
COUNTY OF SAN MATEO 
PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT 

 
 

DATE:  July 27, 2016 
 
TO: Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Planning Staff 
 
SUBJECT: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:  Consideration of a Certification of an Initial 

Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration, a Coastal Development Permit, 
a Design Review, and a Certificate of Compliance (Type B) to allow 
construction of a new 2,200 sq. ft. single-family residence, on a 
6,350 sq. ft. undeveloped parcel, located on San Carlos Avenue in the 
El Granada area of San Mateo County.  This project is appealable to the 
California Coastal Commission. 

 
 County File Number:  PLN 2016-00011 
 
 
PROPOSAL 
 
The applicant proposes to legalize the subject parcel which is located within the 
mapped buffer zone of the Montecito Riparian Corridor and to construct a new 
2,200 sq. ft. single-family residence, including minimal grading and no tree removal. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
That the Planning Commission certify the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
(IS/MND) and approve the Coastal Development Permit, Design Review, and Certificate 
of Compliance (Type B), County File Number PLN 2016 00011. 
 
SUMMARY 
 
Setting:  The project site is undeveloped and zoned for single-family residential use and 
borders other single-family development.  The parcel is directly accessible from San 
Carlos Avenue, a County-maintained and improved roadway, with water and sanitary 
infrastructure located within the road right-of-way and available services.  The project 
biological report identified an unnamed intermittent drainage channel that flows 
southbound, approximately 300 feet west of the project site. 
 
General Plan Compliance:  The project is consistent with applicable General Plan 
policies, Urban Land Use Policy 7.16 (Land Use Objectives for Urban Area), Urban 
Land Use Policy 7.17 (Appropriate Land Use Designations for Urban Areas), and Urban 
Land Use Policy 8.30 (Infilling).  The proposed single-family residence is located within 
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a developed urban residential area of El Granada that is designated for medium density 
residential land use. 
 
Local Coastal Program (LCP) Compliance: 
The project complies with applicable LCP Policies 1.23 (Timing of New Housing 
Development), 1.29(d) (Legalizing Parcels), 7.12 (Permitted Uses in Buffer Zones), 
7.13 (Performance Standards in Buffer Zones), 8.12 (Application of Design Review 
Standards), and 8.13 (Special Design Guidelines for Midcoast).  The Coastside Design 
Review Committee (CDRC) recommended approval of this project on April 19, 2016, 
with conditions to achieve compliance with applicable Design Standards.  Regarding 
policies pertaining to sensitive habitat, while the MRC’s mapped buffer zone bisects the 
parcel, the applicant’s biologist found that the unnamed perennial blue-line stream is 
located approximately 300 feet west of the project site, whereby the site is separated 
from this riparian buffer zone by adjacent residential development.  Therefore, there are 
no areas of riparian buffer zone at the project site.  With proposed mitigation measures 
to be implemented upon construction, the project is compliant with applicable LCP 
Riparian Corridor Policies 7.7 through 7.13. 
 
Certificate of Compliance:  As required by both the County Subdivision Regulations and 
cited LCP Policy, a Certificate of Compliance (Type B) is required to legalize the subject 
parcel, since its initial deed conveyance did not occur until 1955. 
 
Zoning and Design Review Compliance:  The project complies with the R-1/S-17 Zoning 
Regulations, including those regarding parcel size, setbacks, lot coverage, floor area, 
height, and parking requirements.  As previously stated, the project was found to 
comply with the Design Review Standards pursuant to the CDRC’s recommendation for 
approval and associated conditions. 
 
CEQA Compliance:  Due to the project site’s location within the buffer zone of the MRC, 
an Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) was prepared and circulated 
from July 1, 2016 through July 20, 2016.  The implementation of mitigation measures 
included in the IS/MND, which have been incorporated as conditions of the project 
approval and have been agreed to by the applicant, would mitigate any potentially 
significant effects to the MRC and the surrounding environment. 
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COUNTY OF SAN MATEO 
PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT 

 
 

DATE:  July 27, 2016 
 
TO: Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Planning Staff 
 
SUBJECT: Consideration of a Certification of an Initial Study/Mitigated Negative 

Declaration, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, a 
Coastal Development Permit, a Design Review, and a Certificate of 
Compliance (Type B), pursuant to Section 6328.4 and 6565.3 of the 
County Zoning Regulations and Section 7134.2 of the County Subdivision 
Regulations, respectively, to legalize a 6,350 sq. ft. undeveloped parcel 
and to allow construction of a 2,200 sq. ft. single-family residence located 
on San Carlos Avenue in the El Granada area of San Mateo County.  The 
project is appealable to the California Coastal Commission. 

 
 County File Number:  PLN 2016-00011 (Lang) 
 
 
PROPOSAL 
 
The applicant proposes to legalize the subject parcel, which is located within the 
mapped buffer zone of the Montecito Riparian Corridor, and construct a new 
2,200 sq. ft., two-story single-family residence.  No trees are proposed for removal 
and the project involves only minor grading.  The site would have direct access from 
San Carlos Avenue.  Because the subject parcel must be legalized prior to the approval 
of permits for any development, a Certificate of Compliance (Type B) is required as part 
of this application to comply with the County Subdivision Regulations. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
That the Planning Commission certify the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
and approve the Coastal Development Permit, Design Review, and Certificate of 
Compliance (Type B) (County File Number PLN 2016-00011), by making the required 
findings and adopting the conditions of approval identified in Attachment A. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Report Prepared By:  Kimberly Smith, Project Planner, Telephone 650/363-4582 
 
Applicant/Owner:  Justin Lang 
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Location:  San Carlos Avenue, El Granada 
 
APN:  047-105-240 
 
Size:  6,350 sq. ft. 
 
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 District/Coastal 
Development) 
 
General Plan Designation:  Medium Density Residential (6.1 - 8.7 dwelling units/net 
acre) 
 
Parcel Legality:  Lot 6, Block 77, “Plat of Subdivision No. 5 of Granada,” recorded in 
San Mateo County Records on December 7, 1908, in Book 6 at Page 50.  Legalization 
of this lot is the purpose of this application and is discussed in Section A.4 of this report. 
 
Existing Land Use:  Vacant 
 
Water Supply:  Coastside County Water District (CCWD) 
 
Sewage Disposal:  Granada Community Services District (GCSD) 
 
Flood Zone:  FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map designation indicates parcel as Zone X, 
Areas of 0.2% Annual Chance of Flood, Community Panel No. 06081C0138E, dated 
October 16, 2012. 
 
Environmental Evaluation:  Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration, circulated 
July 1, 2016 through July 20, 2016. 
 
Setting:  The current vacant parcel is nearly rectangular in shape located on the 
southerly side of San Carlos Avenue (a paved County-maintained roadway between 
Montecito and Paloma Avenues).  The parcel is bordered by an adjacent vacant parcel 
to the east, as well as two vacant parcels across the street, but otherwise borders 
single-family residences built mostly during the 1980s through the 1990s.  There are 
two residences (built in 1989 and 1998) on the south side of San Carlos Avenue 
between the subject parcel and the Montecito Riparian Corridor (MRC).  The MRC is 
located about 300 feet to the west, which runs generally parallel to Montecito Avenue.  
Sanitary and water utility lines are located within the San Carlos Avenue right-of-way. 
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Chronology: 
 
Date  Action 
 
January 2016 - Subject Application Submitted 
 
March 2016 - Referrals sent out to Review Agencies 
 
March 2016 - Application Deemed Complete 
 
April 2016 - Reviewed by CDRC, Recommendation of Approval 
 
May 2016 - IS/MND Preparation 
 
June 30, 2016 - IS/MND Notice of Intent to Adopt Posted 
 
July 1, 2016 - - IS/MND Review Period 
July 20, 2016 
 
July 27, 2016 - Planning Commission Meeting 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
A. KEY ISSUES 
 
 1. Conformance with the General Plan 
 
  The proposed residential addition is consistent with the General Plan’s 

Medium-Density Residential Urban (6.1 - 8.7 units/net acre) land 
use designation for the site; the proposed single-family residence on a 
6,350 sq. ft. parcel is well within this allowed density range.  The General 
Plan designates the Montara-Moss Beach-El Granada area as an existing 
Urban Community.  As the project is located within a generally developed 
medium to high density residential neighborhood, the project complies with 
the Land Use Objectives for Urban Communities, which direct the County to 
provide a mix of residential, commercial, and industrial land uses in the 
area. 

 
  Upon review of the applicable provisions of the General Plan, staff has 

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

 
  Urban Land Use Policy 7.16 (Land Use Objectives for Urban Area) requires 

the land use designations for Urban Areas to meet the following applicable 
objectives:  (1) maximize the efficiency of public facilities, services and 
utilities, (2) minimize energy consumption, (3) encourage the orderly 
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formation and development of local government agencies, (4) protect and 
enhance the natural environment, (5) revitalize existing developed areas, 
and (6) discourage urban sprawl.  The project complies with this policy, as it 
will utilize established services and utilities already in place and available.  
Mitigation measures have been established and agreed upon by the 
applicant that will protect and enhance the natural environment.  The project 
is an infill lot which will address the objective to revitalize existing developed 
areas while discouraging urban sprawl. 

 
  Urban Land Use Policy 7.17 (Appropriate Land Use Designations for Urban 

Areas) deems the following land uses as appropriate land use designations 
for Urban Areas:  (1) Residential, (2) Commercial, (3) Office, (4) Industrial, 
(5) Airport, (6) Institutional (7) Recreation, and (8) General Open Space.  
The project complies with this policy, as it is a single-family residence 
consistent with the Residential land use designation. 

 
  Urban Land Use Policy 8.30 (Infilling) encourages the infilling of urban areas 

where infrastructure and services are available.  The project complies with 
this policy, as the subject site is located within a developed residential area 
of El Granada. 

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

Wastewater Policy 11.5 (Wastewater Management in Urban Areas) require 
consideration of water systems as the preferred method of water supply and 
sewerage systems as the appropriate method of wastewater management 
in urban areas, respectively.  The Coastside County Water District (CCWD) 
and the Granada Community Services District (GCSD) are the water and 
sewer service providers for this urban area.  Both districts have confirmed 
that their respective service connections are available for this site. 

