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NOTICE OF PREPARATION 
 
 
TO:   County Clerk; State Clearinghouse; Responsible Agencies; Trustee Agencies; Federal Agencies 

with approval or funding authority; Interested Parties 
 
FROM:  City of Pacifica 
 
SUBJECT: The Prospects Residential Project (34 Residential Units at 801 Fassler Avenue) Notice of 

Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report in Compliance with Title 12, Section 
15082(a) of the California Code of Regulations  

 
LEAD AGENCY: City of Pacifica 

Planning Department 
1800 Francisco Boulevard 
Pacifica, CA 94044 
Contact: Kathryn Farbstein, Assistant Planner  

 (650) 738-7443 

PROJECT APPLICANT:  Pacifica Quarry Homes, LLC 
 
Notice is hereby given that the City of Pacifica will be the Lead Agency and will prepare an Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) for the project identified below.  We are requesting comments on the scope and content of this EIR.  We have 
prepared an environmental Initial Study that identifies areas of probable environmental effects.  These probable 
environmental effects are summarized below.  The Initial Study is available at the addresses shown below or by 
contacting Kathryn Farbstein, Assistant Planner. 
 
INTRODUCTION:  The purpose of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is to inform decision makers and the general 
public of the environmental effects of a proposed project.  The EIR process is intended to provide environmental 
information sufficient to evaluate a proposed project and its potential for significant impacts on the environment; examine 
methods of reducing adverse environmental impacts; and consider alternatives to the project. 
 
The Prospects Residential Project Environmental Impact Report (The Prospects EIR) will be prepared and processed in 
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970, as mandated, and the CEQA Guidelines.  In 
accordance with CEQA requirements, The Prospects EIR will include the following: 
 

• Summary of the proposed project and its potential environmental effects; 
• Description of the proposed project; 
• Description of the existing environmental setting, potentially significant environmental impacts, and mitigation 

measures;   
• Alternatives to the proposed project; 
• Cumulative impacts; and 
• CEQA conclusions, including: 1) the growth-inducing impacts of the proposed project; 2) any significant 

environmental effects which cannot be avoided if the project is implemented; 3) any significant irreversible and 
irretrievable commitments of resources; and 4) effects found not to be significant. 

 
PROJECT LOCATION:  The proposed project is within the southwestern portion of the City of Pacifica in the 
Rockaway Neighborhood in the County of San Mateo.  The proposed project site consists of approximately 11.2 acres of 
vacant land and is bounded by Fassler Avenue on the west and south, and vacant land to the north and east.  Surrounding 
land uses are designated by the General Plan as Open Space Residential, Low Density Residential and are zoned Planned 
Development with a Hillside Preservation District overlay, similar to the proposed project site.     
 



PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  The project applicant proposes to construct 34 residential units, a subterranean parking 
garage, and associated amenities in the western two acres of the proposed project site.  Half (17) of the proposed units 
would be detached single-family residences and the remaining half (17) of the proposed units would be attached in the 
form of duplexes and triplexes.  In addition, the proposed project would include gardens, open space areas, an 
amphitheatre, a community center, and promenades/pedestrian walkways. The project boundaries are shown in Figure 1.  
 
Implementation of the proposed project would require the following actions or approvals from the City of Pacifica or 
other agencies: General Plan Amendment; Rezoning to P-D with a Development Plan; Height, Land Coverage Control, 
and Parking Variances; and Specific Plan (future application). Other discretionary permits and/or ministerial approvals 
including grading, foundation and building permits, utility connections permits and any other ministerial actions may be 
required. 
 
PROBABLE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS:  It is anticipated that the proposed project may have environmental 
effects in the following areas: Aesthetics; Biological Resources; Cultural Resources; and Transportation and Traffic.  The 
level of analysis for these subject areas may be refined or additional subject areas may be analyzed based on responses to 
this Notice of Preparation (NOP), and/or refinements to the project that may occur subsequent to the publication of this 
NOP. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS NOT LIKELY TO REQUIRE FURTHER ANALYSIS: An environmental Initial 
Study was prepared and it was determined that the following potential environmental effects of the proposed project 
would be less than significant or have no impact and will not be further studied in the Draft EIR: Agriculture Resources; 
Air Quality; Geology/Soils; Hazards and Hazardous Materials; Hydrology/Water Quality; Land Use/Planning; Mineral 
Resources; Noise; Population/Housing; Public Services; Recreation; and Utilities/Service Systems.  
 
REQUEST FOR COMMENTS: Due to the time limits mandated by State law, your response must be sent at the 
earliest possible date, but no later than September 21, 2006.  Please send your response to Kathryn Farbstein, Assistant 
Planner at the address shown above. 
 
DOCUMENT AVAILABILITY: The Initial Study is available for review at the following locations:  
 

• City of Pacifica Planning Department, 1800 Francisco Boulevard 
• Pacifica Library, 104 Hilton Way 
• Sanchez Library, 1111 Terra Nova Boulevard  

 
 
 
DATE: August 18, 2006 Signature: _____________________ 
 
                    Kathryn Farbstein 
    Assistant Planner 
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City of Pacifica 
Planning and Economic Department 

INITIAL STUDY AND CHECKLIST 
Date: June 29, 2006 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Requirements  

This report has been prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources 
Code, Section 21000 et esq.) and the CEQA Guidelines.   

Project Title:  The Prospects Residential Project (34 Residential Units at 801 Fassler Avenue)   

Project Location: 801 Fassler Avenue  
Pacifica, California 94044 

Lead Agency: City of Pacifica 
Planning Department 
1800 Francisco Boulevard 
Pacifica, CA 94044 
Contact: Kathryn Farbstein  

 (650) 738-7341 

Project Applicant: Rick Lee, Managing Member 
Pacifica Quarry Homes, LLC 
P.O. Box 260 
Pacifica, CA 94044 
 

Project Location: 801 Fassler Avenue (APN 022-083-020 and 022-083-030) 

General Plan Designation/Zoning Classification: The General Plan designation for approximately 7.6 acres of 
the westerly portion of the project site is Open Space Residential and the remaining 3.6 acres has a General Plan 
designation of Low-Density Residential. The entire proposed project site is zoned Planned Development (P-D) 
District with Hillside Preservation District (HPD) overlay.  

Site Description: The approximately 11.2-acre project site is located in the southwest portion of the City in the 
Rockaway Neighborhood and is bounded by Fassler Avenue on the west and south, and vacant land to the north 
and east.  The project site consists of the following two parcels (identified by the Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 
[APNs]): 022-083-020 and 022-083-030.  The proposed project site consists of hilly terrain and generally slopes 
from a peak in the southeast portion (approximately 440 feet above mean sea level [msl]) of the site to a low point 



City of Pacifica  Initial Study 

 
The Prospects Residential Project  Page 2 
  June 2006 
 

in the northwest region (240 feet above msl) of the project site.  The average slope from the highest to lowest 
point on the project site is approximately 17.7 percent.  An approximately 50-foot high ridge exists in the middle 
portion of the property, roughly parallel to Fassler Avenue.  

Project Description: The project applicant (Pacifica Quarry Homes, LLC) proposes to construct 34 residential 
units, a subterranean parking garage, and associated amenities in the western 2 acres of the proposed project site.  
The proposed site plan is shown in Figure 1.  Half (17) of the proposed units would be detached single-family 
residences and the remaining half (17) of the proposed units would be attached in the form of duplexes and triplexes.  
The detached units would be designed as cottage-style two- to three-bedroom units.  Two of the detached units and 
three of the attached units would be designated as affordable. In addition to the proposed residential units the 
proposed project would include gardens, open space areas, an amphitheatre (the amphitheatre would used for 
recreational purposes to be determined by the residents of the proposed development), a community center, and 
promenades/pedestrian walkways.  The development would be sited below the ridgeline and, therefore, would be 
visible from Fassler Avenue. The gardens and open space areas would be sited east of the residential units.  The 
proposed hiking trail would extend throughout the entire project site.  The subterranean garage would consist of 
approximately 26,000 square feet (sf) and would provide 112 parking spaces.  Three additional surface parking 
spaces (including one handicapped space) would be provided near the entrance to the proposed project site.   

