
COUNTY OF SAN MATEO 
PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT 

 
 

DATE:  January 11, 2017 
 
TO: Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Planning Staff 
 
SUBJECT: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:  Certification of an Initial Study/Mitigated 

Negative Declaration and consideration of a Coastal Development Permit 
and Design Review to allow construction of a new 2,171 sq. ft. two-story 
single-family residence plus an attached 378 sq. ft. garage on an 
undeveloped 5,320 sq. ft. legal parcel.  The parcel is located in close 
proximity to Arroyo de en Medio Creek.  Two (2) significant trees are 
proposed for removal and minimal grading is involved.  The project 
is appealable to the California Coastal Commission. 

 
 County File Number:  PLN 2016-00014 (Carey) 
 
 
PROPOSAL 
 
The applicant, Tom Carey of Philomena LLC, proposes to construct a new 2,029 sq. ft. 
two-story single-family residence plus an attached 378 sq. ft. garage on an undeveloped 
5,320 sq. ft. legal parcel (Certificate of Compliance recorded on September 11, 2014) 
on Miramar Drive, within a general area of developed parcels.  The subject site is fairly 
flat in topography with undeveloped ruderal uplands.  An intermittent stream, Arroyo de 
en Medio Creek is located approximately 30 feet to the southeast of the parcel. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
That the Planning Commission certify the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
and approve the Coastal Development Permit and Design Review, County File Number 
PLN 2016-00014, based on and subject to the findings and conditions of approval listed 
in Attachment A of the staff report. 
 
SUMMARY 
 
Due to the site’s location adjacent to Arroyo de en Medio, an Initial Study/Mitigated 
Negative Declaration (IS/MND) was prepared by Planning staff and released on 
December 8, 2016.  In order to reduce potential biological and cultural resource impacts 
to a less than significant level, thirteen mitigation measures have been included as part 
of the conditions for approval (see Attachment A of the staff report).  The 20-day public 
review ends on December 29, 2016. 
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The project conforms with applicable policies of the San Mateo County Local Coastal 
Program (LCP), including those regarding sensitive habitats.  According to a biological 
assessment prepared by WRA Environmental Consultants, dated October 19, 2016, the 
site contains 0.01-acre of arroyo willow scrub along it’s northern boundary, which is 
considered riparian corridor.  In compliance with the LCP and Mitigation Measure 1 of 
the IS/MND, the biological assessment establishes a 30-foot creek setback for the 
project.  As proposed and mitigated, the project complies with this mitigation measure. 
 
The California Coastal Commission (CCC) forwarded a response to staff’s referral for 
this project on March 21, 2016.  The Midcoast Community Council (MCC) forwarded a 
response to staff’s referral for this project on June 8, 2016 and December 18, 2016 
(Attachments G1 and G2).  The issues raised in the CCC’s March 21, 2016 letter and 
the MCC’s June 8, 2016 letter have been addressed in the Initial Study/Mitigated 
Negative Declaration.  In its December 18, 2016 letter, the MCC Chair states that 
“sometime last summer, the arroyo willow riparian habitat was severely cut back, away 
from the house site.”  The MCC Chair provided a photo dated April 20, 2016 showing 
arroyo willows in an area that was cleared.  On December 19, 2016, the Planning staff 
requested that the project Biologist address the comment and advise as to whether a 
revised limit of riparian vegetation could be established from the photo provided.  A 
report dated December 30, 2016 was submitted by the Biologist (Attachment J) in 
response to the MCC comment that indicated consistency with the initial September 
2016 Site Assessment report.  
 
The Coastside Design Review Committee (CDRC) considered the project at the April 
19, 2016 meeting and determined that the project complies with applicable Design 
Review Standards and recommended project approval.  The CDRC found that the 
project, as designed and conditioned, complements the dominant style of the 
neighborhood residences.  Also, the CDRC determined that the traditional Craftsman 
architectural style complements the character of the neighborhood; is well articulated; 
uses colors and materials that blend with the surrounding natural features and 
complement the style of the residence; and incorporates drought tolerant and native 
species that complement the color and style of the residence.  After the receipt of 
the biological report which established the limit of riparian vegetation and the 
corresponding 30-foot buffer zone, the applicant revised the project plans to remove 
structures within the buffer zone.  Modifications to the project design have been 
reviewed by the Coastside Design Review Officer who has determined the changes to 
be minor in nature and the current project to be substantially in conformance with the 
CDRC-approved design. 
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COUNTY OF SAN MATEO 
PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT 

 
 

DATE:  January 11, 2017 
 
TO: Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Planning Staff 
 
SUBJECT: Certification of an Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration, pursuant to 

the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and consideration of a 
Coastal Development Permit and Design Review, pursuant to Sections 
6328.4 and 6565.3 of the San Mateo County Zoning Regulations, to allow 
construction of a new 2,171 sq. ft. two-story single-family residence plus 
an attached 378 sq. ft. garage on an undeveloped 5,320 sq. ft. legal 
parcel.  The parcel is located in close proximity to Arroyo de en Medio 
Creek.  Two (2) significant trees are proposed for removal and minimal 
grading is involved.  The project is appealable to the California Coastal 
Commission. 

 
 County File Number:  PLN 2016-00014 (Carey) 
 
PROPOSAL 
 
The applicant, Tom Carey of Philomena LLC, proposes to construct a new 2,171 sq. ft. 
two-story single-family residence plus an attached 378 sq. ft. garage on an undeveloped 
5,320 sq. ft. legal parcel.  The proposed project consists of a new two-story residence 
with three bedrooms, two bathrooms, a two-car garage, a great room, kitchen, dining 
room and a rear deck.  The project site is a vacant lot located on Miramar Drive, within a 
general area of developed parcels.  The subject site is fairly flat in topography with 
undeveloped ruderal uplands.  An intermittent stream, Arroyo de en Medio Creek is 
located approximately 30 feet to the southeast of the parcel. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Report Prepared By:  Dennis P. Aguirre, Project Planner, Telephone 650/363-1867 
 
Applicant:  Tom Carey 
 
Owner:  Philomena LLC 
 
Location:  Miramar Drive, Miramar 
 
APN:  048-054-120 
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Parcel Size:  5,320 sq. ft. 
 
Parcel Legality:  Certificate of Compliance (PLN 2014-00247, Doc# 08193) 
 
Existing Zoning:  R-1/S-17/DR/CD (Single-Family Residential District/S-17 Combining 
District with 5,000 sq. ft. minimum parcel size/Design Review/Coastal Development) 
 
General Plan Designation:  Medium-High Density Residential (8.8 to 17.4 dwelling 
units/acre) 
 
Sphere-of-Influence:  City of Half Moon Bay 
 
Existing Land Use:  Undeveloped 
 
Water Service:  Coastside County Water District 
 
Sewer Service:  Granada Community Services District 
 
Flood Zone:  Zone X (areas of minimal flooding), Community Panel No. 06081C0255 C, 
map revised October 16, 2012 
 
Environmental Evaluation:  An Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration published 
with a review period of December 8, 2016 to December 29, 2016 
 
Setting:  The project site is a vacant lot located on Miramar Drive, within a general area 
of developed parcels.  The subject site is fairly flat in topography with undeveloped 
ruderal uplands.  An intermittent stream, Arroyo de en Medio Creek is located 
approximately 30 feet to the southeast of the parcel.  Cabrillo Highway eastward, 
Miramar Drive southward, and developed parcels to the north and west bound this 
parcel. 
 
Chronology: 
Date  Action 
 
September 11, 2014 - Certificate of Compliance (PLN 2014-00247, 

Document # 08193) recorded. 
 
January 14, 2016 - Application submitted. 
 
April 19, 2016 - Coastside Design Review Committee recommends approval 

of the original project (Attachment E). 
 
November 1, 2016 - Applicant submits Biological Constraints and Environmentally 

Sensitive Habitat Area Assessment, dated October 19, 2016, 
and revised plans (Project Plans included as Attachment C) 
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removing structures within the required 30-feet buffer zone of 
the limit of riparian vegetation along Arroyo de en Medio. 

 
Subsequently, the Coastside Design Review Officer 
determines the modifications to be minor in nature and 
substantially in conformance with the CDRC-approved 
design. 

 
December 8, 2016 - Release of Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

(IS/MND) and start of 20-day public review period. 
 
December 29, 2016 - Close of IS/MND public review period. 
 
January 11, 2017 - Planning Commission public hearing. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
A. KEY ISSUES 
 
 1. Conformance with the County General Plan 
 
  Upon review of the applicable provisions of the General Plan, staff has 

determined that the project complies with all General Plan Policies, including 
the following: 

 
  Historical and Archaeological Resources Policy 5.20 (Site Survey) requires 

that sites proposed for new development be investigated to determine 
whether archaeological/paleontological resources are contained on-site.  
The policy requires a mitigation plan prepared by a qualified professional 
which includes adequate measures to protect the resource which are to be 
reviewed by the County and implemented as part of the project, prior to 
approval of development for these sites. 

 
  An archaeological report (Archaeological Report) was prepared by Michael 

Newland, Staff Archaeologist, Anthropological Studies Center, Sonoma 
State University, dated August 2016 (see Attachment D of the IS/MND).  
The Archaeological Report concludes that the records and literature search 
identified no previously recorded cultural resources in the Project Area 
(project site).  While the background research indicates sensitivity for 
prehistoric archaeological resources within the Project Area, no evidence of 
archaeological deposits were found on the surface in the pedestrian survey, 
in the sidewalls of a trench adjacent to the Project Area, in a cleared natural 
cut within the Project Area, or in any of the auger-testing units.  The entire 
parcel appears to consist of alluvial deposits mixed with local fill.  The 
Archaeological Report states that, in sum, while the corridor on either side of 
the Arroyo de en Medio in general should be considered sensitive for 
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archaeological resources, the current Project Area does not appear to 
contain any.  Local geomorphology suggests that buried archaeological 
resources are unlikely to be present in the upper portions of the deposits in 
these parcels. 

 
As discussed in the IS/MND, Mitigation Measures 9 through 12 (see 
Attachment A) have been added to ensure that potential impacts to cultural 
resources are mitigated to a less than significant level in the event that 
archaeological and/or cultural resources are encountered during grading or 
construction activities.  Mitigation Measure 9 require that, if concentrations 
of prehistoric or historic-era materials are encountered during project 
activities, all work in the immediate vicinity stop until a qualified 
archaeologist can evaluate the finds and make recommendations.  
Mitigation Measure 10 requires the project applicant or archaeologist to 
immediately notify the Current Planning Section of any discoveries made 
and provide the Current Planning Section with a copy of the archaeologist’s 
report and recommendations prior to any further grading or construction 
activity in the vicinity.  Mitigation Measure 11 requires that a discovery of a 
paleontological specimen during any phase of the project shall result in a 
work stoppage in the vicinity of the find until it can be evaluated by a 
professional paleontologist.  Mitigation Measure 12 requires that the 
property owner, applicant, and contractors be prepared to carry out the 
requirements of California State law with regard to the discovery of human 
remains during construction, whether historic or prehistoric. 

 
  Water Supply Policy 10.10 (Water Suppliers in Urban Areas) requires 

consideration of water systems as the preferred method of water supply in 
urban areas.  The Coastside County Water District, as the service provider 
for this urban area, has confirmed that water service connection is available 
for this site. 

 
  Wastewater Policy 11.5 (Wastewater Management in Urban Areas) requires 

consideration of sewerage systems as the appropriate method of waste-
water management in urban areas.  The Granada Community Services 
District, as the service provider for this urban area, has confirmed that there 
is a sewer mainline facility available for connection for the subject parcel. 

 
 2. Conformance with the Local Coastal Program 
 
  A Coastal Development Permit is required pursuant to Section 6328.4 of the 

County Zoning Regulations for development in the Coastal Development 
(CD) District.  Staff has determined that the project is in compliance with 
applicable Local Coastal Program (LCP) Policies, elaborated as follows: 
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  a. Locating and Planning New Development Component 
 
   LCP Policy 1.18 (Location of New Development) directs new 

development to existing urban areas in order to discourage urban 
sprawl and maximize the efficiency of public facilities, services and 
utilities.  Also, new development should be concentrated in urban 
areas by requiring the “infilling” of existing residential subdivisions.  
Policy 1.19 (Definition of Infill) defines infill as the development of 
vacant land in urban areas that is subdivided and zoned for devel-
opment at densities greater than one dwelling unit per 5 acres, and/or 
served by sewer and water.  The project complies with these policies 
as the subject property is in the urban area of Miramar, in an area 
designated for Medium to High Density Residential (8.8 to 17.4 
dwelling units/acre), where public facilities, services and utilities are 
available. 