 
 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 complies with applicable 
Local Coastal Program (LCP) Policies, elaborated as follows: 

 
  a. Location 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.  
The project complies with this policy as the subject property is within 
the existing Granada No.5 Subdivision (recorded in 1908) in the urban 
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area of El Granada, where public facilities, services, and utilities are 
available. 

 
   Policy 1.20 (Definition of Infill) defines as the development of vacant 

land in urban areas that is subdivided and zoned for development 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 within the existing Granada No.5 Subdivision 
(recorded in 1908) in the urban area of El Granada, in an area 
designated for Medium Density Residential (2.1 to 6.0 dwelling 
units/acre), where public facilities, services, and utilities are available. 

 
   LCP Policy 1.29(d) (Legalizing Parcels) states that when issuing a 

Certificate of Compliance (CoC) Type B to legalize parcels pursuant to 
Section 66499.35(b) of the California Government Code, wherein 
parcels were illegally created without government review and 
approval, a Coastal Development Permit is required.  For undeveloped 
parcels created before the Coastal Act of 1976, a Coastal 
Development Permit may be granted to legalize the parcel if the parcel 
configuration will not have any substantial adverse impacts on coastal 
resources.  The subsequent discussions further elaborate 
conformance with policies that protect coastal resources. 

 
   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 2016 calendar 
year will not exceed this limit, based on total applications in 2015 and 
estimates of current applications for building permits received thus far 
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 H), a portion of the Montecito Riparian Corridor, 
associated with the drainage as mapped, is located on a southern 
portion of the site.  A Biological Constraints and Environmentally 
Sensitive Habitat Areas Assessment (Biological Report), dated 
August 14, 2015, was prepared by WRA Environmental Consultants, 
included as Attachment B of the IS/MND.  The Biological Report 
identified an unnamed intermittent drainage channel that flows 
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southbound, approximately 300 feet west of the project site.  Based 
upon a review of databases and a site visit to the project site on 
July 24, 2015, the Biological Report concludes that no sensitive 
habitats, including wetlands or waters, are present within the project 
site.  The proposed project is outside of riparian setbacks. 

 
   Willows within the project site are separated from the area of the 

riparian buffer zone by adjacent residential developments.  Non-
riparian red willow woodland is comprised of red willow (40% cover) 
with an understory of thimbleberry (Rubus parviflora), Himalayan 
blackberry, and poison oak.  The area beneath the trees did not 
contain any indicators of flow such as sediment sorting, culverts, or 
water marks.  The red willow woodland was determined not to be 
riparian in nature because of its separation from the riparian corridor 
by houses and other structures; the low percent cover of willow does 
not meet the LCP requirements; and the lack of soil or hydrology 
indicators relating the willows to any waters or water features.1  
Therefore, non-riparian red willow woodland within the project site is 
not considered to be a sensitive community and does not require a 
buffer. 

 
   Regarding animal life and habitat, although the biological report 

determined that the project has the potential to impact two special 
status bird species, and these bird species have potential to nest 
within this area, they are not considered rare or endangered by the 
state.  The site, project site, and any potential bird nests are protected 
under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.  All other sensitive biological 
communities located near the subject property, including riparian and 
wetland habitats, are beyond the required 30-ft. buffer zone.  No rare, 
endangered or unique species are anticipated to be impacted by the 
proposed project. 

 
   Regarding plant life and habitat, no sensitive vegetation communities 

were observed within the project site.  However, two vegetation 
communities may be affected by the proposed project:  non-riparian 
red willow woodland and ruderal/disturbed habitat.  Ruderal/disturbed 
habitat will be permanently and temporarily disturbed by the 
construction of a residence.  Current plans indicate no removal of the 
willow trees that occur in the project site.  As required by Condition 
No. 9, tree protection requirements during construction would protect 
non-riparian red willow woodland from damage during construction. 

 

                                            
1 The Biological Report found that red willows within the project site comprise of only 40% cover and do 
not meet the 50% cover requirement to be considered riparian per the LCP.  Therefore, the red willow 
trees located within the project site are not covered under the LCP and do not require a buffer. 
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   As discussed in the IS/MND, mitigation measures to mitigate any 
potentially significant effects are shown below and included as 
Condition Numbers 1 and 2. 

 
   Mitigation Measure 1:  Any proposed trimming or removal of trees 

shall occur only during non-nesting bird season (September 1 - 
February 14), to the extent feasible.  In the event of any removal of 
vegetation and/or project grading- and construction-related activities 
occurring during the nesting season (February 15 - August 31), the 
applicant shall conduct a pre-construction nesting bird survey in order 
to document and establish population size and protection measures, 
respectively. 

 
   Mitigation Measure 2:  In the event that nests are observed within the 

project site, buffers shall be established as determined by a qualified 
biologist, depending on the types of species observed, project grading 
and construction activities occurring, and nest locations, to include 
25- to 75-ft. buffers for passerine birds and up to 250-ft. buffers for 
raptors. 

 
   LCP Policy 7.11 (Establishment of Buffer Zone) requires a buffer 

zone of at least 30 feet outward from the limit of riparian vegetation 
for intermittent streams.  Where no riparian vegetation exists, buffer 
zones along intermittent streams extend 30 feet from the stream 
midpoint.  While the County’s Montecito Riparian Corridor Map 
prepared in 2014 show a potential buffer zone area running through 
the center of the subject site, the Biological Report estimates that the 
unnamed perennial blue-line stream is located approximately 300 feet 
west of the project site, whereby the site is separated from this riparian 
buffer zone by adjacent residential development.  Therefore, there are 
no areas of riparian buffer zone at the project site. 

 
   LCP Policy 7.34 (Rare and Endangered Species - Permit Conditions) 

requires submittal of a biological report that assesses the presence or 
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 two Special-Status and 
several non-special-status bird species have potential to nest within 
the project site.  Project compliance with Mitigation Measures 1 and 2 
would reduce potential project impact to a less than significant impact 
level. 

 
  c. Visual Resources Component 
 
   LCP Policy 8.12(a) (General Regulations) applies the Design Review 

Zoning District to urbanized areas of the Coastal Zone, which includes 
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El Granada.  The project is, therefore, subject to Section 6565.20 of 
the Zoning Regulations.  As discussed in Section 3.b. of this report, 
the Coastside Design Review Committee (CDRC) considered this 
project at their meeting of April 19, 2016, and determined it is in 
compliance with applicable Design Review Standards and 
recommended approval with conditions. 

 
   LCP Policy 8.13 (Special Design Guidelines for Coastal Communities) 

establishes design guidelines for Montara, Moss Beach, El Granada, 
and Miramar.  The proposed home complies with these guidelines as 
follows, as discussed in Section 3.b. of this report. 

 
 3. Conformance with the Zoning Regulations 
 
  a. Conformance with R-1/S-17 District Development Standards 
 
   The proposal complies with the property’s R-1/S-17 Zoning 

Designation, as described in the following table: 
 

 S-17 Development 
Standards 

Proposed 

Minimum Site Area 5,000 sq. ft. 6,350 sq. ft. (existing) 

Maximum Floor Area 2,650 sq. ft. 2,200 sq. ft. 

Maximum Building Site 
Coverage 

1,750 sq. ft. (35% max.) 1,260 sq. ft. (20.3 %) 

Minimum Front Setback 20 ft. 9 ft. - 5 in. * 

Minimum Rear Setback 20 ft. 57 ft. - 11 in. 

Minimum Right and Left 
Side Setbacks (Combined 
Side Yard Setback) 

Minimum 5 ft. on each 
side with Combined 15 ft. 
total 

Right:  8 ft. - 5 in. 
Left:  8 ft. - 7 in. 
Combined:  17 ft. - 1 in. 

Maximum Building Height 28 ft. 28 ft. 

Minimum Covered Parking 2 spaces 2 spaces 

Façade Articulation Finding by CDRC Complies 

* Note:  Complies pursuant to SMC Zoning Regulations, Chapter 22, ARTICLE 3.  
YARDS:  GENERAL PROVISIONS AND EXCEPTIONS, SEC. 6411 (a).Where the 
slope of the front half of the lot is greater than one (1) foot rise or fall in a distance of 
seven (7) feet from the established street elevation at the property line, or where the 
elevation of the lot at the street line is five (5) feet or more above or below the 
established street elevation, a garage or carport, attached or detached, may be built 
to the front line.  Such garage shall hold the side yard setbacks required for the main 
building and a maximum height specified for such carports and garages by the district, 
or when not specified by the district, a maximum height of 28 feet. 

 
   The proposed two-story single-family residence meets the zoning 

district standards and includes a design, scale, and size compatible 
with other residences located in the vicinity.  The general S-17 District 



9 

development standards requires a minimum front yard setback of 
20 feet, except when the property qualifies under the Yards General 
Exceptions regulation due to the slope of the front half of the lot being 
greater than one (1) foot rise or fall in a distance of 7 feet from the 
established street elevation at the property line.  This exception does 
apply to the proposed project site and will therefore allow an attached 
or detached garage to be built to the front property line providing a 
zero-foot minimum front yard setback.  The subject property is 
proposing a 9 ft. -5 in. front yard setback and is therefore in 
compliance with this standard. 

 
  b. Conformance with Design Review Standards 
 
   The project was reviewed by the Coastside Design Review Committee 

on April 19, 2016.  They reviewed the design and found it to comply 
with the Community Design Manual Standards for Review and 
Section 6565.20 of the County Zoning Regulations, specifically 
elaborated with that Section’s applicable standards, as follows: 

 
   (1) The project design orients windows, entrances, decks, and 

balconies to minimize and mitigate direct views into neighboring 
houses and outdoor decks and patios. 

 
   (2) The roof form for the second story helps minimize the effect on 

views from neighboring houses. 
 
   (3) The project design minimizes unused, enclosed space between 

the lowest floor and the grade below. 
 
   (4) The project’s contemporary design uses building shapes and 

materials, including Hardie Board siding, stucco, and sloped 
roof, that complement other homes in the neighborhood and 
make the design compatible with the character of the area. 