The 17 attached units would be sited above the subterranean parking garage.  The detached units would generally be 
sited around the attached units, with the attached units making up the center portion of the developed area.  Two 
access roads would serve as promenades, pedestrian walkways, and emergency access roads, and would provide 
connectivity among the units.  One roadway would be sited along the western boundary of the attached units and the 
other would be located to the south, providing links between attached and detached units.   

The detached units would consist of two stories and attached units would be two and three stories.  The building 
height varies throughout the site.  The attached units above the parking garage would be a maximum of 38’3” above 
grade, which would also be the maximum building height on the project site.   

The total proposed developed area would be 210,279 sf, approximately 43 percent of the total site area, of which the 
recreational portion would consist of approximately 123,932 sf.  The recreational portion of the project site would 
cover approximately 25.5 percent of the total site area.  The residential portion of the proposed project would consist 
of 86,347 sf and would cover approximately 17.8 percent of the total site area.   

An existing asphalt road along the northern boundary of the project site would be demolished and removed to 
accommodate a proposed nature trail.  The material from the demolition of the asphalt road would be recycled and 
reused for materials in new construction of the proposed project.   

Additionally, rainwater would be collected from roofs and other impermeable areas on the proposed project site and 
would be stored in several retention basins including an upper level pond, a cistern beneath the parking garage, and 
in the amphitheatre.  In total, these basins would have a capacity of 200,000 gallons.  It is proposed that this water be 
used for irrigation purposes.  Finally, the proposed amphitheatre area would be designed to serve as storm water 
storage with the capacity to store all tributary runoff corresponding with a 100-year storm event.  The storage site 
would have an overflow outlet as a safety factor so that in the event of a severe storm that exceeds capacity, excess 
runoff would be discharged into the existing storm drainage facilities along Fassler Avenue.   
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Other public agency approval(s) required:  

• General Plan Amendment 

• Rezoning to P-D with a Development Plan  

• Height, Land Coverage Control, and Parking Variances 

• Specific Plan (future application)  

• Other discretionary permits may be required  

• Ministerial approvals including grading, foundation and building permits, utility connections permits 
and any other ministerial actions or approvals may be required. 
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Environmental Factors Potentially Affected: 

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one impact 
that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the pages below. 

 1. Aesthetics  7. Hazards & Hazardous 
Materials  13. Public Services 

 2. Agricultural Resources  8. Hydrology & Water 
Quality  14. Recreation 

 3. Air Quality  9. Land Use & Planning 15. Transportation/Traffic 

 4. Biological Resources  10. Mineral Resources  16. Utilities & Service Systems 

 5. Cultural Resources   11. Noise   

 6. Geology & Soils  12. Population & Housing   
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Determination 

 I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment and a 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION should be prepared. 

 
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will 
not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to 
by the project proponent.  A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 I find the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

 
I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially significant 
unless mitigated” impact on the environment but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in 
an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation 
measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets.  An ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment because all 
potentially significant effects a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to 
that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION including revisions or mitigation measures that are 
imposed upon the proposed project nothing further is required. 

 
Evaluation of Environmental Impacts 
 
1) A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately supported 

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

2) All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including: off-site as well as on-site, 
cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational 
impacts. 

3) Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist 
answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, 
or less than significant.  “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that 
an effect may be significant.  If there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the 
determination is made, an EIR is required. 

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

5) Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an 
effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration pursuant to Section 
15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following: 
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a) Earlier Analysis Used.  Identify and state where they are available for review. 

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed.  Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the 
scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, 
and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier 
analysis. 

c) Mitigation Measures.  For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures 
Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the 
earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project. 

6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for 
potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances).  Reference to a previously prepared or outside 
document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is 
substantiated. 

7) Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals 
contacted should be cited in the discussion. 

8) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies 
should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project’s environmental 
effects in whatever format is selected. 

9) The explanation of each issue should identify: 

a) the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and  

b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significant. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Signature: ___________________________ Date: ____________________ 
 Kathryn Farbstein  
 Assistant Planner 
 City of Pacifica 
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Environmental Analysis 

 

1. Aesthetics. Would the project: Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?     

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

    

c. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of the site and its surroundings? 

    

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

    

Discussion:   

a) Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed project could impede views of the Pacific Ocean to the west 
or ridge views to the north. The portion of Fassler Avenue located northwest of the project site is identified 
as an area with unique visual characteristics in the City’s General Plan.1 This impact is considered 
potentially significant and will be further evaluated in the EIR.   

b) Potentially Significant Impact.  The proposed project is not within the viewing corridor of a state scenic 
highway.2 According to the City’s General Plan, the City proposes to designate the Linda Mar Boulevard – 
Oddstad – Terra Nova Boulevard – Fassler Avenue loop as a scenic highway.3 It is possible; therefore, that 
implementation of the proposed project could cause substantial damage to scenic resources this roadway. 
This impact is considered potentially significant and will be further analyzed in the EIR.  

c) Potentially Significant Impact.  Implementation of the proposed project would involve development of 34 
residential units, a subterranean parking structure, and associated amenities on a currently vacant site. The 
proposed residential units would have solar panels installed on the roofs of each unit. Additionally, the 
project site would be graded to accommodate the proposed project. These characteristics of project 
development could alter the visual character or quality of the site and the surroundings. This impact is 
considered potentially significant and will be further addressed in the EIR.  

d) Potentially Significant Impact.  Implementation of the proposed project would introduce new sources of 
light and glare, including interior and exterior building lighting and vehicle headlights, reflective surfaces, 
such as windows and light-colored paint in an area that is currently vacant. Therefore, the potential for the 

                                                           
1  City of Pacifica, General Plan Community Design Element, March 1978.  
2 California Department of Transportation, “The California Scenic Highway System: A List of Eligible and Officially 

Designated Routes,” http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/scenic/cahisys.htm, Accessed May 18, 2006. 
3  City of Pacifica, General Plan Scenic Highway Element, February 1978. 
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project to create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime 
views. This impact is considered potentially significant and will be further addressed in the EIR.  

 

2. Agricultural Resources. In determining whether impacts to 
agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead 
agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land 
Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the 
California Department of Conservation as an optional model to 
use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland.  Would 
the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown on the 
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California Resources 
Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

    

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act Contract? 

    

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

    

 Discussion:   

a) No Impact.  The Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) designates the site as Urban and 
“Built-Up Land”.4 Therefore, the project would not convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance to non-agricultural uses.  No impact would result and no further analysis 
of this issue is required. 

b) No Impact.  The project site is zoned P-D District with an HPD overlay. The project site is not under 
Williamson Act Contract. No impact would result and no further analysis of this issue is required. 

c) No Impact.  No agricultural land uses are located on or in close proximity to the project site.5 No impact 
would result and no further analysis of this issue is required.  

                                                           
4 California Division of Land Resource Protection, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program Overview, website: 

http://www.consrv.ca.gov/dlrp/FMMP/overview/survey_area_map.htm, Accessed May 18, 2006.  
5  Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, Site Visit, May 25, 2006.  
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3. Air Quality.  The significance criteria established by the Bay 
Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) may be 
relied upon to make the following determinations.  Would the 
project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

    

e. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number 
of people? 

