COUNTY OF SAN MATEO
PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT

DATE: May 24, 2017
TO:

Planning Commission

FROM:

Planning Staff

SUBJECT:

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: Consideration of a Coastal Development
Permit, pursuant to Section 6328 of the County Zoning Regulations, for
the expansion of an existing railcar bridge, crossing Pomponio Creek.
The property is located at 1906 Pomponio Creek Road in the
unincorporated San Gregorio area of San Mateo County. The project is
appealable to the California Coastal Commission.
County File Number: PLN 2016-00425 (Cook/Burke)

PROPOSAL
The applicant proposes a width expansion of an existing 12-ft. wide 88-ft. long railcar
bridge, crossing Pomponio Creek, by installing an additional railcar of the same size
adjacent to the existing bridge (total expanded bridge dimensions 24-ft. wide by 88-ft.
long). Two new abutments and a retaining wall (12 ft. in length) to support the
expansion are proposed for construction within Pomponio Creek; 45 cubic yards of
earthwork is proposed. The bridge expansion will provide improved access for the
existing on-site agricultural activities and will satisfy fire access requirements. No trees
will be removed as part of this project.
RECOMMENDATION
That the Planning Commission certify the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) and
approve the Coastal Development Permit, County File Number PLN 2016-00425, by
making the required findings and adopting the conditions of approval listed in
Attachment A.
SUMMARY
The proposed railcar bridge expansion is located on a 100-acre parcel. The parcel and
adjacent properties are part of Cypress Tree Ranch, a four (4) parcel agriculture
operation (total 409 acres), used for cattle grazing and hay production. Pomponio
Creek runs parallel to Pomponio Creek Road. Pomponio Creek Road is located
approximately 150 feet south of the creek and the project site. The parcel is developed
with three existing barns and the subject bridge. Surrounding parcels are of similar
topography and size, or larger, and used for grazing. No ground disturbance is
proposed other than the limited excavation for construction of the abutments and
retaining wall.

General Plan and Zoning Regulations Conformance
The project complies with the General Plan Policies regarding Vegetative, Water, Fish
and Wildlife Resources; Soil Resources; Visual Quality; and Agricultural related uses.
The project complies with the Planned Agriculture District. The PAD District permits
non-residential development customarily considered accessory to the agricultural uses.
The railcar bridge expansion is an accessory to an existing agricultural use. The area
surrounding the railcar bridge expansion is agriculturally unsuitable for grazing. The
project site is in an area that will not be used for agricultural operations. Conversion of
the soils, approximately 4,500 sq. ft., is not a significant area given the majority of the
land remains available for grazing.
Local Coastal Program Conformance
The project complies with Local Coastal Program (LCP) Policies for Visual Resources,
Sensitive Habitats, and Land Use in that the railcar bridge location is in an already
disturbed area. WRA, Environmental Consultants, identified one sensitive biological
community (riparian corridor/riparian corridor buffer of 50 feet) and six special status
wildlife species that have a moderate potential to occur within the riparian and poison
oak scrub habitat. Suitable nesting habitat is present in the trees and shrubs in the
riparian corridor within the study area for the loggerhead shrike, yellow warbler, San
Francisco common yellowthroat, and San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat. All four
species have a moderate potential for occurrence within the study area. No wetland or
pond habitats are within the study area for the San Francisco garter snake (SFGS),
however, the creek does provide a dispersal corridor. Trimming of riparian vegetation
(within the 50-ft. ESHA area) and removal of minor vegetation (on approach to the
bridge) will be necessary for the bridge installation, but it will be limited to the minimum
necessary to complete the work. No riparian vegetation will be removed as part of the
project. Mitigation Measures included as Conditions of Approval will minimize potential
impacts to less than significant levels in conformance with LCP policies.
Williamson Act Compliance
The parcel is under an active Williamson Act Contract (AP66-40/PLN 2011-00342) that
underwent a compliance review in 2014; the parcel was found to be compliant with the
contract.
Environmental Review
An Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared and circulated for this
project, and concluded that the project, as proposed and mitigated, will not generate
any significant environmental impacts. All mitigation measures from the MND have
been included as conditions of approval in Attachment A of this staff report.
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COUNTY OF SAN MATEO
PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT

DATE: May 24, 2017
TO:

Planning Commission

FROM:

Planning Staff

SUBJECT:

Consideration of a Coastal Development Permit, pursuant to Section 6328
of the County Zoning Regulations, for the expansion of an existing railcar
bridge, crossing Pomponio Creek. The property is located at 1906
Pomponio Creek Road in the unincorporated San Gregorio area of San
Mateo County. The project is appealable to the California Coastal
Commission.
County File Number: PLN 2016-00425 (Cook/Burke)

PROPOSAL
The applicant proposes a width expansion of an existing 12-ft. wide 88-ft. long railcar
bridge, crossing Pomponio Creek, by installing an additional railcar of the same size
adjacent to the existing bridge (total expanded bridge dimensions 24-ft. wide by 88-ft.
long). Two new abutments and a retaining wall (12 ft. in length) to support the
expansion are proposed for construction within Pomponio Creek; 45 cubic yards of
earthwork is proposed. The bridge expansion will provide improved access for the
existing on-site agricultural activities and will satisfy fire access requirements. No trees
will be removed as part of this project.
RECOMMENDATION
That the Planning Commission adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration and approve
the Coastal Development Permit, County File Number PLN 2016-00425, by making the
required findings and adopting the conditions of approval listed in Attachment A.
BACKGROUND
Report Prepared By: Olivia Boo, Project Planner, Telephone 650/363-1818
Applicant: Kerry Burke
Owner: Scott Cook Trust
Location: 1906 Pomponio Creek Road, San Gregorio
APN: 087-180-170

Size: 100 acres
Existing Zoning: PAD/CD (Planned Agricultural District/Coastal Development)
General Plan Designation: Agriculture
Local Coastal Plan Designation: Agriculture
Williamson Act: The parcel is under an active contract (File No. AP66-40/PLN 201100342)
Existing Land Use: Commercial grazing operation and three barns.
Water Supply: Spring, domestic well, and riparian water rights. The railcar bridge
expansion does not require water service.
Sewage Disposal: N/A (related to the railcar bridge expansion)
Flood Zone: The project site is located within Flood Hazard Zone A (1% annual chance
of flooding and a 26% chance of flooding over the life of a 30-year mortgage; no depths
or base flood elevations identified).
Environmental Evaluation: An Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration were
issued, with a public review period from April 19, 2017 through May 18, 2017, for the
railcar bridge expansion.
Setting: The project parcel is accessed via Pomponio Creek Road. Pomponio Creek is
located on the south side of the property approximately 150 feet from the roadway. The
proposed area of development is relatively flat with other areas of the parcel containing
steep slopes. Vegetation consists of brush and riparian along the creek. The parcel
and adjacent properties are part of Cypress Tree Ranch and are used for a commercial
cattle grazing operation consisting of 300 head of cattle on a rotating basis (other
parcels: 087-180-180; -160; and -150, cumulative 409 acres).
Chronology:
Date

Action

October 6, 2016

-

Application Received

February 15, 2017

-

Deemed Complete

April 19, 2017

-

Circulation of the Mitigated Negative Declaration
(Public Review Period: April 19, 2017 through May 18, 2017)

May 24, 2017

-

Planning Commission Public Hearing
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DISCUSSION
A.

KEY ISSUES
1.

Conformity with the General Plan
Staff has reviewed and determined that the project complies with all
applicable General Plan policies, including the following:
a.

Vegetative, Water, Fish and Wildlife Resources
Policy 1.23 (Regulate Development to Protect Vegetative, Water, Fish
and Wildlife Resources) and Policy 1.27 (Protect Fish and Wildlife
Resources) seek to regulate land uses and development activities to
prevent, and/or mitigate to the extent possible, significant adverse
impacts on vegetative, water, fish and wildlife resources and to ensure
that development will minimize the disruption of fish and wildlife and
their habitats.
The railcar bridge expansion will be installed adjacent to the existing
single railcar bridge that crosses Pomponio Creek. The applicant has
submitted a biological assessment from WRA, Environmental
Consultants, for the project/study area which has identified one
sensitive biological community (riparian corridor/riparian corridor buffer
of 50 feet) and six special status wildlife species that have a moderate
potential to occur within the riparian and poison oak scrub habitat.
These species include: the loggerhead shrike (Species of Special
Concern), yellow warbler (Species of Special Concern), San Francisco
saltmarsh common yellowthroat (Species of Special Concern), San
Francisco dusky-footed woodrat (Species of Special Concern),
California red-legged frog (Species of Special Concern), and San
Francisco garter snake (Federal/State Endangered). Pomponio Creek
was not identified for steelhead habitat, and no wildlife was observed
during the site assessment.
Suitable nesting habitat is present in the trees and shrubs in the
riparian corridor within the study area for the loggerhead shrike, yellow
warbler, San Francisco common yellowthroat, and San Francisco
dusky-footed woodrat. All four species have a moderate potential for
occurrence within the study area. No aquatic breeding habitat is
within the study area to accommodate the California red-legged frog
(CRLF), however, Pomponio Creek does provide non-breeding
aquatic habitat and a dispersal corridor. No wetland or pond habitats
are within the study area for the San Francisco garter snake (SFGS),
however, the creek does provide a dispersal corridor.
Installation of the bridge will require construction of abutments and a
retaining wall near the top of the creek bank above the ordinary high
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water mark. Trimming of riparian vegetation and removal of minor
ground vegetation on approach to the bridge will be necessary for the
bridge installation and access, but it will be limited to the minimum
necessary to complete the work. The disturbed area consists of
mowed/graded weedy areas (bull mallow, dooryard knotweed, Italian
ryegrass, and big heron bill. No riparian vegetation will be removed as
part of the project, only trimmed, as stated by the WRA biologist.
Due to the potential for impacts to sensitive species and habits, the
biologist has recommended mitigation measures including preconstruction surveys (habitat and nesting season), wildlife exclusion
fencing, dry season only construction, reduced construction noise
levels (not to exceed 45 dBA in the riparian buffer zone), and an
erosion and sediment control plan, among other measures.
Implementation of these measures will ensure that the project will not
alter the condition of any of the physical or biological features for the
CRLF or SFGS, will not create a barrier to dispersal, result in any loss
in cover within the riparian corridor, or adversely impact other
identified sensitive species and habitats as stated in the biologist
report. As proposed and conditioned, the project is compliant with
these General Plan policies.
b.

Soil Resources
Policy 2.17 (Regulate Development to Minimize Soil Erosion and
Sedimentation) regulates development to minimize soil erosion and
sedimentation including, but not limited to, measures which consider
the effects of slope, minimize removal of vegetative cover, ensure
stabilization of disturbed areas, and protect and enhance natural plant
communities and nesting and feeding areas of fish and wildlife.
The bridge expansion will require the construction of a 12-ft. long
retaining wall on the north side of the creek and abutments near the
top of the bank, and will require 45 cubic yards of earthwork for
construction. Ground disturbance for the bridge will be minimal (only
that necessary for construction), and the project is conditioned to
incorporate the biologist’s recommendations to minimize the potential
for erosion and sedimentation, including a moratorium on earthwork
during a rain event, erosion control measures to be installed prior to
construction activities, and delineation and protection of
environmentally sensitive areas. No riparian vegetation will be
removed, only minor trimming to accommodate the installation of the
railcar bridge via crane.
Policy 2.21 (Protect Productive Soil Resources Against Soil
Conversion) regulates land use of productive soil resources and
encourages appropriate management practices to protect against soil
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conversion. Regulations should place priorities according to the
relative productive characteristics of the resource.
As mapped, the parcel is designated Soils with Agricultural Capability
on the General Plan Productive Soils Resources map. These are
areas where soils may support vegetation feasible for grazing or
where soils have good characteristics for producing agricultural
products, among other soil values (soils of statewide importance, etc.).
The project site contains the creek, grasses, and a gravel drive on
approach to the bridge from the north and south directions. The
parcel is used for grazing purposes, but the lands grazed are located
on the north side of the creek. Approximately 2,000 sq. ft. of ground
disturbance on the south of the creek and approximately 2,500 sq. ft.
of disturbance on the north side of the creek will occur to widen the
gravel approach to the expanded bridge. The relatively small area of
soil conversion totaling approximately 4,500 sq. ft. for the installation
of the expanded bridge will provide better access for farming/ranching
equipment and a safe cattle crossing for the grazing tenant while
meeting County Fire bridge width and load requirements.
c.