 
 4. Conformance with Subdivision Regulations 
 
  A conditional Certificate of Compliance (CoC) Type B is required to legalize 

the subject parcel under the provisions of the County and State subdivision 
laws in effect at the time of parcel creation.  This process is required before 
or concurrent with the approval of any new development. 

 
  As a result of two 2007 court case decisions, the subject parcel’s legality 

must be confirmed because it is an undeveloped parcel of an antiquated 
subdivision.  In this case, the subject parcel comprises Lot 6, Block 77, of 
the “Plat of Subdivision No. 5 of Granada,” recorded on December 7, 1908.  
The County Subdivision Regulations, Section 7134, allow for either a 
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CoC (Type A) or CoC (Type B) to resolve and confirm a parcel’s legality.  
To qualify for a CoC (Type A) (pursuant to Section 7134.1), it must be 
confirmed that the subject parcel was first conveyed separately from any 
surrounding parcels prior to the County’s adoption of its first Subdivision 
Ordinance on July 15, 1945.  Otherwise, if such conveyance is determined 
to have occurred after that date, a CoC (Type B) (pursuant to Section 
7134.2) shall be required if no other basis for a Type A exists, as is the case 
with this application. 

 
  The submitted chain of title confirms that the subject parcel (consisting of 

Lot 6) was not conveyed by deed separately from any adjacent parcels until 
1955.  Only at that time was there a separate conveyance of the parcel from 
surrounding adjacent lots, thus triggering the need for the CoC (Type B).  
Section 7134.2.c allows for the approval and recordation of a CoC subject to 
a public hearing, and allows for the placement of conditions to ensure that 
development on the parcel complies with public health and safety standards. 

 
  Regarding the conditions of approval, Section 7134.2.c(a) of the County 

Subdivision Regulations states that the Community Development Director 
may impose “any conditions which would have been applicable at the time 
the applicant acquired his or her interest in the property, and which had 
been established at the time of the Map Act or the County Subdivision 
Regulations.”  In 1955, this area was zoned R-1 (Single-Family Residence) 
with 5,000 sq. ft. minimum lot sizes. 

 
  The roadway, sanitary, water distribution and energy infrastructure currently 

exists within the road right-of-way in this developed and improved area of 
El Granada.  Given these facts, there are no additional road or infrastructure 
improvements (typical of an urban subdivision) that must be required via 
conditions.  The only additional and applicable improvements (i.e., building 
permits, sewer/water connections and energy line laterals from the street to 
the proposed residence) will be required at the time of the submittal and 
issuance of the project’s associated building permit. 

 
  The approval of a Certificate of Compliance (Type B) therefore does not 

require the imposition of any unusual conditions to bring it into legal status. 
 
B. REVIEW BY THE MIDCOAST COMMUNITY COUNCIL 
 
 The Midcoast Community Council (MCC) responded to staff’s requests for 

comments and had no comments during the design review comment period.  
The Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) was sent to the MCC.  
They have been notified of the Planning Commission’s review of this project. 
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C. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
 
 Due to the subject site’s proximity to the Montecito Riparian Corridor, a Mitigated 

Negative Declaration has been prepared for the project, pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  The Initial Study/Mitigated Negative 
Declaration (see Attachment H) was released on June 30, 2016.  The review 
period began on July 1, 2016 and ended on July 20, 2016.  Planning staff did not 
receive any comments during the review period, as of the writing of this report.  
Any comments received will be addressed at the public hearing.  In order to 
reduce biological, geologic, and cultural resource impacts to a less than significant 
level, six (6) mitigation measures have been included as part of the Conditions for 
Approval (see Attachment A). 

 
Biological Resources 
 

 Based upon a review of databases and a site visit to the project site on July 24, 
2015, the Biological Report concluded that no sensitive habitats are present within 
the project site.  No wetlands or waters are present within the project site, the 
proposed Project is outside riparian setbacks, and the tree species within the 
project site do not qualify as riparian habitat as defined in the LCP.  No special-
status plant species have potential to be present. 

 
As discussed in the IS/MND, mitigation measures to mitigate any potentially 
significant effects are shown below and included as Condition Numbers 1 and 2. 

 
 Cultural Resources 
 
 Staff obtained comments and recommendations from the California Historical 

Resources Information System (CHRIS) during the referral process.  According to 
CHRIS representatives, no record of any previous cultural resource studies were 
found for the proposed project area, and because the parcel itself is located on a 
steep slope, there is a low possibility of it containing unrecorded archaeological 
sites.  CHRIS recommended that staff contact Native American tribes regarding 
traditions, cultural, and religious heritage values.  Six (6) Native American tribes 
were contacted.  No additional comments or recommendations were provided 
outside of the recommendations that are already included as Mitigation Measure 
Nos. 3 through 5, and identified as Conditions of Approval Nos. 3 and 5. 

 
 Mitigation Measure 3:  The property owner, applicant, and contractors must be 

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

 
 Mitigation Measure 4:  If archaeological and/or cultural resources are 

encountered during grading or construction activities, work shall be temporarily 
halted in the vicinity within 30 feet of the discovered materials and workers shall 
avoid altering the materials and their context until a qualified professional 
archaeologist has evaluated the situation and provided appropriate 
recommendations.  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 5:  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. 

 
Geology and Soils 
 
 A Geotechnical Study (Report) prepared by Sigma Prime Geosciences, Inc., 

(Geotechnical Report), dated December 29, 2015, reviewed the potential for 
geological hazards that impact the site, considering the geological setting, and the 
soils encountered during the investigation.  The Geotechnical Report found that 
the potential for fault rupture, differential compaction, and liquefaction are low to 
nil.  Regarding ground shaking, the site is located in an active seismic area.  
Moderate to large earthquakes are probable along several active faults in the 
greater Bay Area over a 30- to 50-year design life.  Strong ground shaking should 
therefore be expected several times during the design life of the structure, as is 
typical for sites throughout the Bay Area.  The improvements should be designed 
and constructed in accordance with current earthquake resistance standards, as 
required by Mitigation Measure 6. 

 
 The Geotechnical Report concluded that the site is suitable for the proposed 

construction, provided the recommendations presented in the report are followed 
during design and construction. 

 
 As discussed in the IS/MND, Mitigation Measure 6 is shown below and included 

as a condition of approval to mitigate any potentially significant geologic hazards 
that could impact the site. 

 
 Mitigation Measure 6:  Prior to the issuance of a building permit for this project, 

the building permit application and plans shall demonstrate compliance with the 
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recommendations of the Geotechnical Study prepared by Sigma Prime 
Geosciences, Inc., dated December 29, 2015.  This approval applies only to the 
proposal as described in those plans, supporting materials, and reports submitted 
on January 12, 2016 and approved by the Planning Commission.  Minor revisions 
or modifications to the project may be made subject to the review and approval of 
the Community Development Director if they are consistent with the intent of and 
in substantial conformance with this approval. 

 
D. REVIEW BY THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
 
 The California Coastal Commission (CCC) did not forward a response to staff’s 

referral for this project during the design review comment period.  The IS/MND 
was sent to the CCC.  They were notified of the Planning Commission’s review of 
this project.  Since the CDP is appealable to the CCC, they will be duly notified of 
our final decision if applicable, which will initiate their appeal period. 

 
E. OTHER REVIEWING AGENCIES 
 
 Building Inspection Section 
 Department of Public Works 
 Coastside Fire Protection District 
 Coastside County Water District 
 Granada Community Services District 
 County Geotechnical Section 
 Midcoast Community Council 
 California Coastal Commission 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
A. Recommended Findings and Conditions of Approval 
B. Vicinity Map 
C. Project Plans 
D. Coastside Design Review Committee Decision Letter, dated May 10, 2016 
E. Site Photos 
F. Copy of 1908 Subdivision 
G. Montecito Riparian Corridor Map 
H. Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
I. Mitigation Concurrence Letter for Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
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Attachment A 
 

County of San Mateo 
Planning and Building Department 

 
RECOMMENDED FINDINGS AND CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

 
 
Permit or Project File Number:  PLN 2016-00011 Hearing Date:  July 27, 2016 
 
Prepared By: Kimberly Smith For Adoption By:  Planning Commission 
 Project Planner 
 
 
RECOMMENDED FINDINGS 
 
For the Environmental Review, Find: 
 
1. That the Planning Commission does hereby find that this Initial Study/Mitigated 

Negative Declaration reflects the independent judgment of San Mateo County. 
 
2. 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. 

 
3. That, on the basis of the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration, comments 

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

 
4. That the conditions of approval, which incorporate the mitigated measures 

identified in the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration and agreed to by the 
applicant, satisfy the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan requirements 
established by California Public Resources Code Section 21081.6. 

 
For the Conditional Certificate of Compliance (Type B), Find: 
 
5. That the processing of the Certificate of Compliance (CoC) (Type B) is in full 

conformance with the County Subdivision Regulations Section 7134 (Legalization 
of Parcels; Certificate of Compliance), particularly Section 7134.2(a), (b), and (c). 

 
6. That the processing of the Conditional CoC (Type B) is in full conformance with 

Government Code Section 66499 et seq. 
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For the Coastal Development Permit, Find: 
 
7. That the project, as described in the application and accompanying materials 

required by Section 6328.7 and as conditioned in accordance with Section 
6328.14, conforms to the plans, policies, requirements, and standards of the San 
Mateo County Local Coastal Program.  Based upon a review of databases and a 
site visit to the project site on July 24, 2015, the Biological Report concludes that 
no sensitive habitats, including wetlands or waters, are present within the project 
site.  The proposed project is outside of riparian setbacks. 

 
8. That the project conforms to the specific findings required by policies of the San 

Mateo County Local Coastal Program.  The project complies with policies 
pertaining to sensitive habitats.  The Coastside Design Review Committee 
(CDRC) considered this project at their meeting of April 19, 2016, and determined 
that the project is in compliance with applicable Design Review Standards, as 
required by LCP policies pertaining to visual resources. 

