine trees (Trees #15 and #16) in 
fair condition as determined by a certified arborist in a letter, dated February 23, 
2012, meets the required criteria for permit approval, specifically Chapter 28.1 
(Design Review District) of the San Mateo County Zoning Regulations.  
Section 6565.21 of this chapter allows for the removal of trees that are too 
closely located to existing or proposed structures and calls for the replacement of 
each lost tree with up to three (3) 5-gallon size trees.  The subject trees overhang 
the proposed equipment pad and are located within the proposed 5-foot access 
and utility route. Per Mitigation Measure 4 (Condition No. 18), the two removed 
significant trees would be replaced at a ratio of 3:1 using a minimum of 5-gallon 
size stock.

RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Current Planning Section

1. This approval applies only to the proposal, documents and plans described in this 
report and submitted to and approved by the Planning Commission on April 22, 
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2015.  Minor revisions or modifications may be approved by the Community 
Development Director if they are consistent with the intent of and in substantial 
conformance with this approval.

2. This use permit shall be for the proposed project only, as proposed by Verizon.  
Any revision determined to be major, including significant facility change or 
intensification of use, shall require an amendment to the use permit.  Amendment 
to this use permit requires an application for amendment, payment of applicable 
fees, and consideration at a public hearing.

3. Per Section 6512.6 (Use Permit Term, Renewal and Expiration), this permit 
shall be valid for ten (10) years from the date of this approval and shall expire on 
April 22, 2025.  If continuation of this use is desired, the applicant shall file a Use 
Permit Renewal Application with the Planning and Building Department six (6) 
months prior to its expiration and pay the fees applicable at that time.  

There shall be Administrative Reviews every three (3) years from completion of 
construction and payment of associated fees, for staff’s review of the project for 
compliance with conditions of approval of this use permit (specifically Condition 
Nos. 17 and 18), required according to the following schedule:

Due Date Required Documentation for 
Review

Administrative Fee 
Applied?

April 30, 2016
(or at final inspection of building permit)

Use Permit Compliance and 
Landscape Installation

No

April 30, 2017
(or end of 1st year after construction)

Landscape Maintenance Report No

April 30, 2018
(or end of 2nd year after construction)

Landscape Maintenance Report No

April 30, 2019
(or end of 3rd year after construction)

Use Permit Compliance and 
Landscape  Maintenance Report

Yes

April 30, 2020
(or end of 4th year after construction)

Landscape Maintenance Report No

April 30, 2021
(or end of 5th year after construction)

Landscape Maintenance Report No

April 30, 2022
(or end of 6th year after construction)

Use Permit Compliance and 
Landscape Maintenance Report

Yes

January 1, 2025
(or end of 9th year after construction)

Use Permit Compliance and 
Landscape Maintenance Report

Yes

4. This permit authorizes the removal of Trees #15 and #16 and does not authorize 
the removal of Trees #9 and #10.  Trimming or removal of Trees #9 and #10 or 
any additional significant trees (trees 6” or greater in diameter) or heritage trees 
requires owner authorization and issuance of a Tree Removal Permit by the 
County.

5. The proposed wooden fence enclosing the proposed equipment lease area shall 
be stained a medium/dark brown or dark green color to blend in with the forested 



29

environment.  Paint colors shall be subject to the review and approval by the 
Community Development Director prior to issuance of a building permit.  The 
applicant shall submit photos to the Current Planning Section for color verification 
after the approved colors have been implemented, but before a final building 
inspection is scheduled.

6. The applicant(s) shall pay an environmental filing fee of $2,210.00, as required 
under Fish and Wildlife Code Section 711.4(d), plus a $50.00 County Recorder 
filing fee to the San Mateo County Clerk within four (4) working days of the final 
approval date of the project.

7. Noise levels produced by proposed construction activities shall comply with the 
San Mateo County Noise Ordinance contained in Chapter 4.88 (Noise Control) 
of the County Ordinance Code.  Construction activities shall be limited to the 
hours from 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, and 9:00 a.m. to 
5:00 p.m. on Saturday.  Construction operations shall be prohibited on Sundays, 
Thanksgiving and Christmas.

8. This installation shall be removed in its entirety at that time when this technology 
becomes obsolete, when the facility is no longer needed to achieve coverage 
objectives, or if the facility remains inactive for six (6) consecutive months.  If any 
of these circumstances occur, the entire facility, including all antennas and 
associated equipment, cables, power supplies, etc., shall be removed and the site 
shall be returned to its pre-construction state.  Removal or modification of the 
facility and associated installations require a demolition/building permit from the 
Building Inspection Section.

9. The applicant shall maintain all necessary licenses and registrations from the 
Federal Communications Commission (FCC) and any other applicable regulatory 
bodies for the operation of the subject facility at this site.  The applicant shall 
supply the Planning Department with evidence of such licenses and registrations.  
If any required license is ever revoked, the applicant shall inform the Planning 
Department of the revocation within ten (10) days of receiving notice of such 
revocation.

10. The applicant shall maintain the color, materials, and form of the broad leaf 
monopole and equipment enclosures in a manner that is consistent with the 
approved plans. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall 
submit color samples for the facilities (including the broad leaf monopole,
antennas, un-screened supporting equipment).  The antennas and all associated 
pole-mounted equipment shall be painted green to match the faux branches of the 
broad leaf monopole. Paint colors shall be subject to the review and approval by 
the Community Development Director prior to issuance of a building permit.  The 
applicant shall submit photos to the Current Planning Section for color verification 
after the approved colors have been implemented, but before a final building 
inspection is scheduled.  There shall be no external lighting associated with the 
broad leaf monopole cellular antenna poles.  Wireless telecommunication facilities 
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shall not be lighted or marked unless required by the FCC or Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA).

11. Prior to the Current Planning Section’s approval of the building permit, the 
applicant (James Cosgrove, NSA Wireless) shall provide the name, title, phone 
number, mailing address, and email address of one or more contact persons at
Verizon, to which future correspondences from the County should be addressed.  
These person(s) will serve as the long-term contact person(s) for this project for 
the purposes of permit renewal.  

12. Should the long-term contact person(s) for the facility change, the property owner 
is responsible for contacting the County to establish a new long-term contact 
person(s), for the life of the project.

13. If technically practical and without creating any interruption in commercial service 
caused by electronic magnetic interference (EMI), floor space, tower space and/or 
rack space for equipment in a wireless telecommunication facility shall be made 
available to the County for public safety communication use.

14. If technically practical and without creating any interruption in commercial service 
caused by electronic magnetic interference (EMI), Verizon shall consider making 
floor space, tower space and/or rack space for equipment available in the wireless 
telecommunication facility to AT&T.

Mitigation Measures 1 through 12 of the Initial Study/ Mitigated Negative 
Declaration made available on January 21, 2104 to February 10, 2014, are included 
as Condition Nos. 15 through 25 (changes, all minor in nature to strengthen or clarify 
the mitigation measure, are shown in underline and strike-through format).  While 
mitigation measures of the IS/MND relate to other pending applications at the project 
site, only the Verizon proposal is the subject of this permit.

15. Mitigation Measure 1:  Prior to Planning’s final approval of the building permit for 
any new or modified facilities, all new reflective surfaces shall be screened or 
painted such that surfaces are no longer reflective.

16. Mitigation Measure 2:  As recommended by David L. Babby (Registered Consult-
ing Arborist #399), in a report dated February 23, 2012, the applicant shall remove 
18 trees that are less than 6” in diameter (including 17 dead, one damaged).

17. Mitigation Measure 3:  For the protection of retained trees, the applicant shall 
comply with the Tree Protection Measures as outlined in the report prepared by 
David L. Babby (Registered Consulting Arborist #399), dated February 23, 2012.
The applicant shall demonstrate that the measures have been included in 
plan-form in the building plans for facility construction prior to issuance of the 
building permit. In addition, the applicant shall consult with Mr. Babby, or other 
certified arborist, regarding additional measures to improve the health of existing 
trees (such as irrigation, fencing, trimming, fertilization, treatment, etc.) and 
demonstrate to County staff the implementation of additional recommendations,
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prior to the final approval of the building permit for facility construction .  If any of 
the retained trees should die, the applicant shall replace the tree(s) as outlined in 
Mitigation Measure 4.  Tree removals are subject to Design Review (DR) District 
Zoning Regulations and County permit requirements.

18. Mitigation Measure 4:  The property owner shall comply with the following 
requirements regarding tree replacement:

a. For removal of trees that are 6” or more in diameter, these trees shall be 
replaced at a ratio of 3:1 using a minimum of 5-gallon size stock.  For trees 
that are less than 6” in diameter, trees shall be replaced using a minimum of 
5-gallon size stock at a 1:1 ratio.

b. For indigenous trees, trees shall be replaced using the same species.  
Exotic trees shall be replaced with an indigenous species.

c. A surety deposit of $4,000.00 for both performance (installation of tree, 
staking, and providing an irrigation system) and maintenance of planted 
trees is required prior to the Current Planning Section’s approval of the 
building permit for this project.  Maintenance shall be required for five 
(5) years.  Maintenance reports, as prepared by a certified arborist, shall be 
submitted to the Project Planner on an annual basis by April 30 after 
planting.

d. During the maintenance period, the property owner at his/her expense 
shall replace any dead or dying tree(s).  Under such circumstances, the 
maintenance period will be extended for a period of two (2) additional years.

e. Release of the performance and maintenance surety shall only be allowed 
upon the satisfactory installation and maintenance and upon inspection by 
the County.

f. A surety deposit of $2,000.00 for maintenance of existing trees is required 
prior to the Current Planning Section’s approval of the building permit for 
this project.  Maintenance shall be required for five (5) years.  Maintenance 
reports, as prepared by a certified arborist, shall be submitted to the Project 
Planner on an annual basis by April 30 after planting.

g. The applicants shall provide documentation to planning staff to demonstrate 
their consultation with a certified arborist to advise as to whether all 5-gallon 
replacement trees can be planted without harming existing trees or whether 
a fewer number of larger replacement trees should be planted to minimize
potential harm to existing trees.  In the instance of the latter, the size and 
number of replacement trees recommended by the arborist, shall be 
reasonably equivalent with the required number of 5-gallon replacement 
trees and shall comply with all mitigation measures, as determined by the 
Community Development Director.
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19. Mitigation Measure 5:  All new tree plantings shall conform to recommendations 
for “future planting design” as outlined in the arborist report by Mr. Babby.

20. Mitigation Measure 6:  An archaeologist shall be present on-site to observe all 
land disturbing activities.  Should any cultural resource(s) be found, all work shall 
cease until an archaeological or paleontological report (as applicable) is provided 
to Current Planning Section staff and all recommendations of the report are 
implemented to minimize damage to archaeological and/or paleontological 
resources.

21. Mitigation Measure 7:  The property owner, applicant, and contractors must be 
prepared to carry out the requirements of California State law with regard to the 
discovery of human remains during construction, whether historic or prehistoric.  
In the event that any human remains are encountered during site disturbance, all 
ground-disturbing work shall cease immediately and the County coroner shall be 
notified immediately.  If the coroner determines the remains to be Native 
American, the Native American Heritage Commission shall be contacted within 
24 hours.  A qualified archaeologist, in consultation with the Native American 
Heritage Commission, shall recommend subsequent measures for disposition of 
the remains.

22. Mitigation Measure 8:  The construction or modification of antenna poles and 
associated equipment requires a building permit.  Geotechnical review of each 
new or modified facility is required at the building permit stage.  Each applicant 
shall demonstrate compliance with geotechnical recommendations in the design 
of each facility prior to the County’s issuance of a building permit.

23. Mitigation Measure 9:  Prior to the Current Planning Section’s approval of the 
building permit required for each new facility or facility modification, each carrier 
shall submit an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan, where each plan shall include 
adequate stormwater pollution prevention measures, as determined by Planning 
staff.  The Erosion and Sediment Control Plan shall be implemented prior to land 
disturbance and throughout the construction process until all disturbed areas are 
stabilized or landscaped.  Failure to install or maintain these measures will result 
in stoppage of construction until the corrections have been made and fees paid for 
staff enforcement time.

24. Mitigation Measure 10:  The applicant shall adhere to the San Mateo Countywide 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program “General Construction and Site 
Supervision Guidelines,” including, but not limited to, the following:

a. Delineation with field markers of clearing limits, easements, setbacks, 
sensitive or critical areas, buffer zones, trees, and drainage courses within
the vicinity of areas to be disturbed by construction and/or grading.

b. Protection of adjacent properties and undisturbed areas from construction 
impacts using vegetative buffer strips, sediment barriers or filters, dikes, 
mulching, or other measures as appropriate.
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c. Performing clearing and earth-moving activities only during dry weather.

d. Stabilization of all denuded areas and maintenance of erosion control 
measures continuously between October 1 and April 30.

e. Storage, handling, and disposal of construction materials and wastes 
properly, so as to prevent their contact with stormwater.

f. Control and prevention of the discharge of all potential pollutants, including 
pavement cutting wastes, paints, concrete, petroleum products, chemicals, 
wash water or sediments, and non-stormwater discharges to storm drains 
and watercourses.

g. Use of sediment controls or filtration to remove sediment when dewatering 
site and obtain all necessary permits.

h. Avoiding cleaning, fueling, or maintaining vehicles on-site, except in a 
designated area where wash water is contained and treated.

i. Limiting and timing applications of pesticides and fertilizers to prevent 
polluted runoff.

j. Limiting construction access routes and stabilization of designated access 
points.

k. Avoiding tracking dirt or other materials off-site; cleaning off-site paved 
areas and sidewalks using dry sweeping methods.

l. Training and providing instruction to all employees and subcontractors 
regarding the Watershed Protection Maintenance Standards and 
construction Best Management Practices.

m. Additional Best Management Practices in addition to those shown on the 
plans may be required by the Building Inspector to maintain effective 
stormwater management during construction activities.  Any water leaving 
the site shall be clear and running slowly at all times.

n. Failure to install or maintain these measures will result in stoppage of 
construction until the corrections have been made and fees paid for staff 
enforcement time.