    

Discussion: 

a) Less-Than-Significant Impact.  A significant impact may occur if the proposed project is not consistent 
with the applicable air quality plan.  In the case of projects proposed within the Bay Area, the applicable 
plan is the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) that is prepared by the Bay Area Air Management 
District (BAAQMD).  The BAAQMD is the agency principally responsible for comprehensive air pollution 
control in the Basin.  To that end, the BAQMD, a regional agency, works directly with the Association of 
Bay Area Governments (ABAG), county transportation commissions, local governments, and cooperates 
actively with all State and federal government agencies.  The BAAQMD develops rules and regulations, 
establishes permitting requirements, inspects emissions sources, and enforces such measures though 
educational programs or fines, when necessary. 

The BAAQMD is directly responsible for reducing emissions from stationary (area and point), mobile, and 
indirect sources.  It has responded to this requirement by preparing a series of AQMPs.  Bay Area plans are 
prepared with the cooperation of the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), and the Association 
of Bay Area Governments (ABAG). Currently, there are three plans for the Bay Area. These are: 

• The Ozone Attainment Plan for the 1-Hour National Ozone Standard (ABAG, 2001) developed to meet 
Federal ozone air quality planning requirements; 

• The Bay Area 2000 Clean Air Plan (BAAQMD, 2000) developed to meet planning requirements 
related to the State ozone standard; and 

• The 1996 Carbon Monoxide Redesignation Request and Maintenance Plan for Ten Federal Planning 
Areas, developed by the air districts with jurisdiction over the ten planning areas including the 
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BAAQMD to ensure continued attainment of the Federal carbon monoxide standard. In June 1998, the 
EPA approved this plan and designated the ten areas as attainment. The maintenance plan was revised 
in October 1998. 

The Bay Area 2001 Ozone Attainment Plan was prepared as a proposed revision to the Bay Area part of 
California’s plan to achieve the national ozone standard. The plan was prepared in response to US EPA’s 
partial approval and partial disapproval of the Bay Area’s 1999 Ozone Attainment Plan and finding of 
failure to attain the national ambient air quality standard for ozone. The Revised Plan was adopted by the 
Boards of the co-lead agencies and approved by the ARB in 2001. On July 7, 2003, EPA signed a 
rulemaking proposing to approve the Plan. EPA also made an interim final determination that the Plan 
corrects deficiencies identified in the 1999 Plan. However, in April 2004, US EPA made a final finding that 
the Bay Area has attained the national 1-hour ozone standard. Because of this finding, the previous 
planning commitments in the 2001 Ozone Attainment Plan are no longer required. The region must submit 
to EPA a redesignation request and a maintenance plan to show that the region will continue to meet the 1-
hour ozone standard. The recent designation of the Bay Area as nonattainment for the Federal 8-hour ozone 
standard now triggers the need for an attainment plan. 

For State air quality planning purposes, the Bay Area is classified as a marginal non-attainment area for the 
national 8-hour ozone standard. The serious classification triggers various plan submittal requirements and 
transportation performance standards. One such requirement is that the Bay Area update the Clean Air Plan 
(CAP) every three years to reflect progress in meeting the air quality standards and to incorporate new 
information regarding the feasibility of control measures and new emission inventory data. The Bay Area’s 
record of progress in implementing previous measures must also be reviewed. The most recent revision to 
the CAP was completed in 2000. The 2000 CAP applied control measures to stationary sources, mobile 
sources, and transportation control measures (TCMs). 

Projects that are consistent with the projections of employment and population forecasts identified by 
ABAG are considered consistent with the Plans growth projections, since the Growth Management Chapter 
forms the basis of the land use and transportation control portions of the Plan.  The Plan also assumes that 
general development projects will include feasible strategies (i.e., mitigation measures) to reduce emissions 
generated during construction and operation. 

The proposed project consists of 17 attached single-family homes and 17 detached single-family homes.  
New residential uses would increase the City population.  Using an existing average household size of 
2.728, the proposed project would be expected to accommodate approximately 93 (2.728 x 34) residents.  
According to ABAG, by the date of the project’s completion in the fall of 2008, the City’s projected 
population would be 38,840.  Assuming that all residents generated by the proposed project are new to the 
City, they would make up 0.24 percent of the baseline population (2006) and 0.24 percent of the projected 
population for the year 2008.  Because the proposed project would not exceed the City’s population 
projections, impacts would be less than significant.  

b)  Less-Than-Significant Impact.  The proposed project would involve the construction of 34 residential units, 
a subterranean parking garage, and associated amenities in the westernmost two acres of the proposed 
project site.  During the construction phase of development of the proposed project, on-site stationary 
sources, heavy-duty construction vehicles, construction worker vehicles, and energy use would generate 
emissions.  In addition to construction vehicle emissions, fugitive dust would also be generated during 
grading and construction activities.  Dust is generated when grading equipment breaks down surface 
materials.  The resulting dust, which includes PM10, is subsequently entrained into the air by wind and 
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vehicle tires.  Although much of this airborne dust would settle out on or near the project site, smaller 
particles would remain in the atmosphere, increasing existing particulate levels within the surrounding area.  
Sensitive receptors that could be affected by construction include the existing residential areas near the 
project site.   

Construction/Demolition Emissions 

According to the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, PM10 is the pollutant of greatest concern with respect to 
construction activities.  Construction emissions of PM10 can vary greatly depending upon the level of 
activity, construction equipment, local soils, and weather conditions, among other factors. As a result, the 
BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines specifies, “[t]he District’s approach to CEQA analyses of construction 
impacts is to emphasize implementation of effective and comprehensive control measures rather than 
detailed quantification of emissions.”  Therefore, the determination of significance with respect to 
construction emissions should be based on a consideration of the control measures to be implemented.  If 
all the applicable control measures for PM10 indicated in the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines would be 
implemented, then air pollutant emissions from construction activities would be considered less than 
significant.  If a project would not implement all applicable control measures, construction emissions 
would be considered a significant impact. 

While the BAAQMD does not implement specific thresholds for construction emissions, without 
implementation of specific dust control measures, impacts related to construction emissions would be 
significant.  Therefore, as recommended by the BAAQMD, the following control measures would be 
required during construction activities.6  These measures include:7 

• Water all active construction areas at least twice daily. 

• Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials or require all trucks to 
maintain at least two feet of freeboard. 

• Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply non-toxic soil stabilizers on all unpaved 
access roads, parking areas, and staging areas at the construction sites. 

• Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved access roads, parking areas, and staging areas 
at the construction sites. 

• Sweep public streets adjacent to construction sites daily (with water sweepers) if visible 
soil material is carried onto the streets. 

With inclusion of these control measures, impacts would be less than significant and no further analysis of 
this issue is required. 

Operational Emissions 

The BAAQMD recommends that individual project’s impacts involving direct and/or indirect operational 
emissions that exceed the following thresholds be considered significant: 

                                                           
6  Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, December 1999.  
7  As indicated by the BAAQMD, enhanced control measures are recommended for sites larger than four acres in size.  

Although the total project site is greater than four acres, almost all construction would take place on a portion less than four 
acres. For this reason, the project would integrate the BAAQMD’s “Basic Control Measures” 
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• 80 pounds per day (ppd) of ROG 

• 80 ppd of NOx 

• 80 ppd of PM10 

Direct emissions are those that are emitted on a site and include stationary sources and on-site mobile 
equipment. Examples of land uses and activities that generate direct emissions are industrial operations and 
sources subject to an operating permit by the BAAQMD.  Indirect emissions come from mobile sources 
that access the project site but generally emit off site.  For many types of land-use development projects, 
the principal sources of air pollutant emissions are the motor vehicle trips generated by the project. 