 
9. That the project conforms to the applicable policies of the Local Coastal Program 

(LCP) as discussed in the staff report.  Based upon a review of databases and a 
site visit to the project site on July 24, 2015, the Biological Report concludes that 
no sensitive habitats, including wetlands or waters, are present within the project 
site.  The proposed project is outside of riparian setbacks. 

 
For the Design Review Permit, Find: 
 
10. The project, as proposed and conditioned, has been reviewed under and found to 

be in compliance with 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: 

 
a. The design orients windows, entrances, decks, and balconies to minimize 

and mitigate direct views into neighboring houses and outdoor decks and 
patios  Condition No. 2.b requires that the rear plate be lowered to 8’6” in 
height with a slope of the roof to remain at the same angle (Section 
6565.20(C)2.a). 

 
 b. The design uses roof form for the second story which helps minimize the 

effect on views from neighboring houses.  Condition No. 2.a requires that a 
stone partial wall be added on the north side of the lower bedroom to extend 
upward six feet (6’) above the upper deck floor for privacy (Section 
6565.20(C) 2.b). 

 
 c. The design minimizes unused, enclosed space between the lowest floor and 

the grade below.  Condition No. 2.c requires that a lower-level deck 
configuration be added that transitions from the master bedroom to the rear 
and integrates with the existing side stairs (Section 6565.20(D)1.a). 
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 d. The architectural style and contemporary design use building shapes and 
materials, including Hardie Board siding, stucco, and sloped roof, that 
complement other homes in the neighborhood and make the design 
compatible with the character of the area (Section 6565.20(D)2.a). 

 
RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
 
Current Planning Section 
 
1. Mitigation Measure 1:  Any proposed trimming or removal of trees shall occur 

only during non-nesting bird season (September 1 - February 14) to the extent 
feasible.  In the event of any removal of vegetation and/or project grading- and 
construction-related activities occurring during the nesting season (February 15 - 
August 31), the applicant shall conduct a pre-construction nesting bird survey in 
order to document and establish population size and protection measures, 
respectively. 

 
2. Mitigation Measure 2:  In the event that nests are observed within the project 

site, buffers shall be established as determined by a qualified biologist, depending 
on the types of species observed, project grading and construction activities 
occurring, and nest locations, to include 25- to 75-ft. buffers for passerine birds 
and up to 250-ft. buffers for raptors. 

 
3 Mitigation Measure 3:  The property owner, applicant, and contractors must be 

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

 
4. Mitigation Measure 4:  If archaeological and/or cultural resources are 

encountered during grading or construction activities, work shall be temporarily 
halted in the vicinity within 30 feet of the discovered materials and workers shall 
avoid altering the materials and their context until a qualified professional 
archaeologist has evaluated the situation and provided appropriate 
recommendations.  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. 
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5. Mitigation Measure 5:  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. 

 
6. Mitigation Measure 6:  Prior to the issuance of a building permit for this project, 

the building permit application and plans shall demonstrate compliance with the 
recommendations of the Geotechnical Study prepared by Sigma Prime 
Geosciences, Inc., dated December 29, 2015.  This approval applies only to the 
proposal as described in those plans, supporting materials, and reports submitted 
on January 12, 2016 and as approved by the Planning Commission.  Minor 
revisions or modifications to the project may be made subject to the review and 
approval of the Community Development Director, if they are consistent with the 
intent of and in substantial conformance with this approval. 

 
7. The subject Certificate of Compliance (Type B), which shall confirm that APN 047-

105-240 represents one single legal parcel, shall be recorded prior to the issuance 
of any other permits related to any development on this property.  The applicant 
shall submit a recording fee of $34 in a check made payable to San Mateo 
County, which will be transmitted to the Recorder’s Office by the Planner for the 
document’s recordation. 

 
8. The project shall be constructed in compliance with the approved plans, and as 

recommended for approval by the Coastside Design Review Committee on 
April 19, 2016.  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. 

 
9. Maintain natural vegetation buffer areas that protect riparian habitats throughout 

the life of the project.    Prior to any grading or construction activity on the project 
site, the property owner/applicant/contractor shall implement the following tree 
protection plan: 

 
 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. 
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 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 the 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 six feet. 
 
10. The applicant shall indicate the following on plans submitted for a building permit, 

as stipulated by the Coastside Design Review Committee: 
 
 a. Lower the rear plate height to 8’ 6” with the slope of the roof to remain at the 

same angle. 
 
 b. Add a stone partial wall at the north side of the lower bedroom to extend up 

6’ above the upper deck floor for privacy. 
 
 c. Add a lower-level rear deck whose configuration transitions from the master 

bedroom to the rear yard and integrates with the existing side stairs. 
 
11. The applicant shall submit the following to the Current Planning Section:  Within 

four (4) working days of the final approval date for this project, the applicant shall 
pay an environmental filing fee of $2,210.25, as required under the Department of 
Fish and Game Code Section 711.4, plus a $50.00 recording fee.  Thus, the 
applicant shall submit a check in the total amount of $2,260.25, made payable to 
San Mateo County, to the project planner to file with the Notice of Determination.  
Please be aware that the Department of Fish and Game environmental filing fee 
will increase on January 1, 2017. 

 
12. 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. 
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 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. 

 
13. During project construction, the applicant shall, pursuant to Chapter 4.100 of the 

San Mateo County Ordinance Code, minimize the transport and discharge of 
stormwater runoff from the construction site into storm drain systems and water 
bodies by: 

 
 a. Using filtration materials on storm drain covers to remove sediment from 

dewatering effluent. 
 
 b. Stabilizing all denuded areas and maintaining erosion control measures 

continuously between October 1 and April 30. 
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 c. Removing spoils promptly, and avoiding stockpiling of fill materials, when 
rain is forecast.  If rain threatens, stockpiled soils and other materials shall 
be covered with a tarp or other waterproof material. 

 
 d. Storing, handling, and disposing of construction materials and wastes so as 

to avoid their entry to the storm drain system or water body. 
 
 e. Avoiding cleaning, fueling or maintaining vehicles on-site, except in an area 

designated to contain and treat runoff. 
 
 f. Limiting and timing application of pesticides and fertilizers to avoid polluting 

runoff. 
 
14. 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. 

 
15. 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. 

 
16. 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. 

 
17. No site disturbance shall occur, including any grading, until a building permit has 

been issued. 
 
18. 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 San Carlos Avenue.  All 
construction vehicles shall be parked on-site outside the public right-of-way 



21 

or in locations which do not impede safe access on San Carlos Avenue.  
There shall be no storage of construction vehicles in the public right-of-way. 

 
19. 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. 

 
20. 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). 

 
21. Installation of the approved landscape plan, which includes native and drought-

tolerant plant species appropriate to the coastal environment, as approved by the 
Coastside Design Review Committee, is required prior to final inspection.  The 
landscape plan shall comply with the Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance. 

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

for a sewer connection via the required approval process. 
 
Coastside County Water District 
 
24. 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 
 
25. 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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26. 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. 

 
27. 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. 

 
28. 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. 

 
Coastside Fire Protection District 
 
29. 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. 

 
30. Add note to plans:  Smoke alarms/detectors are to be hardwired, interconnected, 

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

 
31. Add note to plans:  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. 

 
32. Identify rescue windows in each bedroom and verify that they meet all 

requirements.  Add this to plans. 
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33. As per Coastside Fire Protection District Ordinance No. 2013-03, building 
identification shall be conspicuously posted and visible from the street.  
(TEMPORARY ADDRESS NUMBERS SHALL BE POSTED PRIOR TO 
COMBUSTIBLES BEING PLACED ON-SITE.)  The letters/numerals for 
permanent address signs shall be 4 inches in height with a minimum 3/4-inch 
stroke.  Such letters/numerals shall be internally illuminated and facing the 
direction of access.  Finished height of bottom of address light unit shall be 
greater than or equal to 6 feet from the finished grade.  When the building is 
served by a long driveway or is otherwise obscured, a 6-inch by 18-inch green 
reflective metal sign with 3-inch reflective numbers/letters similar to Hy-Ko 911 or 
equivalent shall be placed at the entrance from the nearest public roadway.  See 
Fire Ordinance for standard sign. 

 
34. 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. 

 
35. 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. 

 
36. As per the Coastside Fire Protection District Ordinance No. 2013-03, the 2013 

California Fire Code, and the Public Resources Code 4291: 
 
 a. A fuel break of defensible space is required around the perimeter of all 

structures to a distance of not less than 30 feet and may be required to a 
distance of 100 feet or to the property line.  In SRA (State Responsible 
Area), the fuel break is 100 feet or to the property line. 

 
 b. Trees located within the defensible space shall be pruned to remove dead 

and dying portions, and limbed up 6 to 10 feet above the ground.  New trees 
planted in the defensible space shall be located no closer than 10 feet to 
adjacent trees when fully grown or at maturity. 

 
 c. Remove that portion of any existing tree, which extends within 10 feet of the 

outlet of a chimney or stovepipe or is within 5 feet of any structure.  Maintain 
any tree adjacent to or overhanging a building free of dead or dying wood. 
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37. Add the following note to the plans:  The installation of an approved spark arrester 
is required on all chimneys, existing and new.  Spark arresters shall be 
constructed of woven or welded wire screening of 12-gauge USA standard wire 
having openings not exceeding 1/2 inch. 

 
38. The applicant must have a maintained asphalt surface road for ingress and egress 

of fire apparatus.  The San Mateo County Department of Public Works, the 
Coastside Fire Protection District Ordinance No. 2013-03, and the California Fire 
Code shall set road standards.  As per the 2013 CFC, dead-end roads exceeding 
150 feet shall be provided with a turnaround in accordance with Half Moon Bay 
Fire District specifications.  As per the 2007 CFC, Section Appendix D, the road 
width shall not be less than 20 feet.  Fire access roads shall be installed and 
made serviceable prior to combustibles being placed on the project site and 
maintained during construction.  Approved signs and painted curbs or lines shall 
be provided and maintained to identify fire access roads and state the prohibition 
of their obstruction.  If the road width does not allow parking on the street (20-ft. 
road) and on-street parking is desired, an additional improved area shall be 
developed for that use. 