25. Mitigation Measure 11:  In order to bring the project into compliance with General 
Plan Policy 4.27 (Ridgelines and Skylines), each applicant for Verizon and AT&T 
shall demonstrate compliance with the following requirements.  If the applicants 
plan to pursue plans at the subject property, each applicant shall amend project 
plans and visual simulations to demonstrate compliance with Items b and c, 
subject to review and approval by Planning staff, prior to the approval of a building 
permit for each proposal.
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a. Consider alternative building site(s) which are not on a ridgeline.  Any new 
proposal would be subject to CEQA requirements;

b. In order to comply with County General Plan Policy 4.27 regarding 
construction on a ridgeline in a forested area, which is part of a public view, 
the applicants shall use structural design alternatives for new antenna poles 
(such as using a pine or redwood tree form) that would better conform the 
project to the ridgeline, forested environment; AND,

c. Reduce the total number of antenna poles proposed for new installation 
to a maximum of three poles at the site, whereby the approved facility 
counts as one new pole and only three new poles would be constructed on 
the site regardless of carrier, meeting Mitigation Measure 11.b in order to 
minimize scenic impact, unless doing so would directly result in a significant
gap in service, in which case a comparable (in pole form and number)
alternative means of reducing scenic impact shall be proposed and 
implemented, subject to the approval of the Community Development 
Director Planning Commission.

26. No additional grading work shall be done to get the equipment from the front to 
the rear of the property.

27. If a less visually obtrusive/reduced antenna technology becomes available for use 
during the life of this project, the applicant shall present a redesign incorporating 
this technology into the project for review by the Community Development Director 
and any parties that have expressed an interest.

28. The applicant shall not enter into a contract with the landowner or lessee which 
reserves for one company exclusive use of the tower structure or the site for 
telecommunication facilities.

29. Any necessary utilities leading to, or associated with, the facility shall be placed 
underground.

Building Inspection Section

30. Prior to initiation of land disturbance (does not include weed management) or 
construction, the applicant shall obtain a building permit and install the antennas 
and miscellaneous power/communications lines in accordance with the approved 
plans and conditions of approval.

Department of Public Works

31. No land disturbance or construction work within the County right-of-way shall 
begin until County requirements for the issuance of an encroachment permit,
including review of the plans, have been met and an encroachment permit issued.
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32. The applicant shall submit, for review by the Public Works Department and the 
appropriate Fire District, a Plan and Profile of both the existing and the proposed 
access from the nearest “publicly” maintained roadway to the proposed building 
site.

San Mateo County Fire Department

33. Because of limited access into your property, the San Mateo County Fire 
Department is requiring the installation of a Knox Box, Knox Key Switch, or Knox 
Padlock to allow rapid response of emergency vehicles onto your property in case 
of a fire or medical emergency.  For an application or further information please 
contact the San Mateo County Fire Marshal’s Office at 650/573-3846.

34. Remove that portion of any tree which extends within 10 feet of the entire facility.
Trimming of significant or heritage trees requires a permit from the County, per 
Condition No. 4.

35. Contact the San Mateo County Fire Marshal to schedule a Final Inspection prior to 
occupancy and Final Inspection by a Building Inspector.  Please allow for a 
minimum 48-hour notice to the Fire Department at 650/573-3846.

36. The applicant shall submit a driveway “Plan and Profile,” to the Department of 
Public Works, showing the driveway access to the parcel (garage slab) complying 
with County Standards for driveway slopes (not to exceed 20%) and to County 
Standards for driveways (at the property line) being the same elevation as the 
center of the access roadway.  When appropriate, this plan and profile shall be 
prepared from elevations and alignment shown on the roadway improvement 
plans.  The driveway plan shall also include and show specific provisions and 
details for both the existing and the proposed drainage patterns and drainage 
facilities.

County Environmental Health Division

37. The property owner shall maintain the septic system as approved by the County 
Environmental Health Division.  All unpermitted encroachments into the septic 
field or system are prohibited. At the building application stage, installation of all 
utility lines and irrigation pipes shall not cross over any portions of the existing 
septic drainfields.  Any damages to the existing septic drainfields shall be repaired
with a permit from the County Environmental Health Division.

CL:pac - CMLZ0226_WPU.DOCX
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2. The project will not have adverse impacts on the flora or fauna of the area. 

3. The project will not degrade the aesthetic quality of the area. 

4. The project, as mitigated, will not have adverse impacts on traffic or land use. 

5. In addition, the project, as mitigated, will not: 

 a. Create impacts which have the potential to degrade the quality of the 
environment. 

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

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

 d. Create environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or indirectly. 

The County of San Mateo has, therefore, determined that the environmental impact of the 
project is less than significant. 

MITIGATION MEASURES included in the project to avoid potentially significant effects: 

Mitigation Measure 1:  Prior to Planning’s final approval of the building permit for any new 
or modified facilities, all new reflective surfaces shall be screened or painted such that 
surfaces are no longer reflective. 

Mitigation Measure 2:  As recommended by David L. Babby (Registered Consulting 
Arborist #399), in a report dated February 23, 2012, the applicant shall remove 18 trees that 
are less than 6” in diameter (including 17 dead, 1 damaged), and 3 trees that are 6” or more 
in diameter (including 1 fallen tree and 2 hazardous trees). 

Mitigation Measure 3:  For the protection of retained trees, the applicant shall comply with 
the Tree Protection Measures as outlined in the report prepared by David L. Babby 
(Registered Consulting Arborist #399), dated February 23, 2012.  In addition, the applicant 
shall consult with Mr. Babby regarding additional measures to improve the health of existing 
trees (such as irrigation, fencing, trimming, fertilization, treatment, etc.) and demonstrate to 
County staff the implementation of additional recommendations.  If any of the retained trees 
should die, the applicant shall replace the tree(s) as outlined in Mitigation Measure 4.  Tree 
removals are subject to Design Review (DR) District Zoning Regulations and County permit 
requirements. 

Mitigation Measure 4:  The property owner shall comply with the following requirements 
regarding tree replacement: 

a. For removal of trees that are 6 inches or more in diameter, these trees shall be 
replaced at a ratio of 3:1 using a minimum of 5-gallon size stock.  For trees that are 
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less than 6” in diameter, trees shall be replaced using a minimum of 5-gallon size 
stock at a 1:1 ratio. 

b. For indigenous trees, trees shall be replaced using the same species.  Exotic trees 
shall be replaced with an indigenous species. 

c. A surety deposit of $4,000 for both performance (installation of tree, staking, and 
providing an irrigation system) and maintenance of planted trees is required prior to 
the Current Planning Section’s approval of the building permit for this project.  
Maintenance shall be required for five years.  Maintenance reports, as prepared by a 
certified arborist, shall be submitted to the Project Planner on an annual basis by April 
30 after planting. 

d. During the maintenance period, the property owner at his/her expense shall replace 
any dead or dying tree(s).  Under such circumstances, the maintenance period will be 
extended for a period of two (2) additional years. 

e. Release of the performance and maintenance surety shall only be allowed upon the 
satisfactory installation and maintenance and upon inspection by the County. 

Mitigation Measure 5:  All new tree plantings shall conform to recommendations for “future 
planting design” as outlined in the report. 

Mitigation Measure 6:  An archeologist shall be present on-site to observe all land 
disturbing activities.  Should any cultural resource(s) be found, all work shall cease until an 
archeological or paleontological report (as applicable) is provided to Current Planning 
Section staff and all recommendations of the report are implemented to minimize damage to 
archeological and/or paleontological resources. 

Mitigation Measure 7:  The property owner, applicant, and contractors must be prepared to 
carry out the requirements of California State law with regard to the discovery of human 
remains during construction, whether historic or prehistoric.  In the event that any human 
remains are encountered during site disturbance, all ground-disturbing work shall cease 
immediately and the County coroner shall be notified immediately.  If the coroner 
determines the remains to be Native American, the Native American Heritage Commission 
shall be contacted within 24 hours.  A qualified archaeologist, in consultation with the Native 
American Heritage Commission, shall recommend subsequent measures for disposition of 
the remains. 

Mitigation Measure 8:  The construction or modification of antenna poles and associated 
equipment requires a building permit.  Geotechnical review of each new or modified facility 
is required at the building permit stage.  Each applicant shall demonstrate compliance with 
geotechnical recommendations in the design of each facility prior to the County’s issuance 
of a building permit. 

Mitigation Measure 9:  Prior to the Current Planning Section’s approval of the building 
permit required for each new facility or facility modification, each carrier shall submit an 
Erosion and Sediment Control Plan, where each plan shall include adequate stormwater 
pollution prevention measures, as determined by Planning staff.  The Erosion and Sediment 
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Control Plan shall be implemented prior to land disturbance and throughout the construction 
process until all disturbed areas are stabilized or landscaped.  Failure to install or maintain 
these measures will result in stoppage of construction until the corrections have been made 
and fees paid for staff enforcement time. 

Mitigation Measure 10:  The applicant shall adhere to the San Mateo Countywide 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program “General Construction and Site Supervision 
Guidelines,” including, but not limited to, the following: 

a. Delineation with field markers of clearing limits, easements, setbacks, sensitive or 
critical areas, buffer zones, trees, and drainage courses within the vicinity of areas to 
be disturbed by construction and/or grading. 

b. Protection of adjacent properties and undisturbed areas from construction impacts 
using vegetative buffer strips, sediment barriers or filters, dikes, mulching, or other 
measures as appropriate. 

c. Performing clearing and earth-moving activities only during dry weather. 

d. Stabilization of all denuded areas and maintenance of erosion control measures 
continuously between October 1 and April 30. 

e. Storage, handling, and disposal of construction materials and wastes properly, so as 
to prevent their contact with stormwater. 

f. Control and prevention of the discharge of all potential pollutants, including pavement 
cutting wastes, paints, concrete, petroleum products, chemicals, wash water or 
sediments, and non-stormwater discharges to storm drains and watercourses. 

g. Use of sediment controls or filtration to remove sediment when dewatering site and 
obtain all necessary permits. 

h. Avoiding cleaning, fueling, or maintaining vehicles on-site, except in a designated area 
where wash water is contained and treated. 

i. Limiting and timing applications of pesticides and fertilizers to prevent polluted runoff. 

j. Limiting construction access routes and stabilization of designated access points. 

k. Avoiding tracking dirt or other materials off-site; cleaning off-site paved areas and 
sidewalks using dry sweeping methods. 

l. Training and providing instruction to all employees and subcontractors regarding the 
Watershed Protection Maintenance Standards and construction Best Management 
Practices. 

m. Additional Best Management Practices in addition to those shown on the plans may be 
required by the Building Inspector to maintain effective stormwater management 
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during construction activities.  Any water leaving the site shall be clear and running 
slowly at all times. 

n. Failure to install or maintain these measures will result in stoppage of construction 
until the corrections have been made and fees paid for staff enforcement time. 

Mitigation Measure 11:  In order to bring the project into compliance with General Plan 
Policy 4.27 (Ridgelines and Skylines), each applicant for Verizon and AT&T shall 
demonstrate compliance with the following requirements.  If the applicants plan to pursue 
plans at the subject property, each applicant shall amend project plans and visual 
simulations to demonstrate compliance with Items b and c, subject to review and approval 
by Planning staff, prior to the approval of a building permit for each proposal. 

a. Consider alternative building site(s) which are not on a ridgeline.  Any new proposal 
would be subject to CEQA requirements. 

b. In order to comply with County General Plan Policy 4.27 regarding construction on a 
ridgeline in a forested area, which is part of a public view, the applicants shall use 
structural design alternatives for new antenna poles (such as using a pine or redwood 
tree form) that would better conform the project to the ridgeline, forested environment; 
AND, 

c. Reduce the total number of antenna poles proposed for new installation to a maximum 
of 3 poles at the site meeting Mitigation Measure 11.b. in order to minimize scenic 
impact, unless doing so would directly result in a gap in service, in which case 
alternative means of reducing scenic impact shall be proposed and implemented, 
subject to the approval of the Community Development Director. 

Mitigation Measure 12:  Any new generator associated with this project shall comply with 
County Policy 58, such that equipment shall be located within the building envelope (a 
minimum of 10 feet from the side property lines and 20 feet from the front and rear property 
lines for the subject zoning district) or no closer than 3 ft. to a property line if the equipment 
is housed in a cabinet for the purpose of reducing noise impacts on neighboring properties.  
Each applicant shall demonstrate compliance with this requirement prior to the Current 
Planning Section’s approval of a building permit for a new facility or facility modification. 

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY CONSULTATION 

None 

INITIAL STUDY 

The San Mateo County Current Planning Section has reviewed the Environmental 
Evaluation of this project and has found that the environmental impacts are potentially 
significant.  A copy of the initial study/Mitigated Negative Declaration is attached. 