 
   LCP Policy 1.23 (Timing of New Housing Development in the 

Midcoast) limits the maximum number of new dwelling units built in 
the urban Midcoast to 40 units per calendar year so that roads, 
public services and facilities and community infrastructure are not 
overburdened by impacts of new residential development.  Staff 
anticipates that the building permits to be issued for the 2017 calendar 
year will not exceed this limit, based on projections and estimates of 
current applications for building permits received for 2016. 

 
  b. Sensitive Habitats Component 
 
   LCP Policy 7.1 (Definition of Sensitive Habitats) defines sensitive 

habitats as any area in which plant or animal life or their habitats are 
either rare or especially valuable to include, in part, intermittent 
streams or riparian corridors.  As discussed in the IS/MND (see 
Attachment F), a Biological Constraints and Environmentally Sensitive 
Habitat Areas Assessment (Biological Report), dated October 19, 
2016, was prepared by WRA Environmental Consultants, included 
as Attachment B of the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration.  
The Biological Report examines the project site as well as areas 
around it within a designated “study area.”  The Biological Report finds 
that the study area consists of undeveloped ruderal uplands and 
Arroyo de en Medio, an intermittent stream located southeasterly of 
the site.  The study area also includes 0.01 acre of arroyo willow scrub 
along the northern boundary of the project site, which is considered 
riparian corridor.  The Biological Report found that other than Allen’s 
hummingbird (Selasphorus sasin) and several non-special-status bird 
species that have potential to next within the study area, no rare, 
endangered or unique species have potential to be present.  Also, no 
special-status plant species have potential to be present.  As 
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discussed in the IS/MND, Mitigation Measures 1 through 4 have been 
added to ensure that potential impacts to both special-status and 
non-special-status bird species are mitigated to a less-than-significant 
level.  Mitigation Measure 1 requires proposed construction or project 
related activities to occur outside of the 30-foot buffer zone setback as 
required by the Local Coastal Program (LCP).  Mitigation Measure 2 
requires any initiation of project grading or construction or proposed 
trimming or removal of trees or shrubs to occur only during bird 
non-nesting season (September 1 - February 14).  Mitigation 
Measure 3 requires that, in the event of initiation of project grading or 
construction or trimming or removal of trees or shrubs during the 
nesting season (February 15 - August 31), the applicant shall submit 
a pre-construction nesting bird survey prepared by a biologist.  
Mitigation Measure 4 requires that, in the event that active nests are 
observed within the project site, suitable buffers shall be established, 
as determined by a qualified biologist, depending on the types of 
species observed, location of nests, and project construction activities 
conducted and may range from 25- to 75-foot buffers for passerine 
birds and up to 250-foot buffers for raptors. 

 
LCP Policy 7.7 (Definition of Riparian Corridors) defines riparian 
corridors by the “limit of riparian vegetation” (i.e., a line determined by 
the association of plant and animal species normally found near 
streams, lakes and other bodies of freshwater: red alder, jaumea, 
pickleweed, big leaf maple, narrow-leaf cattail, arroyo willow, broadleaf 
cattail, horsetail, creek dogwood, black cottonwood, and box elder).  
Such a corridor must contain at least a 50% cover of some combina-
tion of the plants listed.  The Biological Report states that arroyo 
willow canopy in this area is over 50% cover and considered a riparian 
corridor and Sensitive Habitat Area per the Local Coastal Program.  
The Biological Report states that the understory is sparse with little to 
no cover; however, edges around the arroyo willow scrub have an 
intermittent cover of garden nasturtium, California blackberry and cape 
ivy. 
 
LCP Policy 7.11 (Establishment of Buffer Zones) requires a buffer 
zone at least 30 feet outward from the limit of riparian vegetation for 
intermittent streams.  A delineation of the limit of riparian vegetation 
for Arroyo de en Medio is shown in Figure 2 of the Biological Report, 
as well as on the survey and proposed site plan, with a 30-foot 
setback from the dripline of the arroyo willow habitat to the closest 
exterior wall of the structure.  As proposed, the project is in 
compliance with above Mitigation Measure 1. 

 
LCP Policy 7.34 (Rare and Endangered Species – Permit Conditions) 
requires submittal of a biological report that assesses the presence or 
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potential presence of rare and endangered species in areas that are 
in/near sensitive habitats, including riparian corridors.  As previously 
discussed, the Biological Report finds that one special-status and 
several non-special-status bird species have potential to nest within 
the study area.  Project compliance with Mitigation Measures 2 
through 4 would reduce potential project impact to less than significant 
impact level. 

 
  c. Visual Resources Component 
 
   Visual Resources Policy 8.9(g) (Trees) allows the removal of trees 

which are a threat to public health, safety and welfare.  The project 
proposes to remove two (2) Monterey pine trees located along the left 
side property line that pose as potential hazards to adjacent properties 
due to past limb failure and declining health, as indicated in the Tree 
Evaluation Report (Tree Report) prepared by Bruce A. Chan, 
California Registered Landscape Architect (Attachment K).  Four (4) 
Monterey Cypress replacement trees have been planted near these 
two trees, which serve as adequate mitigation measures relative to the 
removal of the trees, as further stipulated in the Tree Report.   

    
   LCP Policy 8.12(a) (General Regulations) applies the Design Review 

Zoning District to urbanized areas of the Coastal Zone, which includes 
Miramar.  The project is, therefore, subject to Section 6565.20 of the 
Zoning Regulations.  The Coastside Design Review Committee 
(CDRC) considered this project at the regularly scheduled CDRC 
meeting on April 19, 2016, and determined it is in compliance with 
applicable Design Review Standards, and recommended project 
approval.  As discussed in Section 4.b of this report, the project has 
since been revised to comply with riparian setbacks but remains 
substantially consistent with the original design of the structure. 

 
   LCP Policy 8.13 (Special Design Guidelines for Coastal Communities) 

establishes design guidelines for Montara, Moss Beach, El Granada, 
and Miramar.  The proposed residence complies with these guidelines 
as follows: 

 
   (1) On-site grading is not extensive and only limited to standard 

construction activity. 
 
   (2) The proposed residence uses materials with a natural 

appearance such as hardiplank siding, stone and composition 
shingles. 

 
   (3) The proposed residence uses hip roofs and non-reflective, 

composition roof shingles as the primary roof material. 
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   (4) The enhanced facade articulation exhibited by the traditional 
Craftsman style architecture of the residence brings the 
proposed structure to a scale compatible with the homes in the 
neighborhood. 

 
  d. Shoreline Access Component 
 
   LCP Policy 10.1 (Permit Conditions for Shoreline Access) requires 

some shoreline access provision as a condition of granting develop-
ment permits for any public or private development between the sea 
and the nearest road.  The subject site is located between the Pacific 
Ocean westward and Cabrillo Highway eastward and is therefore 
subject to this policy; Cabrillo Highway is the first through road to the 
east of the subject parcel.  Policy 10.12(a) (Residential Areas) 
requires that vertical access be provided at the ends of streets 
perpendicular to the shoreline.  Miramar Drive and Mirada Road 
provide existing perpendicular street access to the shoreline in 
compliance with this policy.  Unobstructed scenic vistas to the Pacific 
Ocean are available at the end of this access thoroughfare.  The 
existence of this access point also complies with the requirement, 
pursuant to Section 30212 of the California Coastal Act that no 
additional access points are required. 

 
 3. Conformance with the Half Moon Bay Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 

(HAF ALUCP) 
 
  Upon review of the provisions of the HAF ALUCP for the environs of 

Half Moon Bay Airport, as adopted by the City/County Association of 
Governments (C/CAG) on October 9, 2014, Planning staff has determined 
that the project site is located outside Zone 7 – Airport Influence Area (AIA) 
where the airport accident risk level is considered low, and also outside of 
the aircraft noise exposure contours. 
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 4. Conformance with Zoning Regulations 
 
  a. Conformance with S-17 District Development Standards 
 
   The proposal complies with the property’s R-1/S-17/DR/CD zoning 

designation, as indicated in the following table: 
 

 S-17 Development 
Standards 

Proposed 

Building Site Area 5,000 sq. ft. 5,320 sq. ft. (existing) 

Building Site Width 50 ft. 40 ft. 

Maximum Building Site Coverage (35%) 1,862 sq. ft. (30%) 1,577 sq. ft. 

Maximum Floor Area (53%) 2,819 sq. ft. (48%) 2,579 sq. ft. 

Minimum Front Setback 20 ft. 20 ft. 

Minimum Rear Setback 20 ft. 39 ft. 

Minimum Right Side Setback 7 ft.- 6 in. 7 ft.- 6 in. 

Minimum Left Side Setback 7 ft.- 6 in. 7 ft.- 6 in. 

Maximum Building Height 28 ft. 23 ft. - 8 in. 

Minimum Parking Spaces 2 2 

Facade Articulation Finding by CDRC Complies 

 
   The proposed two-story structure meets the zoning district height 

standards, and includes a design, scale and size compatible with 
other residences located in the vicinity by virtue of the proposed 
overall lot coverage of 30% (1,577 sq. ft.) of total lot size, where 35% 
(1,862 sq. ft.) is the maximum allowed.  Additionally, the total floor 
area proposed is 48% (2,579 sq. ft.) of total lot size, where 53% 
(2,819 sq. ft.) is the maximum allowed. 

 
  b. Conformance with Design Review District Standards 
 
   The Coastside Design Review Committee (CDRC) considered a 

previous version of the project (see Attachment E) at its regularly 
scheduled meetings of April 19, 2016, and adopted the following 
findings to recommend project approval, pursuant to the Design 
Review Standards for One-Family and Two-Family Residential 
Development in the Midcoast, Section 6565.20 of the San Mateo 
County Zoning Regulations, specifically elaborated as follows: 

 
   (1) Section 6565.20(D).  ELEMENTS OF DESIGN:  2. Architectural 

Styles and Features:  The traditional Craftsman architectural 
style complements the character of the neighborhood; 
3. Exterior materials:  The proposed exterior materials and 
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colors blend with the surrounding natural features and 
complement the style of the residence and the neighborhood. 

 
   (2) Section 6565.20(F).  LANDSCAPING:  The project’s use of 

drought tolerant and native species complement the color and 
style of the residence.  

 
After the receipt of the Biological Report which established the limit of riparian 
vegetation and the corresponding 30-foot buffer zone from that limit, the applicant 
revised the plans (see Attachment C) to remove structures within the buffer zone, 
making modifications to project design which the Coastside Design Review Officer 
has determined to be minor in nature and substantially in conformance with the 
CDRC-approved design. 

 
B. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
 
 Due to the subject site’s proximity to the intermittent creek, an Initial Study/ 

Mitigated Negative Declaration has been prepared for the project, pursuant to 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  The IS/MND (see 
Attachment F) was published on December 8, 2016, with a review period 
ending on December 29, 2016.  In order to reduce potential biological and cultural 
resource impacts to a less than significant level, thirteen mitigation measures 
have been included as part of the conditions for approval (see Attachment A).  As 
discussed in Section C of this report, below, comments were received from the 
Midcoast Community Council on December 18, 2016.  Any additional comments 
received will be addressed at the public hearing. 

 
C. REVIEW BY THE MIDCOAST COMMUNITY COUNCIL 
 
 The Midcoast Community Council (MCC) forwarded a response to staff’s referral 

for this project on June 8, 2016 and December 18, 2016 (Attachments G1 and 
G2).  The issue raised in the June 8, 2016 letter involved the adequacy of the 
original Biotic Report prepared by Charles Patterson, which excluded analysis of 
the project’s impact to the existing willow scrubs located at the rear of the subject 
site.  The MCCC cited a report prepared by WRA Environmental Consultants 
(WRA) for another project in the vicinity (PLN2015-00152) that sufficiently 
addressed the presence of Arroyo de en Medio Creek as a riparian corridor for 
this area.  A revised Biological Report prepared by WRA was submitted by the 
applicant/owner in response to the MCCC’s comments and is included in the Initial 
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration.  In its December 18, 2016 letter, the MCC 
Chair states that “sometime last summer, the arroyo willow riparian habitat was 
severely cut back, away from the house site.”  The MCC Chair provides a photo 
dated April 20, 2016, showing arroyo willows in an area that was cleared.  The 
MCC Chair states that “the 30-foot riparian setback cannot retreat farther than the 
actual location of the row of willow trunks on level ground at top of slope, and not 
as mapped on the site plan half-way or more down the bank of the arroyo”.  On 
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December 19, 2016, Planning staff requested the project biologist to address the 
comment and advise as to whether a revised limit of riparian vegetation could be 
established from the photo provided. 

 
  
D. REVIEW BY THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
 
 The California Coastal Commission (CCC) forwarded a response to staff’s referral 

for this project on March 21, 2016.  The issues raised have been addressed in the 
IS/MND.   

 
E. OTHER REVIEWING AGENCIES 
 
 Building Inspection Section 
 Department of Public Works 
 Coastside Fire Protection District 
 Coastside County Water District 
 Granada Community Services District 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
A. Recommended Findings and Conditions of Approval 
B. Vicinity Map 
C. Project Plans 
D. Coastside Design Review Committee (CDRC) Decision Letter, dated January 4, 

2017 
E.  Previous project plans, approved by the CDRC 
F. Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration, dated December 8, 2016 
G. Site Photos 
H.  Midcoast Community Council (MCC) Comment Letters, dated June 8, 2016 and 

December 18, 2016. 
I.  California Coastal Commission (CCC) Comment Letter, dated March 21, 2016. 
J. Limit of Riparian Habitat Reassessment prepared by WRA, Environmental 

Consultants dated December 30, 2016. 
K. Tree Evaluation Report prepared by Bruce A. Chan, California Registered 

Landscape Architect, dated January 1, 2016. 
 
DPA:pac - DPAAA0716_WPU.DOCX 
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Attachment A 
 

County of San Mateo 
Planning and Building Department 

 
RECOMMENDED FINDINGS AND CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

 
 
Permit or Project File Number:  PLN 201-00014 Hearing Date:  January 11, 2017 
 
Prepared By: Dennis P. Aguirre For Adoption By:  Planning Commission 
 Project Planner 
 
 
RECOMMENDED FINDINGS 
 
Regarding the Environmental Review, Find: 
 
1. That the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration is complete, correct and 

adequate, and prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality 
Act and applicable State and County Guidelines. 

 
2. That, on the basis of the Initial Study and comments hereto, there is no evidence 

that the project, subject to the mitigation measures contained in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration, will have a significant effect on the environment. 

 
3. That the Mitigated Negative Declaration reflects the independent judgment of 

San Mateo County. 
 