 
39. Fire apparatus access roads shall be an approved all weather surface.  Grades 

15% or greater to be surfaced with asphalt, or brushed concrete.  Grades 15% or 
greater shall be limited to 150 feet in length with a minimum of 500 feet between 
the next section.  For roads approved less than 20 feet, 20-foot wide turnouts shall 
be on each side of 15% or greater section.  No grades over 20% (plan and profile 
required), CFC 503. 

 
40. “No Parking - Fire Lane” signs shall be provided on both sides of roads 20 to 

26 feet wide and on one side of roads 26 to 32 feet wide, CFC D103.6. 
 
41. 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. 
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August 14, 2015 

Justin Lang 
3189 Berryessa Street, Apt 2 
Palo Alto, CA 94303 

RE:  Biological Constraints and ESHA Assessment for APN 047-105-240, Half Moon Bay, 
California 

Dear Mr. Lang, 

The purpose of this letter is to inform you of the results of the biological constraints and 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA) assessments at an undeveloped parcel (APN 
047-105-240; Study Area) located along San Carlos Avenue, Half Moon Bay, San Mateo 
County, California (Figure 1).  The purpose of these assessments is to comply with the San 
Mateo County Midcoast Local Coastal Program (LCP).   

Figures are provided in Attachment 1, the list of observed species from the 2015 site 
assessment are provided in Attachment B, and photographs depicting the current Study Area 
conditions are provided in Attachment C. 

Survey Methods 

A site visit to the Study Area was made on July 24, 2015 by WRA biologists Lauren Kerr 
(wetland and plant ecologist) and Patricia Valcarcel (wildlife biologist).  Prior to the site visit, a 
review was conducted of background information including: 

• San Mateo County Midcoast Local Coastal Program (LCP) biological resources policies
• San Mateo County Heritage Tree Ordinance
• California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) California Natural Diversity Database

(CNDDB; CDFW 2015)
• California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Online Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants

(CNPS 2015)
• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 7.5’ Quadrangle Species Lists for the Montara

Mountain quadrangle (USFWS 2015)
• CDFG publication “California’s Wildlife, Volumes I-III” (Zeiner et al. 1990)
• CDFG publication “California Bird Species of Special Concern” (Shuford and Gardali

2008) 
• CDFG publication “Amphibians and Reptile Species of Special Concern in California”

(Jennings 1994) 
• A Field Guide to Western Reptiles and Amphibians (Stebbins 2003)
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The Study Area was traversed on foot by WRA biologists and examined for: (a) sensitive natural 
communities as defined by the CDFW and LCP and, (b) for the presence, and potential to 
support, special-status plant and wildlife species.  Vegetation within the Study Area and vicinity 
was also evaluated for riparian habitat criteria and/or unvegetated streams as defined by the 
LCP.  If a special-status species was observed during the site visit, its presence is recorded and 
discussed further below.  For some species, a site assessment visit at the level conducted for 
this report may not be sufficient to determine presence or absence of a species to the 
specifications of regulatory agencies.  In these cases, a species may be assumed to be present 
or further protocol-level special-status species surveys may be necessary.  Special-status 
species for which further protocol-level surveys may be necessary are described further below. 

Survey Results 

Study Area Description 

The Study Area is located in an existing residential neighborhood of El Granada, a division of 
Half Moon Bay, California.  Although the Study Area is within Half Moon Bay, the Half Moon Bay 
Local Coastal Program does not include this portion of the city.  The Study Area is instead 
included in the San Mateo County LCP.  The Study Area is landlocked by parcels that contain 
individual family residences.  Access is proposed off of San Carlos Ave.  The study area is 
moderately sloped (~25%) with a relatively flat area adjacent to the roadside.  There are signs 
of disturbance in the Study Area including evidence of fill placement from adjacent 
developments, evidence of grading, and recent maintenance of shrubs and trees.  The Study 
Area is dominated by poison oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum) and Himalayan blackberry 
(Rubus armeniacus), which was recently maintained.  These species are still emerging as the 
dominant species through the layer of wood chips and fallen branches from recent 
maintenance.  Other non-native shrub species included French broom (Genista 
monspessulana) and cotoneaster (Cotoneaster sp.).  Other species include non-native grasses 
and forbs such as sea fig (Carpobrotus chilensis), slender wild oats (Avena barbata), and fennel 
(Foeniculum vulgare).  The Study Area provides low habitat quality and is dominated by ruderal, 
non-native and ornamental species.  A small stand of red willow (Salix lasiandra var. lasiandra) 
trees were located along the southern edge of the property along a fenceline.  This stand 
contained approximately three trees and comprised 40% cover. The area beneath the trees did 
not contain any indicators of flow such as sediment sorting, culverts, or water marks.   

Vegetation Communities 

Two vegetation communities may be affected by the proposed Project: non-riparian red willow 
woodland and ruderal/disturbed habitat.  Ruderal/disturbed habitat will be permanently and 
temporarily disturbed by the construction of a residence.  Current plans indicate no removal of 
the willow trees that occur in the Study Area; however, non-riparian red willow woodland may be 
impacted by tree trimming and limb removal activities.  The communities within the Study Area 
are shown in Figure 2.   

Non-Sensitive Vegetation Communities 

Ruderal/disturbed habitat is undescribed in the literature. In the Study Area ruderal/disturbed 
habitat contained a combination of shrubs and forbs, as well as evidence of recent and historic 
disturbance.  The shrub layer was dominated by poison oak and Himalayan blackberry. Other 
shrub species observed in the ruderal/disturbed areas included French broom, cotoneaster, and 
star jasmine (Jasmimum multiflorum).  Forbs and grasses were predominantly non-native.  
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Although forbs and grasses were less common due to the wood chips, fallen branch, and poison 
oak or blackberry brambles, where they occurred, they were dominated by slender wild oats and 
Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon) with trace amounts of bristly ox-tongue (Helminthotheca 
echioides).  

Non-riparian red willow woodland is comprised of red willow (40% cover) with an understory of 
thimbleberry (Rubus parviflora), Himalayan blackberry, and poison oak.  The area beneath the 
trees did not contain any indicators of flow such as sediment sorting, culverts, or water marks.  
The red willow woodland was determined not to be riparian in nature because of its separation 
from the riparian corridor by houses and other structures; the low percent cover of willow does 
not meet the LCP requirements; and the lack of soil or hydrology indicators relating the willows 
to any waters or water features.  Therefore, non-riparian red willow woodland within the Study 
Area is not considered to be a sensitive community, although tree and limb removal during 
development may require permits with the county.  Please see the section below for more 
information on the definition of a riparian corridor under the San Mateo County LCP.   

Sensitive Vegetation Communities and Wetland and Waters Features 

No sensitive vegetation communities and no wetlands or waters features were observed within 
the Study Area.   

Riparian Corridor 

Riparian Corridor and Buffer Zones Defined in the San Mateo County Local Coastal Program 

Pursuant to the San Mateo County Local Coastal Program (LCP; County of San Mateo 2013), 
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.  For perennial streams, the LCP requires a buffer 50 feet outward from the limit 
of riparian vegetation.  For intermittent streams, the LCP requires a buffer 30 feet outward from 
the limit of riparian vegetation.  Where no riparian vegetation exists, buffer zones along 
intermittent streams extend 30 feet from the stream midpoint as shown in the attached figure.  

Within riparian corridors, the following uses are permitted: 1) education and research; 2) 
consumptive uses as provided for in the Fish and Game Code and Title 14 of the California 
Administrative Code, 3) fish and wildlife management activities, 4) trails and scenic overlooks on 
public lands, and 5) necessary water supply projects.  Relevant permitted uses in buffer zones 
include 1) uses permitted in riparian corridors, 2) residential uses on existing legal building sites, 
set back 20 feet from the limit of riparian vegetation only if no feasible alternative exists and if no 
other building site on the parcel exists, 3) on parcels designated as Agriculture, Open Space, or 
Timber Production on the LCP Land Use Plan Map, residential structures or impervious 
surfaces only if no feasible alternative exists. 

Riparian Corridor and Buffer Zones Applicable to the Study Area 

According to LCP ESHA maps (County of San Mateo 2013) and the most recent U.S. 
Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5 minute quadrangle topographic map (USGS 2015), an unnamed 
perennial blue-line stream is located west of the Study Area.  However, this stream is located 
approximately 300 feet from the Study Area.  This habitat is located outside of the Study Area 
and willows within the Study Area are separated from this riparian buffer by adjacent residential 
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developments.  Additionally, the red willows within the Study Area comprise only 40% cover and 
do not meet the 50% cover requirement to be considered riparian per the LCP.  Therefore, the 
red willow trees located within the Study Area are not covered under the LCP and do not require 
a buffer.  Tree removal is not currently anticipated as part of the residential development; 
however, if tree removal is incorporated into the proposed Project prior to review by the County, 
separate permits for tree removal would not be required (San Mateo County Ordinance Code, 
Part 3, Division 8, Section 12,020.1). 

Special-Status Species 

Special-Status Plants 

Based upon a review of the resources and databases discussed previously, all special-status 
plant species documented in the vicinity of the Study Area were assessed.  Figure 3 shows 
occurrences documented within 2 miles of the Study Area in the CNDDB (CDFW 2015).  No 
special-status plant species were observed in the Study Area.  Many species requiring certain 
habitat types not present in the Study Area, such as serpentine endemics and plants requiring 
coastal bluff or scrub habitats, were determined to have no potential to occur. Of the 27 special-
status plant species evaluated, all were determined to have no potential or a low potential to 
occur based on the high disturbance levels in and around the Study Area and/or a lack of 
suitable habitat components in the Study Area.   While the site visit did not constitute a protocol-
level rare plant survey, during the 2015 site visit, no special-status plants were observed. 