REVIEW PERIOD:  January 21, 2014 to February 10, 2014 
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County of San Mateo 
Planning and Building Department 

 
INITIAL STUDY/ MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST 
(To Be Completed by Planning Department) 

 
1. Project Title:  New Verizon and AT&T Wireless Telecommunication Facilities at the Brooks 

residential property. 
 
2. County File Number:  PLN 2005-00306 
 
3. Lead Agency Name and Address:  Planning and Building Department, County of San Mateo, 

2nd Floor, 455 County Center, Redwood City, CA 94063 
 
4. Contact Person and Phone Number:  Camille Leung, Planner, 650/363-1826 
 
5. Project Location:  1175 Palomar Drive, unincorporated Palomar Park area of San Mateo 

County 
 
6. Assessor’s Parcel Number and Size of Parcel:  051-416-040 (25,155 sq. ft.) 
 
7. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address: 
 

Applicant for Verizon Facility Applicant for AT&T Facility 

Charnel James 
NSA Wireless, Inc. 
2010 Crow Canyon Place, Suite 355 
San Ramon, CA  94583 
530/219-1833 

Tom Johnson 
925/785-3727 
tjohnso3@Bechtel.com 

 
8. General Plan Designation:  Low Density Residential (0.3 – 2.3 dwelling units/net acre). 
 
9. Zoning:  R-1/S-101/DR (Single-Family Residential District/20,000 sq. ft. minimum lot 

size/Design Review). 
 
10. Description of the Project:  The project involves the addition of 2 new wireless 

telecommunication facilities (Verizon and AT&T) to an existing maintained1 infrastructure 
consisting of 2 wireless telecommunication facilities (Sprint and T-Mobile) located in the back 
yard of the single-family residential property.2  Project implementation would result in a total of 
4 facilities at the site, including 8 antenna poles and approximately 940 sq. ft. of leased area 
for associated equipment.  The project would result in minor land disturbance and grading 
associated with the installation of antenna poles and the construction of equipment pads for 

                                                           
1 Maintenance may involve some minor modifications that would be reviewed at an administrative level. 
2 While the County considers each of the facilities as an individual “project,” the projects have been combined 
into a singular project for the purposes of providing a cumulative analysis of the impacts resulting from the 
implementation of these proposals and the maintenance of existing facilities. 
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the lease areas associated with 2 new facilities.  Based on the recommendations of an 
arborist, the Verizon applicant would remove 3 significant trees that are 6” or more in diameter 
(including 1 fallen tree and 2 hazardous Monterey pine trees) and 18 smaller trees.  An 
additional 3 significant trees would be removed under the AT&T proposal.  A summary of 
existing and proposed facilities is provided in Table 1 below: 
 

Table 1 
Existing and Proposed Facilities at 1175 Palomar Drive

Case 
Number Carrier 

New or 
Existing
Facility Facility Description Project Status 

No. of 
Protected 

Trees to be 
Removed 

PLN 2000-
00497 

Sprint  Existing 
Facility 

Two (2) existing 13’ 6” ht. 
antenna poles each within 
a 16 sq. ft. lease area and 
a 270 sq. ft. equipment 
lease area. 

Existing 
Facility; no 
pending 
applications. 

0 

PLN 2001-
00801 

T-Mobile3 Existing 
Facility 

Existing 15’ ht. antenna 
pole.  Proposed pole 
height increase to 
16’ 7” ht. with 211 sq. ft. 
equipment lease area. 

Use permit 
recently 
renewed.  
Height increase 
approved 
(Administrative 
decision) 

0 

PLN 2005-
00306 

Verizon New Facility Three (3) proposed 20’ ht. 
antenna poles, two within 
a 16 sq. ft. lease area and 
one within a 263.19 sq. ft. 
equipment lease area. 

Application is 
complete and 
public hearing 
is pending. 

3 

PLN 2010-
00274 

AT&T New Facility Two (2) proposed 15’ ht. 
antenna poles each within 
a 16 sq. ft. lease area and 
a proposed 96 sq. ft. 
equipment lease area. 4  

Application is 
incomplete; 
public hearing 
has not been 
scheduled. 

3 

TOTALS: 4 Facilities 8 Poles and approx. 936.19 sq. ft. of Lease 
Space  

Note:  Existing facilities are shaded; New facilities are shown unshaded.  Each facility description 
represents the facility as it existed or was proposed at the time of the preparation of this document. 

 
11. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:  This parcel is level and improved with one single-

family residence and existing Sprint and T-Mobile wireless telecommunications facilities.  
The existing wireless telecommunications facilities are located in the rear yard of the property.  

                                                           
3 Metro PCS also has a pending application for a new facility at this site.  In Spring 2013, Metro PCS merged 
with T-Mobile to form “T-Mobile US.”  As a T-Mobile facility already exists at this site and due to inactivity of 
the Metro PCS application, it is assumed that the Metro PCS project is no longer needed and, therefore, the 
project is not analyzed in this document.  T-Mobile has been contacted by Staff to confirm this assumption.  
At the time of the preparation of this document, the status of this project has not been confirmed. 
4 Project plans for the AT&T site show two (2) antennas and a lease area of 96 sq. ft.  The AT&T site shown in 
plans prepared by Verizon show an earlier version of the AT&T project which included only one (1) antenna 
pole and a 265 sq. ft. lease space. 
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The northwest portion of the rear yard contains a portion of the Sprint facility (includes one 
13’ 6” ht. Sprint antenna pole within a 16 sq. ft. Sprint lease area and a 270 sq. ft. Sprint 
equipment enclosure area) and a T-Mobile facility (includes one 15’ ht. T-Mobile antenna pole 
located within a 211 sq. ft. equipment enclosure area).  The southwest portion of the rear yard 
contains a second Sprint antenna pole (13’ 6” ht. Sprint antenna pole within a 16 sq. ft. Sprint 
lease area).  The rear yard contains several trees, shrubs and various landscaping. 

 
12. Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required:  None. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED 
 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at 
least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” or “Significant Unless Mitigated” as 
indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 
 

X Aesthetics  Climate Change  Population/Housing 

 Agricultural and Forest 
Resources 

 Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials 

 Public Services 

 Air Quality X Hydrology/Water Quality  Recreation 

X Biological Resources X Land Use/Planning  Transportation/Traffic 

X Cultural Resources  Mineral Resources  Utilities/Service Systems 

X Geology/Soils X Noise X Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 

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

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

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

site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as 
operational impacts. 

 
3. Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the 

checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than 
significant with mitigation, or less than significant.  “Potentially Significant Impact” is appro-
priate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant.  If there are one or more 
“Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

discussion. 
 

1. AESTHETICS.  Would the project:

  Potentially
Significant

Impacts 

Significant
Unless

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant

Impact
No

Impact

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

 X   

Discussion:  Visual simulations for each proposal show the visual impact of each carrier’s 
proposal (Attachments G and I).  The County was not provided a visual simulation representing the 
project at its full scope (8 antenna poles).  Viewing locations represented in the visual simulations 
include locations along Crestview Drive (a residential street), Edmonds Drive (a residential street), 
and Edgewood Drive (a County General Plan designated arterial highway and “scenic route”).  It 
should be noted that Station 4 of the Verizon visual simulations represents a viewing location on 
Edgewood Road between 2 public recreation areas, Pulgas Ridge Open Space Area and 
Edgewood County Park. 

Due to the scope of the project, which involves the maintenance of 3 existing antenna poles and 
the construction of 5 additional antenna poles, the project would be visible from residential areas, 
public lands, and roads, and may result in a significant adverse effect on views from those viewing 
locations. 
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Each carrier’s proposal involves tree removal and planting for facility screening and replacement of 
removed trees.  As discussed in Section 4.e., below, Verizon’s proposal involves the removal of 3 
trees that are 6” or more in diameter (including 1 fallen tree and 2 hazardous Monterey pine trees), 
which will reduce project screening.  It should be noted that of the 21 remaining trees, 7 other 
mature trees (including 5 Monterey pines, 1 coast live oak, and 1 coast redwood) are all in “Poor” 
condition and, despite best efforts, could die, reducing screening of the project. 
 
According to the Environmental Information Form submitted for the proposal, the AT&T proposal 
involves the removal of 3 trees that are 6” or more in diameter. 
 
Proposed tree removals would increase the visibility of the project from residential areas, public 
lands, and roads.  Mitigation Measures 2 through 5 in Section 4.e. require the replacement of trees 
removed and the implementation of protection and maintenance measures for new and retained 
trees.  Additionally, Mitigation Measure 11 in Section 10.b., which requires the applicants to seek 
out alternative non-ridgeline site(s) or conform the project to the ridgeline environment, would 
reduce the project’s significant adverse effect on views from residential areas, public lands, and 
roads. 
 
No additional mitigation measures are required. 
 
Source:  Project Visual Simulations (Attachments G and I); County Map. 

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

  X  

Discussion:  Project implementation would result in a total of 4 facilities at the site, including 8 
antenna poles and approximately 940 sq. ft. of leased area for associated equipment.  Project 
implementation would result in the removal of trees, but these trees are not located within a state 
scenic highway.  There are no rock outcroppings in the project footprint.  The single-family 
residence at the property was built in 1968, is not historic, and would not be altered.  The property 
site is not located within a state scenic highway. 

Source:  Project Plans; Site Observation. 

1.c. Significantly degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings, including significant 
change in topography or ground surface 
relief features, and/or development on a 
ridgeline? 

 X   

Discussion:  The project will result in development on a ridgeline that would degrade the existing 
visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings.  See discussion and necessary 
mitigation in Sections 1.a. and 10.b. 

Source:  Project Visual Simulations; County General Plan. 

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

 X   
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Discussion:  While no new light sources are proposed, antennas and associated equipment would 
be made of metal and could potentially provide new sources of glare if materials are reflective.  
Mitigation Measure 1 requires reflective surfaces to be screened or painted such that surfaces 
would not be reflective. 

Mitigation Measure 1:  Prior to Planning’s final approval of the building permit for any new or 
modified facilities, all new reflective surfaces shall be screened or painted such that surfaces are no 
longer reflective. 

Source:  Project Plans. 

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

 X   

Discussion:  The project site is not located within the Interstate 280 Scenic Corridor.  However, 
the project would be visible from Edgewood Road, a County-designated “scenic route.”  For 
discussion of project impacts to Edgewood Road and necessary mitigation, see Sections 1.a., 
above, and 10.b., below. 

Source:  Project Visual Simulations; County General Plan. 

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

 X   

Discussion:  While the project site is located in a Design Review (DR) Zoning District, the project 
is not subject to these regulations.  The project is subject to the Wireless Telecommunication 
Regulations (Section 6510 of the Zoning Regulations).  For the purposes of CEQA, the proposal is 
in substantial conformance with Section 6510.  However, as stated in Section 10.b. of this 
document, the project conflicts with County General Plan Policy 4.27 which relates to ridgelines 
and skylines.  For further discussion and necessary mitigation, see Section 10.b., below. 

Source:  Design Review (DR) Zoning District Regulations; Wireless Telecommunication Facilities 
Regulations. 

1.g. Visually intrude into an area having 
natural scenic qualities? 

 X   

Discussion:  The project, which would result in a total of 8 antenna poles at the subject property, 
would be located on a ridgeline and would be visible from Edgewood Road, a County-designated 
“scenic route,” also called a “scenic road.”  General Plan Policy 4.42 establishes criteria for scenic 
road designation for urban areas, calling for the selection of roads which display attractive urban 
development (i.e., State and County historical sites, singular and multiple structures of architectural 
interest, engineering constructs, and other archaeological, historical, or cultural sites), and provide 
views of natural scenery in an urban setting.  In its designation as a scenic route, the segment of 
Edgewood Road from Alameda de las Pulgas to Canada Road was found to embody these 
qualities, specifically offering views of natural scenery in an urban setting.  Please see discussion 
and necessary mitigation in Sections 1.a., above, and 10.b., below. 

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

  Potentially
Significant

Impacts 

Significant
Unless

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant

Impact
No

Impact

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

   X 

Discussion:  The subject property is zoned for single-family residential use and contains a 
residence.  The property does not contain any agricultural uses and, therefore, the project would not 
result in conversion of farmland to a non-agricultural use. 

Source:  County Zoning Map. 

2.b. Conflict with existing zoning for 
agricultural use, an existing Open Space 
Easement, or a Williamson Act contract? 

   X 

Discussion:  The subject property is zoned for single-family residential use and contains a 
residence.  The property does not contain any agricultural uses and, therefore, the project would not 
result in conversion of farmland to a non-agricultural use.  The property is not subject to an existing 
Open Space Easement or a Williamson Act contract. 

Source:  County Zoning Map. 

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

   X 

Discussion:  The wireless telecommunication proposals which are the subject of this document 
would not involve or influence the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion of 
forestland to non-forest use, nor is the project located near forestland or farmland. 

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

   X 

Discussion:  The project is not located in the Coastal Zone.

Source:  County Local Coastal Program. 

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

   X 

Discussion:  The subject property is zoned for single-family residential use and contains a 
residence.  The property does not contain any agricultural uses and, therefore, the project would not 
damage soil capability nor loss of agricultural land. 

Source:  County Zoning Map; Project Plans. 

2.f. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause 
rezoning of, forestland (as defined in 
Public Resources Code Section 
12220(g)), timberland (as defined by 
Public Resources Code Section 4526), 
or timberland zoned Timberland 
Production (as defined by Government 
Code Section 51104(g))? 
Note to reader:  This question seeks to address the 
economic impact of converting forestland to a non-
timber harvesting use. 