Visual Quality
Policy 4.25 (Location of Structures) regulates the location, siting and
design of structures and paved areas to carefully conform with the
natural vegetation, landforms, and topography of the site so that their
presence is compatible with the pre-existing character of the site.
Policy 4.26 (Earthwork Operations) discusses keeping grading or
earth-moving operations to a minimum and, where grading is
necessary, make graded areas blend with adjacent landforms through
the use of contour grading rather than harsh cutting or terracing of the
site.
Forty-five cubic yards of earthwork (40 cu/yards of cut; 5 cu/yards of
fill) is proposed primarily for construction of the abutments and
retaining wall; minor earthwork will occur for the gravel approach to
the expanded bridge. No terracing, harsh cutting, or alteration of the
creek is proposed or anticipated. The railcar bridge will be placed on
top of the abutments and retaining wall and will not require
topographic modifications, thus, conforming to these policies.
Policy 4.27 (Water Bodies) discourages structures which would
adversely impact the appearance of a stream and associated riparian
habitat and discourages the alteration of streams and other natural
drainage systems which would affect their appearance, reduce
underground water recharge, or cause drainage, erosion or flooding
problems.
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The railcar bridge is a flat design bridge constructed of timber and
steel girders placed on concrete abutments; the bridge will include
metal railings for safety. As proposed and conditioned, the project
will not alter the creek or negatively impact the natural appearance
of the creek and surrounding area nor will the project cause flooding
issues or result in erosion/sedimentation within the creek as
conditioned.
d.

Rural Land Use
Policy 9.28 (Encourage Existing and Potential Agricultural Activities)
and Policy 9.30 (Development Standards to Minimize Land Use
Conflicts with Agriculture) encourage the continuance of existing
agricultural and agriculturally-related activities and to locate nonagricultural activities in areas of agricultural parcels which cause the
least disturbance to feasible agricultural activities.
The subject parcel has a General Plan land use designation of
“Agriculture” and has an ongoing commercial grazing operation on the
north side of the creek. The location of the bridge expansion, adjacent
to the existing bridge, will minimize potential impacts to agriculture and
agricultural lands by utilizing the existing access road in lieu of
creating a new road where a new bridge would be constructed at a
different location along the creek. Minor ground disturbance will be
required for the widened approach on the north and south sides of the
creek, but this disturbance is relatively small in comparison to the
acreage used for the grazing operation. The location of the approach
will not adversely impact the cattle operation and, instead, provide an
improved/safe access for the cattle tenant to access the grazing lands.

e.

Natural Hazards
Policy 15.43 (Determination of the Existence of a Flooding Hazard),
when reviewing development proposals, determines the general
location of flooding hazard areas using, but not limited to, the Flood
Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) prepared by the Federal Emergency
Management Agency. Policy 15.47 (Review Criteria for Locating
Development in Areas of Special Flood Hazard) states that, when
development is proposed in areas of special flood hazards, it requires
any structure to be safely elevated above the base flood elevations
and not to contribute to the flooding hazard to surrounding structures.
The project site is a FEMA mapped Special Flood Hazard Area
Zone A (1% annual chance flood (100 year flood)) where no base
flood elevations have been determined. For floodplain management
purposes, FEMA defines a structure as a walled and roofed building,
including a gas or liquid storage tank that is principally above ground,
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as well as a manufactured home1. Since the bridge does not meet
this definition, base flood elevations and flood proofing are not
required. To ensure that the project does not increase flood heights,
a FEMA No-rise Certification will be required upon building permit
submittal (this will require an engineering analysis with supporting
technical data prepared and signed by a registered professional
engineer certifying that the project will not increase flood heights),
thus complying with these policies.
2.

Conformity with the Local Coastal Program
Policy 1.1 of San Mateo County’s Local Coastal Program (LCP) requires a
Coastal Development Permit (CDP) for all development in the Coastal Zone.
The project is consistent with applicable LCP Policies as discussed below:
a.

Land Use Component
Policy 1.8 (Land Uses and Development Densities in Rural Areas)
allows new development in rural areas if it is demonstrated that the
development will not: (1) have significant adverse impacts, either
individually or cumulatively on coastal resources and (2) diminish the
ability to keep all prime agricultural land and other lands suitable for
agriculture in agricultural production.
The railcar bridge expansion will have a minimal impact on coastal
resources including sensitive wildlife species, riparian corridors, and
scenic views as previously discussed and as conditioned. The
expanded railcar bridge will be clustered in an area with the existing
barns and will be accessed by Pomponio Creek Road; no new road
access is required and minimal ground vegetation removal is
proposed for the bridge approach.
There are no agricultural activities occurring in the areas where the
railcar bridge expansion will occur. All lands currently used for grazing
will continue to be utilized and will not be negatively impacted by the
project, thus maintaining agricultural lands in agricultural production.

b.

Agriculture Component
Policy 5.1 (Definition of Prime Agricultural Lands) defines Prime
Agricultural Land as land which supports livestock for the production of
food and fiber and which has an annual carrying capacity equivalent to
at least one animal unit per acre as defined by the U.S. Department of
Agriculture. Policy 5.6 (Permitted Uses on Lands Suitable for
Agriculture Designated as Agriculture) allows non-residential
development customarily considered accessory to agricultural uses.

1

Definition of Structure from FEMA website: https://www.fema.gov/structure.
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The property is defined as Lands Suitable for Agriculture and not
Prime Agricultural Lands because a total of 15 animal units annually
graze the 100 acre parcel, thus not meeting the one animal unit per
acre (this assumes that each cow weighs 1,000 pounds which is,
generally, the equivalent of one animal unit). The parcel does not
contain Class I, II, or III (rated for Brussel sprouts or artichokes) soils
or soils rated Grade 1 as mapped by the Natural Resources
Conservation Service.
Policy 5.10 (Conversion of Land Suitable for Agriculture Designed as
Agriculture) prohibits the conversion of lands suitable for agriculture
within a parcel to conditionally permitted uses unless all of the
following can be demonstrated:
(1)

All agriculturally unsuitable lands on the parcel have been
developed or determined to be undevelopable.
The majority of the parcel (north of the creek) is used for the
grazing operation and developed with a barn. The southern
portion of the property is developed with three barns and the
open field is not grazed but is available for grazing.
Agriculturally unsuitable/developed areas consist of the creek,
existing driveway, and barn sites. The project is located in an
area that will not be utilized for agricultural operations.
Conversion of the soils for the bridge approach, approximately
4,500 sq. ft., is not significant given that the majority of the land
is available for grazing and the remaining undevelopable area is
the creek.

(2)

Continued or renewed agricultural use of the soils is not feasible
as defined by Section 30108 of the Coastal Act.
The majority of the bridge approach (both north and south sides)
will occur within the riparian buffer zone. Grazing activities are
permitted uses in buffer zones provided that they are consistent
with Policy 7.9 (Permitted Uses in Riparian Corridors). Policy
7.9 conditionally permits agricultural uses when no feasible or
practicable alternative exists. It would not be practicable to
direct cattle into the buffer zone when other larger grazing areas
are available. For this environmental reason, it would not be
feasible to either continue or renew agricultural uses in the
riparian buffer zone. Similarly, there is a small portion of the
approach on the north side of the creek that is beyond the buffer
zone that would not be ideal to direct cattle to graze given the
small area in comparison to the acres of forage available
elsewhere on the parcel. As proposed, the project retains the
largest amount of agricultural soils available/in operation as
possible.
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(3)

Clearly defined buffer areas are developed between agricultural
and non-agricultural uses.
The bridge is an accessory to the existing agricultural use and
will be used by the grazing tenant to provide vehicular access
for the cattle operation. All uses/structures on the property are
agricultural uses; no non-agricultural uses are present on the
parcel. The area of the expanded railcar bridge has not been
used for agricultural productivity for some time, therefore, the
agricultural viability will not be diminished.

(4)

The productivity of any adjacent agricultural lands is not
diminished.
The two parcels adjacent to the subject property are under the
same ownership and used for the overall commercial grazing
operation of 300 head of cattle annually. The parcel adjacent
and to the north of the subject parcel is farmed. There is no
expectation that this project would adversely impact the
agricultural uses on adjacent lands.

c.