San Mateo County Heritage Tree and Significant Tree Ordinances 

Pursuant to the County of San Mateo Heritage Tree Ordinance (Ordinance No. 427), madrone, 
coast live oak, and California bay laurel trees may be subject to regulation under the tree 
ordinance pursuant to the ordinance.  Permits may be required by the County for the trimming 
or removal of trees which qualify for heritage status under the Ordinance.  The trees currently 
within the Study Area are red willow, English walnut (Juglans regia), and lollypop tree 
(Myoporum laetum), all of which are not covered under the San Mateo County Heritage Tree 
Ordinance.  All trees within the Study Area had circumferences less than 38 inches at 4.5 feet 
above the ground; therefore, no significant trees are present within the Study Area. 

Special-Status Wildlife Species 

Based upon a review of the databases and literature, 39 special-status wildlife species have 
been documented to occur in the vicinity of the Study Area.  Figure 3 shows occurrences 
documented within 2 miles of the Study Area in the CNDDB (CDFW 2015).  Of the 39 special-
status wildlife species documented to occur in the vicinity, only one species has a moderate 
potential to occur within the Study Area and is discussed further below.  Most species do not 
have potential to occur because a lack of suitable habitat including no aquatic features, no 
riparian habitat, no dense understory vegetation, and no large trees.  Trees within the Study 
Area are also unlikely to be used by raptors for nesting because of their low stature. 

Allen’s hummingbird (Selasphorus sasin), USFWS Bird of Conservation Concern.  Allen’s 
hummingbird, common in many portions of its range, is a summer resident along the majority of 
California’s coast and a year-round resident in portions of coastal southern California and the 
Channel Islands.  Breeding occurs in association with the coastal fog belt, and typical habitats 
used include coastal scrub, riparian, woodland and forest edges, and eucalyptus and cypress 
groves (Mitchell 2000).  It feeds on nectar, as well as insects and spiders.  The willows and 
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shrubs in the Study Area provide suitable nesting habitat and Allen’s hummingbird is known to 
nest in suburban habitats in the vicinity. Allen’s hummingbird has a high potential to nest within 
the non-riparian red willow woodland in the Study Area.     
 
Impacts and Recommendations 
 
The Study Area has potential to impact two special-status bird species.  In addition, most native 
bird nests are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.  All other sensitive biological 
communities including riparian and wetland habitats are beyond recommended setbacks.  No 
rare, endangered, or unique species are anticipated to be impacted by the proposed Project.  
Recommendations to protect special-status and non-special-status nesting birds are described 
below.   
 
Special-Status and Non-Special-Status Nesting Birds 
 
One special-status and several non-special-status bird species have potential to nest within the 
Study Area.  Therefore, the following measures are recommended to avoid impacts to active 
nests of both special-status and non-special-status bird species:  
 

• Trees or shrubs proposed for removal or trimming should be removed or trimmed during 
the bird non-nesting season (September 1 – February 14).    

• If tree or shrub removal or Project activities are initiated during the nesting season 
(February 15 – August 31), a pre-construction nesting bird survey is recommended to 
avoid impacts to both special-status and non-special-status bird species. 

o If active nests are observed, a qualified biologist will determine 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. 

 
Summary 
 
Based upon a review of databases and a site visit to the Study Area on July 24, 2015, no 
sensitive habitats are present within the Study Area.  No wetlands or waters are present within 
the Study Area, the proposed Project is outside riparian setbacks, and the tree species within 
the Study Area do not qualify as riparian habitat as defined in the LCP.  Avoidance of the bird 
nesting season or pre-construction surveys for nesting birds are recommended for tree or shrub 
removal and initiation of Project activities.  No special-status plant species have potential to be 
present.  No further measures are recommended. 
 
Please feel free to contact me with any questions you may have. 
 
Sincerely, 

 

Patricia Valcarcel 
Wildlife Biologist 
 
Enclosures: Attachment A - Figures 

Attachment B - List of Observed Species 
Attachment C - Study Area Photographs
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Figure 2. Biological Communities Map
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Figure 3. CNDDB Plant and Wildlife Occurrences
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Attachment B.  Plant species observed in the Study Area, July 24, 2015 

Family Scientific name Common name Life form Origin 
Invasive 
Status

1
 

Rare 
Status

2
 

Wetland 
indicator

3
 

Aizoaceae Carpobrotus chilensis  sea fig perennial forb non-native -- moderate 

Anacardiaceae Toxicodendron diversilobum  poison oak deciduous shrub native -- -- 

Apiaceae Foeniculum vulgare  fennel perennial forb non-native -- high 

Asteraceae Delairea odorata [Senecio 
mikanioides] 

Cape ivy perennial forb non-native -- high 

Asteraceae Helminthotheca echioides  bristly ox-tongue perennial forb non-native -- limited 

Boraginaceae Amsinckia intermedia  common fiddleneck annual forb native -- -- 

Brassicaceae Raphanus sativus  wild radish perennial forb non-native -- limited 

Convolvulaceae Convolvulus arvensis  field bindweed perennial forb non-native -- assessed 

Fabaceae Genista monspessulana  French broom evergreen shrub non-native -- high 

Juglandaceae Juglans regia  English walnut deciduous tree non-native -- -- 

Lamiaceae Salvia officinalis  kitchen sage perennial forb non-native -- -- 

Lamiaceae Trichostema lanceolatum  vinegarweed annual forb native -- -- 

Malvaceae Malva parviflora  cheeseweed mallow annual forb non-native -- -- 

Oleaceae Jasminum multiflorum star jasmine vine forb non-native -- -- 

Papaveraceae Eschscholzia californica  California poppy perennial forb native -- -- 

Poaceae Avena barbata  slender oat annual graminoid non-native -- moderate 

Poaceae Cortaderia jubata  Pampas grass perennial graminoid non-native -- high 

Poaceae Cynodon dactylon  Bermuda grass perennial graminoid non-native -- moderate 

Rosaceae Cotoneaster sp. orange cotoneaster evergreen shrub non-native -- moderate 

Rosaceae Rubus armeniacus  Himalayan blackberry evergreen shrub non-native -- high 

Rosaceae Rubus parviflorus  western thimbleberry evergreen shrub native -- -- 

Salicaceae Salix lasiandra var. lasiandra  Pacific willow deciduous tree native -- -- 

Scrophulariaceae 
[Myoporaceae] 

Myoporum laetum  lollypop tree evergreen shrub non-native -- moderate 

Tropaeolaceae Tropaeolum majus  nasturtium annual vine non-native -- assessed 
All species identified using the Jepson Manual, 2

nd
 Edition (Baldwin et al. 2012) and A Flora of Sonoma County (Best et al. 1996); nomenclature follows Baldwin et al. 2012 

1
Invasive Status: California Invasive Plant Inventory (Cal-IPC 2006) 

2
Rare Status: The CNPS Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants (CNPS 2015) 

3
Wetland Status: National List of Plant Species that Occur in Wetlands, Arid West (Lichvar 2012) 
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Attachment B2. Wildlife species observed by WRA biologists during the July 24, 2015 site visit 
at the Study Area 
.   
SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME 

Birds 

Haemorhous mexicanus house finch 

Buteo lineatus red-shoulder hawk (fly over) 

Calypte anna Anna’s hummingbird 

Junco hyemalis dark-eyed junco 

Zenaida macroura mourning dove 
Mammals 

Thomomys bottae Botta’s pocket gopher (mounds) 
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Representative Photographs 



 
 

 
 

Above: Study Area looking west towards non-riparian 
red willow woodland.  
 
Below: Study Area looking east towards San Carlos 
Ave. 

Photographs taken July 24, 2015 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
 

We are pleased to present this geotechnical study report for the proposed 
residence located on San Carlos Street in El Granada, California at the location 
shown in Figure 1.  The purpose of this investigation was to evaluate the 
subsurface conditions at the site, and to provide geotechnical design 
recommendations for the proposed construction. 
 

1.1 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
 

We understand that you plan to construct a home on the property.  The structure 
is expected to be of wood frame construction and have wooden floors 
constructed over a crawl space.  Structural loads are expected to be relatively 
light as is typical for this type of construction. 
 

1.2 SCOPE OF WORK 
 
 

The scope of work for this study was presented in our proposal dated August 21, 
2015.  In order to complete this project we have performed the following tasks: 
 
 

• Reviewed published information on the geologic and seismic conditions in the 
site vicinity; 

 
• Geologic site reconnaissance; 
 
• Subsurface study, including 3 soil borings at the site; 
 
• Laboratory testing; 
 
• Engineering analysis and evaluation of the subsurface data to develop 

geotechnical design criteria; and 
 
• Preparation of this report presenting our recommendations for the proposed 

structure. 
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2. FINDINGS 
 

2.1 GENERAL 
 
The site reconnaissance and subsurface study were performed on October 7, 
2015.  The subsurface study consisted of drilling 3 soil borings with continuous 
sampling.  The soil borings were advanced to depths ranging from 6 to 9.5 feet.  
The approximate locations of the borings, numbered B-1 through B-3, are shown 
on Figure 2, Site Plan.  The boring logs are attached in Appendix A. 
 

2.2 SITE CONDITIONS 
 
At the time of our study, the site was an undeveloped in-fill lot with homes on 
adjacent lots.  The property slopes moderately to the southwest, at a gradient of 
about 25 percent.  Vegetation on the subject property consists of shrubs and 
grass. 
 

2.3 REGIONAL AND LOCAL GEOLOGY 
 
Based on Pampeyan (1994), the site vicinity is underlain by the Pleistocene age 
marine terrace deposits.  This formation is described as poorly consolidated sand 
and gravel.   
 

2.4 SITE SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS 
 
Based on the three soil borings, the subsurface conditions at the site consist of 
mostly very stiff sandy clay.  The lot next door to the south has been raised with 
fill material, but only a thin wedge of fill has encroached on the subject property.  
There is a thicker fill wedge along the street frontage, created when they built 
San Carlos Street.  Based on Boring B-3, there is up to 8 feet of poorly 
compacted clayey sand fill.  The bulk of the fill wedge will be in the driveway 
area.  The native clays have low to moderate plasticity. 
 

2.5 GROUNDWATER 
 
Groundwater was not encountered in the borings and is not expected to impact 
the construction. 
 