   X 

Discussion:  The subject property is zoned for single-family residential use and contains a 
residence.  The wireless telecommunications proposals which are the subject of this document are 
allowed under certain circumstances within residential zoning districts.  The project would not 
involve or influence the rezoning of forestland, timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland 
Production. 

Source:  Wireless Telecommunication Facilities Regulations; County Zoning Map. 

 

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

  Potentially
Significant

Impacts 

Significant
Unless

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant

Impact
No

Impact

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

   X 

Discussion:  The project involves the construction and operation of wireless telecommunication 
facilities.  The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) exempts the construction of a 
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building or structure that is not itself a source requiring a permit (Regulation 2-1-113).  The facilities 
do not require a permit from BAAQMD for their operation and, therefore, the project would not 
conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan. 

Source:  Regulation 2, Permits, Rule 1, General Requirements, BAAQMD. 

3.b. Violate any air quality standard or 
contribute significantly to an existing or 
projected air quality violation? 

   X 

Discussion:  See discussion in Section 3.a., above. 

Source:  Regulation 2, Permits, Rule 1, General Requirements, BAAQMD. 

3.c. 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 which 
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 
precursors)? 

   X 

Discussion:  See discussion in Section 3.a., above. 

Source:  Regulation 2, Permits, Rule 1, General Requirements, BAAQMD. 

3.d. Expose sensitive receptors to significant 
pollutant concentrations, as defined by 
BAAQMD? 

   X 

Discussion:  See discussion in Section 3.a., above. 

Source:  Regulation 2, Permits, Rule 1, General Requirements, BAAQMD. 

3.e. Create objectionable odors affecting a 
significant number of people? 

  X  

Discussion:  While project construction may create temporary construction-related odors, the 
project would not result in any permanent odors, nor would temporary odors affect a significant 
number of people, as the project is located on private property within a single-family residential 
neighborhood. 

Source:  Project Plans. 

3.f. 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? 

  X  

Discussion:  While project construction may generate pollutants (such as dust and smoke 
particulates) on a temporary basis, the project would not generate air pollutants after project 
construction.  Pollutants generated during construction would not violate existing standards of air 
quality, as the BAAQMD exempts the construction of a building or structure that is not itself a source 
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requiring a permit (Regulation 2-1-113).  Therefore, project impacts related to air pollutant 
generation would be considered less than significant. 

Source:  Project Plans. 

 

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 

  Potentially
Significant

Impacts 

Significant
Unless

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant

Impact
No

Impact

4.a. Have a significant adverse effect, either 
directly or through habitat modifications, 
on any species identified as a candidate, 
sensitive, or special status species in 
local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California Depart-
ment of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service? 

   X 

Discussion:  Planning staff performed a search of the California Natural Diversity Database 
(CNDDB) for special-status plants and wildlife species in the area.  As shown in Attachment D, no 
special-status plants and wildlife species exist in the project vicinity.  In addition, the property has 
been occupied by residential uses since 1968, where the area to be disturbed is within the backyard 
of the subject property.  The site does not contain nor is it adjacent to any riparian or wetland areas. 

Source:  CNDDB Database. 

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

   X 

Discussion:  See discussion in Section 4.a., above. 

Source:  CNDDB Database. 

4.c. Have a significant 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 

Discussion:  See discussion in Section 4.a., above. 

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

   X 

Discussion:  See discussion in Section 4.a., above. 

Source:  CNDDB Database. 

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

 X   

Discussion:  The applicant arranged for an arborist, David L. Babby (Registered Consulting Arborist 
#399), to assess the health of the trees on-site.  In a report, dated February 23, 2012 (included as 
Attachment G), Mr. Babby states that there are 21 trees meeting the County’s definition of a 
significant tree (any tree that is 6” or more in diameter per the Design Review (DR) District Zoning 
Regulations) at the property and 21 trees that are less than 6” in diameter at the property (it is likely 
that these trees were planted as screening to mitigate the visual impacts of the 2 existing facilities).  
Based on the recommendations of this report, the Verizon applicant intends to remove 18 trees that 
are less than 6” in diameter (including 17 dead, 1 damaged) and 3 significant trees (including 1 
fallen tree and 2 hazardous Monterey pine trees) and retain the other 21 trees.  Per the DR District 
Regulations, significant trees shall be replaced at a ratio of 3:1 using a minimum of 5-gallon size 
stock.  The AT&T proposal includes the removal of 3 additional significant trees. 

Mitigation Measure 2 has been added in order to require the property owner to remove dead, 
damaged and hazardous trees per the arborist’s recommendations.  Mitigation Measure 3 requires 
the protection of retained trees per the arborist’s recommendations and their replacement, in the 
event of disease or death.  Of the 21 remaining trees, 7 other mature trees (including 5 Monterey 
pines, 1 coast live oak, and 1 coast redwood) are all in “Poor” condition and could die, reducing 
screening of the project. 

Table 2 
Trees to be Removed and Replaced at 1175 Palomar Drive

Carrier 
Significant Trees 
(6” dbh or larger) 

Non-Significant Trees 
(less than 6” dbh) 

Required Number of 
Replacement Trees 

(3:1 for significant and 
1:1 for non-significant trees) 

Verizon 3 18 27 

AT&T 3 None 9 

TOTAL 6 18 36 

Sources:  Design Review District Regulations; Arborist Report for Verizon; AT&T Proposal. 

Mitigation Measure 4 requires the property owner to replace removed significant trees using a 3:1 
ratio and removed non-significant trees using a 1:1 ratio (replaced trees: removed tree).  If and when 
all of the proposed tree removals occur, the planting of 36, 5-gallon trees would be required.  
Planning staff may authorize the planting of a larger tree in-lieu of planting several smaller 
replacement trees (e.g., one (1) 24’ box in-lieu of five (5) 5-gallon trees).  Due to the failed 
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maintenance of newly planted trees in the past, the mitigation measure requires the payment of a 
maintenance surety deposit to the County.  Mitigation Measure 5 requires the property owner to 
maintain new tree plantings according to the arborist’s recommendations. 

Mitigation Measure 2:  As recommended by David L. Babby (Registered Consulting Arborist #399), 
in a report dated February 23, 2012, the applicant shall remove 18 trees that are less than 6” in 
diameter (including 17 dead, 1 damaged), and 3 trees that are 6” or more in diameter (including 1 
fallen tree and 2 hazardous trees). 

Mitigation Measure 3:  For the protection of retained trees, the applicant shall comply with the Tree 
Protection Measures as outlined in the report prepared by David L. Babby (Registered Consulting 
Arborist #399), dated February 23, 2012.  In addition, the applicant shall consult with Mr. Babby 
regarding additional measures to improve the health of existing trees (such as irrigation, fencing, 
trimming, fertilization, treatment, etc.) and demonstrate to County staff the implementation of 
additional recommendations.  If any of the retained trees should die, the applicant shall replace the 
tree(s) as outlined in Mitigation Measure 4.  Tree removals are subject to Design Review (DR) 
District Zoning Regulations and County permit requirements. 

Mitigation Measure 4:  The property owner shall comply with the following requirements regarding 
tree replacement: 

a. For removal of trees that are 6 inches or more in diameter, these trees shall be replaced at a 
ratio of 3:1 using a minimum of 5-gallon size stock.  For trees that are less than 6” in diameter, 
trees shall be replaced using a minimum of 5-gallon size stock at a 1:1 ratio. 

b. For indigenous trees, trees shall be replaced using the same species.  Exotic trees shall be 
replaced with an indigenous species. 

c. A surety deposit of $4,000 for both performance (installation of tree, staking, and providing an 
irrigation system) and maintenance of planted trees is required prior to the Current Planning 
Section’s approval of the building permit for this project.  Maintenance shall be required for five 
years.  Maintenance reports, as prepared by a certified arborist, shall be submitted to the 
Project Planner on an annual basis by April 30 after planting. 

d. During the maintenance period, the property owner at his/her expense shall replace any dead 
or dying tree(s).  Under such circumstances, the maintenance period will be extended for a 
period of two (2) additional years. 

e. Release of the performance and maintenance surety shall only be allowed upon the 
satisfactory installation and maintenance and upon inspection by the County. 

Mitigation Measure 5:  All new tree plantings shall conform to recommendations for “future planting 
design” as outlined in the report. 

Source:  Design Review (DR) District Zoning Regulations; Arborist Report by David L. Babby dated 
February 23, 2012. 

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

   X 

Discussion:  The property is zoned for residential development and is not located in an area subject 
to a Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Conservation Community Plan, or other approved local, 
regional, or State habitat conservation plan.  For further discussion, see Section 4.a., above. 
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Source:  CNDDB Database. 

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

   X 

Discussion:  The property is zoned for residential development and is not located inside or within 
200 feet of a marine or wildlife reserve.  For further discussion, see Section 4.a., above. 

Source:  Site Visit; CNDDB Database. 

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

  X  

Discussion:  There are oak trees located in the project area of the residential property.  Four (4) 
5-gallon coast live oak trees would be removed as they are dead or significantly damaged.  Due to 
the condition of the trees and their small size, their removal will not result in a significant loss to oak 
woodlands.  Another 37” d.b.h. coast live oak has fallen and would be removed and would also not 
result in a significant loss to oak woodlands.  Please see discussion in Section 4.e. regarding 
required replacement of these trees.  No additional mitigation measures are necessary. 

Source:  Arborist Report by David L. Babby, dated February 23, 2012. 

 

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 

  Potentially
Significant

Impacts 

Significant
Unless

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant

Impact
No

Impact

5.a. Cause a significant adverse change in 
the significance of a historical resource 
as defined in CEQA Section 15064.5? 

 X   

Discussion:  The project was reviewed by the California Historical Resources Information System 
(CHRIS).  In a letter dated February 18, 2013, Mark Castro on behalf of Leigh Jordan, Coordinator, 
stated that, while CHRIS did not have any record of any previous cultural resource studies for the 
proposed project area, the project area has the possibility of containing unrecorded archeological 
site(s).  CHRIS recommends the preparation of a study prior to commencement of project activities 
and that the applicant contact Native American tribe(s) regarding traditional, cultural, and religious 
heritage values.  Planning staff worked with the Verizon applicant to address this recommendation 
and found that, by requiring an archeologist to be present on-site to observe all land disturbing 
activities and to make recommendations as necessary, any potential impact(s) to archeological 
and/or paleontological resources would be adequately mitigated. 

Mitigation Measure 6:  An archeologist shall be present on-site to observe all land disturbing 
activities.  Should any cultural resource(s) be found, all work shall cease until an archeological or 
paleontological report (as applicable) is provided to Current Planning Section staff and all 
recommendations of the report are implemented to minimize damage to archeological and/or 
paleontological resources. 

Source:  Letter dated February 18, 2013 from CHRIS; Email Correspondence with Verizon 
Applicant dated October 30, 2013. 



14 

5.b. Cause a significant adverse change in 
the significance of an archaeological 
resource pursuant to CEQA Section 
15064.5? 

 X   

Discussion:  See discussion in Section 5.a., above. 

Source:  Letter dated February 18, 2013 from CHRIS; Email Correspondence with Verizon 
Applicant dated October 30, 2013. 

5.c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or 
unique geologic feature? 

 X   

Discussion:  See discussion in Section 5.a., above. 

Source:  Letter dated February 18, 2013 from CHRIS; Email Correspondence with Verizon 
Applicant dated October 30, 2013. 

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

 X   

Discussion:  As the project involves minor land disturbance and grading associated with the 
installation of antenna poles and the construction of equipment pads for the lease areas associated 
with 2 new facilities, the project has the potential to disturb interred human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries.  Mitigation Measure 7, below, requires the property owner, 
applicant, and contractors to comply with the requirements of California State law with regard to the 
discovery of human remains during construction, whether historic or prehistoric.  The implementation 
of this mitigation measure would mitigate any potential impact to interred human remains to a less 
than significant level. 

Mitigation Measure 7:  The property owner, applicant, and contractors must be prepared to carry 
out the requirements of California State law with regard to the discovery of human remains during 
construction, whether historic or prehistoric.  In the event that any human remains are encountered 
during site disturbance, all ground-disturbing work shall cease immediately and the County coroner 
shall be notified immediately.  If the coroner determines the remains to be Native American, the 
Native American Heritage Commission shall be contacted within 24 hours.  A qualified 
archaeologist, in consultation with the Native American Heritage Commission, shall recommend 
subsequent measures for disposition of the remains. 

Source:  California State Law. 
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6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS.  Would the project: 

  Potentially
Significant

Impacts 

Significant
Unless

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant

Impact
No

Impact

6.a. Expose people or structures to potential 
significant adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving the 
following, or create a situation that 
results in: 

    

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

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

 X   

Discussion:  The residential property contains 2 existing wireless telecommunication facilities.  The 
project involves the construction of an additional 2 facilities.  All facilities would be unmanned, with 
monthly maintenance visits.  However, while the risk is low, due to the height of the proposed 
antenna poles, a geologic-related failure of any of the poles may pose a safety risk to facility 
maintenance workers and residential occupants on and/or surrounding the property.  The 
construction of the proposed poles and associated equipment requires a building permit.  Staff has 
added a mitigation measure to require geotechnical review of all new and/or modified facilities at the 
building permit stage.  Each applicant would be required to demonstrate compliance with 
geotechnical recommendations in the design of each facility prior to the County’s issuance of a 
building permit. 