4. That the mitigation measures identified in the Mitigated Negative Declaration, 

agreed to by the applicant, placed as conditions on the project, and identified as 
part of this public hearing, satisfy the requirements for a Mitigation and Reporting 
Plan in conformance with the 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 the Zoning Regulations, Section 6328.4 and as conditioned in 
accordance with Section 6328.14, conforms with the applicable policies and 
required findings of the San Mateo County Local Coastal Program (LCP).  
Specifically, the project complies with policies regarding location of new 
development, sensitive habitats, shoreline access, and design review standards 
and findings.  The project also conforms to Coastal Act Access and Recreation 
Policies. 
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Regarding the Design Review, Find: 
 
6. That, with the findings made by the Coastside Design Review Committee (CDRC) 

at its meetings of April 19, 2016, the project is in compliance with applicable 
Design Review Standards for the Coastside.  The project, as designed and 
conditioned, that employs a traditional Craftsman architectural style complements 
the character of the neighborhood; is well articulated; uses colors and materials 
that blend with the surrounding natural features and complement the style of the 
residence, and incorporates drought tolerant and native species that complement 
the color and style of the residence. 

 
RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
 
Current Planning Section 
 
1. The project shall be constructed in compliance with the plans approved by the 

Planning Commission on January 11, 2017.  Any changes or revisions to the 
approved plans shall be submitted to the Design Review Officer for review and 
approval prior to implementation.  Minor adjustments to the project may be 
approved by the Design Review Officer if they are consistent with the intent of and 
are in substantial conformance with this approval.  Alternatively, the Design 
Review Officer may refer consideration of the revisions to the Coastside Design 
Review Committee, with applicable fees to be paid. 

 
2. The Coastal Development Permit, and Design Review final approvals shall be 

valid for five (5) years from the date of approval, in which time a building permit 
shall be issued and a completed inspection (to the satisfaction of the building 
inspector) shall have occurred within 180 days of its issuance.  This approval may 
be extended by one 1-year increment with submittal of an application for permit 
extension and payment of applicable extension fees sixty (60) days prior to the 
expiration date. 

 
3. The applicant shall include the project approval letter on the top pages of the 

building plans. 
 
4. The applicant shall indicate the following on plans submitted for a building permit, 

as stipulated by the Coastside Design Review Committee: 
 
 a. Installation of stained pervious concrete for the driveway and the front walk. 
 
 b. The use of redwood for all decks. 
 
 c. The installation of clear glass with no grids and metal clad wood sliders for 

the windows in the master bedroom, great room and dining room. 
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5. The applicant shall provide “finished floor elevation verification” to certify that the 
structure is actually constructed at the height shown on the submitted plans.  The 
applicant shall have a licensed land surveyor or engineer establish a baseline 
elevation datum point in the vicinity of the construction site. 

 
 a. The applicant shall maintain the datum point so that it will not be disturbed 

by the proposed construction activities until final approval of the building 
permit. 

 
 b. This datum point and its elevation shall be shown on the submitted site plan.  

This datum point shall be used during construction to verify the elevation of 
the finished floors relative to the existing natural or to the grade of the site 
(finished grade). 

 
 c. Prior to Planning approval of the building permit application, the applicant 

shall also have the licensed land surveyor or engineer indicate on the 
construction plans:  (1) the natural grade elevations at the significant 
corners (at least four) of the footprint of the proposed structure on the 
submitted site plan, and (2) the elevations of proposed finished grades. 

 
 d. In addition, (1) the natural grade elevations at the significant corners of the 

proposed structure, (2) the finished floor elevations, (3) the topmost 
elevation of the roof, and (4) the garage slab elevation must be shown on 
the plan, elevations, and cross-section (if one is provided). 

 
 e. Once the building is under construction, prior to the below floor framing 

inspection or the pouring of the concrete slab (as the case may be) for the 
lowest floor(s), the applicant shall provide to the Building Inspection Section 
a letter from the licensed land surveyor or engineer certifying that the lowest 
floor height, as constructed, is equal to the elevation specified for that floor 
in the approved plans.  Similarly, certifications on the garage slab and the 
topmost elevation of the roof are required. 

 
 f. If the actual floor height, garage slab, or roof height, as constructed, is 

different than the elevation specified in the plans, then the applicant shall 
cease all construction and no additional inspections shall be approved until 
a revised set of plans is submitted to and subsequently approved by both 
the Building Official and the Community Development Director. 

 
6. The applicant shall comply with the following applicable requirements of LCP 

Policy 7.13 (Performance Standards in Buffer Zones) for the life of the project by 
(1) avoiding removal of vegetation within the riparian corridor and 30-foot buffer 
zone; (2) minimizing erosion potential; (3) installing and maintaining provisions 
(e.g., catch basins) to keep runoff and sedimentation from exceeding pre-
development levels; (4) complying with the landscaping requirements stabled by 
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Condition 14; and (5) preventing discharge of toxic substances, such as fertilizers 
and pesticides; into the riparian corridor. 

 
7. The applicant shall include an erosion and sediment control plan to comply with 

the County’s Erosion Control Guidelines on the plans submitted for the building 
permit.  This plan shall identify the type and location of erosion control measures 
to be installed upon the commencement of construction in order to maintain the 
stability of the site and prevent erosion and sedimentation off-site.  The applicant 
shall remove the proposed stockpile located within the 30-foot riparian buffer zone 
from project plans and install as chain-link fence along the limit of riparian 
vegetation to prevent use or disturbance of the area during grading and 
construction. 

 
8. All new power and telephone utility lines from the street or nearest existing utility 

pole to the main dwelling and/or any other structure on the property shall be 
placed underground. 

 
9. The applicant shall apply for a building permit and shall adhere to all requirements 

from the Building Inspection Section, the Department of Public Works and the 
Coastside Fire Protection District. 

 
10. No site disturbance shall occur, including any grading or vegetation removal, until 

a building permit has been issued. 
 
11. To reduce the impact of construction activities on neighboring properties, comply 

with the following: 
 
 a. All debris shall be contained on-site; a dumpster or trash bin shall be 

provided on-site during construction to prevent debris from blowing onto 
adjacent properties.  The applicant shall monitor the site to ensure that trash 
is picked up and appropriately disposed of daily. 

 
 b. The applicant shall remove all construction equipment from the site upon 

completion of the use and/or need of each piece of equipment which shall 
include but not be limited to tractors, back hoes, cement mixers, etc. 

 
 c. The applicant shall ensure that no construction-related vehicles shall 

impede through traffic along the right-of-way on Miramar Drive.  All 
construction vehicles shall be parked on-site outside the public right-of-way 
or in locations which do not impede safe access on Miramar Drive.  There 
shall be no storage of construction vehicles in the public right-of-way. 

 
12. The exterior color samples submitted to the CDRC are approved.  Color 

verification shall occur in the field after the applicant has applied the approved 
materials and colors but before a final inspection has been scheduled. 
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13. 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). 

 
14. Installation of the approved landscape plan is required prior to final inspection.  If 

landscaping is proposed within the 30-foot riparian buffer zone, the applicant shall 
have the plan reviewed by the project biologist and shall provide the recom-
mendations of the biologist to the Community Development Director for review.  
Only the approved landscape plan, in compliance with LCP Policy 7.13, can be 
implemented within the 30-foot riparian buffer zone area.  The landscape plan 
shall comply with the Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (WELO).  

 
15. The landscape plan shall comply with the Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance 

(WELO): 
 
 a. At the building permit application stage, the project shall demonstrate 

compliance with WELO and provide required forms.  The Water Efficient 
Landscape Ordinance applies to new landscape projects equal to or greater 
than 500 square feet.  A prescriptive checklist is available as a compliance 
option for projects under 2,500 square feet.  The Water Efficient Landscape 
Ordinance also applies to rehabilitated landscape projects equal to or 
greater than 2,500 square feet. 

 
  The following restrictions apply to projects using the prescriptive checklist:  
 
  (1) Compost:  Project must incorporate compost at a rate of at least four 

(4) cubic yards per 1,000 sq. ft. to a depth of 6 inches into landscape 
area (unless contra-indicated by a soil test). 

 
  (2) Plant Water Use (Residential):  Install climate adapted plants that 

require occasional, little or no summer water (average WUCOLS plant 
factor 0.3) for 75% of the plant area excluding edibles and areas using 
recycled water. 

 
  (3) Mulch:  A minimum 3-inch layer of mulch should be applied on all 

exposed soil surfaces of planting areas, except in areas of turf or 
creeping or rooting groundcovers. 

 
  (4) Turf:  Total turf area shall not exceed 25% of the landscape area.  Turf 

is not allowed in non-residential projects.  Turf (if utilized) is limited to 
slopes not exceeding 25% and is not used in parkways less than 
10 feet in width. Turf, if utilized in parkways is irrigated by sub-surface 
irrigation or other technology that prevents overspray or runoff. 
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  (5) Irrigation System:  The property shall certify that irrigation controllers 
use evapotranspiration or soil moisture data and utilize a rain sensor; 
Irrigation controller programming data will not be lost due to an 
interruption in the primary power source; and areas less than 10 feet 
in any direction utilize sub-surface irrigation or other technology that 
prevents overspray or runoff. 

 
16. Mitigation Measure 1:  Any proposed vegetation removal, construction or project 

activities other than installation and maintenance of landscaping authorized iper 
Condition 14, shall remain outside of the 30-foot setback to remain in compliance 
with the Local Coastal Program. 

 
17. Mitigation Measure 2:  Trees or shrubs located outside of the 30-foot riparian 

buffer that are proposed for removal or trimming shall only be removed or trimmed 
during the bird non-nesting season (August 16 through February 14). 

 
18. Mitigation Measure 3:  In the event that tree or shrub removal or project activities 

are initiated during the nesting season (February 15 through August 15), a pre-
construction nesting bird survey is recommended to avoid impacts to both special-
status and non-special-status bird species. 

 
19. Mitigation Measure 4:  In the event that active nests are observed, a qualified 

biologist will determine the suitable buffers based upon nest location and bird 
species subject t the review and approval by the CDD.  Buffers will be dependent 
upon species, nest location and project activities, but may range between 25-75 
feet for passerine birds and up to 250 feet for raptors. 

 
20. Mitigation Measure 5:  Prior to the beginning of any construction or grading 

activities, the applicant shall implement the approved erosion and sediment 
control plan.  Erosion control measure deficiencies, as they occur, shall be 
immediately corrected.  The goal is to prevent sediment and other pollutants from 
leaving the project site and to protect all exposed earth surfaces from erosive 
forces.  Said plan shall adhere to the San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Program “General Construction and Site Supervision Guidelines,” 
including: 

 
 a. Stabilizing all denuded areas and maintaining erosion control measures 

continuously between October 1 and April 30.  Stabilizing shall include both 
proactive measures, such as the placement of hay bales or coir netting, and 
passive measures, such as revegetating disturbed areas with plants 
propagated from seed collected in the immediate area. 

 
 b. Storing, handling, and disposing of construction materials and wastes 

properly, so as to prevent their contact with stormwater. 
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 c. Controlling and preventing the discharge of all potential pollutants, including 
pavement cutting wastes, paints, concrete, petroleum products, chemicals, 
wash water or sediments, and non-stormwater discharges to storm drains 
and watercourses. 

 
 d. Using sediment controls or filtration to remove sediment when dewatering 

the site and obtaining all necessary permits. 
 
 e. Avoiding cleaning, fueling, or maintaining vehicles on-site, except in a 

designated area where wash water is contained and treated. 
 
 f. Delineating with field markers clearing limits, easements, setbacks, sensitive 

or critical areas, buffer zones, trees, and drainage courses. 
 
 g. Protecting adjacent properties and undisturbed areas from construction 

impacts using vegetative buffer strips, sediment barriers or filters, dikes, 
mulching, or other measures as appropriate. 

 
 h. Performing clearing and earth-moving activities only during dry weather. 
 
 i. Limiting and timing application of pesticides and fertilizers to prevent 

polluted runoff. 
 
 j. Limiting construction access routes and stabilizing designated access 

points. 
 
 k. Avoiding tracking dirt or other materials off-site; cleaning off-site paved 

areas and sidewalks using dry sweeping methods. 
 
 l. The contractor shall train and provide instructions to all employees and 

subcontractors regarding the construction best management practices. 
 
 m. The approved erosion and sediment control plan shall be implemented prior 

to the beginning of construction. 
 
21. Mitigation Measure 6:  The applicant shall implement erosion control measures 

prior to the beginning of grading or construction operations.  Such activities shall 
not commence until the associated building permit for the project has been issued. 

 
22. Mitigation Measure 7:  The applicant shall include an erosion and sediment 

control plan to comply with the County’s Erosion Control Guidelines on the plans 
submitted for the building permit.  This plan shall identify the type and location of 
erosion control measures to be installed upon the commencement of construction 
in order to maintain the stability of the site and prevent erosion and sedimentation 
off-site.  The erosion control plan shall provide for the protection of willow stands 
and existing vegetation to remain using a barrier as approved by a professional 
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biologist.  The fence shall remain in place during all land disturbance, grading and 
construction activities. 

 
23. Mitigation Measure 8:  A tree protection zone is required for the existing trees to 

remain and shall be established according to the following standards: 
 
 a. Establish and maintain tree protection zones throughout the entire length of 

the project. 
 
 b. Delineate tree protection zones using 4-foot tall orange plastic fencing 

supported by poles pounded into the ground, located at the driplines as 
described in the arborist’s report. 

 
 c. Maintain tree protection zones free of equipment and materials storage; 

contractors shall not clean any tools, forms or equipment within these areas. 
 
 d. Should any large roots or large masses of roots need to be cut, the roots 

shall be inspected by a certified arborist or registered forester prior to cutting 
as required in the arborist’s report.  Any root cutting shall be monitored by 
an arborist or forester and documented.  Roots to be cut should be severed 
cleanly with a saw or toppers.  A tree protection verification letter from the 
certified arborist shall be submitted to the Planning Department within five 
(5) business days from site inspection following root cutting. 

 
 e. Normal irrigation shall be maintained, but oaks should not need summer 

irrigation, unless the arborist’s report directs specific watering measures to 
protect trees. 

 
 f. Street tree trunks should be wrapped with straw wattles, orange fence and 

2 x 4 boards in concentric layers to a height of 6 feet. 
 