Sensitive Habitats Component
Policy 7.3 (Protection of Sensitive Habitats) prohibits any land use or
development which would have significant adverse impacts on
sensitive habitat areas and that development in areas adjacent to
sensitive habitats shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts that
could significantly degrade the sensitive habitats. All uses shall be
compatible with the maintenance of biologic productivity of the
habitats. Policy 7.5 (Permit Conditions), as part of the development
review process, requires the applicant to demonstrate that there will
be no significant impacts on sensitive habitats and, when it is
determined that significant impacts may occur, requires mitigation
measures.
As discussed in Section A1, above, six special status wildlife species
have a moderate potential to occur within the riparian corridor and
poison oak scrub habitat. The project was visited by WRA biologists
who confirmed and mapped the riparian corridor and 50-ft. buffer area
along Pomponio Creek. No wetlands were identified in the project
area and no wildlife was observed during the site visit. All ground
disturbance will occur above the ordinary high water mark. Abutment
construction will occur near the top of the creek bank. Minor
excavation may occur just below the top of the bank. The project is
conditioned to require the applicant to notify the California Department
of Fish and Wildlife of the project, secure applicable permits (Lake and
Streambed Alteration Agreement), and submit copies of the permits to
the Planning Department. As proposed and conditioned, the project
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will not result in significant permanent impacts to the riparian corridor
habitat as stated in the biologist report, thus, complying with
Policies 7.3 and 7.5.
Impacts to riparian vegetation will be minimal in that only minor
vegetation trimming is proposed for the installation of the railcar bridge
via crane. As conditioned, the applicant is required to have a biologist
conduct pre-construction surveys for sensitive species and is required
to conduct the project during the dry season and outside of the nesting
season to reduce potential significant impacts. As conditioned, the
applicant will be required to submit for a Section 401 or 404 permit
with the Regional Water Quality Control Board should the RWQCB
determine that these permits are required in order to ensure that water
quality is not diminished as a result of the project. Additional
mitigation measures recommended by the biologist have been
included in Attachment A.
Riparian Corridors
Policy 7.9(b) (Permitted Uses in Riparian Corridors) permits bridges
when supports are not in significant conflict with corridor resources,
provided no existing riparian vegetation is removed, and no soil is
allowed to enter stream channels, if no feasible or practicable
alternative exists.
The location of the project, adjacent to the existing railcar bridge, is
the most practical and feasible location. The project area is already
developed with the existing railcar bridge and used for agricultural
vehicles as well as ongoing agricultural activities. If the bridge was
proposed in a different area, the construction of a new 24-ft. wide
bridge would likely require the removal of riparian vegetation and
would adversely impact sensitive species. No riparian vegetation will
be removed, and the project is conditioned to require an erosion and
sediment control plan to ensure that no soil enters the creek. There is
no location on the parcel where access could be created without
spanning the creek.
Policy 7.10 (Performance Standards in Riparian Corridors) requires
development permitted in corridors to: (1) minimize removal of
vegetation, (2) minimize land exposure during construction and use
temporary vegetation or mulching to protect critical areas, (3) minimize
erosion, sedimentation, and runoff by appropriately grading and
replanting modified areas, (4) use only adapted native or non-invasive
exotic plant species when replanting, (5) provide sufficient passage for
native and anadromous fish as specified by the State Department of
Fish and Wildlife, (6) minimize adverse effects of waste water
discharges and entrainment, (7) prevent depletion of groundwater
supplies and substantial interference with surface and subsurface
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waterflows, (8) encourage waste water reclamation, (9) maintain
natural vegetation buffer areas that protect riparian habitats, and
(10) minimize alteration of natural streams.
The biologist report has identified five plant species within the riparian
corridor: the creek dogwood, arroyo willow, poison oak, California
blackberry, and common horsetail rush. Pomponio Creek is identified
as a perennial creek and a sensitive riparian habitat on Local Coastal
Program maps. Minor vegetation trimming is proposed but no
riparian vegetation will be removed, as conditioned. Approximately
4,500 sq. ft. of soil will be disturbed to create the gravel approach to
the bridge. In areas where appropriate, a condition is recommended
for the disturbed areas to be replanted with native non-invasive
exotics; fertilizers and pesticides are not permitted. Erosion and
sediment control measures, as conditioned, include tightly woven fiber
netting or similar material to reduce erosion and sedimentation while
ensuring that the CRLF and SFGS are not trapped. No alteration to
the stream is proposed or anticipated as a result of the project.
It is not expected, given the location of the abutments near the top of
the bank and above the ordinary high water mark, that the project will
create a barrier to fish passage or present a blockage. No waste
water will be generated by the project, and groundwater supplies and
surface waterflows will be unaffected by the project.
Riparian Corridor Buffer Zones
Policy 7.11 (Establishment of Buffer Zones), Policy 7.12 (Permitted
Uses in Buffer Zones), and Policy 7.13 (Performance Standards in
Buffer Zones) identify 50-ft. buffer zones for perennial streams and
conditionally allow those uses, permitted in riparian corridors, also in
buffer zones. In addition to the identified performance standards for
riparian corridors of Policy 7.10 discussed above, Policy 7.13 identifies
additional standards including a maximum motorized machinery sound
limit of 45 dBA, prevention of discharge or toxic substances into the
riparian corridor, and replanting with native and non-invasive exotics.
The biologist report has identified the riparian corridor and the 50-ft.
buffer zone as required for the perennial creek. Additionally, the
biologist has recommended a restricted noise limit of 45 dBA within
the buffer zone and requires a plan to identify the method of control for
potential spills, litter, fuels, and other hazardous materials in
conformance with these performance standards. Policy 7.12 allows
for those uses allowed within a riparian corridor to be allowed within
riparian corridor buffer zones. As discussed under Policy 7.9(b)
above, bridges are conditionally allowed within both riparian corridors
and buffer zones provided the supports are not in significant conflict
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with corridor resources. As proposed and conditioned, the project will
not significantly impact the creek or sensitive habitats.
d.

Visual Resources Component
Policy 8.5 (Location of Development) requires that new development
be located on a portion of a parcel where the development: (1) is least
visible from State Scenic Roads; (2) is least likely to impact views from
public view points; and (3) best preserves the visual and open space
qualities of the parcel overall.
The proposed railcar bridge expansion will be minimally visible from
the Pomponio Creek Road public right-of-way, as it is 150 ft. from the
road and is not an elevated bridge. The additional bridge expansion is
flat and will be installed at ground level crossing Pomponio Creek.

e.

Compliance with the Williamson Act
The parcel is under an active Williamson Act Contract (AP66-40 /
PLN 2011-00342) that underwent a compliance review in 2014; the
parcel was found to be complaint with the contract. The project does
not conflict with the County’s Williamson Act Program because the
development is a compatible use as defined under the Program, and
the structures utilized in conjunction with the commercial grazing
operation are excepted from a Determination of Compatibility
requirement, provided that the project does not significantly reduce the
amount of land being used for agricultural purposes or interfere with
existing agricultural activities. Installation of the bridge will provide
greater access for the cattle grazing tenant and will not significantly
reduce the usable grazing area.

3.

Conformity with the Planned Agricultural District (PAD) Zoning Regulation
The proposed bridge does not conflict with the Planned Agricultural District
Zoning District because the use is considered non-residential development
accessory to the ongoing agriculture use of the parcel. The proposed railcar
bridge expansion is compliant with the PAD development standards as
shown below:
Development Standards

Allowed

Proposed

Minimum Front Yard

50 ft.

100+ ft.

Minimum Right Side Yard

20 ft.

>300 ft.

Minimum Left Side Yard

20 ft.

>300 ft.

Minimum Rear Yard

20 ft.

>1,000 ft.

Maximum Height of Structure

36 ft.

0 ft.
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4.

California Coastal Commission Review
The California Coastal Commission provided comments in a letter dated
February 7, 2017. The California Coastal Commission’s comments are
outlined below followed by staff’s response.
a.

We suggest that the County require the applicant to more clearly state
the purpose of the proposed project. The project description should
describe the purpose of, or need for, the project, i.e., the reason the
applicant finds it necessary to increase the size of the bridge.
The applicant has provided this response:
The purpose of the project is to bring the existing bridge into
conformance with the County standards that will provide an
adequately wide bridge to allow farm equipment on the north side of
the ranch. The existing single railcar bridge has no railings and is a
safety concern for people, livestock, and equipment. Approval of the
proposed bridge will allow certification to meet the CalFire weight
bearing and width requirements. Cypress Tree Ranch has an
on-going agricultural operation of cattle grazing and a Williamson Act
Contract that requires commercial agricultural operations to utilize at
least 75% of the property. Stock trucks, tractors, and other farmrelated equipment are needed to augment the ongoing agricultural
operation on this agricultural zoned property. The bulk of the property
is on the north side of Pomponio Creek, and the farming/ranching
equipment is needed to service the operation on the north side of
Pomponio Creek.

b.

LCP Policy 7.3 prohibits any development or land use that would have
a significant, adverse, impact on sensitive habitat areas. This policy
also requires that development be sited and designed to prevent
impacts that could significantly degrade sensitive habitat. We
recommend that the County require the applicant to conduct a
biological assessment of the project area and identify the project’s
potential impacts on Pomponio Creek and associated biological
resources.
The applicant has submitted the required biological assessment and,
as discussed in this staff report, the project will not adversely impact
sensitive habitats as proposed and conditioned.

c.

The proposed project must be evaluated for its consistency with LCP
Policy 7.9, which allows for bridges as a permitted use when no
feasible or practicable alternative exists and when the bridge supports
are not in conflict with corridor resources.
Staff has addressed this issue in Section C of this staff report.
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d.

LCP Policy 7.10 provides performance standards for permitted uses in
riparian corridors. The proposed new bridge must be consistent with
these standards.
Staff has addressed this issue in Section C of this staff report.

B.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
An Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration was issued, with a public
review period from April 19, 2017 through May 18, 2017, for the railcar bridge
expansion. As of the publication of this staff report, no comments have been
received on this document.

C.

REVIEWING AGENCIES
Building Inspection Section
Department of Public Works
CalFire
Environmental Health Division
California Coastal Commission
California Fish and Wildlife
Committee for Green Foothills

ATTACHMENTS
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.
H.
I.

Recommended Findings and Conditions of Approval
Vicinity Map
Site Plan
Section Drawing
WRA Biologist Report
Geotechnical Report
Mitigated Negative Declaration
California Coastal Commission Comment Letter
Photos
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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 2016-00425
Prepared By: Olivia Boo
Project Planner

Hearing Date: May 24, 2017

For Adoption By: Planning Commission

RECOMMENDED FINDINGS
Regarding the Mitigated Negative Declaration, Find:
1.

That the Planning Commission does hereby find that this Mitigated Negative
Declaration reflects the independent judgment of San Mateo County.

2.

That the Mitigated Negative Declaration is complete, correct and adequate and
prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act and
applicable State and County Guidelines.

3.

That, on the basis of the Initial Study, comments received hereto, and testimony
presented and considered at the public hearing, there is no substantial evidence
that the project will have a significant effect on the environment.

4.

That the mitigation measures in the Mitigated Negative Declaration and agreed to
by the applicant and placed as conditions on the project have been incorporated
into the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan in conformance with California
Public Resources Code Section 21081.6.

Regarding the Coastal Development Permit, Find:
5.

That the project, as described in the application and accompanying materials
required by Section 6328.7 and as conditioned in accordance with Section
6328.14, conforms with the plans, policies, requirements and standards of the
San Mateo County Local Coastal Program as described in Section A2 of the staff
report dated May 24, 2017.

6.

That the project conforms to specific findings required by policies of the San
Mateo County Local Coastal Program as described in Section A.2 of the staff
report dated May 24, 2017.
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RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
Current Planning Section
1.

This approval applies only to the proposal as described in this report and
materials submitted for review and approval by the Planning Commission at the
May 24, 2017 meeting. 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 permit shall be valid for one (1) year from the date of final approval. Any
extension of the permits shall require submittal of an application for permit
extension and payment of applicable extension fees sixty (60) days prior to the
expiration date.

3.

This permit does not allow for the removal of any trees. Removal of any tree with
a circumference of 55 inches or greater, as measured 4.5 feet above the ground,
shall require additional review by the Community Development Director prior to
removal. Only the minimum vegetation necessary shall be removed.

4.

The project is subject to the Department of Fish and Game California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) filing fees per Fish and Game Section 711.4.
The applicant shall pay to the San Mateo County Recorder’s Office an amount of
$2,216.25 plus the applicable recording fee of $50 at the time of filing of the
Notice of Determination by the County Planning and Building Department staff
within five (5) business days of the approval.

5.

The applicant shall reseed or replant, where appropriate, using a native noninvasive exotics in areas of disturbed soils resulting from the project. Any
reseeding/replanting shall be shown on a plan; fertilizers or pesticides shall not be
used.

6.

No riparian vegetation shall be removed as a result of this project. Should any
plants be removed, the applicant shall receive direction from the WRA Biologist
regarding appropriate replanting.

7.

The disturbance or removal of native ground vegetation shall not exceed the
minimum necessary to construct the widened bridge approach.

8.

Mitigation Measure 1: All work shall occur during the dry season (April 15October 31).

9.

Mitigation Measure 2: Wildlife exclusion fencing shall be erected and maintained
between the proposed bridge expansion construction activities (abutments) and
the Pomponio Creek riparian habitat on both sides of Pomponio Creek. The
purpose of the exclusion fence is to prevent the SFGS and CRLF from dispersing
from Pomponio Creek onto the Project Site. Fencing should extend a minimum of
36 inches above ground level and be buried 4 inches to 6 inches below ground.
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Upon completion of the Project, all fencing material will be removed from the site
and disposed of properly.
10.

Mitigation Measure 3: Pre-construction surveys shall be performed immediately
prior to the start of any ground breaking activities by a qualified biologist. If the
CRLF and SFGS are found within the Study Area, all work shall cease until the
individual(s) have been allowed to leave the Study Area on their own and the
fence has been repaired, if necessary. If the CRLF or SFGS individual(s) cannot
passively leave the Study Area, work will cease and the USFWS will be contacted
to determine the appropriate course of action.

11.