Mitigation Measure 8:  The construction or modification of antenna poles and associated 
equipment requires a building permit.  Geotechnical review of each new or modified facility is 
required at the building permit stage.  Each applicant shall demonstrate compliance with 
geotechnical recommendations in the design of each facility prior to the County’s issuance of a 
building permit. 

Source:  Consultation with the County Planning and Building Department’s Geotechnical Section. 

 ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?  X   

Discussion:  See discussion in Section 6.a.i., above. 

Source:  Consultation with the County Planning and Building Department’s Geotechnical Section. 

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

 X   
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Discussion:  See discussion in Section 6.a.i., above. 

Source:  Consultation with the County Planning and Building Department’s Geotechnical Section. 

 iv. Landslides?  X   

Discussion:  See discussion in Section 6.a.i., above. 

Source:  Consultation with the County Planning and Building Department’s Geotechnical Section. 

 v. Coastal cliff/bluff instability or 
erosion? 

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

   X 

Discussion:  The site is not located within proximity of a coastal cliff or bluff. 

Source:  Site Map. 

6.b. Result in significant soil erosion or the 
loss of topsoil? 

 X   

Discussion:  The project would result in minor land disturbance and grading associated with the 
installation of antenna poles and the construction of equipment pads for the lease areas associated 
with 2 new facilities.  The building site is located on a ridge.  While the building site is relatively flat, 
the topography drops steadily to the west.  Should there be any precipitation during project grading 
or construction, there is the potential for sedimentation in on-site areas downslope from the project 
area.  Mitigation Measure 9 requires each carrier to submit an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan 
for each new facility or facility modification, where each plan includes stormwater pollution 
prevention measures.  Mitigation Measure 10 requires compliance with the San Mateo Countywide 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program “General Construction and Site Supervision Guidelines.” 

Mitigation Measure 9:  Prior to the Current Planning Section’s approval of the building permit 
required for each new facility or facility modification, each carrier shall submit an Erosion and 
Sediment Control Plan, where each plan shall include adequate stormwater pollution prevention 
measures, as determined by Planning staff.  The Erosion and Sediment Control Plan shall be 
implemented prior to land disturbance and throughout the construction process until all disturbed 
areas are stabilized or landscaped.  Failure to install or maintain these measures will result in 
stoppage of construction until the corrections have been made and fees paid for staff enforcement 
time. 

Mitigation Measure 10:  The applicant shall adhere to the San Mateo Countywide Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Program “General Construction and Site Supervision Guidelines,” including, but 
not limited to, the following: 

a. Delineation with field markers of clearing limits, easements, setbacks, sensitive or critical 
areas, buffer zones, trees, and drainage courses within the vicinity of areas to be disturbed by 
construction and/or grading. 

b. Protection of adjacent properties and undisturbed areas from construction impacts using 
vegetative buffer strips, sediment barriers or filters, dikes, mulching, or other measures as 
appropriate. 

c. Performing clearing and earth-moving activities only during dry weather. 
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d. Stabilization of all denuded areas and maintenance of erosion control measures continuously 
between October 1 and April 30. 

e. Storage, handling, and disposal of construction materials and wastes properly, so as to 
prevent their contact with stormwater. 

f. Control and prevention of the discharge of all potential pollutants, including pavement cutting 
wastes, paints, concrete, petroleum products, chemicals, wash water or sediments, and non-
stormwater discharges to storm drains and watercourses. 

g. Use of sediment controls or filtration to remove sediment when dewatering site and obtain all 
necessary permits. 

h. Avoiding cleaning, fueling, or maintaining vehicles on-site, except in a designated area where 
wash water is contained and treated. 

i. Limiting and timing applications of pesticides and fertilizers to prevent polluted runoff. 

j. Limiting construction access routes and stabilization of designated access points. 

k. Avoiding tracking dirt or other materials off-site; cleaning off-site paved areas and sidewalks 
using dry sweeping methods. 

l. Training and providing instruction to all employees and subcontractors regarding the 
Watershed Protection Maintenance Standards and construction Best Management Practices. 

m. Additional Best Management Practices in addition to those shown on the plans may be 
required by the Building Inspector to maintain effective stormwater management during 
construction activities.  Any water leaving the site shall be clear and running slowly at all times. 

n. Failure to install or maintain these measures will result in stoppage of construction until the 
corrections have been made and fees paid for staff enforcement time. 

Source:  Project Plans; NPDES Requirements; SMCWPPP Resources. 

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

 X   

Discussion:  See discussion in Section 6.a.i., above. 

Source:  Consultation with the County Planning and Building Department’s Geotechnical Section. 

6.d. Be located on expansive soil, as noted 
in the 2010 California Building Code, 
creating significant risks to life or 
property? 

 X   

Discussion:  See discussion in Section 6.a.i., above. 

Source:  Consultation with the County Planning and Building Department’s Geotechnical Section. 
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6.e. Have soils incapable of adequately 
supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative wastewater disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of wastewater? 

  X  

Discussion:  The project would not generate any wastewater.  However, new facilities have the 
potential to impact an existing septic field at the property.  The County’s Environmental Health 
Division has reviewed and approved the project.  The project would not have an impact on septic 
tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems. 

Source:  Correspondence with Staff at the County’s Environmental Health Division from February to 
September 2013. 

 

7. CLIMATE CHANGE.  Would the project: 

  Potentially
Significant

Impacts 

Significant
Unless

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant

Impact
No

Impact

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

  X  

Discussion:  The Verizon facility consists of three new antenna poles and associated equipment, 
including an emergency generator.  The Verizon applicant states that the proposed facility would 
use approximately 8.8 kWh of electricity a month.  The generator would consume approximately 
0.92 gallons per hour (gph) of fuel a month at 25% load on standby and approximately 2.74 gph of 
fuel a month at 100% load on standby (under a complete power outage). 

In order to estimate electricity and gas usage for the entire project, Staff multiplied the estimated 
demand levels for the Verizon project by 4 for the 4 facilities that would result at full project 
implementation.  This is likely a conservative approach as the Verizon application includes 
3 antenna poles while other applications involve 3 or fewer poles.  Based on the foregoing, 
estimated project demand levels at full project implementation would be as shown below: 

 Electricity:  Approximately 35.2 kWh of electricity a month. 

 Fuel:  Approximately 3.68 gallons per hour (gph) of fuel a month at 25% load on standby and 
approximately 10.96 gph of fuel a month at 100% load on standby (complete power outage). 

According to the U.S. Energy Information Administration, the average monthly residential electricity 
consumption in California is 573 kWh.5  Assuming that the residence uses 573 kWh, an additional 
35.2 kWh of electricity usage a month would represent a 6.1% increase in electricity consumption at 
the property. 

As discussed in Section 16 of this report, the project would also result in additional traffic trips from 
current residential trips and trips associated with the maintenance of 2 existing facilities at the site.  

                                                           
5 U.S. Energy Information Administration Website:  
http://www.eia.gov/electricity/sales_revenue_price/pdf/table5_a.pdf 
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The Verizon applicant estimates that maintenance crews would visit the site monthly.  Estimating 2 
trips a month (to and from the site) for each of the 2 new facilities results in 4 additional trips a month 
which is a negligible increase. 

Project-related minor grading and facility construction will result in the temporary generation of GHG 
emissions along travel routes and at the project site.  In general, construction involves GHG 
emissions mainly from exhaust from vehicle trips (e.g., construction vehicles and personal cars of 
construction workers).  Due to the site’s urban location and assuming construction vehicles and 
workers are based in urban areas, potential project GHG emission levels from construction would be 
considered minimal.  The Verizon proposal, as proposed and mitigated, would also result in the 
removal of 21 trees for landscape maintenance purposes and another 3 trees to accommodate the 
proposed AT&T facility, but all removed trees will be replaced in accordance with Mitigation 
Measures 4 and 5. 

To ensure new development projects are compliant with the County’s Energy Efficiency Climate 
Action Plan (EECAP), the County provides the EECAP Development Checklist.  Planning staff has 
reviewed the proposal with the criteria of the checklist and found that there are no criteria that are 
applicable for the project.  Therefore, the project is considered in conformance with the EECAP and 
no mitigation measures are required. 

Source:  Email correspondence with Verizon Applicant, dated February 20, 2013 and November 6, 
2013; Project plans; San Mateo County Energy Efficiency Climate Action Plan (EECAP); Bay Area 
Air Quality Management District, California Environmental Quality Act, Air Quality Guidelines, 
Updated May 2011; U.S. Energy Information Administration, “2012 Average Monthly Bill - 
Residential.” 

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

   X 

Discussion:  See discussion of project compliance with the San Mateo County Energy Efficiency 
Climate Action Plan (EECAP) in Section 7.a., above. 

Source:  Project Plans; San Mateo County Energy Efficiency Climate Action Plan (EECAP). 

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

   X 

Discussion:  While the project would result in the removal and replacement of 3 significant trees 
and several smaller trees, the property is residential in use and not forestland.  Therefore, the 
project would not result in the loss of forestland or conversion of forestland to non-forest use. 

Source:  County Zoning Maps. 

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

   X 
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Discussion:  The site is not located within proximity to a coastal cliff or bluff. 

Source:  Site Map. 

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

   X 

Discussion:  The site is not located within proximity to the ocean or bay. 

Source:  Site Map. 

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

   X 

Discussion:  The site is located on a hilltop in Zone X and is not located in a 100-year flood hazard 
area as mapped on a Federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood 
hazard delineation map. 

Source:  FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map, Panel No.06081C0282E, Effective October 16, 2012. 

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

   X 

Discussion:  See discussion in Section 7.f., above. 

Source:  FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map, Panel No.06081C0282E, Effective October 16, 2012. 

 

8. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.  Would the project: 

  Potentially
Significant

Impacts 

Significant
Unless

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant

Impact
No

Impact

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

   X 

Discussion:  The project would not result in a significant hazard to the public or the environment, as 
it does not involve the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. 

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

   X 

Discussion:  The project would not result in a significant hazard to the public or the environment, as 
it does not involve the storage or release of hazardous materials. 

Source:  Project Plans. 

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

  X  

Discussion:  William Hammett of Hammet & Edison, Inc., Consulting Engineers, conducted an 
evaluation of the proposed project for compliance with applicable guidelines limiting human 
exposure to radio frequency (“RF”) electromagnetic fields, with the results described in a letter dated 
January 28, 2013 (Attachment C).  The evaluation includes the proposed Verizon wireless 
telecommunications facility, existing facilities at the site, and proposed facilities for AT&T and Metro 
PCS.6  In the letter, Mr. Hammett states that the proposed operation will, together with the existing 
and proposed base stations at the site, comply with FCC guidelines limiting public exposure to RF 
Energy.  Specifically, Mr. Hammett states that the Verizon antennas, due to their mounting location, 
would not be accessible to the general public and, therefore, no mitigation measures are necessary 
to comply with the FCC public exposure guidelines.  For additional details, please see Attachment C.

Source:  Report from William Hammett of Hammet & Edison, Inc., Consulting Engineers, dated 
January 28, 2013. 

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

   X 

Discussion:  The site is residential and is not included on a list of hazardous materials sites 
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. 

Source:  Hazardous Waste and Substances Site List, California State Department of Toxic 
Substances Control, San Mateo County. 

                                                           
6 Due to T-Mobile’s merger with Metro PCS, the existing T-Mobile facility on-site, and inactivity of the Metro 
PCS application, the proposed Metro PCS facility is assumed to be redundant and analysis of the facility is not 
included in this document.  The proposed Metro PCS facility was included in the Hammet & Edison, Inc., 
report which represents a conservative approach. 
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8.e. For a project located within an airport 
land use plan or, where such a plan has 
not been adopted, within 2 miles of a 
public airport or public use airport, result 
in a safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the project area? 

   X 

Discussion:  The site is not located within an airport land use plan nor is it located within 2 miles of 
a public airport or public use airport. 

Source:  Vicinity Map. 

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

   X 

Discussion:  The project site is located on a hilltop in a residential neighborhood.  The tallest 
antenna would be 20 ft. in height in an area where trees and antennas of comparable height already 
exist.  Therefore, should the project be located within the vicinity of a private airstrip, it would not 
result in a significant safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area. 

Source:  Site Observation; Project Plans. 

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

  X  

Discussion:  The project would not impede road access and would improve telecommunication 
capabilities in the area.  The County Fire Authority has reviewed and approved the project subject to 
compliance with its permit requirements. 

Source:  Consultation with County Fire Authority Staff, dated February 26, 2013. 

8.h. Expose people or structures to a signifi-
cant risk of loss, injury or death involving 
wildland fires, including where wildlands 
are adjacent to urbanized areas or where 
residences are intermixed with 
wildlands? 

  X  

Discussion:  See discussion in Section 8.g., above. 

Source:  Consultation with County Fire Authority Staff, dated February 26, 2013. 

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

   X 
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Discussion:  The site is located on a hilltop in Zone X and is not located in a 100-year flood hazard 
area as mapped on a Federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood 
hazard delineation map. 

Source:  FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map, Panel No.06081C0282E, Effective October 16, 2012. 

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

   X 

Discussion:  See discussion in Section 8.i., above. 

Source:  FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map, Panel No.06081C0282E, Effective October 16, 2012. 

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

   X 

Discussion:  See discussion in Section 8.i., above. 