2.6 FAULTS AND SEISMICITY 
 
The site is in an area of high seismicity, with active faults associated with the San 
Andreas fault system.  The closest active fault to the site is the San Gregorio 
fault, located about 2 km to the west.  Other faults most likely to produce 



   

Lang, Dec, 2015 3  

significant seismic ground motions include the San Andreas, Hayward, Rodgers 
Creek, and Calaveras faults.  Selected historical earthquakes in the area with an 
estimated magnitude greater than 6-1/4, are presented in Table 1 below. 
 

TABLE 1 
HISTORICAL EARTHQUAKES 

 
Date 

 
Magnitude 

 
Fault 

 
Locale 

June 10, 1836 6.51 San Andreas San Juan Bautista 
June 1838 7.02 San Andreas Peninsula 
October 8, 1865 6.32 San Andreas Santa Cruz Mountains 
October 21, 1868 7.02 Hayward Berkeley Hills, San Leandro 
April 18, 1906 7.93 San Andreas Golden Gate 
July 1, 1911 6.64 Calaveras Diablo Range, East of San Jose 
October 17, 1989 7.15 San Andreas Loma Prieta, Santa Cruz Mountains 
(1) Borchardt & Toppozada (1996) 
(2) Toppozada et al (1981) 
(3) Petersen (1996) 
(4) Toppozada (1984) 
(5) USGS (1989) 

 

2.7 2013 CBC EARTHQUAKE DESIGN PARAMETERS 
 
Based on the 2013 California Building Code (CBC) and our site evaluation, we 
recommend using Site Class Definition D (stiff soil) for the site.  The other 
pertinent CBC seismic parameters are given in Table 2 below.   
 

Table 2 
CBC SEISMIC DESIGN PARAMETERS 

SS S1 SMS SM1 SDS SD1 
2.348 1.000 2.348 1.500 1.565 1.000 

 
Because the S1 value is greater than 0.75, Seismic Design Category E is 
recommended, per CBC Section 1613.5.6.  The values in the table above were 
obtained from a USGS software program which provides the values based on the 
latitude and longitude of the site, and the Site Class Definition.  The latitude and 
longitude were 37.5100 and –122.4765, respectively, and were accurately 
obtained from Google EarthTM.  These same values can be obtained directly from 
maps in the CBC, however the scale of the map makes it impractical to achieve 
satisfactory accuracy.  The map in the CBC was derived from the same work that 
led to the USGS software.  The remaining parameters were also obtained by the 
same USGS program.  
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3. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

3.1 GENERAL 
 
It is our opinion that, from a geotechnical standpoint, the site is suitable for the 
proposed construction, provided the recommendations presented in this report 
are followed during design and construction.  Detailed recommendations are 
presented in the following sections of this report. 
 
Because subsurface conditions may vary from those encountered at the location 
of our borings, and to observe that our recommendations are properly 
implemented, we recommend that we be retained to 1) Review the project plans 
for conformance with our report recommendations and 2) Observe and test the 
earthwork and foundation installation phases of construction. 
 
 

3.2 GEOLOGIC HAZARDS 
 
We reviewed the potential for geologic hazards to impact the site, considering the 
geologic setting, and the soils encountered during our investigation.  The results 
of our review are presented below: 
 

 
• Fault Rupture - The site is not located in an Alquist-Priolo special 

studies area or zone where fault rupture is considered likely (California 
Division of Mines and Geology, 1974).  Therefore, active faults are not 
believed to exist beneath the site, and the potential for fault rupture to 
occur at the site is low, in our opinion.   

 
• Ground Shaking - The site is located in an active seismic area.  

Moderate to large earthquakes are probable along several active faults 
in the greater Bay Area over a 30 to 50 year design life.  Strong ground 
shaking should therefore be expected several times during the design 
life of the structure, as is typical for sites throughout the Bay Area.  The 
improvements should be designed and constructed in accordance with 
current earthquake resistance standards. 
 

• Differential Compaction - Differential compaction occurs during 
moderate and large earthquakes when soft or loose, natural or fill soils 
are densified and settle, often unevenly across a site.  In our opinion, 
due to the very dense nature of the underlying rock, the likelihood of 
significant damage to the structure from differential compaction is nil. 

 
• Liquefaction - Liquefaction occurs when loose, saturated sandy soils 

lose strength and flow like a liquid during earthquake shaking.  Ground 
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settlement often accompanies liquefaction.  Soils most susceptible to 
liquefaction are saturated, loose, silty sands, and uniformly graded 
sands.  Loose silty sands were not encountered at the site.  Therefore, 
in our opinion, the likelihood of liquefaction occurring at the site is nil. 

 
• Slope Stability – Based on the geologic map and our site 

reconnaissance, there are no indications that landslide activity will 
adversely impact the subject site during the design lifetime.  The slope 
is moderately steep, at about 25 percent, however the soils are stiff 
and stable.  Therefore, the likelihood of a landslide impacting the site is 
low. 

 

3.3 EARTHWORK 

 
3.3.1 Clearing & Subgrade Preparation 
 
All deleterious materials, including topsoil, roots, vegetation, designated utility 
lines, etc., should be cleared from building and driveway areas.  The actual 
stripping depth required will depend on site usage prior to construction, and 
should be established by the Contractor during construction.   
 
3.3.2 Fills 
 
Fills are not recommended beneath the base of foundations.  In landscaping 
areas, any fills greater than 3 feet in depth should be placed in loose lifts not 
exceeding 12 inches in height, and compacted to at least 90% of the maximum 
dry density, as determined by ASTM D1157-78. 
 
3.3.3 Compaction 
 
Scarified surface soils should be moisture conditioned to 3-5 percent above the 
optimum moisture content and compacted to at least 95 percent of the maximum 
dry density, as determined by ASTM D1157-78.  All trench backfill should also be 
moisture conditioned to 3-5 percent above the optimum moisture content and 
compacted to at least 95 percent of the maximum dry density. 

 
3.3.4 Surface Drainage 
 
The finish grades should be designed to drain surface water away from 
foundations, retaining walls, and slab areas to suitable discharge points.  Slopes 
of at least 5 percent within 10 feet of the structures are recommended, where 
possible.  Ponding of water should not be allowed adjacent to the structure. 
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3.4 FOUNDATIONS 
 
A pier-and-grade-beam type of foundation is feasible for the proposed 
construction.  Piers should be drilled and cast-in-place, and be a minimum of 16 
inches in diameter.  The piers should be a minimum of 10 deep, as measured 
from the bottom of the adjacent grade beam.  The actual pier depths should be 
determined by the structural engineer, based on the criteria given below.  The 
grade beams should extend at least 8 inches below the crawl space grade. 
 
The piers may gain support in skin friction acting along the sides of the piers 
within the weathered rock.  A skin friction of 500 psf between the piers and the 
soil should be used in design.  The uplift capacity of the piers may be based on a 
skin friction value of 350 pounds per square foot acting below a depth of 2 feet.  
The skin friction value may be increased by 1/3 for seismic loads and wind loads.  
Because of the difficulty in cleaning the bottoms of the pier holes, end bearing 
should be neglected, however the pier holes should be kept as clean as possible. 
 
Drilled piers should have a center-to-center spacing of not less than three pier 
diameters.   The concrete should not be allowed to free-fall more than 5 feet.  If 
groundwater fills the pier holes to more than 2 feet deep, the concrete should be 
tremied into the holes. 
 
3.4.1 Lateral Loads 
 
Resistance to lateral loads may be provided by passive pressure acting against 
the piers, neglecting the upper 2 feet of the pier, and acting across 1.5 pier 
diameters.  We recommend that an equivalent fluid pressure of 300 pcf be used 
in design. 
 
3.4.2 Slabs-on-Grade 
 
We recommend that slabs-on-grade be underlain by at least 6-inches of non-
expansive granular fill.  Where floor wetness would be detrimental, a vapor 
barrier, such as Stego wrap or equivalent may be used. 
 

3.5 RETAINING WALLS 
 
Retaining walls should be designed to resist lateral earth pressure from the 
adjoining natural soils and/or backfill.  The walls should be founded on drilled 
piers with the same requirements as those discussed above.  We recommend 
that walls that are restrained from lateral movement be designed to resist an at-
rest equivalent fluid pressure of 60 pounds per cubic foot (pcf).  Retaining walls 
that are not restrained from lateral movement should be designed to resist an 
active equivalent fluid pressure of 45 pcf.   
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To account for seismic loads, we recommend adding a dynamic pressure 
increment of 17H, where H is the height of the wall.  The dynamic load is a 
rectangular distribution acting halfway up the wall.  This value is obtained using a 
modified Mononobe-Okabe procedure, by first estimating the peak ground 
acceleration at the site, based on the average of four published attenuation 
relationships.  The peak ground acceleration at the project site is estimated to be 
0.66g.  This peak value is reduced by 0.65 (denoted as kh) because peak 
accelerations are too short in duration to have an impact.  Therefore, kh = 
0.429g.  The static coefficient of lateral earth pressure, KA, equal to 0.172 in this 
case, is applied.  A relationship between kh and KA is used to obtain the total 
lateral earth pressure coefficient, KAE-TOT, due to both the dynamic and the static 
increments.  The static increment is then subtracted to obtain the dynamic 
increment, KAE-DYN.  The dynamic increment, KAE-DYN, is then applied to obtain 
the dynamic pressure, PAE-DYN, using the equation, 
 

PAE-DYN=0.5(gamma)(KAE-DYN)(H2), 
 
 where gamma is the unit weight of soil. 
 
Retaining walls should include a subsurface drainage system behind the walls to 
prevent any buildup of water pressure from surface water infiltration.  The 
drainage system should consist of a 4-inch (Schedule 40 PVC) perforated pipe 
(perforations placed down) located below the adjacent slab elevation.  The pipe 
should be embedded in a 12-inch width of 1/2-inch crushed rock.  The remaining 
backfill may consist of 1/2-inch crushed rock, extending to within 2 feet of the 
level of the outside finish grade.  A filter fabric should be wrapped around the 
crushed rock to protect it from infiltration of native soil.  The upper 2 feet of 
backfill should consist of native soil.  The subdrain should slope to a free draining 
outlet.  Cleanouts should be provided.  Damp proofing of walls should be 
included in areas where wall moisture would be undesirable.  Miridrain, 
Enkadrain or other drainage fabrics approved by our office may be used for wall 
drainage as an alternative.  If used, the drainage fabric should extend from a 
depth of 2 feet to the drain pipe at the base of the wall.  The 12-inch width of 1/2-
inch crushed rock and filter fabric should be placed around the drainpipe, as 
discussed in the earlier section. 
 