24. Mitigation Measure 9:  If concentrations of prehistoric or historic-era materials 

are encountered during project activities, all work in the immediate vicinity stop 
until a qualified archaeologist can evaluate the finds and make recommendations. 

 
25. Mitigation Measure 10:  The project applicant or archaeologist shall immediately 

notify the Current Planning Section of any discoveries made and shall provide the 
Current Planning Section with a copy of the archaeologist's report and recom-
mendations for review and approval by the CDD prior to any further grading or 
construction activity in the vicinity. 

 
26. Mitigation Measure 11:  A discovery of a paleontological specimen during any 

phase of the project shall result in a work stoppage in the vicinity of the find until it 
can be evaluated by a professional paleontologist.  Should loss or damage be 
detected, additional protective measures or further action (e.g., resource removal), 
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as determined by a professional paleontologist, subject to the review and approval 
by the CDD, shall be implemented to mitigate the impact. 

 
27. Mitigation Measure 12:  The property owner, applicant, and contractors must be 

prepared to carry out the requirements of California State law with regard to the 
discovery of human remains during construction, whether historic or prehistoric.  
In the event that any human remains are encountered during site disturbance, all 
ground-disturbing work shall cease immediately and the County coroner shall be 
notified immediately, along with a qualified archaeologist.  If the remains are of 
Native American origin, the Coroner must notify the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) within 24 hours.  The NAHC then shall notify the Most Likely 
Descendent, who has 48 hours to make recommendations to the landowner for 
the disposition of the remains. 

 
28. Mitigation Measure 13:  Prior to Planning approval of the building permit for the 

project, the applicant shall demonstrate compliance with the recommendations of 
the Geotechnical Report prepared by Buckley Engineering Associates, dated 
January 7, 2016. 

 
Building Inspection Section 
 
29. The applicant shall apply for a building permit. 
 
Granada Community Services District 
 
30. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall obtain a sewer 

connection. 
 
Coastside County Water District 
 
34. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall obtain a water service 

connection to include fire suppression plans for review and approval. 
 
Department of Public Works 
 
32. Prior to the issuance of the building permit, the applicant shall have prepared, 

by a registered civil engineer, a drainage analysis of the proposed project and 
submit it to the Department of Public Works for review and approval.  The 
drainage analysis shall consist of a written narrative and a plan.  The flow of the 
stormwater onto, over, and off of the property shall be detailed on the plan and 
shall include adjacent lands as appropriate to clearly depict the pattern of flow.  
The analysis shall detail the measures necessary to certify adequate drainage.  
Post-development flows and velocities shall not exceed those that existed in the 
pre-developed state.  Recommended measures shall be designed and included in 
the improvement plans and submitted to the Department of Public Works for 
review and approval. 
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33. Prior to the issuance of the building permit, the applicant shall submit a driveway 

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

 
34. No proposed construction work within the County right-of-way shall begin until 

County requirements for the issuance of an encroachment permit, including 
review of the plans, have been met and an encroachment permit issued.  The 
applicant shall contact a Department of Public Works inspector 48 hours prior to 
commencing work in the right-of-way. 

 
35. Prior to the issuance of the building permit, the applicant will be required to 

provide payment of “roadway mitigation fees” based on the square footage 
(assessable space) of the proposed building per Ordinance No. 3277, as well as 
all other applicable fees. 

 
Coastside Fire Protection District 
 
36. Smoke detectors which are hardwired:  As per the California Building Code, State 

Fire Marshal Regulations, and Coastside Fire Protection District Ordinance No. 
2013-03, the applicant is required to install State Fire Marshal approved and listed 
smoke detectors which are hardwired, interconnected, and have battery backup.  
These detectors are required to be placed in each new and reconditioned sleeping 
room and at a point centrally located in the corridor or area giving access to each 
separate sleeping area.  In existing sleeping rooms, areas may have battery 
powered smoke alarms.  A minimum of one detector shall be placed on each floor.  
Smoke detectors shall be tested and approved prior to the building final. 

 
37. Add note to plans:  Smoke alarm/detectors are to be hardwired, interconnected, or 

with battery backup.  Smoke alarms to be installed per manufacturer’s instruction 
and NFPA 72. 

 
38. Add note: Escape or rescue windows shall have a minimum net clear openable 

area of 5.7 sq. ft., 5.0 sq. ft. allowed at grade.  The minimum net clear openable 
height dimension shall be 24 inches.  The net clear openable width dimension 
shall be 20 inches.  Finished sill height shall be not more than 44 inches above 
the finished floor. 
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39. Identify rescue windows in each bedroom and verify that they meet all 
requirements.  Add this to plans. 

 
40. New attached garage to meet occupancy separation requirements.  Provide 

note/detail. CRC R302.5/R302.6 
 
41. Add the following note to the plans:  New residential buildings shall have internally 

illuminated address numbers contrasting with the background so as to be seen 
from the public way fronting the building.  Residential address numbers shall be at 
least 6 feet above the finished surface of the driveway.  Where buildings are 
located remotely to the public roadway, additional signage at the driveway/ 
roadway entrance leading to the building and/or on each individual building shall 
be required by the Coastside Fire Protection District.  This remote signage shall 
consist of a 6-inch by 18-inch green reflective metal sign with 3-inch reflective 
numbers/letters similar to Hy-Ko 911 or equivalent. 

 
42. Roof covering:  As per Coastside Fire Protection District Ordinance No. 2013-03, 

the roof covering of every new building or structure, and materials applied as part 
of a roof covering assembly, shall have a minimum fire rating of Class “B” or 
higher as defined in the current edition of the California Building Code. 

 
43. Fire apparatus roads to be a minimum of 20 feet wide with minimum of 35 feet 

centerline radius and a vertical clearance of 15 feet.  CFC503, D103, T-14 1273 
 
44. Show location of fire hydrant on a site plan.  A fire hydrant is required within 

250 feet of the building and flow a minimum of 1,000 gallons per minute (gpm) at 
20 per square inch (psi).  This information is to be verified by the water purveyor in 
a letter initiated by the applicant and sent to San Mateo County Fire/Cal-Fire or 
Coastside Fire Protection District.  If there is not a hydrant within 250 feet with the 
required flow, one will have to be installed at the applicant’s expense. 

 
45. Automatic Fire Sprinkler System: As per San Mateo County Building Standards 

and Coastside Fire Protection District Ordinance No. 2013-03, the applicant is 
required to install an automatic fire sprinkler system throughout the proposed or 
improved dwelling and garage.  All attic access locations will be provided with a 
pilot head on a metal upright.  All areas that are accessible for storage purposes 
shall be equipped with fire sprinklers including closets and bathrooms. The only 
exception is small linen closets less than 24 sq. ft. with full depth shelving.  The 
plans for this system must be submitted to the San Mateo County Planning and 
Building Department or the City of Half Moon Bay.  A building permit will not be 
issued until plans are received, reviewed and approved.  Upon submission of 
plans, the County or City will forward a complete set to the Coastside Fire 
Protection District for review.  The fee schedule for automatic fire sprinkler 
systems shall be in accordance with Half Moon Bay Ordinance No. 2006-01.  
Fees shall be paid prior to plan review. 
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46. Installation of underground sprinkler pipe shall be flushed and visually inspected 
by the Fire District prior to hook-up to riser.  Any soldered fittings must be 
pressure tested with trench open. 

 
47. Exterior bell and interior horn/strobe: are required to be wired into the required 

flow switch on your fire sprinkler system.  The bell, horn/strobe and flow switch, 
along with the garage door opener are to be wired into a separate circuit breaker 
at the main electrical panel and labeled. 

 
48. Add note to the title page that the building will be protected by an automatic fire 

sprinkler system. 
 
49. All fire conditions and requirements must be incorporated into your building plans, 

(see attached conditions) prior to building permit issuance.  It is your responsibility 
to notify your contractor, architect and engineer of these requirements. 

 

DPA:pac - DPAAA0716_WPU.DOCX 
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 b. Create impacts which achieve short-term to the disadvantage of long-term 
environmental goals. 

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

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

human beings, either directly or indirectly. 
 
The County of San Mateo has, therefore, determined that the environmental impact of the 
project is less than significant. 
 
MITIGATION MEASURES recommended for project implementation to avoid potentially 
significant effects: 
 
Mitigation Measure 1:  Any proposed vegetation removal, construction or project activities shall 
remain outside of the 30-foot setback to remain in compliance with the LCP. 
 
Mitigation Measure 2:  Trees or shrubs proposed for removal or trimming should be removed 
or trimmed during the bird non-nesting season (August 16 – February 14). 
 
Mitigation Measure 3:  In the event that tree or shrub removal or project activities are initiated 
during the nesting season (February 15 – August 15), a pre-construction nesting bird survey is 
recommended to avoid impacts to both special-status and non-special-status bird species. 
 
Mitigation Measure 4:  In the event that active nests are observed, a qualified biologist will 
determine the suitable buffers based upon nest location and bird species.  Buffers will be 
dependent upon species, nest location and project activities, but may range between 25-75 feet 
for passerine birds and up to 250 feet for raptors. 
 
Mitigation Measure 5:  Prior to the beginning of any construction or grading activities, the 
applicant shall implement the approved erosion and sediment control plan.  Erosion control 
measure deficiencies, as they occur, shall be immediately corrected.  The goal is to prevent 
sediment and other pollutants from leaving the project site and to protect all exposed earth 
surfaces from erosive forces.  Said plan shall adhere to the San Mateo Countywide 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program “General Construction and Site Supervision 
Guidelines,” including: 
 
a. Stabilizing all denuded areas and maintaining erosion control measures continuously 

between October 1 and April 30.  Stabilizing shall include both proactive measures, 
such as the placement of hay bales or coir netting, and passive measures, such as 
revegetating disturbed areas with plants propagated from seed collected in the 
immediate area. 

b. Storing, handling, and disposing of construction materials and wastes properly, so as 
to prevent their contact with stormwater. 

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

d. Using sediment controls or filtration to remove sediment when dewatering the site and 
obtaining all necessary permits. 
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e. Avoiding cleaning, fueling, or maintaining vehicles on-site, except in a designated area 
where wash water is contained and treated. 

f. Delineating with field markers clearing limits, easements, setbacks, sensitive or critical 
areas, buffer zones, trees, and drainage courses.    

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

h. Performing clearing and earth-moving activities only during dry weather. 
i. Limiting and timing application of pesticides and fertilizers to prevent polluted runoff. 
j. Limiting construction access routes and stabilizing designated access points. 
k. Avoiding tracking dirt or other materials off-site; cleaning off-site paved areas and 

sidewalks using dry sweeping methods. 
l. The contractor shall train and provide instructions to all employees and subcontractors 

regarding the construction best management practices. 
m. The approved erosion and sediment control plan shall be implemented prior to the 

beginning of construction. 
 
Mitigation Measure 6:  The applicant shall implement erosion control measures prior to the 
beginning of grading or construction operations.  Such activities shall not commence until 
the associated building permit for the project has been issued. 
 
Mitigation Measure 7:  The applicant shall include an erosion and sediment control plan to 
comply with the County’s Erosion Control Guidelines on the plans submitted for the building 
permit.  This plan shall identify the type and location of erosion control measures to be 
installed upon the commencement of construction in order to maintain the stability of the 
site and prevent erosion and sedimentation off-site.  The erosion control plan shall provide 
for the protection of willow stands and existing vegetation to remain using a barrier as 
approved by a professional biologist.  The fence shall remain in place during all land 
disturbance, grading and construction activities.   
 
Mitigation Measure 8:  A tree protection zone is required for the existing trees to remain 
and shall be established according to the following standards: 
a. Establish and maintain tree protection zones throughout the entire length of the project. 
b. Delineate tree protection zones using 4-foot tall orange plastic fencing supported by 
poles pounded into the ground, located at the driplines as described in the arborist’s report. 
c. Maintain tree protection zones free of equipment and materials storage; contractors shall 
not clean any tools, forms or equipment within these areas. 
d. Should any large roots or large masses of roots need to be cut, the roots shall be 
inspected by a certified arborist or registered forester prior to cutting as required in the 
arborist’s report. Any root cutting shall be monitored by an arborist or forester and 
documented. Roots to be cut should be severed cleanly with a saw or toppers. A tree 
protection verification letter from the certified arborist shall be submitted to the Planning 
Department within five (5) business days from site inspection following root cutting. 
e. Normal irrigation shall be maintained, but oaks should not need summer irrigation, unless 
the arborist’s report directs specific watering measures to protect trees. 
f. Street tree trunks should be wrapped with straw wattles, orange fence and 2 x4 boards in 
concentric layers to a height of six feet. 





County of San Mateo 
Planning and Building Department 

 
INITIAL STUDY 

ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST 
(To Be Completed by Planning Department) 

 
 
1. Project Title:  New Philomena LLC Single-Family Residence 
 
2. County File Number:  PLN 2016-00014  
 
3. Lead Agency Name and Address:  County of San Mateo Planning and Building Department, 

455 County Center, Second Floor, Redwood City, CA  94063 
 
4. Contact Person and Phone Number:  Dennis P. Aguirre, Project Planner, 650/363-1867 
 
5. Project Location:  Miramar Drive, unincorporated Miramar area of San Mateo County  
 
6. Assessor’s Parcel Number and Size of Parcel:  048-054-120; 5,320 sq. ft. 
 
7. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address:  Tom Carey, 758 Vasques Drive, Half Moon Bay 
 
8. General Plan Designation:  Medium High Density Residential 
 
9. Zoning:  R-1/S-17/DR/CD (Single-Family Residential District/S-17 Combining District with 

5,000 sq. ft. minimum parcel size/Design Review/Coastal Development) 
 
10. Description of the Project:  The applicant requests a Coastal Development Permit and 

Design Review Permit, pursuant to Sections 6328.4 and 6565.3 of the San Mateo County 
Zoning Regulations, respectively, to allow construction of a new 2,029 sq. ft. two-story single-
family residence plus an attached 378 sq. ft. garage on an undeveloped 5,320 sq. ft. legal 
parcel.  The parcel is located in close proximity to Arroyo de en Medio Creek.  Two (2) 
significant trees are proposed for removal and only minimal grading is involved.  The project is 
appealable to the California Coastal Commission. 