Source:  FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map, Panel No.06081C0282E, Effective October 16, 2012. 

8.l. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or 
mudflow? 

   X 

Discussion:  The project site is not located in close proximity to any ocean, bay or lake. 

Source:  Vicinity Map. 

 

9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.  Would the project: 

  Potentially
Significant

Impacts 

Significant
Unless

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant

Impact
No

Impact

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

 X   

Discussion:  The project involves a minor amount of grading and land disturbance and could 
generate pollutants (i.e., sediment, construction materials) during grading and construction.  
Mitigation Measures 9 and 10, as discussed in Section 6.b., would minimize the generation of 
pollutants associated with this project.  No additional mitigation measures are required. 

Source:  Project Plans. 
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9.b. Significantly deplete groundwater 
supplies or interfere significantly 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 

Discussion:  The project would not create additional water demand nor interfere with ground water 
recharge. 

Source:  Project Plans. 

9.c. Significantly 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 significant erosion or siltation 
on- or off-site? 

  X  

Discussion:  The project would result in approximately 1,400 sq. ft. of new impervious surface 
associated with the construction of 2 new facilities at the site, including approximately 600 sq. ft. for 
the lease areas and approximately 800 sq. ft. for the 5-ft. wide foot path access (the path may or 
may not be paved and is included to provide a conservative estimate).  An additional 1,400 sq. ft. of 
impervious surface would not significantly alter drainage at the site.  Also, at the building permit 
stage, each facility would be required to demonstrate compliance with the County’s Drainage Policy.  
The policy requires that, among other requirements, post-development peak flow and velocity be 
less than or equal to the pre-development peak flow and velocity and no additional run-off caused by 
development can cross property lines.  The project is not located near a stream or river and 
therefore, would not alter the course of a stream or river. 

Source:  County’s Drainage Policy; Project Plans. 

9.d. Significantly alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, or significantly increase 
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a 
manner that would result in flooding on- 
or off-site? 

   X 

Discussion:  See discussion in Section 9.c., above. 

Source:  County’s Drainage Policy; Project Plans. 
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9.e. Create or contribute runoff water that 
would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems or 
provide significant additional sources of 
polluted runoff? 

   X 

Discussion:  See discussion in Section 9.c., above. 

Source:  County’s Drainage Policy; Project Plans. 

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

 X   

Discussion:  See discussion in Section 6.b., above. 

Source:  Project Plans; NPDES Requirements; SMCWPPP Resources. 

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

  X  

Discussion:  See discussion in Section 9.c., above. 

Source:  County’s Drainage Policy; Project Plans. 

 

10. LAND USE AND PLANNING.  Would the project: 

  Potentially
Significant

Impacts 

Significant
Unless

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant

Impact
No

Impact

10.a. Physically divide an established 
community? 

   X 

Discussion:  The project is located on a hilltop, within the back yard of a single-family residential 
property.  The location of new antenna poles and associated equipment at the property would not 
impede access through the community, such that the established community would be physically 
divided. 

Source:  Project Plans. 

10.b. Conflict with any 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   

Discussion:  County General Plan Policy 4.27 (Ridgelines and Skylines) defines public view as a 
range of vision from a public road or other public facility.  The policy discourages structures on open 
ridgelines and skylines, when seen as part of a public view, in order to preserve visual integrity.  
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Structures on open ridgelines and skylines are only allowed as part of a public view when no 
alternative building site exists.  The policy requires structures on ridgelines in forested areas, which 
are part of a public view to:  (1) blend with the existing silhouette; (2) not break or cause gaps within 
the ridgeline silhouette by removing tree masses; and (3) relate to the ridgeline form. 

At the time of the preparation of this document, no alternative building sites have proven to be 
feasible to accommodate the project. 

The project site is located on a ridgeline in a forested area containing 21 significant trees and 21 
smaller trees.  As discussed in Section 4.e., based on the recommendations of an arborist, the 
Verizon applicant intends to remove 18 small trees (including 17 dead, 1 damaged) and 3 significant 
trees (including 1 fallen tree and 2 hazardous Monterey pine trees), and protect the remaining 21 
trees.  While the trees must be replaced according to Mitigation Measure 3, the project could break 
or cause gaps within the ridgeline silhouette by removing tree masses, as smaller trees would be 
used to replace 3 significant trees.  Also, as proposed, the antenna poles do not blend into the 
ridgeline and forest silhouette or environment. 

As shown in visual simulations prepared by Verizon and AT&T, the project at its ridgeline location 
would be visible from a portion of Edgewood Road that is a County-designated “scenic route” from 
Alameda de las Pulgas to Canada Road.  It should be noted that visual simulations received by the 
County only show the visual impact of each carrier’s proposal.  The County was not provided a 
visual simulation representing the project at its full scope (8 antenna poles).  Additionally, Station 4 
of the visual simulations, which shows the project site from Edgewood Road, does not simulate 
views from the closest point on Edgewood Road from which the project is visible. 

Due to the scope of the project, which involves the maintenance of 3 existing antenna poles and the 
construction of 5 additional antenna poles on a ridgeline such that the project would be visible from 
Edgewood Road (a County-designated “scenic route”), the project significantly conflicts with County 
General Plan Policy 4.27.  Mitigation Measure 11 requires the applicants to consider alternative 
building site(s) which are not on a ridgeline or use structural design alternatives for new antenna 
poles (such as using a pine or redwood tree form) AND reduce the number of new antenna poles to 
no more than 3 poles.  The construction of 3 new poles that are camouflaged in tree-like forms 
would blend with the existing ridgeline silhouette and forested environment and would mitigate 
conflict with General Plan Policy 4.27, such that impacts would be considered less than significant.  
Staff suggests no more than 3 of these poles, as the construction of more than 3 of these tree-like 
structures could reduce their camouflaging effect and cause these structures to stand out from real 
trees at the property, increasing visual impacts to ridgeline views from Edgewood Road. 

Mitigation Measure 11:  In order to bring the project into compliance with General Plan Policy 4.27 
(Ridgelines and Skylines), each applicant for Verizon and AT&T shall demonstrate compliance with 
the following requirements.  If the applicants plan to pursue plans at the subject property, each 
applicant shall amend project plans and visual simulations to demonstrate compliance with Items b 
and c, subject to review and approval by Planning staff, prior to the approval of a building permit for 
each proposal. 

a. Consider alternative building site(s) which are not on a ridgeline.  Any new proposal would be 
subject to CEQA requirements. 

b. In order to comply with County General Plan Policy 4.27 regarding construction on a ridgeline 
in a forested area, which is part of a public view, the applicants shall use structural design 
alternatives for new antenna poles (such as using a pine or redwood tree form) that would 
better conform the project to the ridgeline, forested environment; AND, 

c. Reduce the total number of antenna poles proposed for new installation to a maximum of 3 
poles at the site meeting Mitigation Measure 11.b. in order to minimize scenic impact, unless 
doing so would directly result in a gap in service, in which case alternative means of reducing 



27 

scenic impact shall be proposed and implemented, subject to the approval of the Community 
Development Director. 

Source:  County General Plan, Project Visual Simulations. 

10.c. Conflict with any applicable habitat 
conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan? 

   X 

Discussion:  The project site is developed urban residential parcel and is not subject to a habitat 
conservation plan or natural community conservation plan. 

Source:  County Maps. 

10.d. Result in the congregating of more than 
50 people on a regular basis? 

   X 

Discussion:  While the five carriers would each send maintenance staff person(s) to the site once a 
month, it would not involve the congregating of more than 50 people on a regular basis at the single-
family residential property. 

Source:  Descriptions of Each Facility Proposal. 

10.e. Result in the introduction of activities not 
currently found within the community? 

   X 

Discussion:  As the site contains 2 existing wireless telecommunication facilities and would involve 
the construction of 2 more facilities, the project would not result in the introduction of activities at the 
site that are not currently found within the community. 

Source:  Project Plans. 

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

   X 

Discussion:  The project would provide improved cellular service to the existing developed 
surrounding community and would not encourage off-site development of presently undeveloped 
areas or increase the development intensity of already developed areas. 

Source:  Project Plans. 

10.g. Create a significant new demand for 
housing? 

   X 

Discussion:  The project would provide improved cellular service to the existing developed 
surrounding community.  Project implementation is unlikely to increase housing demand in the area. 

Source:  Project Plans. 
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11. MINERAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 

  Potentially
Significant

Impacts 

Significant
Unless

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant

Impact
No

Impact

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

   X 

Discussion:  The project involves minor grading and does not involve mineral extraction and, 
therefore, would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of 
value to the region or the residents of the State. 

Source:  Project Plans. 

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

   X 

Discussion:  The project involves minor grading at a residential property and does not affect any 
locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or 
other land use plan. 

Source:  Project Plans. 

 

12. NOISE.  Would the project result in: 

  Potentially
Significant

Impacts 

Significant
Unless

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant

Impact
No

Impact

12.a. 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  

Discussion:  The project would generate noise on a temporary basis during the construction of new 
facilities or modification of existing facilities and would be subject to the noise control requirements 
of the San Mateo County Ordinance Code.  After construction, the project would not generate 
significant amounts of noise. 

Source:  San Mateo County Ordinance Code. 

12.b. Exposure of persons to or generation 
of excessive ground-borne vibration or 
ground-borne noise levels? 

  X  
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Discussion:  The project would not result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 
ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise levels.  The project involves the location of emergency 
generators at the project site.  Please see Section 12.c., below, for further information. 

Source:  Email Correspondence from the Verizon Applicant, dated March 27, 2013. 

12.c. A significant permanent increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without the 
project? 

 X   

Discussion:  As the project involves the location of multiple emergency generators at the residential 
project site, the project may result in a significant permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity above levels existing without the project.  The location and housing of the generators 
are subject to County Policy 58 regarding mechanical equipment.  Policy 58 requires mechanical 
equipment to be located within the building envelope (a minimum of 10 feet from the side property 
lines and 20 feet from the front and rear property lines for the subject zoning district) unless the 
equipment is located on the rear half of the parcel and housed in a cabinet for the purpose of 
reducing noise impacts on neighboring properties where the minimum setback is 3 feet to property 
line.  This policy has been added as Mitigation Measure 12 to ensure project compliance. 

Mitigation Measure 12:  Any new generator associated with this project shall comply with County 
Policy 58, such that equipment shall be located within the building envelope (a minimum of 10 feet 
from the side property lines and 20 feet from the front and rear property lines for the subject zoning 
district) or no closer than 3 ft. to a property line if the equipment is located on the rear half of the 
parcel and housed in a cabinet for the purpose of reducing noise impacts on neighboring properties.  
Each applicant shall demonstrate compliance with this requirement prior to the Current Planning 
Section’s approval of a building permit for a new facility or facility modification. 

Source:  Email Correspondence from the Verizon Applicant, dated March 27, 2013. 

12.d. A significant temporary or periodic 
increase in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

  X  

Discussion:  See Sections 12.a. and 12.c., above. 

Source:  San Mateo County Ordinance Code. 

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

   X 

Discussion:  The site is not located in an airport land use plan nor is it located within 2 miles of a 
public airport or public use airport. 

Source:  County Map. 
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12.f. For a project within the vicinity of a 
private airstrip, exposure to people 
residing or working in the project area 
to excessive noise levels? 

   X 

Discussion:  Should there be a private airstrip in the project vicinity, the project would not expose 
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels, as the project does not 
involve the location of sensitive receptors at the project site. 

Source:  Project Plans. 

 

13. POPULATION AND HOUSING.  Would the project: 

  Potentially
Significant

Impacts 

Significant
Unless

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant

Impact
No

Impact

13.a. Induce significant population growth in 
an area, either directly (for example, by 
proposing new homes and businesses) 
or indirectly (for example, through exten-
sion of roads or other infrastructure)? 

   X 

Discussion:  The project would provide improved cellular service to the existing developed 
surrounding community and would not induce significant population growth in an area, either directly 
or indirectly. 

Source:  Project Plans. 

13.b. Displace existing housing (including low- 
or moderate-income housing), in an area 
that is substantially deficient in housing, 
necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

   X 

Discussion:  The project would not displace existing housing.  The single-family residence will be 
retained. 

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

  Potentially
Significant

Impacts 

Significant
Unless

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant

Impact
No

Impact

14.a. Fire protection?    X 

14.b. Police protection?    X 

14.c. Schools?    X 

14.d. Parks?    X 

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

   X 

Discussion:  The project has been reviewed and approved by the San Mateo County Fire Authority.  
The project would not introduce uses that would impact police protection.  The project would not 
increase school, park, or sewer demand.  Regarding water use, see Section 17.d.  Regarding 
electricity and gas use, please see Section 7.a. 

Source:  Project Referral to San Mateo County Fire Authority. 

 

15. RECREATION.  Would the project:   

  Potentially
Significant

Impacts 

Significant
Unless

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant

Impact
No

Impact

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

   X 

Discussion:  The project would not increase the use of existing neighborhood or regional parks or 
other recreational facilities. 

Source:  Project plans. 

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

   X 
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Discussion:  The project does not include recreational facilities or require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities. 

Source:  Project Plans. 

 

16. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC.  Would the project: 

  Potentially
Significant

Impacts 

Significant
Unless

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant

Impact
No

Impact

16.a. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordi-
nance or policy establishing measures of 
effectiveness for the performance of the 
circulation system, taking into account all 
modes of transportation including mass 
transit and non-motorized travel and 
relevant components of the circulation 
system, including, but not limited to, 
intersections, streets, highways and 
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, 
and mass transit? 