Mitigation Measure 4: If ground disturbing activities are to take place below the
top of the bank or within the riparian corridor, and an exclusion fence cannot be
properly installed because of the steep banks, a qualified biologist shall monitor
ground disturbing activities below the top of the bank and/or within the riparian
habitat. If the CRLF or SFGS are found within the Study Area, all work shall
cease until the individual(s) have been allowed to leave the Study Area on their
own. If the CRLF or SFGS individual(s) cannot passively leave the Study Area,
work will cease and the USFWS will be contacted to determine the appropriate
course of action.

12.

Mitigation Measure 5: Tightly woven fiber netting or similar material shall be
used for erosion control or other purposes at the Project to ensure that the CRLF
and SFGS do not get trapped. This limitation shall be communicated to the
contractor. Plastic mono-filament netting (erosion control matting), rolled erosion
control products, or similar material shall not be used because the CRLF, SFGS,
and other species may become entangled or trapped in it.
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Mitigation Measure 6: Because dusk and dawn are often the times when the
CRLF are most active and dispersing, all construction activities shall cease one
half hour before sunset and shall not begin prior to one half hour after sunrise.

14.

Mitigation Measure 7: No work shall occur during rain events (defined as greater
than 0.25 inches within a 24-hour period) when either species is most likely to
disperse.

15.

Mitigation Measure 8: If work is to be initiated during the nesting season
(March 1 - August 31), a pre-construction nesting bird survey shall be performed
no more than 14 days prior to initial ground disturbance to avoid impacting nests,
eggs, and/or young.

16.

Mitigation Measure 9: If the survey identifies any active nests, an exclusion
buffer shall be established for protection of the nest and young. Buffer distance
will vary based on species and conditions at the site, but typically ranges between
25 feet up to 600 feet. The buffer should be maintained until all young have
fledged. Impacts to nesting birds can be avoided if potential activities are initiated
outside of the nesting season (September 1 - February 28).
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Mitigation Measure 10: A pre-construction survey within the riparian habitat shall
be conducted to identify and mark for avoidance all existing San Francisco duskyfooted woodrat houses in the work area.

18.

Mitigation Measure 11: Woodrat houses which cannot be avoided shall be
dismantled by hand under the supervision of a biologist. If young are encountered
during the dismantling process, the material should be placed back on the house
and the house will remain undisturbed for two to three weeks in order to give the
young enough time to mature and leave the house. After two to three weeks, the
nest dismantling process may begin again. Nest material will be moved to
suitable adjacent areas (riparian woodland, scrub) that will not be impacted.

19.

Mitigation Measure 12: In the event that cultural, paleontological, or
archaeological resources be encountered during site grading or other site work,
such work shall immediately be halted in the area of discovery and the project
sponsor shall immediately notify the Community Development Director of the
discovery. The applicant shall be required to retain the services of a qualified
archaeologist for the purpose of recording, protecting, or curating the discovery as
appropriate. The cost of the qualified archaeologist and of any recording,
protecting, or curating shall be borne solely by the project sponsor. The
archaeologist shall be required to submit to the Community Development Director
for review and approval a report of the findings and methods of curation or
protection of the resources. No further grading or site work within the area of
discovery shall be allowed until the preceding has occurred. Disposition of Native
American remains shall comply with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(e).

20.

Mitigation Measure 13: The applicant shall provide an erosion and sediment
control plan as part of the building permit submittal for review by the Planning
Department. The plan shall identify/note the following: (1) a moratorium on
grading during a rain event, (2) erosion control measures to be installed prior to
construction activities, (3) limiting the area of soil disturbance to the amount of
acreage that can be protected prior to a forecasted rain event and to the minimum
area needed to complete the proposed action, (4) delineation and protection of
environmentally sensitive areas to prevent construction impacts, (5) location of
fiber rolls and other measures as appropriate to control sediment and erosion,
(6) identifying method of control for spills, litter, fuels, and other hazardous
materials, and (7) notation on the preservation of existing vegetation whenever
feasible.

21.

Mitigation Measure 14: The applicant shall implement the following basic
construction measures at all times:
a.

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

All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in
accordance with manufacturer’s specifications. All equipment shall be
checked by a certified visible emissions evaluator.

c.

Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number and person to contact
at the lead agency regarding dust complaints. This person, or his/her
designee, shall respond and take corrective action within 48 hours. The Air
District’s phone number shall also be visible to ensure compliance with
applicable regulations.

22.

Mitigation Measure 15: The applicant shall submit a FEMA No-Rise/No Impact
Certification to the Building Department as part of the building permit submittal.
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Mitigation Measure 16: If it is determined that a Section 401 or 404 permit is
required by the Regional Water Quality Control Board, the applicant shall file for
said permit and a copy of the permit shall be submitted to the Planning
Department prior to building permit issuance.

24.

Mitigation Measure 17: The applicant shall notify the California Department of
Fish and Wildlife of the project and secure all applicable permits. Copies of these
permits shall be submitted to the Planning Department prior to building permit
issuance.

25.

Mitigation Measure 18: Noise sources associated with demolition, construction,
repair, remodeling, or grading of any real property shall be limited to the hours
from 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., weekdays and 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Saturdays.
Said activities are prohibited on Sundays, Thanksgiving, and Christmas (San
Mateo Ordinance Code Section 4.88.360). Noise levels produced by construction
activities within the riparian buffer zone shall not exceed the 45-dBA level at any
one moment. Construction noise not occurring within the buffer zone shall not
exceed 80 dBA at any one moment.

Building Inspection Section
26.

A building permit is required and shall be applied for and obtained prior to the
commencement of any construction or staging activities.

27.

A "no rise" form from FEMA shall be completed and submitted to the Planning and
Building Department upon permit application.

Department of Public Works
28.

The project shall comply with the San Mateo County Drainage Policy and the
San Mateo Countywide National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permit. Prior to the issuance of the Building permit, the applicant shall submit a
plan with construction details and a drainage analysis, including a narrative and
calculations showing that the bridge structure is above the high water line, for
review and approval by the Department of Public Works.
19

Geotechnical Section
29.

The building plans and geotechnical report will be reviewed at the building permit
stage.

CalFire
30.

All bridges must be rated and designed to support an imposed load supporting a
fire apparatus of 75,000 lbs. The maximum rated bridge weight must be posted at
each end of the bridge, and the lettering must be a minimum of 4 inches in height
with a minimum stroke of 1/2 inch. Letters should be white in color with a dark
background for good contrast at night and addresses must be posted at the bridge
entrance.

31.

Width: All bridges must be a minimum of 20 ft. clear width. The Fire Marshal may
allow the width to be reduced for a bridge providing access to R-3, U-1, or U-2
occupancies. One-way bridges require a turnout at both ends of the bridge.

32.

Certification: Every private bridge providing a fire apparatus access hereinafter,
constructed or re-constructed, shall be engineered by a licensed civil or structural
engineer and approved by the Fire Marshal. Certification that the bridge complies
with the design standards, required in sub-section (a) of this section, must be
provided by the design engineer to the Fire Chief. Re-certification: Every private
bridge shall be re-certified every ten (10) years or whenever deemed necessary
by the Fire Marshal. An approved turnout is required on both sides of the bridge.
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COUNTY OF SAN MATEO, PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT
NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
A notice, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970, as amended (Public
Resources Code 21,000, et seq.), that the following project: Railcar Bridge Expansion,
when adopted and implemented, will not have a significant impact on the environment.
FILE NO.: PLN 2016-00425
OWNER: Scott Cook Trust and Helen Signe Ostby Trust
APPLICANT: Kerry Burke
ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NO.: 087-180-170
LOCATION: 1906 Pomponio Creek Road, San Gregorio
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Width expansion of an existing 12-foot wide 88-foot long railcar bridge crossing Pomponio
Creek to include the installation of an additional railcar bridge of the same size adjacent to the
existing bridge (total expanded bridge dimensions 24 feet wide by 88 feet long). Two new
abutments and a retaining wall (12 feet in length) to support the expansion are proposed for
construction within Pomponio Creek; 45 cu/yds of earthwork proposed. The bridge expansion
will provide improved access for the existing onsite agricultural activities as well as meet fire
access requirements.

FINDINGS AND BASIS FOR A NEGATIVE DECLARATION
The Current Planning Section has reviewed the initial study for the project and, based upon
substantial evidence in the record, finds that:
1.

The project will not adversely affect water or air quality or increase noise levels
substantially.

2.

The project will not have adverse impacts on the flora or fauna of the area.

3.

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

4.

The project will not have adverse impacts on traffic or land use.

5.

In addition, the project will not:
a.

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

b.

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

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

d.

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

The County of San Mateo has, therefore, determined that the environmental impact of the
project is insignificant.
MITIGATION MEASURES included in the project to avoid potentially significant effects:
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: All work shall occur during the dry season (April 15-October 31).
Mitigation Measure 2: Wildlife exclusion fencing shall be erected and maintained between
the proposed bridge expansion construction activities (abutments) and the Pomponio Creek
riparian habitat on both side of Pomponio Creek. The purpose of the exclusion fence is to
prevent SFGS and CRLF from dispersing from Pomponio Creek on to the Project Site.
Fencing should extend a minimum of 36 inches above ground level and be buried 4 inches
to 6 inches below ground. Upon completion of the Project, all fencing material will be
removed from the site and disposed of properly.
Mitigation Measure 3: Preconstruction surveys shall be performed immediately prior to the
start of any ground breaking activities by a qualified biologist. If CRLF and SFGS are found
within the Study Area, all work shall cease until the individual(s) have been allowed to leave
the Study Area on their own and the fence has been repaired, if necessary. If the CRLF or
SFGS individual(s) cannot passively leave the Study Area, work will cease and the USFWS
will be contacted to determine the appropriate course of action.
Mitigation Measure 4: If ground disturbing activities are to take place below the top of
bank or within the riparian corridor, and an exclusion fence cannot be properly installed
because of the steep banks, a qualified biologist shall monitor ground disturbing activities
below the top of bank and/or within the riparian habitat. If the CRLF or SFGS are found
within the Study Area, all work shall cease until the individual(s) have been allowed to leave
the Study Area on their own. If the CRLF or SFGS individual(s) cannot passively leave the
Study Area, work will cease and the USFWS will be contacted to determine the appropriate
course of action.
Mitigation Measure 5: Tightly woven fiber netting or similar material shall be used for
erosion control or other purposes at the Project to ensure the CRLF and SFGS do not get
trapped. This limitation shall be communicated to the contractor. Plastic mono-filament
netting (erosion control matting), rolled erosion control products or similar material shall not
be used because CRLF, SFGS, and other species may be come entangles or trapped in it.
Mitigation Measure 6: Because dusk and dawn are often the times when CRLF are most
active and dispersing, all construction activities shall cease one half hour before sunset and
shall not begin prior to one half hour after sunrise.
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Mitigation Measure 7: No work shall occur during rain events (defined as greater than
0.25-inch within a 24-hour period) when either species is most likely to disperse.
Mitigation Measure 8: If work is to be initiated during the nesting season (March 1-August
31), a pre-construction nesting bird survey shall be performed no more than 14 days prior to
initial ground disturbance to avoid impacting nests, eggs and/or young.
Mitigation Measure 9: If the survey identifies any active nests, an exclusion buffer shall be
established for protection of the nest and young. Buffer distance will vary based species
and conditions at the site, but typically ranges between 25 up to 600 feet. The buffer should
be maintained until all young have fledged. Impacts to nesting birds can be avoided if
potential activities are initiated outside of the nesting season (September 1-Feburary 28).
Mitigation Measure 10: A pre-construction survey within the riparian habitat shall be
conducted to identify and mark for avoidance all existing San Francisco dusky-footed
woodrat houses in the work area.
Mitigation Measure 11: Woodrat houses which cannot be avoided shall be dismantled by
hand under the supervision of a biologist. If young are encountered during the dismantling
process, the material should be placed back on the house and the house will remain
undisturbed for two to three weeks in order to give the young enough time to mature and
leave the house. After two to three weeks, the nest dismantling process may begin again.
Nest material will be moved to suitable adjacent areas (riparian woodland, scrub) that will
not be impacted.
Mitigation Measure 12: In the event that cultural, paleontological, or archaeological
resources be encountered during site grading or other site work, such work shall
immediately be halted in the area of discovery and the project sponsor shall immediately
notify the Community Development Director of the discovery. The applicant shall be
required to retain the services of a qualified archaeologist for the purpose of recording,
protecting, or curating the discovery as appropriate. The cost of the qualified archaeologist
and of any recording, protecting, or curating shall be borne solely by the project sponsor.
The archaeologist shall be required to submit to the Community Development Director for
review and approval a report of the findings and methods of curation or protection of the
resources. No further grading or site work within the area of discovery shall be allowed until
the preceding has occurred. Disposition of Native American remains shall comply with
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(e).
Mitigation Measure 13: The applicant shall provide an erosion and sediment control plan
as part of the building permit submittal for review by the Planning Department. The plan
shall identify/note the following: (1) a moratorium on grading during a rain event, (2) erosion
control measures to be installed prior to construction activities, (3) limiting the area of soil
disturbance to the amount of acreage that can be protected prior to a forecasted rain event
and to the minimum area needed to complete the proposed action, (4) delineation and
protection of environmentally sensitive areas to prevent construction impacts, (5) location of
fiber rolls and other measures as appropriate to control sediment and erosion, (6) identifying
method of control for spills, litter, fuels, and other hazardous materials, and (7) notation on
the preservation of existing vegetation whenever feasible.
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Mitigation Measure 14: The applicant shall implement the following basic construction
measures at all times:
a.