 
11. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:  The project site is a vacant lot located on Miramar 

Drive in the unincorporated Miramar area of San Mateo County, within a general area of 
developed parcels.  The subject site is relatively flat in topography with a majority of the site 
composed of ruderal/disturbed vegetation community with arroyo willow scrub along the Arroyo 
de en Medio corridor in the north.  Cabrillo Highway eastward, Miramar Drive southward, and 
developed parcels to the north and west bound this parcel. 

 
12. Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required:  None. 
 
 



New Philomena LLC Single-Family Residence (PLN 2016-00014), Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

 

2 

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED 
 
There are environmental factors that would be potentially be 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  Climate Change  Population/Housing 

 Agricultural and Forest 
Resources 

 Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials 

 Public Services 

 Air Quality X Hydrology/Water Quality  Recreation 

X Biological Resources  Land Use/Planning  Transportation/Traffic 

X Cultural Resources  Mineral Resources  Utilities/Service Systems 

X Geology/Soils  Noise X Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” 
to a “Less Than Significant Impact.”  The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, 
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 

Significant 
Unless 

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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

  X  

Discussion:  The proposed project site is not located within any designated State or County Scenic 
Corridor.  The site is not visible from Cabrillo Highway due to existing mature vegetation that 
provides screening for the project and minimizes any significant visual impacts from this main 
thoroughfare.  The project is located in a Design Review (DR) District.  The Coastside Design 
Review Committee (CDRC) considered the project at its April 19, 2016 meeting, and recommended 
approval of the project, as submitted. 

Source:  Project Plans, Field Observation and County GIS Resource Maps. 

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

  X  

Discussion:  Regarding scenic resources, reference response to Section 1.a., above.  As discussed 
in Section 4.d, below, two (2) significant trees are proposed for removal.  A large 32” diameter at 
breast height (d.b.h.) Pine tree located at the front of the property would remain and, along with 
proposed landscaping, would provide project screening from Miramar Drive.  The project involves 
only minor grading (approximately 40 cubic yards associated with standard construction activities) 
and would not involve significant change in existing site topography.  There are no rock outcroppings 
at the property.    
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Source:  Project Plans, Field Observation and County GIS Resource Maps. 

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

  X  

Discussion:  The project involves only minor grading (approximately 40 cubic yards associated with 
standard construction activities) and would not involve significant change in existing site topography.  
The project is consistent with the existing residential character of the neighborhood, as determined 
by the CDRC. 

Source:  Project Plans and Field Observation. 

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

  X  

Discussion:  As the project involves the construction of a single family residence and associated 
installation of exterior lighting fixtures that are downward directed, as required by the Design Review 
standards, no significant source of light and glare will be created that would affect views in the area. 

Source:  Project Plans and San Mateo County Zoning Regulations. 

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

  X  

Discussion:  Reference response to Section 1.a., above. 

Source:  Project Plans and Field Observation. 

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

  X  

Discussion:  The subject parcel is zoned R-1/S-17/DR/CD (Single-Family Residential District/S-17 
Combining District with 5,000 sq. ft. minimum parcel size/Design Review/Coastal Development).  
The project requires County review and approval of a Coastal Development Permit and Design 
Review Permit, pursuant to Sections 6328.4, and 6565.3 of the San Mateo County Zoning 
Regulations.  The project, as proposed, is generally consistent with these regulations.  The 
proposed development conforms to the use requirements of the R-1 Zoning District and the 
development standards of the S-17 Zoning District. 

Source:  Project Plans and San Mateo County Zoning Regulations. 

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

  X  

Discussion:  Cabrillo Highway eastward, Miramar Drive southward, and developed parcels to the 
north and west bound this parcel.  The proposed residence would blend in with existing houses 
within the existing residential neighborhood.  Reference response to Section 1.a., above. 
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Source:  Project Plans and Field Observation. 

 

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

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impacts 

Significant 
Unless 

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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

   X 

Discussion:  N/A.  The project site is located within the Coastal Zone, does not contain farmland 
and is not located in an agricultural zoning district, nor is it adjacent to such lands.  The project site 
does not contain an open space easement and is not subject to a Williamson Act contract. 

Source:  Project Plans and Field Observation. 

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

   X 

Discussion:  Reference response to Section 2.a., above. 

Source:  Project Plans and Field Observation. 

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

   X 
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Discussion:  Reference response to Section 2.a., above. 

Source:  Project Plans and Field Observation. 

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:  Reference response to Section 2.a., above. 

Source:  Project Plans and Field Observation. 

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

   X 

Discussion:  Reference response to Section 2.a., above. 

Source:  Project Plans and Field Observation. 

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

   X 

Discussion:  N/A.  The project site does not contain forestland/timberland and is not located in an 
area containing or zoned for forestland/timberland. 

Source:  Project Plans and Field Observation. 

 

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

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impacts 

Significant 
Unless 

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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

  X  

Discussion:  The project involves construction and operation of a single-family residence.  The 
Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) exempts construction and operation of 
residential uses from permit requirements (Regulation 2-1-113).  The construction of the new 
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residence may result in temporary generation of pollutants related to construction and minor 
earthwork (40 cubic yards) which may temporarily impact occupants of nearby residences.  
However, the proposed single family residential use would not result in the regular generation of 
air pollutants.  Permanent and temporary project air quality impacts would be considered less than 
significant.  Section 2-1-113 (Exemption, Sources and Operations) of the General Requirements 
of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District exempts sources of air pollution associated with 
construction of a single-family dwelling used solely for residential purposes, as well as road 
construction.  No mitigation measures are necessary. 

Source:  Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) Regulation 2, Rule 1:  General 
Requirements. 

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

  X  

Discussion:  Reference response to Section 3.a., above. 

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

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

   X 

Discussion:  Reference response to Section 3.a., above. 

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

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

   X 

Discussion:  Reference response to Section 3.a., above. 

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

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

   X 

Discussion:  While project construction for the new residence may create temporary 
construction-related odors, the project would not result in the regular generation of odors, nor 
would temporary odors affect a significant number of people, as the project is located on private 
property within a single-family residential neighborhood and directly adjoins only one developed 
residential property. 

Source:  Project Application/Plans. 
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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:  Reference response to Section 3.a., above. 

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

 

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impacts 

Significant 
Unless 

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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

 X   

Discussion: A Biological Assessment Report prepared by WRA Environmental Consultants 
(Biological Report) dated October 19, 2016 (Attachment B), submitted for the project states the 
following, in part: 

“The Study Area [project site] is located on Miramar Drive in the Miramar neighborhood of Half Moon 
Bay. It consists of undeveloped ruderal uplands and Arroyo de en Media, an intermittent stream. The 
majority of the Study Area is composed of a ruderal/disturbed vegetation community with arroyo 
willow scrub along the Arroyo de en Media corridor in the north. Within the banks of Arroyo de en 
Medio arroyo willow scrub is present. Dominant wetland plants seen within the Ordinary High Water 
Mark (OHWM) include dotted smartweed (Persicaria punctata OBL) and arroyo willow (Salix 
lasiolepis, FACW). Non-wetland plants within the OHWM include California blackberry (Rubus 
ursinus), cape ivy (Delairea odorata) and garden nasturtium (Tropaeolum majus).  No riparian 
habitat is present above top of bank. Three Monterey pine (Pinus radiata) occur within the Study 
Area along the western fence line consisting of [32-inch, 20-inch and 36-inch] diameter breast height 
(dbh) trees. The Study Area is bounded by residential development and a neighborhood road. 

Two vegetation communities are present in the Study Area: ruderal/disturbed and arroyo willow 
scrub.  Ruderal/disturbed habitat will be permanently and temporarily disturbed by the construction 
of the residence.  Arroyo willows occur only within the Arroyo de en Medio corridor and are not 
expected to be directly or indirectly disturbed by the construction of a residence.  Arroyo de en 
Medio is designated as a Sensitive Habitat Area (Mid-Coast San Mateo County Local Coastal 
Program (LCP) Sensitive Habitats Map) and arroyo willow scrub is a riparian corridor and sensitive 
habitat as defined by the LCP.  Ruderal/disturbed habitat is a non-vegetation community. 

Arroyo de en Medio drains west to the Pacific Ocean; however, it is dammed approximately 1.5 
miles upstream from the Study Area.  No water was present in the segment of Arroyo de en Medio 
adjacent to the Study Area at the time of the site visit on September 27, 2016.  Based on available 
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USGS topographic maps (USGS 1991) and aerial photographs (Google Earth 2016), Arroyo de en 
Medio is considered intermittent waters. Accordingly, a 30-foot setback from edge of riparian is 
required by LCP Policy 7.11. The arroyo willow identified in the Study Area is considered a riparian 
corridor under the LCP and runs along the Arroyo de en Medio bank on the northern border of the 
parcel (Figure 2). For the purposes of this assessment, the limit of riparian vegetation is defined as 
the dripline of the arroyo willows to encompass the riparian corridor and sensitive habitat definitions 
in the LCP. 

It is recommended that any proposed construction or project activities maintain a 30-foot setback 
from the riparian corridor as shown in Figure 2 of Attachment B. Proposed development shown in 
project plans dated October 19, 2016 and shown on Figure 2 of Attachment B are outside of the 30-
foot setback.  

The Study Area has potential to support one special-status bird species.  In addition, most native 
bird nests are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.  No rare, endangered, or unique 
species are anticipated to be present in the Study Area. Avoidance of the bird nesting season or pre-
construction surveys for nesting birds are recommended for tree or shrub removal activities. No 
special-status plant species have potential to be present.  No further measures are recommended. 

Recommendations to protect the riparian corridor and nesting birds are described below. 

Mitigation Measure 1:  Any proposed vegetation removal, construction or project activities shall 
remain outside of the 30-foot setback to remain in compliance with the LCP. 

Mitigation Measure 2:  Trees or shrubs proposed for removal or trimming should be removed or 
trimmed during the bird non-nesting season (August 16 – February 14). 

Mitigation Measure 3:  In the event that tree or shrub removal or project activities are initiated 
during the nesting season (February 15 – August 15), a pre-construction nesting bird survey is 
recommended to avoid impacts to both special-status and non-special-status bird species. 

Mitigation Measure 4:  In the event that active nests are observed, a qualified biologist will 
determine the suitable buffers based upon nest location and bird species.  Buffers will be dependent 
upon species, nest location and project activities, but may range between 25-75 feet for passerine 
birds and up to 250 feet for raptors. 

The project, as proposed, would result in less than significant impacts in the area of stormwater run-
off and quality upon implementation of a proposed Erosion Control Plan and Best Management 
Practices (BMPs): 

Mitigation Measure 5:  Prior to the beginning of any construction or grading activities, the 
applicant shall implement the approved erosion and sediment control plan.  Erosion control 
measure deficiencies, as they occur, shall be immediately corrected.  The goal is to prevent 
sediment and other pollutants from leaving the project site and to protect all exposed earth 
surfaces from erosive forces.  Said plan shall adhere to the San Mateo Countywide Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Program “General Construction and Site Supervision Guidelines,” 
including: 

a. Stabilizing all denuded areas and maintaining erosion control measures continuously 
between October 1 and April 30.  Stabilizing shall include both proactive measures, such 
as the placement of hay bales or coir netting, and passive measures, such as revegetating 
disturbed areas with plants propagated from seed collected in the immediate area. 

b. Storing, handling, and disposing of construction materials and wastes properly, so as to 
prevent their contact with stormwater. 



New Philomena LLC Single-Family Residence (PLN 2016-00014), Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

 

10 

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

d. Using sediment controls or filtration to remove sediment when dewatering the site and 
obtaining all necessary permits. 

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

f. Delineating with field markers clearing limits, easements, setbacks, sensitive or critical 
areas, buffer zones, trees, and drainage courses.    

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

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

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

j. Limiting construction access routes and stabilizing designated access points. 

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

l. The contractor shall train and provide instructions to all employees and subcontractors 
regarding the construction best management practices. 

m. The approved erosion and sediment control plan shall be implemented prior to the 
beginning of construction. 

Mitigation Measure 6:  The applicant shall implement erosion control measures prior to the 
beginning of grading or construction operations.  Such activities shall not commence until the 
associated building permit for the project has been issued. 

Mitigation Measure 7:  The applicant shall include an erosion and sediment control plan to 
comply with the County’s Erosion Control Guidelines on the plans submitted for the building 
permit.  This plan shall identify the type and location of erosion control measures to be installed 
upon the commencement of construction in order to maintain the stability of the site and prevent 
erosion and sedimentation off-site.  The erosion control plan shall provide for the protection of 
willow stands and existing vegetation to remain using a barrier as approved by a professional 
biologist.  The fence shall remain in place during all land disturbance, grading and construction 
activities.   

Mitigation Measure 8:  A tree protection zone is required for the existing trees to remain and 
shall be established according to the following standards: 

a. Establish and maintain tree protection zones throughout the entire length of the project. 

b. Delineate tree protection zones using 4-foot tall orange plastic fencing supported by poles 
pounded into the ground, located at the driplines as described in the arborist’s report. 

c. Maintain tree protection zones free of equipment and materials storage; contractors shall not 
clean any tools, forms or equipment within these areas. 

d. Should any large roots or large masses of roots need to be cut, the roots shall be inspected 
by a certified arborist or registered forester prior to cutting as required in the arborist’s report. 
Any root cutting shall be monitored by an arborist or forester and documented. Roots to be cut 
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should be severed cleanly with a saw or toppers. A tree protection verification letter from the 
certified arborist shall be submitted to the Planning Department within five (5) business days 
from site inspection following root cutting. 

e. Normal irrigation shall be maintained, but oaks should not need summer irrigation, unless the 
arborist’s report directs specific watering measures to protect trees. 

f. Street tree trunks should be wrapped with straw wattles, orange fence and 2 x4 boards in 
concentric layers to a height of six feet. 
 Source:  Project Application/Plans. 