Regional Emissions – Daily Emissions of ROG, NOx, and PM10 

Operational emissions associated with the ultimate development and operation of the proposed project 
would result primarily from increased vehicular trips to and from the commercial development.  Other 
sources of emissions associated with the project would include area source emissions, such as the use of 
natural gas for water heaters and cooking appliances.  The predicted mobile source and area source 
emissions associated with project operation were calculated using the URBEMIS 2002 computer model 
distributed for use by the CARB and recommended for use by the BAAQMD.  The average daily indirect 
and direct emissions associated with the proposed project are presented in Table 1 and are compared with 
the BAAQMD project-specific recommended thresholds of significance for the sources of pollutants.  As 
shown in Table 1, the project would not generate average daily direct and indirect emissions of ROG, NOx, 
or PM10 that would exceed BAAQMD-recommended thresholds.  Therefore, regional emissions associated 
with the proposed project would be less than significant. 

Table 1 
Air Pollutant Emissions from Project Operations (lbs/day) 

Operational Activity ROG NOx PM10 

Project Operational Emissions 2.23 2.21 2.27 
Significance Threshold 80 80 80 

Significant Impact? No No No 
Source:    URBEMIS 2002.  Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, 2006.   

 

Toxic Air Contaminants 

Diesel particulate emissions, a known toxic air contaminant, would occur from trucks picking up garbage 
and recyclable materials, and making deliveries to the project site.  To address diesel particulate emissions, 
statewide programs and regulations are presently being developed and implemented by the California Air 
Resources Board and the U.S. EPA to reduce the risks of exposure to diesel exhaust.  These programs 
include emission control requirements along with subsidies for upgrading older diesel engines to low-
emissions models.  In light of the available information, the effects of the toxic emissions from future 
vehicle operations at the project site are not expected to be substantial. 

Toxic or carcinogenic air pollutants are not expected to occur in any meaningful amounts in conjunction 
with operation of the proposed land uses at the project site.  Only small quantities of common forms of 
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hazardous or toxic substances, such as cleaning agents, which are typically used or stored in conjunction 
with residential uses, would be present.  Most uses of such substances would occur indoors.  Based on the 
common uses expected on the site, any emission would be minor. 

With integration of the control measures listed above, and because of the reasons discussed in this analysis, 
impacts are considered less than significant and no further analysis is necessary.  

c) Less-Than-Significant Impact.  A significant impact may occur if a project would add a considerable 
cumulative contribution to federal or state non-attainment pollutant.  For State air quality planning 
purposes, the Bay Area is classified as a marginal non-attainment area for the national 8-hour ozone 
standard. With regard to determining the significance of the proposed project contribution, the BAAQMD 
neither recommends quantified analyses of construction and/or operational emissions from multiple 
development projects nor provides methodologies or thresholds of significance to be used to assess the 
cumulative emissions generated by multiple cumulative projects.  Instead, the BAAQMD recommends that 
a project’s potential contribution to cumulative impacts should be assessed utilizing the same significance 
criteria as those for project specific impacts.  Therefore, this analysis assumes that individual development 
projects that generate construction or operational emissions that exceed the BAAQMD recommended daily 
thresholds for project-specific impacts would also cause a cumulatively considerable increase in emissions 
for those pollutants for which the Basin is in non-attainment. 

As discussed above, daily emissions associated with project development and operation of the proposed 
project would generate operational emissions that do not exceed the BAAQMD’s recommended thresholds.  
The construction-related and operational emissions associated with the proposed project would, therefore, 
not be cumulatively considerable. Impacts are less than significant and no further analysis is required.  

d) Less-Than-Significant Impact.  A significant impact may occur if the operation of a project exceeds an 
Ambient Air Quality Standard at a sensitive receptor location.  BAAQMD protocol utilizes localized CO 
concentrations to determine pollutant concentration potential.  Sensitive receptors are populations that are 
more susceptible to the effects of air pollution than are the population at large.  The BAAQMD identifies 
the following as sensitive receptors: long-term health care facilities, rehabilitation centers, convalescent 
centers, retirement homes, residences, schools, playgrounds, child care centers, and athletic facilities. 

For this analysis, CO concentrations were calculated based on a simplified CALINE4 screening procedure 
developed by the BAAQMD.  This methodology assumes worst-case conditions (i.e., wind direction is 
parallel to the primary roadway, 90° to the secondary road; wind speed of less than one meter per second; 
and a high level of atmospheric stability or lack of change) and provides a screening of maximum, worst-
case CO concentrations.   

Motor vehicles are the primary source of pollutants in the project vicinity.  Traffic-congested roadways and 
intersections have the potential to generate localized high levels of CO.  The BAAQMD recommends that 
CO modeling be performed for projects in which traffic would affect intersections or roadway segments 
operating at LOS D, E, or F, or would cause a decline to LOS D, E, or F.  As a result, CO modeling was 
performed for the following three roadway intersections: 
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• SR1 /Reina del Mar Avenue 

• SR1/Fassler Avenue 

• Fassler Avnue/Project Access 

The results of these calculations are presented in Table 2.  As shown therein, future CO concentrations near 
the study intersections would not exceed national or State ambient air quality standards with operation of 
the proposed project.  Therefore, CO hotspots would not occur near these intersections in the future with 
operation of the Proposed Project.  Therefore, impacts related to local CO concentrations at these 
intersections would be less than significant and no further analysis is required.  

Table 2 
Future (2015) Localized Carbon Monoxide Concentrations 

CO Concentrations in Parts per Milliona,b 
25 Feet 50 Feet 100 Feet 

Intersection 1-Hour 8-Hour 1-Hour 8-Hour 1-Hour 8-Hour 
1. SR1 & Reina del Mar Avenue 3.7 3.2 3.4 3.0 3.1 2.8 
2. SR1 & Fassler Avenue 3.5 3.2 3.2 3.0 3.0 2.8 
3. Project Access & Fassler Avenue 2.6 2.6 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.4 
a National 1-hour standard is 35.0 parts per million. State 1-hour standard is 20.0 parts per million. 
b National 8-hour standard is 9.5 parts per million. State 8-hour standard is 9.1 parts per million. 
Source: Christopher A. Joseph and Associates 2006.  
Traffic Information Source: Dowling Associates, Inc. 2005. 

 

e) Less-Than-Significant Impact.  According to the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, the types of projects that 
commonly result in odor impacts include: wastewater treatment plant, sanitary landfills, transfer stations, 
composting facilities, petroleum refineries, asphalt batch plants, chemical manufacturing, fiberglass 
manufacturing, auto body shops, rendering plants, and coffer roasters.8 The proposed project does not 
include any of these uses and would not create objectionable odors that would affect a substantial number 
of people. Therefore, project impacts related to odors would be less than significant, and no further analysis 
of this issue is required.  

                                                           
8 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, December 1999. 
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4. Biological Resources.  Would the project:: Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
through habitat modification, on any species identified 
as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in 
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations by the 
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service? 

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources, such as tree preservation policy or 
ordinance? 