3.6 CONSTRUCTION OBSERVATION AND TESTING 
 
The earthwork and foundation phases of construction should be observed and 
tested by us to 1) Establish that subsurface conditions are compatible with those 
used in the analysis and design; 2) Observe compliance with the design 
concepts, specifications and recommendations; and 3) Allow design changes in 
the event that subsurface conditions differ from those anticipated.  The 
recommendations in this report are based on a limited number of borings.  The 
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nature and extent of variation across the site may not become evident until 
construction.  If variations are then exposed, it will be necessary to reevaluate 
our recommendations.   



   

Lang, Dec, 2015 9  

4. LIMITATIONS 
 
This report has been prepared for the exclusive use of the property owner for 
specific application in developing geotechnical design criteria, for the currently 
planned residence at San Carlos Street in El Granada, California (APN 047-105-
240).  We make no warranty, expressed or implied, except that our services were 
performed in accordance with geotechnical engineering principles generally 
accepted at this time and location.  The report was prepared to provide 
engineering opinions and recommendations only.  In the event that there are any 
changes in the nature, design or location of the project, or if any future 
improvements are planned, the conclusions and recommendations contained in 
this report should not be considered valid unless 1) The project changes are 
reviewed by us, and 2) The conclusions and recommendations presented in this 
report are modified or verified in writing.  
 
The analyses, conclusions and recommendations contained in this report are 
based on site conditions as they existed at the time of our investigation; the 
currently planned improvements; review of previous reports relevant to the site 
conditions; and laboratory results.  In addition, it should be recognized that 
certain limitations are inherent in the evaluation of subsurface conditions, and 
that certain conditions may not be detected during an investigation of this type.  
Changes in the information or data gained from any of these sources could result 
in changes in our conclusions or recommendations.  If such changes do occur, 
we should be advised so that we can review our report in light of those changes. 
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APPENDIX A 
 

FIELD INVESTIGATION 
 
 
 
The soils encountered during drilling were logged by our representative, and 
samples were obtained at depths appropriate to the investigation.  The samples 
were taken to our laboratory where they were carefully observed and classified in 
accordance with the Unified Soil Classification System.  The logs of our borings, 
as well as a summary of the soil classification system, are attached. 
 
Several tests were performed in the field during drilling.  The standard 
penetration resistance was determined by dropping a 140-pound hammer 
through a 30-inch free fall, and recording the blows required to drive the 2-inch 
(outside diameter) sampler 24 inches.  The standard penetration resistance is the 
number of blows required to drive a standard split spoon sampler the last 12 
inches of an 18-inch sample and is recorded on the boring logs at the appropriate 
depth.  Use of the standard split spoon sampler defines a Standard Penetration 
Test (SPT), and yields an SPT-equivalent blow count.  (Where we drove the 
sampler 24 inches in some cases, this is a modified SPT test.)  A modified 
California (Mod-Cal) sampler was also used, which results in blow counts that 
are higher than an SPT-equivalent blow count, due to the Mod-Cal sampler’s 
larger diameter.  For analyses, it is normal practice to reduce the Mod-Cal blow 
counts to correspond to an SPT-equivalent blow count.  The blow counts from 
the Mod-Cal sampler are uncorrected on the logs.  The results of these field tests 
are presented on the boring logs. 
 
The boring logs and related information depict our interpretation of subsurface 
conditions only at the specific location and time indicated.  Subsurface conditions 
and ground water levels at other locations may differ from conditions at the 
locations where sampling was conducted.  The passage of time may also result 
in changes in the subsurface conditions. 
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APPENDIX B 
 

LABORATORY TESTS 
 

 
 
Samples from the subsurface study were selected for tests to establish the 
physical and engineering properties of the soils.  The tests performed are briefly 
described below. 
 
The natural moisture content and dry density were determined in accordance 
with ASTM D 2216 on selected samples recovered from the borings.  This test 
determines the moisture content and density, representative of field conditions, at 
the time the samples were collected.  The results are presented on the boring 
logs, at the appropriate sample depth. 
 
One sample of clayey soil was tested for its expansive potential, using an 
Atterberg Limit test, as per ASTM D-4318.  The results of the test are presented 
in the boring log. 
 
 
 















June 2, 2016         File No.: 15-1767 
 
Kimberly Smith, Project Planner 
San Mateo County Planning and Building Division 
455 County Center 
Redwood City, CA  94063 
 
re: PLN2016-00011 / APN: 047105240, San Carlos Ave.  
 
Dear Ms. Smith: 
 
Records at this office were reviewed to determine if this project could adversely affect cultural resources.  
Please note that use of the term cultural resources includes both archaeological sites and historical buildings 
and/or structures.  The review for possible historic-era building/structures, however, was limited to 
references currently in our office and should not be considered comprehensive.   
 
 
Previous Studies: 
 XX  This office has no record of any previous cultural resource studies for the proposed project area (see 

recommendation below). 
 
Archaeological and Native American Resources Recommendations: 
         The proposed project area has the possibility of containing unrecorded archaeological site(s).  A study is 

recommended prior to commencement of project activities. 
 
 XX  We recommend the lead agency contact the local Native American tribe(s) regarding traditional, cultural, 

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

 
 XX  While the general region surrounding the proposed project site has a high level of sensitivity for 

archaeological resources, the project parcel itself is located on a steep slope and has a low possibility of 
containing unrecorded archaeological site(s).  Therefore, no further study for archaeological resources is 
recommended. 

 
Built Environment Recommendations: 
 XX   Since the Office of Historic Preservation has determined that any building or structure 45 years or older 

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

 
 
Due to processing delays and other factors, not all of the historical resource reports and resource records that 
have been submitted to the Office of Historic Preservation are available via this records search. Additional 



information may be available through the federal, state, and local agencies that produced or paid for historical 
resource management work in the search area. Additionally, Native American tribes have historical resource 
information not in the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) Inventory, and you should 
contact the California Native American Heritage Commission for information on local/regional tribal contacts. 

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

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

Sincerely, 
 
 

                 
       Bryan Much 

Coordinator 
 
 

http://www.chrisinfo.org/
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June 15, 2016 
 
Kimberly Smith 
San Mateo County Planning & Building Dept. 
455 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Mail Drop PLN 122 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
 
Re: PLANNING PERMIT APPLICATION REFERRAL 

Planning Case Number:   PLN2016-00011 
         APN:   047-105-240 

Project Location:   San Carlos Ave., El Granada 
               Property Owner: Justin Lang 

 

Dear Ms. Smith: 
 
This letter is to advise you that the applicant must obtain a sewer connection permit to 
connect the project to the District’s wastewater facilities. The proposed dwelling may 
connect to the public sewer in San Carlos Street (a pump may be required), or the applicant 
may apply for a Class 3 Mainline Extension Permit to extend the sewer main within an 
easement behind the dwelling.  To assist the applicant with the sewer permit process, 
general information and an Application Form are provided with this letter. 
 
The District currently has sufficient sewer capacity to serve conforming parcels within the 
LCP buildout limits, however, if the project is proposed on a nonconforming or antiquated 

parcel, or includes a non-buildout dwelling such as (but not limited to) a caretaker’s unit, the 
applicant must first obtain a Sewer Permit Variance. 
 
All projects requiring a Variance, and also projects which require two or more ERU’s of 
sewer capacity, or the preparation of a negative declaration or environmental impact report 
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, must be considered by the District 
Board of Directors for approval before a sewer permit may be obtained.  
 
If you need additional information or have further questions regarding the District’s ability to 
provide sewer service to the referenced project, please feel free to contact me at (650) 726-
7093.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
DELIA COMITO 
Assistant General Manager 
 
Enclosures 
cc: Board of Directors 



June 2, 2016         File No.: 15-1767 
 
Kimberly Smith, Project Planner 
San Mateo County Planning and Building Division 
455 County Center 
Redwood City, CA  94063 
 
re: PLN2016-00011 / APN: 047105240, San Carlos Ave.  
 
Dear Ms. Smith: 
 
Records at this office were reviewed to determine if this project could adversely affect cultural resources.  
Please note that use of the term cultural resources includes both archaeological sites and historical buildings 
and/or structures.  The review for possible historic-era building/structures, however, was limited to 
references currently in our office and should not be considered comprehensive.   
 
 
Previous Studies: 
 XX  This office has no record of any previous cultural resource studies for the proposed project area (see 

recommendation below). 
 
Archaeological and Native American Resources Recommendations: 
         The proposed project area has the possibility of containing unrecorded archaeological site(s).  A study is 

recommended prior to commencement of project activities. 
 
 XX  We recommend the lead agency contact the local Native American tribe(s) regarding traditional, cultural, 

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

 
 XX  While the general region surrounding the proposed project site has a high level of sensitivity for 

archaeological resources, the project parcel itself is located on a steep slope and has a low possibility of 
containing unrecorded archaeological site(s).  Therefore, no further study for archaeological resources is 
recommended. 

 
Built Environment Recommendations: 
 XX   Since the Office of Historic Preservation has determined that any building or structure 45 years or older 

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

 
 
Due to processing delays and other factors, not all of the historical resource reports and resource records that 
have been submitted to the Office of Historic Preservation are available via this records search. Additional 



information may be available through the federal, state, and local agencies that produced or paid for historical 
resource management work in the search area. Additionally, Native American tribes have historical resource 
information not in the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) Inventory, and you should 
contact the California Native American Heritage Commission for information on local/regional tribal contacts. 

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

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

Sincerely, 
 
 

                 
       Bryan Much 

Coordinator 
 
 

http://www.chrisinfo.org/
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