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

b.

All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance
with manufacturer’s specifications. All equipment shall be checked by a certified
visible emissions evaluator.

c.

Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number and person to contact at
the lead agency regarding dust complaints. This person, or his/her designee,
shall respond and take corrective action within 48 hours. The Air District’s phone
number shall also be visible to ensure compliance with applicable regulations.

Mitigation Measure 15: The applicant shall submit a FEMA No-Rise/No Impact
Certification to the Building Department as part of the building permit submittal.
Mitigation Measure 16: If it is determined that a Section 401 or 404 permit is required by
the Regional Water Quality Control Board, the applicant shall file for said permit and a copy
of the permit shall be submitted to the Planning Department prior to building permit
issuance.
Mitigation Measure 17: The applicant shall notify the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife of the project and secure all applicable permits. Copies of these permits shall be
submitted to the Planning Department prior to building permit issuance.
Mitigation Measure 18: Noise sources associated with demolition, construction, repair,
remodeling, or grading of any real property shall be limited to the hours from 7:00 a.m. to
6:00 p.m., weekdays and 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Saturdays. Said activities are prohibited
on Sundays, Thanksgiving, and Christmas (San Mateo Ordinance Code Section 4.88.360).
Noise levels produced by construction activities within the riparian buffer zone shall not
exceed the 45-dBA level at any one moment. Construction noise not occurring within the
buffer zone shall not exceed 80-dBA at any one moment.
RESPONSIBLE AGENCY CONSULTATION
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
INITIAL STUDY
The San Mateo County Current Planning Section has reviewed the Environmental
Evaluation of this project and has found that the probable environmental impacts are
insignificant. A copy of the initial study is attached.
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County of San Mateo
Planning and Building Department
INITIAL STUDY
ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST
(To Be Completed by Planning Department)

1.

Project Title: Railcar Bridge Expansion

2.

County File Number: PLN 2016-00425

3.

Lead Agency Name and Address: San Mateo County Planning Department, 455 County
Center, 2nd Fl., Redwood City CA 94063

4.

Contact Person and Phone Number: Olivia Boo, 650/363-1818

5.

Project Location: 1906 Pomponio Creek Road, San Gregorio

6.

Assessor’s Parcel Number and Size of Parcel: 087-180-170; 100 acres

7.

Project Sponsor’s Name and Address:
Kerry Burke
34 Amesport Landing
Half Moon Bay, CA 94019

8.

General Plan Designation: Agriculture

9.

Zoning: PAD/CD (Planned Agricultural District/Coastal Development)

10.

Description of the Project: Width expansion of an existing 12-foot wide 88-foot long railcar
bridge crossing Pomponio Creek to include the installation of an additional railcar bridge of the
same size adjacent to the existing bridge (total expanded bridge dimensions 24-feet wide by
88-feet long). Two new abutments and a retaining wall (12 feet in length) to support the
expansion are proposed for construction within Pomponio Creek; 45 cu/yds of earthwork
proposed. The bridge expansion will provide improved access for the existing onsite
agricultural activities as well as meet fire access requirements.

11.

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting: The parcel and adjacent properties are part of
Cypress Tree Ranch and used for cattle grazing and hay production. Portions of the property
area steeply sloped and covered by brush; Pomponio Creek runs parallel to Pomponio Creek
Road which is located approximately 150 feet from the creek and project site. The parcel is
developed with an existing barn and bridge. Surrounding parcels are of similar topography and
size, or larger, and used for grazing.

12.

Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required: California Department of Fish and
Wildlife
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at
least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” or “Significant Unless Mitigated” as
indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

Aesthetics

X

Agricultural and Forest
Resources

Climate Change

Population/Housing

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

Noise

Mandatory Findings of
Significance

X

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 onsite, 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 appropriate 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,
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.
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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

1.a.

Significant
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

X

Have a significant adverse effect on a
scenic vista, views from existing residential areas, public lands, water bodies, or
roads?

Discussion: The railcar bridge is a flatbed style bridge that rests on abutments and is not elevated
or require the use of trusses such that the visual impacts of the bridge would be significant as seen
from the Pomponio Creek Road (approximately 150 feet from the bridge location). The bridge
expansion will be minimally visible from the road due to topography, mature vegetation and existing
structures (barn) located along and adjacent to Pomponio Creek Road.
Source: Project Plans, San Mateo County Geographic Information System.
1.b.

X

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

Discussion: The project is not located within a state scenic highway.
Source: Site Inspection, Project Plans, San Mateo County Geographic Information System.
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1.c.

X

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?

Discussion: No ground disturbance is proposed other than the limited excavation for construction
of the abutments and retaining wall. The bridge will not be located on a ridgeline and no changes to
topography will occur.
Source: Project Plans.
1.d.

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

X

Discussion: No lighting is used for the existing bridge and no new lighting is proposed with the
bridge expansion.
Source: Project Plans, Site Inspection.
1.e.

X

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

Discussion: The project site location is not within a designated scenic corridor.
Source: San Mateo County Geographic Information System.
1.f.

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

X

Discussion: The project site is not located within a Design Review District.
Source: San Mateo County Geographic Information System.
1.g.

Visually intrude into an area having
natural scenic qualities?

X

Discussion: The proposed wood railcar bridge expansion is minimally visible from Pomponio Creek
Road due to existing vegetation, topography, and structures along the right-of-way.
Source: Project Plans, San Mateo County Geographic Information System.
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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

2.a.

Significant
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact
X

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 nonagricultural use?

Discussion: The project parcel is in the Coastal Zone.
Source: San Mateo County Geographic Information System.
2.b.

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

X

Discussion: The property is not encumbered by an Open Space Easement. The parcel is under a
Williamson Act Contract (PLN 2011-00382) that was non-renewed in 2011 (contract expires
December 31, 2020). The project does not conflict with the County’s Williamson Act Program or
with agricultural zoning because the project will improve access to the agricultural areas of the
parcel used for grazing and no other non-agricultural development is proposed. The proposed
bridge does not conflict with the current Planned Agricultural District/Coastal Development zoning
district because this use, subject to permit, is considered accessory to the agricultural use of the
parcel.
Source: San Mateo County Geographic Information System.
2.c.

X

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?

Discussion: The parcel is located in an area identified as Grazing Land on the San Mateo County
Important Farmland Map (2014); these areas are not designated as Farmland.
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The definition of forestland (PRC Section 12220(g)) is “land that can support 10% native tree cover
of any species, including hardwoods, under natural conditions, and that allows for management of
one or more forest resources, including timber, aesthetics, fish and wildlife, biodiversity, water
quality, recreation, and other public benefits.” Vegetation on the parcel is predominantly grasses
and brush; tree cover is sparse and likely does not constitute 10% of the parcel. No tree removal is
proposed through this permit.
Source: San Mateo County Important Farmland Map 2014, Google Earth.
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: Portions of the property, including the project site, adjacent to the creek are mapped
as Class III soils, however, these soils are not rated good or very good for Brussels sprouts or
artichokes. The bridge location, crossing the creek, is not a farmable area, thus no impacts are
anticipated.
Source: Natural Resource Conservation Service Web Soil Survey (Land Capability Classification).
2.e.

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

X

Discussion: The bridge location, crossing the creek, is not a farmable area and the road leading to
the expanded bridge site is already disturbed by farm equipment traffic, thus the impacts to the loss
of agricultural lands are less than significant.
Source: Project Plans, Google Earth.
2.f.

X

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.

Discussion: The parcel is not identified as forestland or timberland due to the sparse tree cover
and the parcel is not zoned Timberland Production. The project does not conflict with existing
zoning or will cause a rezoning, thus no impacts to these resources are expected as a result of this
project.
Timberland (PRC 4526) is defined a “land which is available for, and capable of, growing a crop of
trees of a commercial species used to produce lumber and other forest products, including
Christmas trees.”
Source: Project scope, Google Maps.
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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

3.a.

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

Significant
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

X

Discussion: The project involves the expansion of a railcar bridge. The Bay Area Air Quality
Management District (BAAQMD) exempts the construction of a building or structure that is not itself
a source requiring a permit (Regulation 2-1-113). This facility does not require a permit from
BAAQMD and, therefore, the project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan. The bridge in and of itself does not produce emissions and the use of the
bridge is private in order to conduct agricultural operations on the northern portion of the property.
Source: Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), Regulation 2, Rule 1 (2-1-113).
3.b.

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

X

Discussion: Refer to Section 3.a.
Source: BAAQMD.
3.c.

X

Result in a cumulatively considerable
net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is nonattainment under an applicable Federal
or State ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions which
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?

Discussion: Refer to Section 3.a.
Source: BAAQMD.
3.d.

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

X

Discussion: The project site is located in a rural area with no sensitive receptors, such as schools,
or hospitals, located within or near the project vicinity. The project would also not general significant
pollutant concentrations. Therefore, the no impact is anticipated.
Source: Google Maps, BAAQMD.
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3.e.

Create objectionable odors affecting a
significant number of people?

X

Discussion: Installation of the bridge will not generate objectionable odors.
Source: Project Scope.
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: During project construction, dust could be generated for a short duration, however the
temporary nature of the construction activities will not violate existing air quality standards.
Source: Project Plans, BAAQMD.

4.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project:
Potentially
Significant
Impacts

4.a.

Significant
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

X

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 Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service?