    

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

    

Discussion:   

a) Potentially Significant Impact. Implementation of the proposed project could result in a substantial adverse 
effect, either directly or through habitat modification, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or 
special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations by the California Department of 
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. A Biological Resources Assessment (BRA) will be 
prepared for the proposed project and will analyze potential impacts related to habitat modification. 
Impacts could be potentially significant and will be further analyzed in the EIR.  

b) Potentially Significant Impact.  The proposed project could have a substantial adverse effect on any 
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in the City or regional plans, policies, 
regulations by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. A BRA will 
be prepared for the proposed project and will analyze potential impacts to riparian habitats or other 
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sensitive natural communities should they be present on the project site. Impacts are considered potentially 
significant and will be further analyzed in the EIR. 

c) Potentially Significant Impact.  The proposed project could have a substantial adverse effect on federally 
protected wetlands. A BRA will be prepared for the proposed project and will analyze potential impacts to 
wetlands should they be present on the project site. Impacts are considered potentially significant and will 
be further analyzed in the EIR. 

d) Potentially Significant Impact.  The project site is completely developed and contains no onsite waterways.  
Although the project site contains no onsite waterways, the project site includes and is adjacent to areas of 
open space.  Additionally, there could be native wildlife nurseries in the project area.  A BRA will be 
prepared for the proposed project and will analyze potential impacts related to substantial interference with 
the movement of any native resident or migratory wildlife species or with established native resident or 
migratory wildlife corridors, or the use of native wildlife nursery sites. Impacts are considered potentially 
significant and will be further analyzed in the EIR. 

e) Less-Than-Significant Impact.  The City has a Heritage Tree ordinance which defines a heritage tree as any 
tree within the City of Pacifica, with the exception of eucalyptus, which has a trunk with a circumference of 
50 inches or greater, approximately 16 inches in diameter or more when measured two feet above natural 
grade.9 In addition, the City Council may designate any tree or grove of trees of special historical, 
environmental, or aesthetic value as a heritage tree. Heritage trees may not be removed, destroyed, or 
damaged beyond repair without a Heritage Tree Permit. Development projects involving heritage trees 
which require Planning Commission approval must be accompanied by a tree protection plan. The 
proposed project would involve the removal of two Heritage Trees.  As required by the ordinance, the 
applicant would submit a Heritage Tree Permit and a Tree Protection Plan along with planning permits and, 
therefore, would be in compliance. No other local policies related to biological resources would apply to 
the proposed project. Impacts would be less than significant and no further analysis is required.  

f) No Impact.  The project site is not subject to a Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or any other habitat plan. Therefore, development of the proposed project would not 
conflict with any habitat conversion plan.  Thus, no further analysis of the issue is required. 

 
5. Cultural Resources.  Would the project: Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of 
a historical resource as defined in §15064.5? 

    

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of 
an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5? 

    

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

    

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

    

                                                           
9   Christopher Campbell Tree Design, RE: Two Cupressus macrocarpa (Monterey Cypress), February 2006. 
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Discussion: 

a) Less-Than-Significant Impact. The proposed project site does not contain a structure or resource of 
historical significance as defined in §15064.5.10 Impacts would be less than significant and no further 
analysis is required.  

b) Potentially Significant Impact. There are no known archaeological resources on the project site.11 However, 
based on the topographic setting of the project site, there is a moderate possibility that unrecorded Native 
American cultural resources are present.12 This impact is considered potentially significant. The EIR will 
provide further analysis of this issue and, if applicable, present appropriate mitigation measures.   

c) Less-Than-Significant Impact.  There are no known paleontological resources or unique geological features 
on the proposed project site.13,14 This impact is considered less than significant and no further analysis is 
required.  

d) Less-Than-Significant Impact.  Although it is believed that no human remains are known to have been 
found on the project site, it is possible that unknown resources could be encountered during project 
construction, particularly during ground-disturbing activities such as excavation and grading.  However, as 
required by State law, if human remains are discovered at the project site during construction, work at the 
specific construction site at which the remains have been uncovered shall be suspended, and the appropriate 
City and County agencies immediately notified. If the remains are determined by the County coroner to be 
Native American, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 hours, 
and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the treatment and disposition of the remains.  
Therefore, project impacts to unknown human remains would be less than significant.  No further analysis 
of this issue is required. 

 
6. Geology & Soils.  Would the project: Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

a. Expose people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving: 

 

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the 
State Geologist for the area or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault?  Refer to 
Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42.  

    

                                                           
10  City of Pacifica, General Plan, Historic Preservation Element. April 1978.  
11  California Historical Resources Information System, Northwest Information Center, Written Correspondence, June 13, 

2006.  
12  Ibid. 
13  University of California at Berkeley, University of Paleontology, http://www.ucmp.berkeley.edu/index.html, Accessed May 

18, 2006.  
14  Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, Site Visit, May 25, 2006 
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6. Geology & Soils.  Would the project: Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

a. Expose people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving: 

 

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?      

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction?  

    

iv. Landslides?     

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

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

    

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B 
of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating 
substantial risks to life or property? 

    

e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use 
of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal 
systems where sewers are not available for the disposal 
of waste water? 

    

Discussion:   

a.i) Less-Than-Significant Impact. The potential for rupture of a seismically active fault at the project site is 
negligible.  Although the site is located within a zone of regional seismic activity, no known active faults 
are identified as traversing the site or adjacent properties.  Under the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Act (A-PEZA), the State Geologist is required to identify and map earthquake faults which have 
evidence of ground surface rupture having occurred in the last 11,000 years.  Such faults are considered 
“active” or having the potential to generate significant earthquakes.  The mapping of active faults indicates 
that the project site is located between two regional active faults within the San Andreas Fault System 
(SAFS).  The San Gregorio Fault is located approximately 4.2 miles west of the project site and lies within 
the Pacific Ocean.  The San Andreas Fault is located approximately 2.7 miles east of the project site.  The 
distance of these faults from the project site reduces the potential for fault rupture at the proposed project 
site during earthquakes on these faults to a negligible level. 

The site is located approximately 1.0 miles north of the mapped trace of the Pilarcitos Fault.  This fault is 
not zoned as an ‘active’ fault under the A-PEZA.  The location, trend, and other characteristics of the fault 
suggest that the Pilarcitos Fault may be an ancestral trace of the San Andreas Fault.  Seismicity in the area 
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of the fault indicates that the fault may be potentially active.15  However, due to distance of the proposed 
project site from the fault, it is unlikely that an earthquake on the fault could produce fault rupture at the 
project site. Impacts are considered less than significant and no further analysis is required.  

a.ii) Less-Than-Significant Impact. The coastal region of California is located at the margin of two lithospheric 
plates of the earth’s crust, the Pacific plate to the west and the North American plate to the east.  The 
movement of the Pacific plate northward relative to the North American plate results in the accumulation of 
stress along the margin of the plates.  Earthquakes result as the strain is released by the rupture of the earth.  
The plate motion has resulted in the development of the SAFS, a series of northwest-southeast trending 
active faults.  The SAFS includes the San Andreas, San Gregorio, Hayward-Rodgers Creek, Calaveras, and 
other active faults.  All of these active regional faults are capable of generating damaging earthquakes.  The 
U.S. Geological Survey has estimated that there was a 62 percent probability that between 2003 and 2032, 
a 6.7 or greater magnitude earthquake will occur within the San Francisco Bay Region.16  The probability 
of a 6.7 magnitude or greater earthquake occurring along individual faults was estimated to be 21 percent 
along the San Andreas Fault, ten percent along the San Gregorio Fault, 27 percent along the Hayward-
Rodgers Creek Fault, and eleven percent along the Calaveras Fault.  

During a regional earthquake within the SAFS, the level of groundshaking at the proposed project site 
would be dependent on the magnitude of the earthquake and the distance from the site to the epicenter of 
the earthquake.  The “intensity” of ground shaking during an earthquake is a subjective measure of the 
perceptible effects of seismic energy at a given point and varies with distance from the epicenter and local 
geologic conditions.  The Modified Mercalli Intensity Scale (MMI) is the most commonly used scale for 
measurement of the subjective effects of earthquake intensity.  This scale uses the observations of the 
people who experienced an earthquake to estimate its intensity.  Regional analysis by the Association of 
Bay Area Governments (ABAG) of estimated  groundshaking during expected earthquakes within the 
SAFS indicate that during an earthquake similar to the 1906 (M 7.9) event on the San Andreas Fault ground 
shaking in the vicinity of the project site would be “very strong” (MMI-VIII) to “violent” (MMI-IX).  
During an M 7.2 earthquake on the San Gregorio Fault, ABAG estimates that the intensity of shaking at the 
site would be ‘strong’ (MMI-VII).    