   X 

Discussion:  The project involves four wireless telecommunication facilities that would generate a 
minimal amount of traffic (approximately eight trips to and from the site per month).  Due to a 
minimal amount of project traffic, the project does not conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or 
policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system. 

Source:  Project Plans. 

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

   X 

Discussion:  The project involves four wireless telecommunication facilities that would generate a 
minimal amount of traffic (approximately eight trips to and from the site per month).  Due to a 
minimal amount of project traffic, the project does not conflict with an applicable congestion 
management program. 

Source:  Project Plans. 

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

   X 
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Discussion:  The project would not affect air traffic patterns. 

Source:  Project Plans. 

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

   X 

Discussion:  The project does not involve an increase in hazards to a design feature as all 
improvements are limited to private property, nor does it increase hazards through the introduction 
of an incompatible use. 

Source:  Project Plans. 

16.e. Result in inadequate emergency 
access? 

   X 

Discussion:  Project improvements are limited to private property and would not result in 
inadequate emergency access.  The project has been reviewed and approved by the San Mateo 
County Fire Authority and is subject to its requirements. 

Source:  Project Plans. 

16.f. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or 
programs regarding public transit, 
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or 
otherwise decrease the performance or 
safety of such facilities? 

   X 

Discussion:  The site is private, single-family residential in use and proposed improvements would 
not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian 
facilities. 

Source:  Project Plans. 

16.g. Cause noticeable increase in pedestrian 
traffic or a change in pedestrian 
patterns? 

   X 

Discussion:  The proposed uses would not increase pedestrian traffic or a change in pedestrian 
patterns. 

Source:  Project Plans. 

16.h. Result in inadequate parking capacity?   X  

Discussion:  The project involves four wireless telecommunication facilities that would generate a 
minimal amount of traffic (approximately eight trips to and from the site per month by maintenance 
crews) and minimal associated parking demand.  Trips would take place during the weekdays when 
parking demand is low. 

Source:  Project Plans. 
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17. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.  Would the project: 

  Potentially
Significant

Impacts 

Significant
Unless

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant

Impact
No

Impact

17.a. Exceed wastewater treatment require-
ments of the applicable Regional Water 
Quality Control Board? 

   X 

Discussion:  The project would not result in a negative impact to the septic system nor would it 
generate wastewater.  The plans have been reviewed and approved by the County Environmental 
Health Division, who regulates septic systems. 

Source:  Project Plans. 

17.b. 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 

Discussion:  The project does not require nor would it result in the construction of new water or 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities. 

Source:  Project Plans. 

17.c. Require or result in the construction of 
new stormwater drainage facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

   X 

Discussion:  The project would not require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities.  See Section 9.c. above for more information. 

Source:  County’s Drainage Policy; Project Plans. 

17.d. Have sufficient water supplies available 
to serve the project from existing entitle-
ments and resources, or are new or 
expanded entitlements needed? 

   X 

Discussion:  The project would increase water usage at the property by a minimal amount, due to 
an increase in landscaping requiring irrigation.  New landscaping must comply with the County 
Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance.  Should new landscaping exceed 2,500 sq. ft., water 
efficiency measures would be required by the Ordinance. 

Source:  Project Plans; County Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance. 
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17.e. Result in a determination by the waste-
water treatment provider which serves 
or may serve the project that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the project’s 
projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments? 

   X 

Discussion:  The project would not generate wastewater. 

Source:  Project Plans. 

17.f. Be served by a landfill with insufficient 
permitted capacity to accommodate the 
project’s solid waste disposal needs? 

   X 

Discussion:  The project would not generate solid waste. 

Source:  Project Plans. 

17.g. Comply with Federal, State, and local 
statutes and regulations related to solid 
waste? 

   X 

Discussion:  The project would not generate solid waste. 

Source:  Project Plans. 

17.h. Be sited, oriented, and/or designed to 
minimize energy consumption, including 
transportation energy; incorporate water 
conservation and solid waste reduction 
measures; and incorporate solar or other 
alternative energy sources? 

   X 

Discussion:  While the project does not incorporate solar or other alternative energy sources, as 
discussed in Section 7.a., the project would result in a minimal increase in electricity consumption at 
the property.  Regarding water use, see Section 17.d.  The project would not generate solid waste. 

Source:  Project Plans. 

17.i. Generate any demands that will cause a 
public facility or utility to reach or exceed 
its capacity? 

   X 

Discussion:  The project would require minimal utility services.  The project would not increase 
school, park, or sewer demand at the site.  Regarding water use, see Section 17.d.  Regarding 
electricity and gas use, please see Section 7.a. 

Source:  Project Plans. 
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18. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. 

  Potentially
Significant

Impacts 

Significant
Unless

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant

Impact
No

Impact

18.a. Does the project have the potential to 
degrade the quality of the environment, 
significantly reduce the habitat of a fish 
or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal community, reduce the number 
or restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods 
of California history or prehistory? 

   X 

Discussion:  As discussed in Section 4 of this document, the project would not degrade the quality 
of the environment, significantly reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or 
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or 
eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory. 

Source:  CNDDB Database. 

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

 X   

Discussion:  The project involves all existing facilities and active pending applications for new 
facilities and facility modifications, which cumulatively could result in considerable environmental 
impacts.  However, as discussed in this document, implementation of mitigation measures would 
reduce project related impacts to less than significant levels. 

Source:  See sources throughout this document. 

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

 X   
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Discussion:  As previously discussed, the project could result in environmental impacts that could 
both directly and indirectly cause impacts on human beings.  However, implementation of mitigation 
measures included in this document would adequately reduce project impacts to a less than 
significant level. 

Source:  See sources throughout this document. 

 

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  

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  

Other:    

 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

 Yes No 

Mitigation measures have been proposed in project application.  X 

Other mitigation measures are needed. X  

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

Mitigation Measure 1:  Prior to Planning’s final approval of the building permit for any new or 
modified facilities, all new reflective surfaces shall be screened or painted such that surfaces are no 
longer reflective. 
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Mitigation Measure 2:  As recommended by David L. Babby (Registered Consulting Arborist 
#399), in a report dated February 23, 2012, the applicant shall remove 18 trees that are less than 6” 
in diameter (including 17 dead, 1 damaged), and 3 trees that are 6” or more in diameter (including 1 
fallen tree and 2 hazardous trees). 

Mitigation Measure 3:  For the protection of retained trees, the applicant shall comply with the 
Tree Protection Measures as outlined in the report prepared by David L. Babby (Registered 
Consulting Arborist #399), dated February 23, 2012.  In addition, the applicant shall consult with 
Mr. Babby regarding additional measures to improve the health of existing trees (such as irrigation, 
fencing, trimming, fertilization, treatment, etc.) and demonstrate to County staff the implementation 
of additional recommendations.  If any of the retained trees should die, the applicant shall replace 
the tree(s) as outlined in Mitigation Measure 4.  Tree removals are subject to Design Review (DR) 
District Zoning Regulations and County permit requirements. 

Mitigation Measure 4:  The property owner shall comply with the following requirements regarding 
tree replacement: 

a. For removal of trees that are 6 inches or more in diameter, these trees shall be replaced at a 
ratio of 3:1 using a minimum of 5-gallon size stock.  For trees that are less than 6” in 
diameter, trees shall be replaced using a minimum of 5-gallon size stock at a 1:1 ratio. 

b. For indigenous trees, trees shall be replaced using the same species.  Exotic trees shall be 
replaced with an indigenous species. 

c. A surety deposit of $4,000 for both performance (installation of tree, staking, and providing an 
irrigation system) and maintenance of planted trees is required prior to the Current Planning 
Section’s approval of the building permit for this project.  Maintenance shall be required for 
five years.  Maintenance reports, as prepared by a certified arborist, shall be submitted to the 
Project Planner on an annual basis by April 30 after planting. 

d. During the maintenance period, the property owner at his/her expense shall replace any dead 
or dying tree(s).  Under such circumstances, the maintenance period will be extended for a 
period of two (2) additional years. 

e. Release of the performance and maintenance surety shall only be allowed upon the 
satisfactory installation and maintenance and upon inspection by the County. 

Mitigation Measure 5:  All new tree plantings shall conform to recommendations for “future 
planting design” as outlined in the report. 

Mitigation Measure 6:  An archeologist shall be present on-site to observe all land disturbing 
activities.  Should any cultural resource(s) be found, all work shall cease until an archeological or 
paleontological report (as applicable) is provided to Current Planning Section staff and all 
recommendations of the report are implemented to minimize damage to archeological and/or 
paleontological resources. 

Mitigation Measure 7:  The property owner, applicant, and contractors must be prepared to carry 
out the requirements of California State law with regard to the discovery of human remains during 
construction, whether historic or prehistoric.  In the event that any human remains are encountered 
during site disturbance, all ground-disturbing work shall cease immediately and the County coroner 
shall be notified immediately.  If the coroner determines the remains to be Native American, the 
Native American Heritage Commission shall be contacted within 24 hours.  A qualified 
archaeologist, in consultation with the Native American Heritage Commission, shall recommend 
subsequent measures for disposition of the remains. 

Mitigation Measure 8:  The construction or modification of antenna poles and associated 
equipment requires a building permit.  Geotechnical review of each new or modified facility is 
required at the building permit stage.  Each applicant shall demonstrate compliance with 
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geotechnical recommendations in the design of each facility prior to the County’s issuance of a 
building permit. 

Mitigation Measure 9:  Prior to the Current Planning Section’s approval of the building permit 
required for each new facility or facility modification, each carrier shall submit an Erosion and 
Sediment Control Plan, where each plan shall include adequate stormwater pollution prevention 
measures, as determined by Planning staff.  The Erosion and Sediment Control Plan shall be 
implemented prior to land disturbance and throughout the construction process until all disturbed 
areas are stabilized or landscaped.  Failure to install or maintain these measures will result in 
stoppage of construction until the corrections have been made and fees paid for staff enforcement 
time. 

Mitigation Measure 10:  The applicant shall adhere to the San Mateo Countywide Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Program “General Construction and Site Supervision Guidelines,” including, 
but not limited to, the following: 

a. Delineation with field markers of clearing limits, easements, setbacks, sensitive or critical 
areas, buffer zones, trees, and drainage courses within the vicinity of areas to be disturbed by 
construction and/or grading. 

b. Protection of adjacent properties and undisturbed areas from construction impacts using 
vegetative buffer strips, sediment barriers or filters, dikes, mulching, or other measures as 
appropriate. 

c. Performing clearing and earth-moving activities only during dry weather. 

d. Stabilization of all denuded areas and maintenance of erosion control measures continuously 
between October 1 and April 30. 

e. Storage, handling, and disposal of construction materials and wastes properly, so as to 
prevent their contact with stormwater. 

f. Control and prevention of the discharge of all potential pollutants, including pavement cutting 
wastes, paints, concrete, petroleum products, chemicals, wash water or sediments, and non-
stormwater discharges to storm drains and watercourses. 

g. Use of sediment controls or filtration to remove sediment when dewatering site and obtain all 
necessary permits. 

h. Avoiding cleaning, fueling, or maintaining vehicles on-site, except in a designated area where 
wash water is contained and treated. 

i. Limiting and timing applications of pesticides and fertilizers to prevent polluted runoff. 

j. Limiting construction access routes and stabilization of designated access points. 

k. Avoiding tracking dirt or other materials off-site; cleaning off-site paved areas and sidewalks 
using dry sweeping methods. 

l. Training and providing instruction to all employees and subcontractors regarding the 
Watershed Protection Maintenance Standards and construction Best Management Practices. 

m. Additional Best Management Practices in addition to those shown on the plans may be 
required by the Building Inspector to maintain effective stormwater management during 
construction activities.  Any water leaving the site shall be clear and running slowly at all 
times. 

n. Failure to install or maintain these measures will result in stoppage of construction until the 
corrections have been made and fees paid for staff enforcement time. 
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ATTACHMENTS:
 
Project Site 

A. Vicinity Map 

B. Project Plans (includes all 4 facilities at Full Project Build-Out), dated September 18, 2012.  
(Notes:  Project plans in Attachment H for the AT&T site show 2 antennas and a lease area of 
96 sq. ft.  The site shown in plans prepared by Verizon show an earlier version of the project 
which included only 1 antenna pole and a 265 sq. ft. lease space.  The Metro PCS site shown 
is not part of the project as the application is inactive.) 

C. RF Report (includes all 4 facilities at Full Project Build-Out), dated January 28, 2013 

D. CNDDB Database Results 

E. Arborist Report prepared by David L. Babby (Registered Consulting Arborist #399), dated 
February 23, 2012 

 
Verizon 

F. Project Plans for Verizon Proposal, dated July 8, 2011 

G. Visual Simulations for Verizon Proposal, dated October 18, 2012 
 
AT&T 

H. Project Plans for AT&T Proposal, dated June 20, 2013 

I. Visual Simulations for AT&T Proposal, dated August 24, 2010.  (Note:  simulations were 
prepared for a previous proposal which included a facility on an existing utility pole.  No 
simulations for the current proposal have been provided.) 