Discussion: Installation of the railcar bridge will include the construction of two new abutments
above the ordinary high water mark of Pomponio Creek and adjacent to the existing abutments. No
modifications are being made to the existing railcar bridge or supports.
A biologist report was submitted for which the biologist conducted a study (site assessment) on a
portion of the property (study area) and concluded that one sensitive biological community (riparian
corridor/riparian corridor buffer of 50 feet) was identified in the study area as well as six special
status wildlife species that have a moderate potential to occur within the riparian and poison oak
scrub habitat: loggerhead shrike (Species of Special Concern), yellow warbler (Species of Special
Concern), San Francisco saltmarsh common yellowthroat (Species of Special Concern), San
Francisco dusky-footed woodrat (Species of Special Concern), California red-legged frog (Species
of Special Concern), and San Francisco garter snake (Federal/State Endangered). No wildlife was
observed during the site assessment.
Site assessment summary for the study area:
Loggerhead shrike: suitable nesting habitat is present in the trees and shrubs in the riparian corridor
and poison oak scrub within the study area and there is a moderate potential for loggerhead shrike
to nest in these habitats.
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Yellow warbler: Suitable nesting habitat is present in the Pomponio Creek riparian corridor. There
is a moderate potential for yellow warbler to nest within the creek riparian corridor.
San Francisco common yellowthroat: The willow-riparian habitats within the study area provide
suitable nesting habitat for this species. There is a moderate potential for this species to occur
within riparian habitats in the study area.
San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat: Moderate potential to occupy the riparian habitats and poison
oak scrub within the study area.
California red-legged frog (CRLF): No aquatic breeding habitat is within the study area; however,
Pomponio Creek provides non-breeding aquatic habitat and a dispersal corridor.
San Francisco garter snake (SFGS): No wetland or pond habitats are within the study area;
however, Pomponio Creek provides a dispersal corridor.
The project will require construction of abutments near the top of the creek bank for the bridge
expansion and the installation of the railcar bridge spanning the creek above the top of creek bank.
Trimming of riparian vegetation will be necessary for the bridge installation but it will be limited to the
minimum necessary to complete the work and no riparian vegetation will be removed as part of the
project.
The project will not alter the condition of any of the physical or biological features for CRLF or SFGS
in the study area and the addition of the railcar will not create a barrier to dispersal nor will any loss
in cover within the riparian corridor occur. Ground disturbance will be extremely limited within the
riparian corridor and no work will occur below the ordinary high water mark of Pomponio Creek. The
biologist report recommends the following mitigation measures to reduce potential significant
impacts to less than significant levels. No take is expected to occur during the proposed project with
implementation of the following measures.
Mitigation Measure 1: All work shall occur during the dry season (April 15-October 31).
Mitigation Measure 2: Wildlife exclusion fencing shall be erected and maintained between the
proposed bridge expansion construction activities (abutments) and the Pomponio Creek riparian
habitat on both sides of Pomponio Creek. The purpose of the exclusion fence is to prevent SFGS
and CRLF from dispersing from Pomponio Creek on to the Project Site. Fencing should extend a
minimum of 36 inches above ground level and be buried 4 inches to 6 inches below ground. Upon
completion of the Project, all fencing material will be removed from the site and disposed of properly.
Mitigation Measure 3: Preconstruction surveys shall be performed immediately prior to the start of
any ground breaking activities by a qualified biologist. If CRLF and SFGS are found within the Study
Area, all work shall cease until the individual(s) have been allowed to leave the Study Area on their
own and the fence has been repaired, if necessary. If the CRLF or SFGS individual(s) cannot
passively leave the Study Area, work will cease and the USFWS will be contacted to determine the
appropriate course of action.
Mitigation Measure 4: If ground disturbing activities are to take place below the top of the bank or
within the riparian corridor, and an exclusion fence cannot be properly installed because of the steep
banks, a qualified biologist shall monitor ground disturbing activities below the top of bank and/or
within the riparian habitat. If the CRLF or SFGS are found within the Study Area, all work shall
cease until the individual(s) have been allowed to leave the Study Area on their own. If the CRLF or
SFGS individual(s) cannot passively leave the Study Area, work will cease and the USFWS will be
contacted to determine the appropriate course of action.
Mitigation Measure 5: Tightly woven fiber netting or similar material shall be used for erosion
control or other purposes at the Project to ensure the CRLF and SFGS do not get trapped. This
limitation shall be communicated to the contractor. Plastic mono-filament netting (erosion control
matting), rolled erosion control products or similar material shall not be used because CRLF, SFGS,
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and other species may be come entangles or trapped in it.
Mitigation Measure 6: Because dusk and dawn are often the times when CRLF are most active
and dispersing, all construction activities shall cease one half hour before sunset and shall not begin
prior to one half hour after sunrise.
Mitigation Measure 7: No work shall occur during rain events (defined as greater than 0.25-inch
within a 24-hour period) when either species is most likely to disperse.
Mitigation Measure 8: If work is to be initiated during the nesting season (March 1-August 31), a
pre-construction nesting bird survey shall be performed no more than 14 days prior to initial ground
disturbance to avoid impacting nests, eggs and/or young.
Mitigation Measure 9: If the survey identifies any active nests, an exclusion buffer shall be
established for protection of the nest and young. Buffer distance will vary based on species and
conditions at the site, but typically ranges between 25 up to 600 feet. The buffer should be
maintained until all young have fledged. Impacts to nesting birds can be avoided if potential
activities are initiated outside of the nesting season (September 1-Feburary 28).
Mitigation Measure 10: A pre-construction survey within the riparian habitat shall be conducted to
identify and mark for avoidance all existing San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat houses in the work
area.
Mitigation Measure 11: Woodrat houses which cannot be avoided shall be dismantled by hand
under the supervision of a biologist. If young are encountered during the dismantling process, the
material should be placed back on the house and the house will remain undisturbed for two to three
weeks in order to give the young enough time to mature and leave the house. After two to three
weeks, the nest dismantling process may begin again. Nest material will be moved to suitable
adjacent areas (riparian woodland, scrub) that will not be impacted.
Source: WRA Environmental Consultants Biologist Report (September 2016).
4.b.

X

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?

Discussion: Refer to 4.a., above.
Source: WRA Environmental Consultants Biologist Report (September 2016).
4.c.

X

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?

Discussion: The site does not contain any wetlands.
Source: WRA Environmental Consultants Biologist Report (September 2016).
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4.d.

X

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?

Discussion: Refer to for 4.a., above.
Source: WRA Environmental Consultants Biologist Report (September 2016).
4.e.

X

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

Discussion: There are no tree removals proposed within the project area. Minor riparian
vegetation will be trimmed for installation of the bridge, however no riparian vegetation will be
removed. The County’s Local Coastal Program (Policy 7.9) allows bridges in riparian corridors
provided no other feasible or practicable alternative exists and where bridge supports are not in
significant conflict with corridor resources. Extending the current bridge location, as opposed to
locating a secondary bridge elsewhere across the creek, is the most practicable alternative in order
to provide access to the agricultural areas of the parcel with the least amount of impacts to coastal
resources. As mitigated, the current proposal is least impactful to the surrounding sensitive habitats
and species, thus complying with local policies that protect such resources.
Source: Site Plan, Project Description, WRA Environmental Consultants Biological Resources
Assessment Report.
4.f.

X

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

Discussion: The subject parcel is not located within an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Conservation Community Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan.
Source: San Mateo County Geographic Information System and General Plan Maps.
4.g.

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

X

Discussion: The subject parcel is not located inside or within 200 feet of a marine or wildlife
reserve.
Source: San Mateo County Geographic Information System and General Plan Maps
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4.h.

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

X

Discussion: The project parcel does not contain oak woodlands or other non-timber woodlands.
Source: Site Plan, Google Earth.

5.

CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:
Potentially
Significant
Impacts

5.a.

Significant
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

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

X

Discussion: The existing railcar bridge is not listed as a historical resource, thus no impacts will
occur as a result of this project.
Source: California Register of Historical Resources.
5.b.

X

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

Discussion: Ground disturbance for construction will be minimal at 40 cubic yards of cut and 5
cubic yards of fill. In the unlikely event that archaeological resources are encountered during
construction, the following mitigation measure is recommended to ensure less than significant
impacts occur:
Mitigation Measure 12: In the event that cultural, paleontological, or archaeological resources are
encountered during site grading or other site work, such work shall immediately be halted in the area
of discovery and the project sponsor shall immediately notify the Community Development Director
of the discovery. The applicant shall be required to retain the services of a qualified archaeologist
for the purpose of recording, protecting, or curating the discovery as appropriate. The cost of the
qualified archaeologist and of any recording, protecting, or curating shall be borne solely by the
project sponsor. The archaeologist shall be required to submit to the Community Development
Director for review and approval a report of the findings and methods of curation or protection of the
resources. No further grading or site work within the area of discovery shall be allowed until the
preceding has occurred. Disposition of Native American remains shall comply with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.5(e).
Source: Project Plans.
5.c.

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

X

Discussion: In the unlikely event such paleontological resources or sites are encountered,
Mitigation Measure 12 is recommended. Refer to 5.b., above. As mapped, the project area consists
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of TPS geologic materials which are identified as “sedimentary rocks” which are commonly found
within the surrounding project area.
Source: Project Plans, USGS Scientific Investigations Map 2918.
5.d.

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

X

Discussion: No known human remains are located within the project area. The nearest known
cemetery is 3.5 miles south of the project site, Mount Hope Cemetery in Pescadero. In the unlikely
event human remains are encountered, Mitigation Measure 12 is recommended, Refer to 5.b.,
above.
Source: Project Location, San Mateo County Genealogical Society Cemetery Listings.

6.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:
Potentially
Significant
Impacts

6.a.

Significant
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

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?

X

Note: Refer to Division of Mines and
Geology Special Publication 42 and
the County Geotechnical Hazards
Synthesis Map.
Discussion: The site is not within the area delineated on the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning Map.
Source: Department of Conservation Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map.
ii.

Strong seismic ground shaking?

X

Discussion: The Shaking Severity for the project area is identified as Strong or Very Strong for the
San Andreas and San Gregorio fault segments. The submitted Geotechnical Report has identified
the project site in an area of high seismicity with active faults associated with the San Andreas fault
system. Two soil borings were performed at depths of 18 feet and 13.5 feet which resulted in very
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stiff clay in the upper 6 to 7 feet then becoming stiff to depth. The report concluded that the bridge
site is suitable for the proposed construction provided the report recommendations, which are
included in the project scope, are implemented during project construction (e.g., construction to
meet current building code regulations).
Source: Sigma Prime Geosciences, Inc. Geotechnical Study (September 2016), ABAG Earthquake
Shaking Potential Map.
X

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

Discussion: The Geotechnical Report has identified a low likelihood of differential compaction and
liquefaction affecting the bridge given the thick stiff clay found in the project area resulting from the
soil borings. Potential impacts to this non-habitable structure are less than significant.
Source: Sigma Prime Geosciences, Inc. Geotechnical Study (September 2016), ABAG Earthquake
Liquefaction Scenarios Map.
iv. Landslides?

X

Discussion: The project site is located in an area determined to be least susceptible to landslides.
The Geotechnical Report states that no visible evidence of any slope failures on the creek banks are
within the project area. Slope failure is not expected to impact the proposed bridge site.
Source: Sigma Prime Geosciences, Inc. Geotechnical Study (September 2016), San Mateo County
Landslide Susceptibility Map.
v.

Coastal cliff/bluff instability or
erosion?

X

Note to reader: This question is
looking at instability under current
conditions. Future, potential
instability is looked at in Section 7
(Climate Change).
Discussion: The site is not on a coastal bluff or cliff.
Source: Project Location.
6.b.

Result in significant soil erosion or the
loss of topsoil?