Intensity can also be quantitatively measured using accelerometers (strong motion seismographs) that 
record ground acceleration at a specific location, a measure of force applied to a structure under seismic 
shaking.  Acceleration is measured as a fraction or percentage of the acceleration under gravity (g).  
Estimates of the peak ground acceleration have been made for the project area based on probabilistic 
models that account for multiple seismic sources.  Under these models, consideration of the probability of 
expected seismic events is incorporated into the determination of the level of ground shaking at a particular 
location.  Recent seismic hazards evaluations have been conducted to determine probabilistic estimates for 
seismic shaking levels throughout California.  The California Geological Survey estimates that the 
expected peak horizontal acceleration (i.e., with a 10 percent chance of being exceeded in the next 50 
years) from any of the known seismic sources potentially affecting vicinity of the site to be 0.6 to 0.7g.17 

                                                           
15  Brabb, E.E., and Olson, J.A., 1998, Maps Showing Faults and Earthquake epicenters in San Mateo County, California, 

United States Geological Survey, Miscellaneous Investigations Series Map I-1257-F. 
16  United State Geologic Survey, 2003, website: http://geopubs.wr.usgs.gov/fact-sheet/fs039-03 
17

 California Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG), 1996. Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Map for California, CDMG 
Open-File Report 96-08. 
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Current geologic and seismic evidence, as summarized above indicates that strong seismic shaking is 
expected at the project site.  The geotechnical investigation prepared for the proposed project 18 references 
and applies the seismic design provisions of the Uniform Building Code (UBC) for the recommendations 
for the design of structures at the proposed project.  The UBC (with modifications presented in the 
California Building Code [CBC]) is the accepted standard for the seismic design of structures.  The propsed 
project is required to comply with the UBC and the CBC. However, these standards provide protection 
against collapse of structure but do not prevent potential significant damage (including non-structural 
damage such as falling objects, broken windows, and interior and exterior damage) during seismic shaking.  
Therefore, the potential for significant damage and associated human injury during earthquakes remains 
significant at the site after compliance with the seismic design provisions of the UBC.  The risk of such 
damage and injury at the site is similar to the risk presented throughout much of the San Francisco Bay 
area.  This risk has been found to be acceptable within the planning community and by regional 
governments. As such, impacts are considered less than significant and no further analysis is required.  

a.iii) Less-Than-Significant Impact. Moderate to strong groundshaking during earthquakes can result in collateral 
types of ground failure, including liquefaction.  Liquefaction is a phenomenon in which saturated, granular 
sediment lose strength as the result of increased pore water pressures caused by seismic shaking.  The soils 
transform nearly instantaneously from a solid to a liquid state.  Geologic conditions, site-specific 
investigation, and regional mapping19 indicate that the likelihood of the presence of saturated, granular 
deposits is very low.  As such, the susceptibility of materials to liquefaction is very low. Impacts are 
considered less than significant and no further analysis is required. 

a.iv) Less-Than-Significant Impact. The proposed project would be sited in an area of the project site that is 
underlain by sandstone bedrock of the Franciscan Assemblage.  Regional mapping and characterization of 
slope stability indicates that the slopes developed on this type of bedrock in the vicinity of the proposed 
project site are moderately to highly stable.20  The expected susceptibility of these slopes to failure during 
seismic shaking is generally characterized as very low.21  Portions of the area proposed for development 
have been excavated during previous quarrying activities, forming a relatively flat bench on the ridgetop. 

However, steep slopes vicinity of the proposed project site are susceptible to the development of debris 
slides, particularly during period of intense or prolonged rainfall.  Debris flows usually develop within the 
unconsolidated slope deposits (colluvium) and are initiated during high rainfall events when groundwater 
levels are elevated.  For example, in January, 1982 a series of severe rainstorms resulted in over 18,000 
landslides in the Bay Area, most of which were debris flows.22  Although these types of failures are 
relatively small as compared to deep-seated rotational landslides or earthflows, their occurrence can cause 
significant damage to structures at the failure location or within the path of the slide mass. 

                                                           
18  Bay Area Geotechnical Group (BAGG), 2005, Geotechnical Engineering Investigation, Proposed Residential 

Development, Fassler Avenue, Pacifica, California, consulting report prepared for Home Pride Construction, 24 p., 
Figures and Appendices, April.  

19  Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), 2005, http://www.abag.ca.gov/bayarea/eqmaps 
20  Wentworth, C.M., Ellen, S., Frizzell, V.A., and Schlocker, J., 1985, Map of Hillside Materials and Description of Their 

Engineering Character, San Mateo County, California, United States Geological Survey, Miscellaneous Investigations 
Series, Map I-1257D, 1:62,500. 

21  Wieczorek, G.F., Wilson, R.C., and Harp, E.L.,1985, Map of Showing Slope Stability During Earthquakes in San Mateo 
County, California, United States Geological Survey, Miscellaneous Investigations Series, Map I-1257E, 1:62,500. 

22
 Ellen, S.D. and Wieczorek, G.F., 1988, Landslides, Floods, and Marine Effects of the Storm of January 3-5, 1982, in the 

San Francisco Bay Region, California, U.S. Geological Survey Professional Paper 1434, 310 p. + maps. 
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The Geotechnical Investigation prepared for the proposed project did not identify evidence of slope failure 
or unstable slopes with the proposed project area.  However, the investigation did identify evidence of a 
landslide on the north-facing slope north of the area of proposed development.  The geometry of the slide 
suggests that it is a relatively shallow, rotational landslide.  The recommendations for the investigation 
included provisions to divert surface water drainage away from this feature to reduce the potential for 
headward (upslope) migration of the top of the slide and erosion of the slide mass. The Geotechnical 
Investigation includes mitigation measures that would that ensure that impacts resulting from adverse 
effects of landslides remain at a less-than-significant level. As a condition of approval in the City of 
Pacifica, the project applicant must comply with these mitigation measures. As such, impacts would be less 
than significant and no further analysis is required.  

b) Less-Than-Significant Impact.  Project implementation would include residential development in a portion 
of the site that is relatively flat and has thinly developed soils.  During operation of the proposed project, 
much of the developed portion of the proposed project site would be covered by structures, pavement, and 
managed landscaped areas.  These conditions would generally limit the potential for erosion in the 
developed portion of the proposed project site.  Conditions in the portions of the site that would be 
dedicated to recreation and open space would remain unchanged relative to existing conditions.  Therefore, 
under developed conditions, the project would not result in substantial increases in erosion or loss of 
topsoil. 

However, during the construction phase of the proposed project, grading would result in the removal of 
vegetation and disturbance of surface soil.  Exposure of disturbed soils to rainfall and runoff present the 
potential for significant erosion during the construction phase of the project.  However, the project would 
be required to meet State regulations for the control of runoff and associated erosion during construction.  
The State regulations are implemented by the San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention 
Program (STOPPP).  Compliance with the STOPPP provisions is required of the project and would ensure 
that impacts related to erosion during construction and operation would remain less than significant. No 
further analysis is required.  

c) Less-Than-Significant Impact. The Geotechnical Investigation prepared for the proposed project identified 
areas of fill presumably placed during former quarrying operations at the project site.  The most obvious 
filled area is along the outer margin of the bench (referred to also as the ‘terrace’) in the central portion of 
the proposed project site along the outside of the existing asphalt road.  The method of placement of and 
materials used in the fill are not accurately known.  Other mounds of fill and woody debris are located on 
the ‘terrace’.  The following mitigation measures which include provisions for the removal of identified 
existing fills (including test pits excavated as part of the investigation) and replacement with structural 
(engineered) fills, as identified in the Geotechnical Investigation, would reduce potential impacts to a les-
than-significant level. As a condition of approval, the project applicant would comply with the mitigation 
measures outlined in the Geotechnical Investigation. As such, impacts would be less than significant and no 
further analysis is required.  