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

 X   

Discussion:  Reference response to Section 4.a., above. 

Source:  San Mateo County General Plan Sensitive Habitats and GIS Resource Maps, Evaluation 
and Biotic Survey Reports. 

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

   X 

Discussion:  No federally protected wetlands have been identified at the site, although wetland 
plants have been identified within Arroyo de en Medio.  Reference response to Section 4.a., above. 

Source:  San Mateo County General Plan Sensitive Habitats and GIS Resource Maps, Evaluation 
and Biotic Survey Reports. 

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

   X 

Discussion:  Reference response to Section 4.a. and c., above.  The project would not interfere 
with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish as the project would not directly affect 
Arroyo de en Medio Creek, which is located approximately 30 feet from proposed development.  The 
project does not contain and, therefore, would not impede the use of any native wildlife nursery 
sites. 

Source:  San Mateo County General Plan Sensitive Habitats and GIS Resource Maps, Biotic 
Survey Report. 
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4.e. Conflict with any local policies or ordi-
nances protecting biological resources, 
such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance (including the County Heritage 
and Significant Tree Ordinances)? 

  X  

Discussion:   Two significant pine trees (36” and 20” diameter at breast height (d.b.a.)) are 
proposed for removal.  Based on a Tree Evaluation Report prepared by Bruce A. Chan, Landscape 
Architect (Tree Report), the existing four (4) Monterey Cypress trees planted previously near the 
trees to be removed are adequate to mitigate the proposed tree removals.  

Source:  Project Plans; Tree Report; Field Observation.  

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

  X  

Discussion:  Discussion:  The project does not conflict with an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, 
Natural Conservation Community Plan, other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation 
plan.  Reference response to Section 4.a., above. 

Source:  San Mateo County General Plan Sensitive Habitats and GIS Resource Maps and Biotic 
Survey Report. 

Source:  San Mateo County General Plan Sensitive Habitats and GIS Resource Maps. 

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

   X 

Discussion:  The site is located within an existing residential neighborhood and is not located inside 
or within 200 feet of a marine or wildlife reserve. 

Source:  San Mateo County General Plan Sensitive Habitats and GIS Resource Maps. 

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

   X 

Discussion:  The project would not result in the loss of oak woodlands or other non-timber 
woodlands, only two pine trees.  Reference response to Section 4.e., above. 

Source:  San Mateo County General Plan Sensitive Habitats and GIS Resource Maps. 

 

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impacts 

Significant 
Unless 

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

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

 X   

Discussion:  No structures are located on the property.  The project site does not contain any 
historical resource.  Reference response to Section 5.b., below. 

Source:  Project Application/Plans, San Mateo County General Plan and California Historical 
Resources File System Results. 

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

 X    

Discussion:  An archeological report (Archaeological Report) was prepared by Michael Newland, 
Staff Archaeologist, Anthropological Studies Center, Sonoma State University, dated August 2016 
(see Attachment D).  The Archaeological Report concludes that the records and literature search 
identified no previously recorded cultural resources in the Project Area (project site).  No information 
has been received from the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) or the Native American 
people on the list of contact provided by the NAHC that suggests the presence of cultural resources 
in the Project Area.  While the background research indicates sensitivity for prehistoric archeological 
resources within the Project Area, no evidence of archeological deposits were found on the surface 
in the pedestrian survey, in the sidewalls of a trench adjacent to the Project Area, in a cleared 
natural cut within the Project Area, or in any of the auger-testing units.  The entire parcel appears to 
consist of alluvial deposits mixed with local fill.  The Archaeological Report states that, in sum, while 
the corridor on either side of the Arroyo de en Medio in general should be considered sensitive for 
archeological resources, the current Project Area does not appear to contain any.  Local 
geomorphology suggests that buried archeological resources are unlikely to be present in the upper 
portions of the deposits in these parcels.  

The Archaeological Report states that there is a low possibility that unrecognized surficial resources 
or subsurface archeological deposits are present within the Project Area.  Prehistoric and historic-
era resources may be obscured by colluvium, alluvium, vegetation, or other factors.    

The following mitigation measure has been recommended to ensure that potential impacts are 
mitigated to a less than significant level in the event that archaeological and/or cultural resources are 
encountered during grading or construction activities: 

Mitigation Measure 9:  If concentrations of prehistoric or historic-era materials are encountered 
during project activities, all work in the immediate vicinity stop until a qualified archaeologist can 
evaluate the finds and make recommendations. 
Mitigation Measure 10:  The project applicant or archaeologist shall immediately notify the Current 
Planning Section of any discoveries made and shall provide the Current Planning Section with a 
copy of the archaeologist’s report and recommendations prior to any further grading or construction 
activity in the vicinity. 

Source:  Archaeological Report, Project Application/Plans and San Mateo County General Plan. 

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

 X    
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Discussion:  The following mitigation measure has been recommended to ensure that potential 
impacts are mitigated to a less than significant level in the event paleontological specimen are 
discovered: 

Mitigation Measure 11:  A discovery of a paleontological specimen during any phase of the project 
shall result in a work stoppage in the vicinity of the find until it can be evaluated by a professional 
paleontologist.  Should loss or damage be detected, additional protective measures or further action 
(e.g., resource removal), as determined by a professional paleontologist, shall be implemented to 
mitigate the impact. 

Source:  Project Application/Plans and San Mateo County General Plan. 

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

  X  

Discussion:  Although there were no human remains found within the project area, the following 
mitigation measure has been recommended to ensure that potential impacts are mitigated to a less 
than significant level in the event that they are discovered: 

Mitigation Measure 12:  The property owner, applicant, and contractors must be prepared to carry 
out the requirements of California State law with regard to the discovery of human remains during 
construction, whether historic or prehistoric.  In the event that any human remains are encountered 
during site disturbance, all ground-disturbing work shall cease immediately and the County coroner 
shall be notified immediately, along with a qualified archaeologist.  If the remains are of Native 
American origin, the Coroner must notify the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) within 
24 hours.  The NAHC then shall notify the Most Likely Descendent, who has 48 hours to make 
recommendations to the landowner for the disposition of the remains.  

Source:  Archaeological Report, Project Application/Plans and San Mateo County General Plan. 

 

6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS.  Would the project: 

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impacts 

Significant 
Unless 

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

6.a. Expose people or structures to potential 
significant adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving the 
following, or create a situation that 
results in: 
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 i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, 
as delineated on the most recent 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map issued by the State 
Geologist for the area or based on 
other significant evidence of a known 
fault? 

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

 X   

Discussion:  A Geotechnical Investigation  prepared by Buckley Engineering Associates dated 
January 7, 2016 (Geotechnical Report) (Attachment C), for the project determined the following: 

“Geologic Hazards - Since no mapped faults pass through the site, it is our opinion that the 
probability of fault rupture affecting the site is low.  Given the un-saturated and cohesive nature of 
the near surface soils, we judge that the probability that liquefaction will affect the building during 
earthquakes is also low.  On the basis of the historical seismic record in the Bay Area, it is 
reasonable to assume that the proposed building will be subject to moderate to severe earthquake 
shaking during the life of the proposed structure. The earthquake-shaking hazard can be mitigated 
provided that the seismic design standards in the 2013 edition of the California Building Code are 
followed.” 

To incorporate the full recommendations of the Geotechnical Report, the following mitigation 
measure has been added: 

Mitigation Measure 13:  Prior to Planning approval of the building permit for the project, the 
applicant shall demonstrate compliance with the recommendations of the Geotechnical Report 
prepared by Buckley Engineering Associates dated January 7, 2016.  

Source:  San Mateo County Geotechnical Hazards Synthesis Map, California Geological Survey - 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones, Project Plans, Field Observation, County GIS Resource 
Maps, and Geotechnical Report. 

 ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?  X   

Discussion:  Reference response to Section 6.a. above.  

Source:  San Mateo County Geotechnical Hazards Synthesis Map, California Geological Survey - 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones, Project Plans, Field Observation, County GIS Resource 
Maps, and Geotechnical Report. 

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

 X   

Discussion:  Reference response to Section 6.a. above.  Ground failure and differential settling 
were not specifically identified by the Geotechnical Report as potential significant adverse effects.    

Source:  San Mateo County Geotechnical Hazards Synthesis Map, California Geological Survey - 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones, Project Plans, Field Observation, County GIS Resource 
Maps, and Geotechnical Report. 

 iv. Landslides?   X  
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Discussion:  Reference response to Section 6.a. above.  Landsliding was not specifically identified 
by the Geotechnical Report as a potential significant adverse effect.    

Source:  San Mateo County Geotechnical Hazards Synthesis Map, California Geological Survey - 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones, Project Plans, Field Observation, County GIS Resource 
Maps, and Geotechnical Report. 

 v. Coastal cliff/bluff instability or 
erosion? 

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

   X 

Discussion:  N/A.  The site is not located on or adjacent to a cliff or bluff. 

Source:  Project Plans/County GIS Resource Map. 

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

 X   

Discussion:  The project involves minor earthwork of approximately 40 cubic yards.  The project, as 
proposed, would result in less than significant impacts in this area upon implementation of mitigation 
measures indicated in Section 4.a.  

Source:  Project Application/Plans. 

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

 X   

Discussion:  Reference responses to Section 6, above. 

Source:  San Mateo County Geotechnical Hazards Synthesis Map, California Geological Survey - 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones, Project Plans, Field Observation, County GIS Resource 
Maps, and Geotechnical Report. 

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

   X 

Discussion:  The Geotechnical Study does not identify expansive soils as potential significant 
adverse effect.    

Source:  San Mateo County Geotechnical Hazards Synthesis Map, California Geological Survey - 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones, Project Plans, Field Observation, County GIS Resource 
Maps, and Geotechnical Report. 

6.e. Have soils incapable of adequately 
supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative wastewater disposal systems 

   X 
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where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of wastewater? 

Discussion:  The project does not involve a septic system for wastewater disposal as the project 
incorporates a sewer connection.  Granada Community Services District (GCSD) has confirmed that 
it can provide sewer service to the project. 

Source:  Project Application/Plans and San Mateo County GIS Resource Maps. 

 

7. CLIMATE CHANGE.  Would the project: 

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impacts 

Significant 
Unless 

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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

  X  

Discussion:  To ensure that new development projects are compliant with the County’s Energy 
Efficiency Climate Action Plan (EECAP), the County provides the EECAP Development Checklist.  
The applicant has provided staff with a completed Checklist indicating the voluntary measures to be 
taken in order to comply with EECAP (see Attachment E).  At the building permit stage, the project is 
also required to comply with the California Green Building Standards Code, which includes 
requirements for energy saving measures.  Based on the voluntary measures provided by the 
applicant, staff has determined that no mitigation measures are required.  Also, reference response 
to Section 3.a., above. 

Source:  San Mateo County Energy Efficiency Climate Action Plan (EECAP) and BAAQMD 
Regulation 2, Rule 1:  General Requirements. 

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

   X 

Discussion:  Reference response to Section 3.a. above. 

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

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

   X 

Discussion:  The project does not involve loss or conversion of forestland, as the project site does 
not contain forestland.  The project does not involve removal of live trees. 

Source:  Project Application/Plans. 
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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 site is not located on or adjacent to a cliff or bluff. 

Source:  San Mateo County GIS Resource Maps. 

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

   X 

Discussion:  The projected site is not located along a shoreline area. 

Source:  Project Application/Plans. 

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 in Flood Zone X designated as an area of minimal flood 
hazard, usually depicted on FIRMS as above the 500-year flood level (Community Panel No. 06081 
0225 E, map revised October 16, 2012). 

Source:  FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map. 

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

  X  

Discussion:  Reference response to Section 7.f., above. 

Source:  FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map. 

 

8. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.  Would the project: 

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impacts 

Significant 
Unless 

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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

   X 
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Discussion:  N/A.  The project involves the construction of a residence and does not involve the 
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. 

Source:  Project Application/Plans. 

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

   X 

Discussion:  The project involves the construction of a residence and would not involve the release 
of hazardous materials into the environment. 

Source:  Project Application/Plans. 

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

   X 

Discussion:  The project involves the construction of a residence and would not involve hazardous 
emissions or handling of hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste. 

Source:  Project Application/Plans. 

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 project parcel has not been identified as a hazardous material site, based on 
staff’s review of the current Hazardous Waste and Substances Site List posted by the California 
Department of Toxic Substances Control (mandated by Government Code Section 65962.5). 

Source:  California Department of Toxic Substances Control, Hazardous Waste and Substances 
Site List. 

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

  X  

Discussion:  Based on the Half Moon Bay Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, as adopted on 
October 9, 2014, the project site is located outside Zone 7 - Airport Influence Area (AIA).  Aircraft 
accident level is considered to be low at the site. 

Source:  Project Application/Plans, San Mateo County GIS Resource Maps and Half Moon Bay 
ALUCP. 
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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:  Reference response to Section 8.e., above. 

Source:  Project Application/Plans and San Mateo County GIS Resource Maps. 

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

   X 

Discussion:  The project will not physically interfere with an adopted emergency plan.  The project 
site is located in a developed coastal area and is served by emergency response agencies such as 
the Coastside Fire Protection District and the San Mateo County Sheriff’s Department. 

Source:  Project Application/Plans and San Mateo County GIS Resource Maps. 

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

   X 

Discussion:  The project site is not located within a wildland urban interface area nor is the project 
site within a designated moderate, high, or very high fire severity zone. 

Source:  Project Application/Plans and San Mateo County GIS Resource Maps. 

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

  X  

Discussion:  Reference response to Section 7.f., above. 

Source:  FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map. 