X

Discussion: The project would incur only minor vegetation trimming within the project area and
minor earthwork associated with trenching to accommodate the bridge abutments. In order to
reduce potential erosion and sedimentation from occurring as a result of the project, the following
mitigation measures are recommended in accordance with the biologist report.
Mitigation Measure 13: The applicant shall provide an erosion and sediment control plan as part of
the building permit submittal for review by the Planning Department. The plan shall identify/note the
following: (1) a moratorium on grading during a rain event, (2) erosion control measures to be
installed prior to construction activities, (3) limiting the area of soil disturbance to the amount of
acreage that can be protected prior to a forecasted rain event and to the minimum area needed to
complete the proposed action, (4) delineation and protection of environmentally sensitive areas to
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prevent construction impacts, (5) location of fiber rolls and other measures as appropriate to control
sediment and erosion, (6) identifying method of control for spills, litter, fuels, and other hazardous
materials, and (7) notation on the preservation of existing vegetation whenever feasible.
Source: WRA Environmental Consultants Biologist Report (September 2016).
6.c.

X

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?

Discussion: The Geotechnical Report has identified the proposed site a suitable for bridge
construction. Unstable geologic unit(s) or soils were not identified in the project area or occurring as
a result of the project.
Source: Sigma Prime Geosciences, Inc. Geotechnical Study (September 2016).
6.d.

X

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

Discussion: Expansive soils were not identified in the Geotechnical Report as being within the
project area.
Source: Sigma Prime Geosciences, Inc. Geotechnical Study (September 2016).
6.e.

X

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?

Discussion: The project does not propose a septic system.
Source: Project Plans.

7.

CLIMATE CHANGE. Would the project:
Potentially
Significant
Impacts

7.a.

Significant
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

X

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

Discussion: Project related minor grading and construction may result in the temporary generation
of GHG emissions along travel routes and at the project site. In general, construction involves GHG
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emissions mainly from exhaust from vehicle trips (e.g., construction vehicles and personal cars of
construction workers). Due to the site’s location, temporary nature of the construction, and no
emissions generated by the bridge itself, the potential project GHG emission levels from construction
are considered less than significant.
Source: San Mateo County Energy Efficiency Climate Action Plan (EECAP), Project Plans.
7.b.

X

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?

Discussion: The San Mateo County Energy Efficiency Climate Action Plan (EECAP) identifies
implementation measure for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions resulting from development
consistent with state legislation. Greenhouse gas emissions resulting from the project are expected
to occur during the construction phase. Although the emissions are temporary in nature and are
likely not to significantly impact the environment, the following mitigation measure is recommended
to ensure compliance with the EECAP and ensure that potential impacts are less than significant.
Mitigation Measure 14: The applicant shall implement the following basic construction measures at
all times:
a. Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or reducing the
maximum idling time to 5 minutes (as required by the California Airborne Toxic Control Measure
Title 13, Section 2485 of California Code of Regulations [CCR]). Clear signage shall be provided for
construction workers at all access points.
b. All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance with
manufacturer’s specifications. All equipment shall be checked by a certified visible emissions
evaluator.
c. Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number and person to contact at the lead agency
regarding dust complaints. This person, or his/her designee, shall respond and take corrective
action within 48 hours. The Air District’s phone number shall also be visible to ensure compliance
with applicable regulations.
Source: San Mateo County Energy Efficiency Climate Action Plan (EECAP).
7.c.

X

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

Discussion: No forestland is present on the parcel.
Source: Project Site, Google Earth.
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

Discussion: The project is not located on or near a coastal cliff or bluff and would not expose
structures or infrastructure to accelerated costal cliff/bluff erosion due to sea level rise. The project
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site is located approximately 3 miles inland from the Pacific Ocean. Thus, the project poses no
impact.
Source: Project Plan. Google Maps.
7.e.

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

X

Discussion: According to the San Mateo County Energy Efficient Climate Action Plan and the Draft
County of San Mateo Sea Level Rise Vulnerability Assessment (although the subject area is not yet
mapped), the project site is not located in an area expected to be impacted by a sea level rise area.
Source: San Mateo County Energy Efficient Climate Action Plan, Draft County of San Mateo Sea
Level Rise Vulnerability Assessment (April 2017).
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 project site is located within Flood Hazard Zone A (1% annual chance of flooding
and a 26% chance of flooding over the life of a 30-year mortgage; no depths or base flood
elevations identified). Due to the location of the bridge within this flood hazard, a FEMA No Rise/No
Impact Certification will be required to ensure the project will not impact base flood elevations,
floodway elevations or floodway widths. The following mitigation measure is recommended.
Mitigation Measure 15: The applicant shall submit a FEMA No-Rise/No Impact Certification to the
Building Department as part of the building permit submittal.
Source: FEMA Community FIRM Panel 06081C0390E, Effective October 16, 2012.
7.g.

X

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

Discussion: Refer to 8.f., above.
Source: FEMA Community FIRM Panel 06081C0390E, Effective October 16, 2012.
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8.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would the project:
Potentially
Significant
Impacts

8.a.

Significant
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact
X

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)?

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 Scope.
8.b.

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

X

Discussion: No reasonable foreseeable impacts to the environment are anticipated provided
construction is carried out in accordance with building code requirements and best management
practices as mitigated.
Source: Project Scope.
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: The project parcel is not located within any such distance to an existing or proposed
school. The emissions of hazardous materials, substances, or waste are not a part of the project.
Source: Project scope, San Mateo County Geographic Information System.
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 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.

18

8.e.

X

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?

Discussion: The site is not located within a known area regulated by an airport land use plan nor is
it located within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport.
Source: Google Earth.
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 is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip.
Source: Google Earth.
8.g.

X

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

Discussion: The project would not physically impede road access and would improve California
Department of Forestry and Fire emergency access for the property.
Source: Project Plans.
8.h.

X

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving
wildland fires, including where wildlands
are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with
wildlands?

Discussion: The project parcel is located within a Moderate fire hazards severity zone. Given that
the parcel is not identified as being a high risk location, and that the project does not involve the
construction of any habitable structures, there is no expected impact.
Source: San Mateo County Geographic Information System.
8.i.

X

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?

Discussion: No housing is proposed.
Source: San Mateo County Geographic Information System.
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8.j.

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

X

Discussion: Refer to 7.f., above.
Source: FEMA Community FIRM Panel 06081C0390E, effective October 16, 2012.
8.k.

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

X

Discussion: No dam or levee is located on or near the subject parcel.
Source: Google Earth.
8.l.

Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or
mudflow?

X

Discussion: The site is not in a seiche, tsunami, or mudflow hazard zone.
Source: California Geological Survey Tsunami Inundation Map for Emergency Planning, General
Plan Natural Hazards Map.

9.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the project:
Potentially
Significant
Impacts

9.a.

Significant
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

X

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))?

Discussion: Construction of the bridge will occur in an identified riparian corridor along Pomponio
Creek. Waters of the U.S. and the State are protected resources and regulated by the Regional
Water Quality Control Board. As mitigated, no Section 401 or 404 permits are anticipated, however,
the following mitigation measure is recommended to reduce potential impacts to less than significant
levels.
Mitigation Measure 16: If it is determined that a Section 401 or 404 permit is required by the
Regional Water Quality Control Board, the applicant shall file for said permit and a copy of the permit
shall be submitted to the Planning Department prior to building permit issuance.
Source: WRA Environmental Consultants Biologist Report (September 2016), Project Scope.
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9.b.

X

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)?

Discussion: The project does not propose a well nor affect groundwater.
Source: Project Plans.
9.c.

X

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?

Discussion: It is anticipated that construction of the abutments above the ordinary high water mark
of Pomponio Creek during the dry season and the minimal earthwork required will not significantly
alter the existing creek course, drainage of the area, or result in significant erosion or siltation, as
mitigated. However, California Fish and Code Section 1602 states that an entity may not
substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow of, or substantially change or use any material from
the bed, channel, or bank of, any river, stream, or lake, or deposit or dispose of debris, waste, or
other material containing crumbled, flaked, or ground pavement where it may pass into any river,
stream, or lake without notifying the CA Department of Fish and Wildlife. Because construction will
occur near the top of creek bank, the following mitigation is recommended to ensure potential
significant impacts are reduced to less than significant levels.
Mitigation Measure 17: The applicant shall notify the California Department of Fish and Wildlife of
the project and secure all applicable permits. Copies of these permits shall be submitted to the
Planning Department prior to building permit issuance.
Source: Project Plans.
9.d.

X

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 onor off-site?

Discussion: Refer to 9.c., above.
Source: Project Description.
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9.e.

X

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?

Discussion: No stormwater drainage systems are located in this rural area.
Source: Project Description.
9.f.

Significantly degrade surface or groundwater water quality?

X

Discussion: Refer to 9.c., above.
Source: Project Scope.
9.g.

Result in increased impervious surfaces
and associated increased runoff?

X

Discussion: Impervious surfaces typically include impenetrable materials such as asphalt,
concrete, and rooftops. The railcar bridge is constructed of 3.5-inch timber planks on girders which
does allow for water to pass between the abutting planks, therefore, no increase in impervious
surface is proposed.
Source: Project Plans.

10.

LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project:
Potentially
Significant
Impacts

10.a.

Significant
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

Physically divide an established
community?

No
Impact
X

Discussion: There is no land division or development that would result in the division of an
established community.
Source: Google Maps.
10.b.

X

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?

Discussion: As mitigated, the project conforms to the applicable policies of the San Mateo County
General Plan, Local Coastal Program, and Zoning Regulations in addition to any permits required by
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the Regional Water Quality Control Board and the CA Department of Fish and Wildlife.
Source: Project Plans.
10.c.

Conflict with any applicable habitat
conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan?

X

Discussion: The site is not within a habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation
plan area.
Source: San Mateo County Parks Department.
10.d.

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

X

Discussion: The project would not result in a congregation of more than 50 people on the site on a
regular basis.
Source: Project Scope.
10.e.

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

X

Discussion: The project is widening an existing railcar bridge to improve access to the agricultural
activities on the parcel and will also comply with fire access requirements. There will be no
proposed change to the overall on site activity.
Source: Project Plans.
10.f.

X

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)?

Discussion: The project proposes improvements to serve only the subject property. No new
activity is proposed. These improvements are completely with the parcel boundaries and do not
serve to encourage off-site development of undeveloped areas or increases the development
intensity of surrounding developed areas.
Source: Project Scope.
10.g.

Create a significant new demand for
housing?

X

Discussion: No demand for housing as a result of the project.
Source: Project Scope.
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11.

MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:
Potentially
Significant
Impacts

11.a.

Significant
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

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: No mapped mineral resources within parcel.
Source: San Mateo County General Plan Mineral Resources Map.
11.b.

X

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?

Discussion: Refer to 11.b., above.
Source: San Mateo County General Plan Mineral Resources Map.

12.

NOISE. Would the project result in:
Potentially
Significant
Impacts

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?

Significant
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

X

Discussion: The project will generate short term noise associated with construction. However,
such noises will be temporary. The San Mateo County Noise Ordinance regulates noise sources
associated with construction activities. The following mitigation measure as modified to conform
with the Local Coastal Program Policy 7.13 (Performance Standards in Buffer Zones) are
recommended to ensure potential significant impacts are reduced to less than significant levels.
Once construction is complete, the project is not expected to generate significant amounts of noise.
Mitigation Measure 18: Noise sources associated with demolition, construction, repair, remodeling,
or grading of any real property shall be limited to the hours from 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., weekdays
and 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Saturdays. Said activities are prohibited on Sundays, Thanksgiving, and
Christmas (San Mateo Ordinance Code Section 4.88.360). Noise levels produced by construction
activities within the riparian buffer zone shall not exceed the 45-dBA level at any one moment.
Construction noise not occurring within the buffer zone shall not exceed 80-dBA at any one moment.
Source: San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Section 4.88.360 for Noise Control, San Mateo.
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County Local Coastal Program.
12.b.

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

X

Some ground-borne vibration is expected during the construction of the rail bridge; however, the
vibration will be minimal and temporary, thus, the impact will be less than significant.
Source: Project Plans, County Noise Ordinance.
12.c.