d) Less-Than-Significant Impact. Expansive soils were not identified as a limiting construction problem by the 
Geotechnical Investigation prepared for the proposed project site.23  Barnabe-Candlestick complex soils 
mapped at the site are characterized as being well-drained with bedrock at shallow depths. Exploratory 
borings and test pits confirm regional soil mapping description of the shallow nature of the soils.  The 
recommendations contained in the Geotechnical Investigation include provisions which would limit the 

                                                           
23  GAGG, 2005, op.cit. 



City of Pacifica     Initial Study 
 
 
 

 
 
The Prospects Residential Project  Page 26 
  June 2006 
 

potential impacts of shrinking and swelling of expansive soils to a less-than-significant level. As a 
condition of approval, the project applicant would be required to adhere to the mitigation measures in the 
Geotechnical Investigation. As such, impacts would be less than significant and nor further analysis is 
required.  

e) No Impact.  The proposed project does not propose on-site septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal 
systems; the project would be connected to the existing sanitary sewer system.  For informational purposes, 
the Orthents and Barnabe-Candlestick complex soils mapped at the site present significant limitations to the 
operation of septic tank/leachfield systems due to the shallow depth to bedrock.24 No impact would occur 
and no further analysis is required.  

 

 
7. Hazards & Hazardous Materials.  Would the project: Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

                                                           
24  USDA, 1991, op.cit. 
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7. Hazards & Hazardous Materials.  Would the project: Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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

    

Discussion:   

a) Less-Than-Significant Impact.  The proposed project includes development of residential and recreational 
uses.  The types of hazardous materials associated with routine, day-to-day operation of the proposed 
project would include landscaping chemicals that would be used in quantities typical for landscaped 
residential developments and typical cleaning solvents used for household purposes.  The transport, use, 
and disposal of these materials would not pose a significant hazard to the public or the environment.  
Therefore, project impacts related to this issue would be less than significant, and no further analysis of this 
issue is required.   

b) Less-Than-Significant Impact.  The proposed project would be a residential development, and as such is not 
expected to generate or use high levels of hazardous materials. In addition, onsite handling and storage of 
hazardous materials would be done according to all applicable local, State, and federal regulations. No 
upset or accident conditions resulting in the release of hazardous material into the environment can be 
reasonably expected to occur under these circumstances. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant 
and no further analysis is required.  

c) No Impact.  The project site is not within ¼ mile from an existing or proposed school. No impact would 
occur and no further analysis is required.  

d) No Impact.  The proposed project site is not included on the list of hazardous materials sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5.25,26  Therefore, the project would not result in impacts 
related to being located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous materials sites.  Thus, no further 
analysis of this issue is required. 

e) No Impact.  The project site is not within two miles of a public airport or public use airport.  Therefore, the 
project would not expose persons to a safety hazard related to airports.  No further analysis of this issue is 
required. 

f) No Impact.  The project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip.  Therefore, the project 
would not result in a safety hazard associated with a private airstrip.  No further analysis of this issue is 
required. 

                                                           
25  California Department of Toxic Substances Control, Hazardous Waste and Substances Sites, 

www.dtsc.ca.gov/database/Calsites/Cortese_List.cfm, June 6, 2006. 
26  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, http://www.epa.gov/superfund/sites/npl/ca.htm#, June 6, 2006. 
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g) Less-Than-Significant Impact.  The proposed project is consistent with the policies of the City of Pacifica’s 
General Plan’s Safety Element and would not obstruct emergency evacuation routes.27  The proposed 
project is also consistent with the objectives of the Local Hazard Mitigation Plan Annex for the City of 
Pacifica.28 A less-than-significant impact would occur, and no further analysis of this issue is necessary.   

h) Less-Than-Significant Impact.  A significant impact may occur if the project is located in proximity to 
wildland areas and poses a potential fire hazard, which could affect persons or structures in the area in the 
event of fire.  The project site is located in a largely undeveloped area of Pacifica with a residential 
neighborhood adjacent to the east of the site. Three criteria are used by the California Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection to evaluate the potential fire hazard in wildland areas: fuel loading 
(vegetation), fire weather (winds, temperatures, humidities and fuel moisture contents) and topography 
(degree of slope).  According to the City of Pacifica General Plan fire hazards map, the project site is 
located in a low fire hazard area.29   Therefore, the project would not expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss associated with wildland fires. A less-than-significant impact would occur, and no 
further analysis of this issue is required. 

 
 

8. Hydrology & Water Quality.  Would the project: Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements? 

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

                                                           
27 City of Pacifica General Plan, Safety Element. 1983.  
28 City of Pacifica, Local Hazard Mitigation Plan Annex, November 7, 2005.  
29  City of Pacifica General Plan, Safety Element. 1983. 
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8. Hydrology & Water Quality.  Would the project: Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?     

g. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as 
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation 
map? 

    

h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures 
which would impede or redirect flood flows? 

    

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

    

j. Inundation by seiche, tsunami or mudflow?     

Discussion:   

a) Less-Than-Significant Impact.  Operation of the proposed project would not include activities which would 
result in point source discharges of contaminants to surface or subsurface waters.  However, the 
construction of the project would require significant grading which would expose surface soils to erosion 
and potentially result in sediment discharges to surface water.  Potential adverse effects of non-point source 
(i.e., diffuse) sediment discharges include increases in suspended sediment load of streams draining the 
project.  Increased sediment loads could possibly degrade habitat within the streams or cause sedimentation 
which may affect hydraulic conditions (e.g., flood capacity or erosion hazards).  However, as further 
discussed below under 8f, impacts would be less than significant and no further analysis is required. 

b) Less-Than-Significant Impact.  The design and hydrogeologic setting of the proposed project would limit 
the potential adverse effects of construction and operation of the proposed project on the rate or quantity of 
groundwater at or in the vicinity of the project site.  The portion of the project site that would be developed 
is located on a topographic ‘bench’ on a relatively narrow ridge.  The bench was apparently created as the 
result of quarrying of bedrock.  Therefore, the portion of the site that would be developed is underlain 
directly or at shallow depth by Franciscan sandstone bedrock. This type of bedrock has relatively low 
primary permeability (i.e., ability to transmit water through the rock mass) but fractures in the rock provide 
a secondary permeability.  In this setting, groundwater would be expected to occur in fractures within the 
bedrock but this groundwater resource is not typically regarded as an aquifer.  Additionally, the site is 
located on the steep south margin of a stream valley.  The valley provides a discharge boundary for 
groundwater contained in the fractured bedrock.  Subsurface investigation of the site included drilling and 
sampling of five exploratory borings and excavation of nine test pits.  The depths of investigation at the 
borings ranged from 23.8 to 29.5 feet and up to 13 feet in the test pits.  Groundwater was encounter in only 
one of the borings at a depth of approximately 20 feet below the ground surface.30 

                                                           
30  Bay Area Geotechnical Group (GAGG), Geotechnical Engineering Investigation, Proposed Residential Development, 

Fassler Avenue, Pacifica, California, consulting report prepared for Home Pride Construction, 24 p., Figures and 
Appendices, April. 
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Construction and operation of the proposed project would incrementally reduce the potential for infiltration 
into the fractured bedrock through construction of impervious surfaces (i.e., buildings and pavement).  
However, this groundwater resource does not provide a viable or reliable water supply.  Therefore, minor 
changes to the quantity of infiltration and flow characteristics of the bedrock would not be a significant 
impact of the project. No further analysis is required.  