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

  X  

Discussion:  Reference response to Section 7.f., above. 

Source:  FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map. 

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

  X  
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Discussion:  Reference response to Section 7.f., above. 

Source:  FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map. 

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

  X  

Discussion:  Regarding seiche and tsunami, the risk of these are low as the project is not located 
near a lake or along a shoreline. Regarding mudflows, the site and vicinity area are relatively flat and 
would not be impacted by mudflows as generated from upslope areas.   

Source:  Project Application/Plans. 

 

9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.  Would the project: 

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impacts 

Significant 
Unless 

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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

  X  

Discussion:  The project, as proposed, would result in less than significant impact to stormwater 
quality upon implementation of mitigation measures indicated in Section 4.a above.  Regarding 
wastewater service to the project, see Section 17.a, above.  

Source:  Project Application/Plans 

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

   X 

Discussion:  The project will not involve direct use of groundwater as a domestic water source as 
the project site is located in a developed residential zone already serviced by Coastside County 
Water District (CCWD).  Coastside County Water District has verified the ability to provide domestic 
water service to this project. 
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Source:  Project Application/Plans. 

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

  X  

Discussion:  The project involves only minor grading (approximately 40 cubic yards associated with 
standard construction activities) and would not involve significant change in existing site topography.  
The project would not significantly alter site topography and would not impact the creek at the rear of 
the parcel due to the proposed 30-foot setback for development.  The project’s impervious areas will 
increase but proposed new drainage facilities (as shown on the project plans) would capture and 
filter increased site runoff flow and volume in compliance with the County’s Guidelines for Drainage 
Review. 

Source:  Project Application/Plans. 

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

  X  

Discussion:  Reference response to Section 9.c., above. 

Source:  Project Application/Plans. 

9.e. Create or contribute runoff water that 
would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems or 
provide significant additional sources of 
polluted runoff? 

  X  

Discussion:  Reference response to Section 9.c., above. 

Source:  Project Application/Plans and San Mateo County Drainage Policy. 

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

   X 

Discussion:  Reference response to Section 9.c., above. 

Source:  Project Application/Plans. 

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

  X  

Discussion:  Reference response to Section 9.c., above. 

Source:  Project Application/Plans. 
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10. LAND USE AND PLANNING.  Would the project: 

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impacts 

Significant 
Unless 

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

10.a. Physically divide an established 
community? 

   X 

Discussion:  The project involves development of a vacant parcel, or infilling, of an existing 
developed residential neighborhood that will not divide the established community. 

Source:  Project Application/Plans. 

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

  X  

Discussion:  Reference response to Section 1.f., above. 

Source:  Project Plans, San Mateo County General Plan and San Mateo Zoning Regulations. 

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

   X 

Discussion:  The project site is located adjacent to Arroyo de en Medio creek.  The Local Coastal 
Program regulates development adjacent to creeks.  Reference response to Section 4.a., above. 

Source:  California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Habitat Conservation Planning. 

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

   X 

Discussion:  The project does not involve the congregation of more than 50 people as the project is 
for a new single-family residence. 

Source:  Project Application/Plans. 

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

   X 

Discussion:  The proposed project would not result in the introduction of new activities in the area.  
The subject R-1 Zoning District permits single-family residential use and such use is established 
within the subject community. 

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

   X 

Discussion:  The addition of a new residence on the vacant parcel designated for residential use 
will not encourage off-site development as the project, including proposed utilities, will result in 
development of the subject parcel.  The project would be served by water and sewer services 
already provided in the area.  The project does not involve the establishment of new industry, 
commercial facilities or recreation activities. 

Source:  Project Plans and San Mateo County GIS Resource Maps. 

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

   X 

Discussion:  N/A.  The project does not create any permanent jobs in the area and provides one 
additional dwelling in the area.  Therefore, the project would not create a significant new demand for 
housing. 

Source:  Project Plans and San Mateo County GIS Resource Maps. 

 

11. MINERAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impacts 

Significant 
Unless 

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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

   X 

Discussion:  The project site is not located in an area known for mineral resources nor does the 
project involve mineral extraction. 

Source:  Project Plans and San Mateo County GIS Resource Maps. 

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

   X 

Discussion:  Reference response to Section 11.a, above. 

Source:  Project Plans and San Mateo County GIS Resource Maps. 
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12. NOISE.  Would the project result in: 

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impacts 

Significant 
Unless 

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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

  X  

Discussion:  While this project will not generate noise levels in excess of residential levels once 
implemented, during construction activities increased noise levels may occur.  However, noise 
sources associated with demolition, construction or grading of any real property are exempt from the 
County Noise Ordinance provided these activities occur during designated timeframes. 

Source:  Project Application/Plans and San Mateo County Noise Ordinance. 

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

  X  

Discussion:  Pile driving for pier foundations can be a potential source of excessive ground-borne 
vibration or ground-borne noise levels.  The Geotechnical Report recommends conventional spread 
footings and slabs-on-grade, and therefore does not involve pile driving.  Also, reference response 
to Section 12.a, above. 

Source:  Project Application/Plans and San Mateo County Noise Ordinance. 

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

   X 

Discussion:  Reference response to Section 12.a, above. 

Source:  Project Application/Plans and San Mateo County Noise Ordinance. 

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

  X  

Discussion:  Reference response to Section 12.a, above. 

Source:  Project Application/Plans and San Mateo County Noise Ordinance. 

12.e. For a project located within an airport 
land use plan or, where such a plan has 
not been adopted, within 2 miles of a 
public airport or public use airport, 

  X  
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exposure to people residing or working in 
the project area to excessive noise 
levels? 

Discussion:  The project site is located outside the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) 
airport noise exposure contours identified in the Half Moon Bay Airport Land Use Plan and is 
therefore not exposed to significant levels of aircraft noise. 

Source:  Project Application/Plans, San Mateo County Noise Ordinance and Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan (ALUCP). 

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

   X 

Discussion:  The project site is located within an existing single-family residential neighborhood and 
is not located within the vicinity of a private air strip. 

Source:  Project Application/Plans, San Mateo County Noise Ordinance and Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan (ALUCP). 

 

13. POPULATION AND HOUSING.  Would the project: 

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impacts 

Significant 
Unless 

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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

  X  

Discussion:  Reference response to Section 10.f, above.  The project involves the construction of 
only one new home and does not involve the establishment of a business nor the extension of a 
road. 

Source:  Project Application/Plans. 

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

   X 

Discussion:  The project does not displace housing but involves the construction of a new dwelling 
on a vacant parcel within an existing single-family residential area. 

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

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impacts 

Significant 
Unless 

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

14.a. Fire protection?   X  

14.b. Police protection?   X  

14.c. Schools?   X  

14.d. Parks?   X  

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

  X  

Discussion:  The current level of public services will not be significantly affected by the addition of 
one new single-family residence in the neighborhood. 

Source:  Project Application/Plans. 

 

15. RECREATION.  Would the project:   

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impacts 

Significant 
Unless 

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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

  X  

Discussion:  The project will not generate an increase in the use of existing recreational facilities 
beyond the service levels anticipated for the area. 

Source:  Project Application/Plans. 

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

   X 
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Discussion:  The project does not include any recreational facilities.  As described in Section 15.a, 
New or expanded recreational facilities will not be required by this project. 

Source:  Project Application/Plans. 

 

16. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC.  Would the project: 

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impacts 

Significant 
Unless 

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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

  X  

Discussion:  The proposed single-family residence will not significantly increase the vehicular or 
pedestrian traffic nor change their patterns in the area beyond the levels anticipated for the area. 

Source:  Project Plans and Field Observation. 

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

  X  

Discussion:  Reference response to Section 16.a, above. 

Source:  Project Plans and Field Observation. 

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:  N/A.  The project will not result in a change in air traffic patterns. 

Source:  Project Application/Plans and San Mateo County GIS Resource Maps. 
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16.d. Significantly increase hazards to a 
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible 
uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

  X   

Discussion:  The project includes pavement of the road shoulder for Miramar Drive and a new 
driveway accessed directly from Miramar Drive, which has been reviewed by the Department of 
Public Works and preliminarily approved. 

Source:  Project Plans and Field Observation. 

16.e. Result in inadequate emergency 
access? 

   X 

Discussion:  The project will not impact emergency access to the area.  Reference response to 
Section 8.g., above. 

Source:  Project Plans and Field Observation. 

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

  X   

Discussion:  No sidewalks are present in this area; however, pedestrians likely use road shoulders 
for access.  The project includes pavement of the road shoulder for Miramar Drive and a new 
driveway accessed directly from Miramar Drive, which has been reviewed by the Department of 
Public Works and preliminarily approved.  The project involves the development of residential uses 
on a residentially zoned parcel and would not conflict with pedestrian facilities or adopted policies, 
plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities. 

Source:  Project Plans and Field Observation. 

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

  X  

Discussion:  Reference response to Section 16.f, above. 

Source:  Project Plans and Field Observation. 

16.h. Result in inadequate parking capacity?   X  

Discussion:  The project complies with applicable County’s Parking Regulations, as it includes two 
on-site covered parking spaces. 

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

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impacts 

Significant 
Unless 

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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

   X 

Discussion:  The project site would be serviced by Granada Community Services District (GCSD) 
for sanitary sewer service.  GCSD has confirmed that it has the capacity to serve the project at the 
subject property.   Any increase in the total wastewater treatment by GCSD would be minimal 
associated with one new single-family dwelling and associated residents. 

Source:  Project Application/Plans. 

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

  X  

Discussion:  Reference response to Section 17.a, above. 

Source:  Project Application/Plans. 

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

  X  

Discussion:  Proposed new on-site drainage facilities would minimize the impacts of runoff to 
off-site areas and facilities.  Reference Section 9.c., above. 

Source:  Project Application/Plans. 

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

   X 

Discussion:  Reference response to Section 9.b., above. 

Source:  Project Application/Plans; Letter from CCWD dated August 14, 2014 and Letter from 
GCSD dated August 14, 2014. 
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17.e. Result in a determination by the waste-
water treatment provider which serves 
or may serve the project that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the project’s 
projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments? 

   X 

Discussion:  Reference response to Section 17.a, above. 

Source:  Project Application/Plans. 

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

   X 

Discussion:  The project site is located in a developed residential area already adequately serviced 
by GCSD, provides solid waste disposal service via an exclusive franchise agreement with Recology 
of the Coast.  Any increase in the total solid waste would be minimal associated with one new 
single-family dwelling and associated residents. 

Source:  Project Application/Plans; GCSD website. 

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

   X 

Discussion:  Reference response to Section 17.f., above. 

Source:  Project Application/Plans. 

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

  X  

Discussion:  Reference Section 7.a., above. 

Source:  Project Application/Plans. 

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

  X  

Discussion:  Reference response to Section 14 and Sections 17.a through 17.f, above. 

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

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impacts 

Significant 
Unless 

Mitigated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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

 X   

Discussion:  Yes, as discussed in Section 4.a., above, the project has the potential to impact plant 
and wildlife species in the area.  Implementation of mitigation measures included in this document 
would adequately reduce project impacts to less-than-significant levels. 

Source:  San Mateo County General Plan Sensitive Habitats Map. 

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

  X  

Discussion:  No cumulative effects are associated with this project.  The project involves a singular 
lot in an area of existing single-family homes.  While a few other homes in the Miramar area may be 
under construction at similar times, potentially significant cumulative impacts of this project in the 
areas of traffic and noise are not likely due to the site’s proximity from other undeveloped parcels 
and accessibility of these parcels from other streets in the area. 

Source:  Project Application/Plans. 

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

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

Source:  Project Application/Plans. 

 

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

 

AGENCY YES NO TYPE OF APPROVAL 

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

State Water Resources Control Board  X  

Regional Water Quality Control Board  X  

State Department of Public Health  X  

San Francisco Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission (BCDC)  X  

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)  X  

County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC)  X  

CalTrans  X  

Bay Area Air Quality Management District  X  

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  X  

California Coastal Commission  X Appealable to the Coastal 
Commission  

Sewer District:  Granada Community Services 
District  X  

Water District:  Coastside County Water District  X  

 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

 Yes No 

Mitigation measures have been proposed in project application. X  

Other mitigation measures are needed. X  

The following measures are included in the project plans or proposals pursuant to Section 
15070(b)(1) of the State CEQA Guidelines: 
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Mitigation Measure 1:  Any proposed vegetation removal, construction or project activities shall 
remain outside of the 30-foot setback to remain in compliance with the LCP. 

Mitigation Measure 2:  Trees or shrubs proposed for removal or trimming should be removed or 
trimmed during the bird non-nesting season (August 16 – February 14). 

Mitigation Measure 3:  In the event that tree or shrub removal or project activities are initiated 
during the nesting season (February 15 – August 15), a pre-construction nesting bird survey is 
recommended to avoid impacts to both special-status and non-special-status bird species. 

Mitigation Measure 4:  In the event that active nests are observed, a qualified biologist will 
determine the suitable buffers based upon nest location and bird species.  Buffers will be 
dependent upon species, nest location and project activities, but may range between 25-75 feet 
for passerine birds and up to 250 feet for raptors. 

Mitigation Measure 5:  Prior to the beginning of any construction or grading activities, the 
applicant shall implement the approved erosion and sediment control plan.  Erosion control 
measure deficiencies, as they occur, shall be immediately corrected.  The goal is to prevent 
sediment and other pollutants from leaving the project site and to protect all exposed earth 
surfaces from erosive forces.  Said plan shall adhere to the San Mateo Countywide 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program “General Construction and Site Supervision 
Guidelines,” including: 

a. Stabilizing all denuded areas and maintaining erosion control measures continuously 
between October 1 and April 30.  Stabilizing shall include both proactive measures, such 
as the placement of hay bales or coir netting, and passive measures, such as 
revegetating disturbed areas with plants propagated from seed collected in the 
immediate area. 

b. Storing, handling, and disposing of construction materials and wastes properly, so as to 
prevent their contact with stormwater. 