X

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

Discussion: No significant permanent increase in ambient noise levels is expected given the
project scope.
Source: Project Scope.
12.d.

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

X

Discussion: Refer to Question 12.a., above.
Source: Project Scope.
12.e.

X

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?

Discussion: The project is located outside of the Half Moon Bay Airport Land Use Compatibility
Plan and the adopted noise contours for the airport and is not located within 2 miles of a public
airport.
Source: Google Earth.
12.f.

X

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

Discussion: The project is not located within the proximity of a private airstrip.
Source: Google Earth
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13.

POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project:
Potentially
Significant
Impacts

13.a.

Significant
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

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

No
Impact
X

Discussion: The rail bridge expansion will not induce population growth. The purpose is to access
existing ongoing agriculture activity.
Source: Project Scope.
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 will not impact existing housing.
Source: Project Scope.

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
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Discussion: The project would not introduce uses that would impact police protection. The project
would not increase school, park, or sewer demand. The rail bridge expansion will comply with CA
Department of Forestry and Fire emergency vehicle access requirements.
Source: Project Scope.

15.

RECREATION. Would the project:
Potentially
Significant
Impacts

15.a.

Significant
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact
X

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?

Discussion: The rail bridge expansion would not increase the use of existing neighborhood or
regional parks or other recreational facilities.
Source: Project Scope.
15.b.

X

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

Discussion: The project does not include the construction or expansion of recreational facilities.
Source: Project Scope.

16.

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. Would the project:
Potentially
Significant
Impacts

27

Significant
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

16.a.

X

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

Discussion: The project is occurring within privately held land ownership; no changes to the
existing public right-of-way are proposed.
Source: Project Scope.
16.b.

X

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?

Discussion: This parcel is not located within a congestion management designated area.
Source: City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County Final San Mateo County
Congestion Management Program 2013.
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

Discussion: The project will not require or result in a change in air traffic patterns.
Source: Project Scope.
16.d.

X

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

Discussion: The project will not alter the existing roadway design features or create an
impediment/hazard.
Source: Project Scope.
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16.e.

Result in inadequate emergency
access?

X

Discussion: The project has been reviewed and received preliminary approval by California
Department of Forestry and Fire. The railcar bridge expansion will improve access within the
subject property.
Source: Project Plans, California Department of Forestry and Fire.
16.f.

X

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

Discussion: The project will not impact any bicycle, pedestrian, or public transit facilities. It will not
prevent the implementation of any transportation plan or reduce the performance of any such
facilities.
Source: Project Scope.
16.g.

Cause noticeable increase in pedestrian
traffic or a change in pedestrian
patterns?

X

Discussion: The project will not result in the blockage or rerouting of any trail, sidewalk, or other
walking path. The proposed project does not result in changes outside of the parcel boundaries.
There is no expectation of an increase to or change in the pedestrian patterns in the area.
Source: Project Scope.
16.h.

Result in inadequate parking capacity?

X

Discussion: No impact. The project site has adequate parking and turnaround capacity for the
residents and agricultural workers on the subject property. The site will have adequate space to
accommodate the temporary parking for vehicles associated with the construction of the railcar
bridge expansion.
Source: Project Plans.

17.

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the project:
Potentially
Significant
Impacts

17.a.

Significant
Unless
Mitigated

Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water
Quality Control Board?

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact
X

Discussion: The project does not involve wastewater treatment.
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Source: Project Scope.
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: No such facility proposed.
Source: Project Scope.
17.c.

X

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?

Discussion: The proposed project does not require the installation of stormwater drainage facilities
given the project scope.
Source: Project Scope.
17.d.

X

Have sufficient water supplies available
to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or
expanded entitlements needed?

Discussion: No water usage is proposed with this project.
Source: Project Scope.
17.e.

X

Result in a determination by the wastewater 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?

Discussion: The rail bridge expansion does not impact wastewater.
Source: Project Scope.
17.f.

X

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

Discussion: The project will not generate solid waste.
Source: Project Scope.
17.g.

X

Comply with Federal, State, and local
statutes and regulations related to solid
waste?
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Discussion: The project will not generate solid waste.
Source: Project Scope.
17.h.

X

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?

Discussion: No energy consumption with the project.
Source: Project Scope.
17.i.

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

X

Discussion: No impact to a public utility as result of the project.
Source: Project Scope.

18.

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.
Potentially
Significant
Impacts

18.a.

Significant
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

X

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?

Discussion: The project has the potential to impact the quality of the environment and biological
resources; however, as mitigated these potential significant impacts are reduced to a less than
significant level with the implementation of all recommended mitigation measures.
Source: Project scope.
18.b.

X

Does the project have impacts that are
individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects
of a project are considerable when
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viewed in connection with the effects of
past projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable
future projects.)
Discussion: As mitigated, the project will not have cumulatively considerable impacts. There are
no known approved, pending or future projects anticipated for the project parcel.
Source: Project Scope.
18.c.

X

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

Discussion: The project will not result in significant adverse impacts to humans, as mitigated.
Source: Project Scope.

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

YES

NO

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (CE)

X

State Water Resources Control Board

X

Regional Water Quality Control Board

X

Clean Water Act Certification

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

Appeals Jurisdiction

City

X

Sewer/Water District:

X

Other: CA Department of Fish and Wildlife

X
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TYPE OF APPROVAL

Lake and Streambed
Alteration Agreement

MITIGATION MEASURES
Yes
Mitigation measures have been proposed in project application.

X

Other mitigation measures are needed.

X

No

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: All work shall occur during the dry season (April 15-October 31).
Mitigation Measure 2: Wildlife exclusion fencing shall be erected and maintained between the
proposed bridge expansion construction activities (abutments) and the Pomponio Creek riparian
habitat on both side of Pomponio Creek. The purpose of the exclusion fence is to prevent SFGS
and CRLF from dispersing from Pomponio Creek on to the Project Site. Fencing should extend a
minimum of 36 inches above ground level and be buried 4 inches to 6 inches below ground. Upon
completion of the Project, all fencing material will be removed from the site and disposed of
properly.
Mitigation Measure 3: Preconstruction surveys shall be performed immediately prior to the start of
any ground breaking activities by a qualified biologist. If CRLF and SFGS are found within the
Study Area, all work shall cease until the individual(s) have been allowed to leave the Study Area
on their own and the fence has been repaired, if necessary. If the CRLF or SFGS individual(s)
cannot passively leave the Study Area, work will cease and the USFWS will be contacted to
determine the appropriate course of action.
Mitigation Measure 4: If ground disturbing activities are to take place below the top of bank or
within the riparian corridor, and an exclusion fence cannot be properly installed because of the
steep banks, a qualified biologist shall monitor ground disturbing activities below the top of bank
and/or within the riparian habitat. If the CRLF or SFGS are found within the Study Area, all work
shall cease until the individual(s) have been allowed to leave the Study Area on their own. If the
CRLF or SFGS individual(s) cannot passively leave the Study Area, work will cease and the
USFWS will be contacted to determine the appropriate course of action.
Mitigation Measure 5: Tightly woven fiber netting or similar material shall be used for erosion
control or other purposes at the Project to ensure the CRLF and SFGS do not get trapped. This
limitation shall be communicated to the contractor. Plastic mono-filament netting (erosion control
matting), rolled erosion control products or similar material shall not be used because CRLF, SFGS,
and other species may be come entangles or trapped in it.
Mitigation Measure 6: Because dusk and dawn are often the times when CRLF are most active
and dispersing, all construction activities shall cease one half hour before sunset and shall not
begin prior to one half hour after sunrise.
Mitigation Measure 7: No work shall occur during rain events (defined as greater than 0.25-inch
within a 24-hour period) when either species is most likely to disperse.
Mitigation Measure 8: If work is to be initiated during the nesting season (March 1-August 31), a
pre-construction nesting bird survey shall be performed no more than 14 days prior to initial ground
disturbance to avoid impacting nests, eggs and/or young.
Mitigation Measure 9: If the survey identifies any active nests, an exclusion buffer shall be
established for protection of the nest and young. Buffer distance will vary based species and
conditions at the site, but typically ranges between 25 up to 600 feet. The buffer should be
maintained until all young have fledged. Impacts to nesting birds can be avoided if potential
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activities are initiated outside of the nesting season (September 1-Feburary 28).
Mitigation Measure 10: A pre-construction survey within the riparian habitat shall be conducted to
identify and mark for avoidance all existing San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat houses in the work
area.
Mitigation Measure 11: Woodrat houses which cannot be avoided shall be dismantled by hand
under the supervision of a biologist. If young are encountered during the dismantling process, the
material should be placed back on the house and the house will remain undisturbed for two to three
weeks in order to give the young enough time to mature and leave the house. After two to three
weeks, the nest dismantling process may begin again. Nest material will be moved to suitable
adjacent areas (riparian woodland, scrub) that will not be impacted.
Mitigation Measure 12: In the event that cultural, paleontological, or archaeological resources be
encountered during site grading or other site work, such work shall immediately be halted in the
area of discovery and the project sponsor shall immediately notify the Community Development
Director of the discovery. The applicant shall be required to retain the services of a qualified
archaeologist for the purpose of recording, protecting, or curating the discovery as appropriate.
The cost of the qualified archaeologist and of any recording, protecting, or curating shall be borne
solely by the project sponsor. The archaeologist shall be required to submit to the Community
Development Director for review and approval a report of the findings and methods of curation or
protection of the resources. No further grading or site work within the area of discovery shall be
allowed until the preceding has occurred. Disposition of Native American remains shall comply with
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(e).
Mitigation Measure 13: The applicant shall provide an erosion and sediment control plan as part
of the building permit submittal for review by the Planning Department. The plan shall identify/note
the following: (1) a moratorium on grading during a rain event, (2) erosion control measures to be
installed prior to construction activities, (3) limiting the area of soil disturbance to the amount of
acreage that can be protected prior to a forecasted rain event and to the minimum area needed to
complete the proposed action, (4) delineation and protection of environmentally sensitive areas to
prevent construction impacts, (5) location of fiber rolls and other measures as appropriate to control
sediment and erosion, (6) identifying method of control for spills, litter, fuels, and other hazardous
materials, and (7) notation on the preservation of existing vegetation whenever feasible.
Mitigation Measure 14: The applicant shall implement the following basic construction measures
at all times:
a. Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or reducing the
maximum idling time to 5 minutes (as required by the California Airborne Toxic Control Measure
Title 13, Section 2485 of California Code of Regulations [CCR]). Clear signage shall be provided
for construction workers at all access points.
b. All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance with
manufacturer’s specifications. All equipment shall be checked by a certified visible emissions
evaluator.
c. Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number and person to contact at the lead agency
regarding dust complaints. This person, or his/her designee, shall respond and take corrective
action within 48 hours. The Air District’s phone number shall also be visible to ensure compliance
with applicable regulations.
Mitigation Measure 15: The applicant shall submit a FEMA No-Rise/No Impact Certification to the
Building Department as part of the building permit submittal.
Mitigation Measure 16: If it is determined that a Section 401 or 404 permit is required by the
Regional Water Quality Control Board, the applicant shall file for said permit and a copy of the
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Existing Barns/Agriculture Buildings (Immediately East of Bridge)

Land Immediately West

San Mateo County Planning Commission Meeting
Owner/Applicant:
File Numbers:

Cook/Burke
PLN2016-00425

Attachment: I

Existing Bridge

San Mateo County Planning Commission Meeting
Owner/Applicant:
File Numbers:

Cook/Burke
PLN2016-00425

Attachment: I

Existing Bridge, View South
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New Railcar Bridge For Expansion
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