 
CML:jlh/fc – CMLX0851_WJH.DOCX 

Note: Attachment
C of the IS/MND
has been excluded
as it is superceded
by Attachment G of
the staff report.
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Attachment INote: AT&T has not provided visual simulations matching its most
current proposal shown in Attachment H. These simulations are based
on an earlier proposal involving no new poles and antennas on an
existing utility pole.
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FCC Radio Frequency Protection Guide

FCC Guidelines
Figure 1
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The U.S. Congress required (1996 Telecom Act) the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”)
to adopt a nationwide human exposure standard to ensure that its licensees do not, cumulatively, have
a significant impact on the environment.  The FCC adopted the limits from Report No. 86, “Biological
Effects and Exposure Criteria for Radiofrequency Electromagnetic Fields,” published in 1986 by the
Congressionally chartered National Council on Radiation Protection and Measurements (“NCRP”).
Separate limits apply for occupational and public exposure conditions, with the latter limits generally
five times more restrictive.  The more recent standard, developed by the Institute of Electrical and
Electronics Engineers and approved as American National Standard ANSI/IEEE C95.1-2006, “Safety
Levels with Respect to Human Exposure to Radio Frequency Electromagnetic Fields, 3 kHz to
300 GHz,” includes similar limits. These limits apply for continuous exposures from all sources and
are intended to provide a prudent margin of safety for all persons, regardless of age, gender, size, or
health.

As shown in the table and chart below, separate limits apply for occupational and public exposure
conditions, with the latter limits (in italics and/or dashed) up to five times more restrictive:

   Frequency     Electromagnetic Fields (f is frequency of emission in MHz)   
Applicable

Range
(MHz)

Electric
Field Strength

(V/m)

Magnetic
Field Strength

(A/m)

Equivalent Far-Field
Power Density

(mW/cm2)

0.3 – 1.34 614 614 1.63 1.63 100 100
1.34 – 3.0 614 823.8/ f 1.63 2.19/ f 100 180/ f2

3.0 – 30 1842/ f 823.8/ f 4.89/ f 2.19/ f 900/ f2 180/ f2

30 – 300 61.4 27.5 0.163 0.0729 1.0 0.2
300 – 1,500 3.54 f 1.59 f f /106 f /238 f/300 f/1500

1,500 – 100,000 137 61.4 0.364 0.163 5.0 1.0

Higher levels are allowed for short periods of time, such that total exposure levels averaged over six or
thirty minutes, for occupational or public settings, respectively, do not exceed the limits, and higher
levels also are allowed for exposures to small areas, such that the spatially averaged levels do not
exceed the limits.  However, neither of these allowances is incorporated in the conservative calculation
formulas in the FCC Office of Engineering and Technology Bulletin No. 65 (August 1997) for
projecting field levels.  Hammett & Edison has built those formulas into a proprietary program that
calculates, at each location on an arbitrary rectangular grid, the total expected power density from any
number of individual radio sources.  The program allows for the description of buildings and uneven
terrain, if required to obtain more accurate projections.



RFR.CALC™ Calculation Methodology

Assessment by Calculation of Compliance with FCC Exposure Guidelines

Methodology
Figure 2

The U.S. Congress required (1996 Telecom Act) the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”) to
adopt a nationwide human exposure standard to ensure that its licensees do not, cumulatively, have a
significant impact on the environment.  The maximum permissible exposure limits adopted by the FCC
(see Figure 1) apply for continuous exposures from all sources and are intended to provide a prudent
margin of safety for all persons, regardless of age, gender, size, or health.  Higher levels are allowed for
short periods of time, such that total exposure levels averaged over six or thirty minutes, for
occupational or public settings, respectively, do not exceed the limits.

Near Field.  
Prediction methods have been developed for the near field zone of panel (directional) and whip
(omnidirectional) antennas, typical at wireless telecommunications base stations, as well as dish
(aperture) antennas, typically used for microwave links.  The antenna patterns are not fully formed in
the near field at these antennas, and the FCC Office of Engineering and Technology Bulletin No. 65
(August 1997) gives suitable formulas for calculating power density within such zones.

For a panel or whip antenna, power density   S  =  
180

BW

0.1 Pnet
D2 h

,  in mW/cm2,

and for an aperture antenna, maximum power density   Smax  =   
0.1  16    Pnet

  h2 ,  in mW/cm2,

         where BW =  half-power beamwidth of the antenna, in degrees, and
Pnet =  net power input to the antenna, in watts,

D =  distance from antenna, in meters,
h =  aperture height of the antenna, in meters, and

=  aperture efficiency (unitless, typically 0.5-0.8).

The factor of 0.1 in the numerators converts to the desired units of power density.  

Far Field.  
OET-65 gives this formula for calculating power density in the far field of an individual RF source:

power density    S  =   
2.56 1.64 100 RFF2 ERP

4 D2 ,  in mW/cm2,

where ERP =  total ERP (all polarizations), in kilowatts,
RFF =  relative field factor at the direction to the actual point of calculation, and

D =  distance from the center of radiation to the point of calculation, in meters.

The factor of 2.56 accounts for the increase in power density due to ground reflection, assuming a
reflection coefficient of 1.6 (1.6 x 1.6 = 2.56).  The factor of 1.64 is the gain of a half-wave dipole
relative to an isotropic radiator.  The factor of 100 in the numerator converts to the desired units of
power density.  This formula has been built into a proprietary program that calculates, at each location
on an arbitrary rectangular grid, the total expected power density from any number of individual
radiation sources.  The program also allows for the description of uneven terrain in the vicinity, to
obtain more accurate projections.
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Sally Einspahr
1165 Palomar Dr
Redwood City, CA 94062

February 9, 2014

Camille Leung
Project Planner
Planning and Building Department
455 County Center, Second Floor
Redwood City, CA  94063
cleung@smcgov.org

REF:  Verizon/ATT – 1175 Palomar Dr, Redwood City, CA  
Dear Camille:

I oppose any expansion of 1175 Palomar Dr., Redwood City, CA cell site.  By adding 5 more 
antenna sites to this property is creating an industrial use of a residential property.
Palomar Park has long been a neighborhood of well established single family homes.  It remains a 
coveted area in which to live on the SF Peninsula, with its peaceful rural atmosphere in the mist
of busy city life.   To let big business destroy that atmosphere is a crime by big business and by the 
county who would let it happen.

Verizon and AT&T have not complied with the San Mateo County Zoning Regulations for 
Wireless Telecommunication Facilities.  

Section 6510 - San Mateo County Zoning Regulations states:
New wireless telecommunication facilities shall not be located in areas zoned Residential, unless 
the applicant demonstrates, by a preponderance of the evidence, that a review has been 
conducted of other options, and no other sites or combination of sites allows feasible service or 
adequate capacity and coverage.  This review shall include, identification of alternative sites 
within 2.5 miles of the proposed facility. 6512.5 # 11 states: and provide and explanation of why 
co-location of these existing sites is not feasible. 

No report has been attached to the Neg Dec.  Merely saying there are no other feasible sites is
not good enough. They must supply a written detailed analysis.  

Palomar Park Homeowners have continued to supply cell companies with 3 sites that are not
in residential areas, which would handle their needs.  The cell companies continue to ignore the
suggestion because it would cost more money on their part.  They list sites that are obviously 
not suitable or even out of the area.  

Section 6512.5-#10 - San Mateo County Zoning Regulations states-
For projects that are technically capable of accommodating additional facilities, a description of 
the planned maximum 10 year build out of the site is required.  Cell companies need to provide
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Camille Leung

written evidence that this information has taken place.
No mention of a 10 year build out plan for the applied property is listed in the Neg Dec.   How 
many more companies will continue to apply with how many more poles and antennas will be 
placed on this project?  Cell companies need to provide a detailed alternative analysis that 
shows no feasible alternative non residential site or combination of non residential sites are 
available to eliminate or substantially reduce significant gaps in the applicant carrier's coverage 
or in network capacity.

The CEQA requires the agency evaluate all reasonable foreseeable impact of the project 
and avoid segmentation.

Given the history of this site expansion is not the question, but a reality.
The applicants have not even tried to produce such a report with all carriers listed.  This has
been asked for time and time again in all the hearings.  

Why was the County not provided with a visual simulation showing the full scope (8 antenna 
poles) plus those of other carriers who are waiting in the wings for this project plus the 10 yr 
build out plan?  CEQA does not allow for segmentation.  Therefore, this Neg  Dec needs to be
rewritten with the full scope of plans for this property by all carriers.  

County needs to examine all carriers at one time not just Verizon.  What little AT&T 
information provided for this report was inconsistent with documentation supplied.   

SECTION 6565.16 STANDARDS FOR DESIGN IN PALOMAR PARK state:

A #2 SITE PLANNING – MINIMIZE ALTERATION OF THE NATURAL 
TOPOGRAPHY

Installing an “Antenna Farm” is altering the natural topography

A   #3   RESPECT THE PRIVACY OF NEIGHBORING HOUSES AND OUTDOOR
LIVING AREAS

Having to look at a 20' cell is not respecting the privacy of the neighborhood.
All new utilities are required to be underground so why would the neighborhood
want to have an “Antenna Farm” with unsightly towers. 

Mitigated Negate Declaration:  File No PLN 2005-00306

#3.  Project will not degrade the aesthetic quality of the area.
With that addition of 5 new antenna poles to an already existing 3 poles on the applied property
it turns that property into an industrial use of residential property.  Essentially - an
“Antenna Farm”.  No one wants to look at their view from their home and see a 20' tower 
with cell panels.  It not only degrades the aesthetic quality of the area by turning the area into 
industrial property with no regard for the residential neighborhood.  

Page 3
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#5.  d – Create environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings, either directly or indirectly.

Industrial use projects, such as “Antenna Farms”, in residential neighborhoods will bring 
property values down.  It will degrade the quality of the environment by forcing the homeowner 
to declare the 8+ cell towers in the area when putting one's home up for sale. With a declaration
such as that, it's a huge burden to place on neighboring property land values.

Mitigation Measure 11:

a.  Consider alternative building sites which are not on a ridge line.
Palomar Park Homeowners have provided available sites which were never considered 
by the cell companies.  The sites suggested were on public lands and would meet the
needs of the companies.  Mitigation Measure 11 , Section 10, b, requires the cell 
companies to search out areas that are not on ridge line or conform the project to a
ridge line environment---This report is not included.  Why?? County's report should
be reissued with full reports that are missing.  

In order to comply with County General Plan 4.27 -----applicants shall use structural 
design alternatives for new antenna poles---pine or redwood tree form ---

The state of California is facing the worst drought since they have been keeping records
and the companies want to remove perfectly good trees and plant more live trees which 
will require a great deal of water to get started.  Their past track records show the trees 
never live for more than a few months.  County states -tree removal will dramatically 
increase the visibility of the project from adjacent residential areas, public roads, 
and will degrade the existing visual character of the ridge line in an urban setting.    
AND project could

Reduce the total number of antenna poles proposed for new installation to a maximum of 3 in 
order to minimize the scenic impact.  

With the State drought and the fact that a tree forms could reduce the amount of poles to

3 on the project – County should force the use of the tree forms in this project and any 
other projects of this sort because of the State water situation plus the Ridge Line Rules.  

County's statement --- “by using tree forms ---unless doing so would directly result 
in a gap in service”. Tree forms have been used for years with no complaint of gap in 
service.  The carriers can use a combination of sites if there is actually a gap in service.  
However, there has been no proof of a gap in service reported by the carriers if these 
forms are used.  This statement by County should be stricken from the Neg Dec.  
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Mitigation 4:
#c.  Property owner shall comply with the following requirements regarding tree 



replacement.
Property owner and cell companies have a long history of failed survivor rate
in regard to planted trees.  Frankly, cutting down full grown trees
and replacing them with only 5 gal. size is a bad idea.  The trees will most likely fail
again before they reach any kind of size to hide the structures.  The arborist report dates 
back to 2009 and does not show how 36 new trees can be added to the site.  Why wasn't
an up to date report placed in report?  A lot has changed on that property since 2009.

A $4,000 deposit for performance and maintenance of planted trees is an inadequate
amount and should be raised to $10,000 in order to care for the trees properly.  

Mitigation 9:  Erosion
County should note, if the trees are watered properly this excessive amount of water 
could cause the hill to slide since there has been no water to that area for years.  Palomar 
Park has a history of mud slides in the past. When it rains the hill in front of my house 
sloughs off when the ground gets saturated with water.  My back hill, which is made of 
the same material as the project, has been known to slough off after or during heavy 
rains. 

Will the wireless companies pay to have the hill stabilized if there is damage from a 
slide?  There should be a bond posted with the County by each carrier, because mud 
slides are expensive to repair correctly.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials #8. k.
County should investigate the matter of erosion and where that water is going to run  
before they start pumping water into the dry ground for the new trees. Thus exposing 
people and structures to significant risk of loss on the down hill side of the property.   
Report claims “No Risk”, but having lived in the hills for 40 years this is the first
concern we all have when there is suddenly a major change in water drainage in the 
hills.

FCC Radio Frequency Report
Equipment being assumed in the study (directional panels and poles) does not match 
what is being proposed.   This leaves doubts if FCC guidelines are being met,
especially if other carriers move into the site.  

The Applicant/applicants need to submit revised joint site plans with elevations, RF analysis and visual 
simulations that are consistent with this proposed project and show how additional carriers are applied 
to the property.  County and people in the neighborhood need to see the full scope of what an “Antenna 
Farm” will look like when it's built to capacity.  County needs to stop the piecemeal process and force 
all the carriers to set down and explore plans together for the next 10 years before permits are issued.
Please amend and reissue the Mitigated Negative Declaration because of inconsistencies.
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