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

d. Using sediment controls or filtration to remove sediment when dewatering the site and 
obtaining all necessary permits. 

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

f. Delineating with field markers clearing limits, easements, setbacks, sensitive or critical 
areas, buffer zones, trees, and drainage courses.    

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

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

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

j. Limiting construction access routes and stabilizing designated access points. 

k. Avoiding tracking dirt or other materials off-site; cleaning off-site paved areas and 
sidewalks using dry sweeping methods. 
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l. The contractor shall train and provide instructions to all employees and subcontractors 
regarding the construction best management practices. 

m. The approved erosion and sediment control plan shall be implemented prior to the 
beginning of construction. 

Mitigation Measure 6:  The applicant shall implement erosion control measures prior to the 
beginning of grading or construction operations.  Such activities shall not commence until the 
associated building permit for the project has been issued. 

Mitigation Measure 7:  The applicant shall include an erosion and sediment control plan to 
comply with the County’s Erosion Control Guidelines on the plans submitted for the building 
permit.  This plan shall identify the type and location of erosion control measures to be 
installed upon the commencement of construction in order to maintain the stability of the site 
and prevent erosion and sedimentation off-site.  The erosion control plan shall provide for the 
protection of willow stands and existing vegetation to remain using a barrier as approved by a 
professional biologist.  The fence shall remain in place during all land disturbance, grading 
and construction activities.   

Mitigation Measure 8:  A tree protection zone is required for the existing trees to remain and 
shall be established according to the following standards: 

a. Establish and maintain tree protection zones throughout the entire length of the project. 

b. Delineate tree protection zones using 4-foot tall orange plastic fencing supported by poles 
pounded into the ground, located at the driplines as described in the arborist’s report. 

c. Maintain tree protection zones free of equipment and materials storage; contractors shall 
not clean any tools, forms or equipment within these areas. 

d. Should any large roots or large masses of roots need to be cut, the roots shall be inspected 
by a certified arborist or registered forester prior to cutting as required in the arborist’s report. 
Any root cutting shall be monitored by an arborist or forester and documented. Roots to be cut 
should be severed cleanly with a saw or toppers. A tree protection verification letter from the 
certified arborist shall be submitted to the Planning Department within five (5) business days 
from site inspection following root cutting. 

e. Normal irrigation shall be maintained, but oaks should not need summer irrigation, unless 
the arborist’s report directs specific watering measures to protect trees. 

f. Street tree trunks should be wrapped with straw wattles, orange fence and 2 x4 boards in 
concentric layers to a height of six feet. 
Mitigation Measure 9:  If concentrations of prehistoric or historic-era materials are encountered 
during project activities, all work in the immediate vicinity stop until a qualified archaeologist can 
evaluate the finds and make recommendations. 
Mitigation Measure 10:  The project applicant or archaeologist shall immediately notify the 
Current Planning Section of any discoveries made and shall provide the Current Planning Section 
with a copy of the archaeologist’s report and recommendations prior to any further grading or 
construction activity in the vicinity. 

Mitigation Measure 11:  A discovery of a paleontological specimen during any phase of the 
project shall result in a work stoppage in the vicinity of the find until it can be evaluated by a 
professional paleontologist.  Should loss or damage be detected, additional protective measures 
or further action (e.g., resource removal), as determined by a professional paleontologist, shall be 
implemented to mitigate the impact. 
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Midcoast Community Council 
An elected Advisory Council to the San Mateo County Board of Supervisors 

representing Montara, Moss Beach, El Granada, Princeton, and Miramar
P.O. Box 248, Moss Beach, CA  94038-0248   -   www.MidcoastCommunityCouncil.org 

       Chris Johnson   Lisa Ketcham   Dan Haggerty   Erin Deinzer   Dave Olson   Laura Stein   Claire Toutant 
Chair               Vice-Chair           Secretary          Treasurer 

Date:     June 8, 2016 

To:   Dennis Aguirre, Project Planner 

Cc:    Camille Leung, SMC Planning Dept. 
   Renée Ananda, CA Coastal Commission staff 

From:    Midcoast Community Council/ Chris Johnson, Chair 

Subject:  PLN2016-00014, new single family dwelling at 365 Miramar Dr 
The rear of this parcel extends well into Arroyo de en Medio, as indicated on the site plan by 
“top of bank” and the irregular northern lot line which indicates the location of the creek 
channel in 1907.  The creek channel has since migrated toward the south side of the arroyo 
(see MCC comments of this date on PLN2015-00152), but its current location is not indicated 
on the site plan, nor are there any elevations showing the steep drop-off from “top of bank” to 
the wide sandy creek bed directly below. 

Arroyo de en Medio is a riparian corridor filled with arroyo willows between 3rd and 4th Ave, 
extending to slightly beyond the “top of bank” and providing an unbroken wall of willow 
foliage at the rear of the subject parcel. The creek setback should be from the limit of riparian 
vegetation rather than the outdated centerline of the creek.  

The Nov 2015 Biotic Report by Charles Patterson for this project omits any mention of the 
native arroyo willows, and by its analysis, the entire Pillar Point fresh water marsh would be 
discounted as worthless habitat.  Compare this oversight to the Jan 2016 WRA Bio Report 
for PLN2015-00152 located across the arroyo and upstream one parcel.  The WRA report 
calls out the arroyo willow scrub plant community at the end of 3rd Ave and downstream 
along Arroyo de en Medio:  

“Arroyo willow canopy is over 50 percent cover and considered a riparian corridor and 
Sensitive Habitat Area per the LCP…  For intermittent streams, the LCP requires a 
buffer 30 feet outward from the limit of riparian vegetation…  The limit of riparian 
vegetation is defined as the dripline of the arroyo willows.” 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.  Please send the NegDec as soon as it 
is available. 

ATTACHMENT H
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December 30, 2016 

Tom Carey Realty 
1580 Laurel Street, Suite C 
San Carlos, CA 94070 

Re:  Limit of Riparian Habitat Reassessment for APN 048-054-120, Miramar Drive, 
Miramar, San Mateo County, California 

Dear Mr. Carey, 

The purpose of this letter is to inform you of the results of the limit of riparian habitat 
reassessment at an undeveloped parcel (APN 048-054-120) located on Miramar Drive in 
Miramar, San Mateo County, California (Study Area).  Construction of a residence is proposed 
on the parcel (Project).  An initial site assessment and mapping of Environmentally Sensitive 
Habitat Areas (ESHAs) as defined by the San Mateo County Local Coastal Program (LCP) was 
conducted on September 27, 2016, and is described in a letter dated October 19, 2016.  The 
purpose of this reassessment is to determine if willow pruning which occurred prior to the initial 
site visit may have affected the riparian vegetation boundary mapped on September 2016, and 
if deemed appropriate, provide recommendations on adjustments to the boundary and 
associated setback. 

A figure is provided as Attachment A, and photographs depicting the current Study Area 
conditions are provided in Attachment B. 

Methods 

A photograph of the Study Area dated April 2016 and prior to willow pruning was reviewed by 
WRA biologists Erich Schickenberg (wetland and plant ecologist) and Patricia Valcarcel 
(associate biologist).  Historical aerial imagery was reviewed by Francis Hourigan (GIS 
Technician).  An additional site visit to the Study Area was made on December 23, 2016, by 
Erich Schickenberg who also conducted the initial site visit and mapped the limit of riparian 
vegetation in September 2016. 

The area of arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis) scrub associated with the Arroyo de en Medio 
riparian corridor and situated in the north portion of the parcel was the focus of the additional 
site visit.  The northern portion of the Study Area was traversed on foot by the WRA biologist 
and examined for evidence that the edge of riparian vegetation extended beyond what was 
mapped in September 2016 based on the April 2016 photograph and current conditions.  
Measurements of current conditions were taken with a tape measure to provide additional data 
for comparison with the data gathered in September using a hand-held GPS, the April 
photograph, and aerial images of the area prior to willow pruning.  For the purposes of this 
assessment, the limit of riparian vegetation is defined as the dripline of the arroyo willows to 
encompass the riparian corridor and sensitive habitat as defined in the LCP.   

ATTACHMENT J
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Results 
 
Field-Based Review of Site Conditions 
 
Based on a review of the photograph dated April 2016 and the additional measurements taken 
in December, it is WRA’s professional opinion that the edge of the riparian corridor in the Study 
Area is predominantly consistent with the results of the initial site assessment in September 
2016.  Although pruning was conducted prior to the September site visit, pruning was restricted 
to lower branches and did not affect the top of the willow canopy.  The dripline from the willow 
canopy defined the limit of the riparian corridor, and this dripline was mapped during the 
September site visit.   
 
The majority of the riparian corridor mapped in September is considered accurately mapped 
except one area immediately adjacent to the ornamental fruit tree situated in the northwest 
portion of the Study Area.  In this area, photographs, aerial images, and measurements taken in 
the field indicate that, prior to pruning, the willow canopy extended approximately two feet 
farther to the southeast than what was initially mapped.  Photographs taken before the initial site 
visit indicate that the willow canopy came within approximately three feet of the trunk of the 
ornamental fruit tree.  Measurements taken on December 23, 2016 indicate a distance of five 
feet between the riparian corridor edge mapped in September and the trunk of the ornamental 
fruit tree.  This minor discrepancy in measurement of two feet supports the accuracy of the initial 
mapping effort based on the willow canopy despite the pruning.  This discrepancy is limited to 
the area of the fruit tree.  In the northeast, a willow trunk which extends beyond the willow 
canopy dripline but is contiguous with the corridor was included in the riparian corridor mapped 
in September.  Therefore, the limit of the riparian corridor in the northeast is believed to be 
accurately reflected in the September mapping effort.   
 
Pursuant to the LCP, riparian corridors are defined as an association of plant and animal 
species containing at least 50 percent cover of the following species: red alder, jaumea, 
pickleweed, big leaf maple, narrow-leaf cattail, arroyo willow, broadleaf cattail, horsetail, creek 
dogwood, black cottonwood, and box elder.  Portions of the arroyo willow scrub that, based on 
the pre-pruning photographs and observations in the field, did not meet the criterion of at least 
50 percent cover were not mapped as part of the riparian corridor.  Willow sprouts separated 
from the willow canopy dripline observed on December 23, 2016, did not meet the 50 percent 
cover criteria for inclusion in the riparian corridor; therefore, the limit of riparian corridor was 
determined to be accurate in regards to new willow sprouts observed in the northeast portion of 
the Study Area. 
 
Based on measurements taken on December 23, 2016 and what is shown in the pre-pruning 
photographs, it is estimated that the edge of riparian vegetation near the ornamental fruit tree, 
prior to pruning, extended approximately two feet beyond what was initially mapped in 
September.  A figure depicting the revised limit of the riparian corridor and associated setback 
per the LCP is attached (Attachment A). 
 
Aerial Imagery Review 
 
Several recent historical aerial images of the Study Area from 2013 and 2014 were reviewed 
from sources including National Agriculture Imagery Program (NAIP), Bing Maps, and Google 
Earth.  Aerial imagery proved to not be a useful resource for sub-meter analysis based upon 
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inaccuracies with imagery when GPS-derived data is overlain.  This is because high resolution 
spatially referenced formats are not available from Google Earth and Bing Maps.  Additional 
benchmark data taken to align environmental data with surveyor and architect data files 
including fenceline and edge of pavement could not be accurately aligned with aerial imagery.  
Inconsistent alignment of the GPS-data on the imagery resulted in an inability to properly 
compare the September 2016 limit of riparian corridor to historical limits.  This includes the 
inaccuracy of the aerial image (Google Earth) used in the original riparian corridor and setbacks 
figure included in the October 19, 2016 letter.  Aerial images included in figures are for general 
representation of the Study Area only.  In addition, the highest quality resolution with spatially 
referenced data (NAIP 2014) in which imagery aligned most accurately with benchmark data 
has the Study Area cast in shadows of adjacent trees which limits potential for sub-meter 
comparisons.  The NAIP 2014 imagery is shown in the revised riparian corridor and setback 
figure (Attachment A).  Therefore, the most relevant and accurate data is the GPS-derived data 
upon which the riparian corridor setbacks and Project design are based. 
 
Summary 
 
Based upon a review of the previously mapped riparian corridor limit, photographs, and a site 
visit to the Study Area on December 23, 2016, it was determined that the majority of the riparian 
corridor boundary is consistent with the boundary mapped during the initial September 2016 site 
assessment.  Pruning was limited to the lower canopy and did not affect upper canopy cover 
upon which the limit of the riparian corridor was mapped.  However,  in the area immediately 
adjacent to the ornamental fruit tree a minor adjustment is noted, and it is estimated that, prior 
to pruning, the arroyo willow canopy extended approximately two feet farther to the southeast.  
This change in the location of the edge of riparian vegetation and associated 30-foot setback is 
shown in Attachment A. 
 
Please feel free to contact me with any questions you may have. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Patricia Valcarcel 
Associate Wildlife Biologist 
 
 
Enclosures:  

Attachment A – Revised Riparian Corridor Limit and Setbacks Figure 
Attachment B - Study Area Photographs  
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Attachment A. Revised Riparian Corridor Limit and Associated Setback
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Attachment B 
 

Representative Photographs 
 



View of arroyo willow canopy facing southwest showing upper canopy not pruned.  Upper canopy 

dripline was mapped on September 27, 2016.  Photograph taken December 23, 2016. 

Appendix B.  Site Photographs 1 



View facing southwest of riparian vegetation and ornamental fruit tree. This photo shows the epicormic 
branches at the bottom of the frame do not meet the 50 percent canopy cover definition of riparian 
corridor vegetation; however, willow trunks extending into the upland habitat were included in the 
riparian corridor boundary mapped on September 27, 2016.  Photograph taken December 23, 2016. 

Attachment B.  Site Photographs 2 
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