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COMMENT S1-
01:

 
Response: 
The funding mechanism for this project has not been determined.  The potential for additional 
compliance requirements will be considered at the appropriate time.  
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COMMENT S1-
02:

 

Response: 

 
The funding mechanism for this project has not been determined.  The potential for additional 
compliance requirements will be considered at the appropriate time.  

 

COMMENT S1-
03:

 

 

Response: 

 
The funding mechanism for this project has not been determined.  The potential for additional 
compliance requirements will be considered at the appropriate time.  

 

COMMENT S1-
04:
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Response: 

 
The funding mechanism for this project has not been determined.  The potential for additional 
compliance requirements will be considered at the appropriate time.  

 

COMMENT S1-05: 

 

Response: 

Impacts to migratory nesting birds are addressed in Questions A and D of the impact discussion under 

Biological Resources in the Environmental Checklist of the initial study.  Mitigation Measure BR-2 was 

proposed to mitigate impacts to special status birds and migratory birds associated with development of 

the PCS Project. 

 

COMMENT S1-
06:

 

Response: 
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The project is located within the jurisdiction of the San Mateo County Local Coastal Plan (LCP).  After 
an LCP is formally approved, the California Coastal Commission’s coastal permitting authority over 
most new development is transferred to the local government (San Mateo County), which applies the 
requirements of the LCP in reviewing proposed new developments.  The Commission also acts on 
appeals from certain local government coastal permit decisions. 
 

COMMENT S1-
07:

 

Response: 

 
No air quality studies were performed for this Project.  It is not expected that this project will require 
the preparation of project-specific air quality studies.   
 
Air quality issues are discussed in Section 3.0 of the IS/MND, Pages 3-8 and 3-9.  This text specifically 
states:  
  
“The BAAQMD CEQA guidelines do not require that a Proposed Project quantify emissions from 
construction, but rather utilize mitigation measures to ensure that emissions would not increase or cause 
a violation of the CAAQS or NAAQS.” 
The funding mechanism for this project has not been determined.  The potential for additional 
compliance requirements will be considered at the appropriate time.  

 
 
COMMENT S1-
08:

 

Response: 

Figure 2-5 of the MND identifies approximately 9.2 acres of County land suitable for leach field 

development sized to meet the needs of the project.   
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COMMENT S1-
09:

 

Response: 

Environmental impact analysis was based on the project as described in Section 2.0.  As stated therein, 

ground disturbing activities would be confined primarily to existing right-of-ways and other previously 

disturbed areas.      

COMMENT S1-
10:

 

Response: 

 

The air quality analysis in the Environmental Checklist of the initial study addresses the PCS Project’s 

potential impact on National Ambient Air Quality Standards in accordance with the Clean Air Act. As 

discussed on Page 3-9 under Air Quality, by implementing basic BAAQMD CEQA mitigation 

measures, construction of the Proposed Project would not conflict with or obstruct the implementation 

of an applicable air quality plan, violate any air quality standard, result in a substantial contribution to 

an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any 

CAPs for which the project region is in non-attainment under the NAAQS or CAAQS. Additionally, 

mitigation has been proposed that would further reduce impacts.  Operation of the proposed project 

does not include on-site emission sources of CAPs.  The limited number of vehicle trips generated by 

the Proposed Project (1-5 trips/day) would result in emissions of CAPs.  However, based on standard 

vehicle emissions rates, the overall emissions would be less than the BAAQMD CEQA guidelines 

significance threshold for CAPs.   



Comment S1 
 

Page 6 of 9999 
 

 

COMMENT S1-
11:

 

Response: 
 
Refer to Page 3-19 of the IS/MND for a discussion of the CRLF.  CRLF were not observed within the 
study area during the field surveys. 

 

COMMENT S1-
12:

 

Response: 

This mitigation measure proscribes a pre-construction nesting survey, the results of which will be used 

to consult the DFG regarding appropriate setbacks.  The size of the setbacks are dependent on the 

location of discovered nests in relation to construction activities. 
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COMMENT S1-
13:

 

Response: 

Applicable BMPs are listed in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.    

COMMENT S1-
14:

 

Response: 

The cultural resources section of the Initial Study (IS) for the proposed project has been prepared 

pursuant to the requirements of CEQA and analyzes the potential for significant impacts to historical 

and unique archaeological resources.  As detailed in the IS and the stand-alone cultural resources study, 

a full accounting of potential cultural resources within the project site was achieved through a records 

search at the Northwest Information Center (NWIC) of the California Historical Resources Information 

System (CHRIS) at Sonoma State University, an intensive pedestrian survey of the area of potential 

effects (APE), a search of the Sacred Lands File (SLF) maintained by the Native American Heritage 

Commission (NAHC), and Native American consultation.  As clearly stated in the IS, the thorough 

cultural resources inventory did not identify any significant cultural resources within the project site.  

As an added precaution, mitigation was crafted to address the possibility of an inadvertent discovery of 

archaeological resources and human remains with the scope and nature of the proposed project in mind.  
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It should be noted that the mitigation in question uses standard language that mirrors that which is 

routinely used in CEQA documents prepared for the State Water Resources Control Board, and which 

the Board uses as a permit term for water right applications to mitigate inadvertent impacts.  Moreover, 

the Section 15064.5(e) and (f) of the Public Resources Code require that mitigation be developed that 

addresses the inadvertent discovery of human remains and historical or unique archaeological resources 

in the course of construction.  A key provision of Section 15064.5(e) is the “immediate evaluation of 

the find by a qualified archaeologist” following an inadvertent discovery 

(http://ceres.ca.gov/nahc/Article_5.html).    

COMMENT S1-
15:

 

Response: 

Mitigation Measure GS-1 has been revised to clarify that the mitigating project component is the use of 

a pre-engineered structure, engineered to meet California Building Code requirements for seismic 

fortification for Site Class C. 

COMMENT S1-
16:

 

Response: 

Preparation of the SWPPP prior to project approval and the design phase is premature.  The County will 
prepare a SWPPP at the appropriate time. 

COMMENT S1-
17:

 

Response: 
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Potentially significant impacts associated with sedimentation of adjacent water resources are addressed 

in the Hydrology and Water Quality section of the Environmental Checklist of the initial study.  The 

potential impacts would be mitigated through incorporation of BMPs into the SWPPP prepared prior to 

commencement of construction activities (Mitigation Measure HYD-1).  

 

 