c) Less-Than-Significant Impact.  The proposed project site occupies a topographic bench on a ridge.  There 
are no streams traversing the project site.  Runoff from the site would be controlled and directed into the 
proposed drainage basin (“the amphitheater”).  According to hydraulic analysis prepared for the project31, 
this storm water detention feature would provide approximately 7,463 cubic feet of temporary storage for 
runoff generated at the developed site.  The detained runoff would be used as a supplemental irrigation 
supply.  The storage exceeds the expected volume (7,030 cubic feet) of runoff during a 60-minute duration 
100-year storm event.   The drainage basin would include an outlet that would provide for flow to the 
existing storm drain system under more extreme runoff events.  Due to the topography of the site and 
proposed storm water management facilities, the project would not substantially change the existing 
drainage pattern or alter the course of a stream. Impacts are considered less than significant and no further 
analysis is required.  

d) Less-Than-Significant Impact.  As described in 8c above, implementation of the project would not alter the 
existing drainage features at the proposed project site.  The construction of the proposed project would, 
however, increase impervious cover at the project site.  Under existing conditions, the permeability of the 
area of the project site is relatively low.  The site was excavated by quarrying operations and is directly 
underlain by bedrock; there is limited unconsolidated material (i.e., soil or sediments) to provide pervious 
cover.  The project would increase the area of impervious cover at the site from 24,078 square feet 
(approximately 9.5 percent) to 60,840 square feet (approximately 23.3 percent).  However, the proposed 
project includes a detention basin (described in 8c, above) which would provide temporary storage of 
runoff generated by the developed site.  Therefore, runoff from the project would not result in substantial 
flooding on- or off-site. Impacts are considered less than significant and no further analysis is required.  

e) Less-Than-Significant Impact.  As described in 8c and 8d, the proposed project would include the 
construction of a detention basin to provide storage for runoff generated by the project.  The basin would 
have the capacity to store runoff generated during a 60-minute duration, 100-year storm event.  In the event 
of more intense runoff, the basin design would include an outlet which would drain to the existing storm 
water drain along Fassler Avenue.  However, the detention basin would delay the discharge of runoff to the 
storm drain system relative to the peak of flow within the existing drain system.  The design of the project 
would not be expected to result in exceedance of the capacity of the existing drainage system. As such, 
impacts are considered less than significant and no further analysis is required.  

f) Less-Than-Significant Impact.  Implementation of the proposed project would result in the potential for an 
increase in pollutants related to urban runoff.  The potential pollutants include sediment caused by erosion 
of soils, leaks or spills of petroleum hydrocarbons, leaching or runoff of pesticides used for landscaping or 
other pest control, and metals related to wear of automobile parts.  The control of urban runoff pollutants is 
controlled through State stormwater regulations.  Runoff water quality is regulated by the National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Nonpoint Source Program (established through the 
Clean Water Act); the NPDES program objective is to control and reduce pollutants to water bodies from 
nonpoint discharges.  The NPDES program is administered by the California Regional Water Quality 

                                                           
31  Pacifica Quarry Homes (PQH), 2005, Notes, Appendix B “Hydrology and Storm Water Analysis”, November. 
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Control Boards (RWQCB).  The proposed project site is under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco 
RWQCB.  The San Mateo Countywide STOPPP maintains compliance with the NPDES Storm Water 
Discharge Permit and promotes stormwater pollution prevention within that context.  Compliance with the 
NPDES Permit is mandated by State and federal statutes and regulations and the STOPPP requirements are 
outlined in the Stormwater Management Plan (SWMP).  

Compliance with the requirements of the STOPPP SWMP by the proposed project would provide measures 
by which the potential discharge of pollutants in urban runoff would be reduced.  Information presented 
with the application for the proposed project indicates that ‘(t)he condominium Home Owner Association 
…will address, require and make provisions for responsible handling, disposal and recycling of all wastes, 
including toxic materials..”.32  Additionally, the information required for the NPDES Data Collection 
Worksheet will be presented “at the point of Building Permit issuance”.  The specifics of the best 
management practices (BMPs) for the control of non-point source pollutants were not submitted with the 
project application and, therefore, could not be specifically evaluated in this Initial Study.  However, 
compliance with the STOPPP requirements for control and treatment of urban runoff generated at the site 
would reduce the potential impact of pollutant releases from the site. Impacts are, therefore, considered less 
than significant and no further analysis is required.  

g) No Impact.  The project site is not located within or adjacent to a 100-year flood hazard zone identified by 
the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s Flood Insurance Rate Mapping program.33  The elevation 
and topographic setting of the project reduce the potential for any flooding.  Therefore, no housing would 
be constructed within a 100-year flood hazard area. No impact would occur and no further analysis is 
required.  

h) No Impact.  As described in 8g, the project is not within or adjacent to a 100-year flood hazard zone.  
Therefore, not structures proposed by the project would impede or redirect flood flows within such zones. 
No impact would occur and no further analysis is required. 

i) Less-Than-Significant Impact.  The project is not within a drainage basin which has dams or levees.  
Therefore, the risk of flooding resulting from levees or dams is negligible.34 Impacts are considered less 
than significant and no further analysis is required.  

j) Less-Than-Significant Impact.  The risk of inundation of the site by a seiche, tsunami, or mudflow is 
negligible due to the physiographic location of the project site.  Tsunamis are potentially large waves 
generated in the ocean as the result of large-scale displacements of the ocean floor.  Such displacements are 
typically caused by earth movements during earthquakes but can also be caused by large submarine 
landslides.  The proposed project would be located at an elevation of over 400 feet above sea level and 
could not be inundated by tsunamis.  A seiche is a wave generated in a standing body of water by 
oscillations in the earth (typically caused by earthquakes) or extreme variations in barometric pressure.  
The proposed project is not located near or proposed development of standing water bodies capable of 
generating significant seiches.  The detention basin proposed for the project is relatively small and would 
only store water temporarily, reducing the potential for inundation of structures to a negligible level.  The 
project is located near the crest of a ridge and the potential for the development of mudslides upslope of the 

                                                           
32  PQH, 2005, op. cit. 
33 Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), 1987.  Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), City of Pacifica, San 

Mateo County, California, Community Panel Numbers 060323 0004D. 19 February. 
34   Governor’s Office of Emergency Services, 2006. Dam Inundation Maps, GIS Unit.  
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site is low.  The slopes above the site are of limited length.  The slope south of the site is separated by the 
site by a topographic bench and the Fassler Avenue roadway.  These surfaces would abate the movement of 
any mudflow generated on the slope.  The slope east of the proposed development has been excavated 
during quarrying activities, effectively removing earth materials in which a mudflow could develop. 
Impacts are considered less than significant and no further analysis is required.  

 

9. Land Use and Planning.  Would the project: Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With  
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

a. Physically divide an established community?     

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

    

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

    

Discussion:   

a) No Impact.  The project site is currently vacant and the surrounding area is primarily open space. There are 
residential uses to the east of the project site and across Fassler Avenue. The proposed project would not 
divide an established community and no further analysis is necessary.  

b) Less-Than-Significant Impact.  CEQA requires consideration be given to whether a proposed project may 
conflict with any applicable land use plans, policies, or regulations including, but not limited to, the 
General Plan, Specific Plan, or Zoning Ordinance. This environmental determination differs from the larger 
policy determination of whether a proposed project is consistent with a jurisdiction’s General Plan. The 
former determination (that intended for consideration in a CEQA document) is limited to a review and 
analysis, and is made by the preparers of the CEQA document. The later determination by comparison, is 
made by the decision-making body of the jurisdiction and is based on a jurisdiction’s broad discretion to 
assess whether a proposed project conforms to the policies and objectives of its General Plan as a whole. 

The proposed project site lies within the P-D zoning designation, which allows diversification of the 
relationships of various buildings, structures and open spaces in planned building groups, while ensuring 
compliance with district regulations. The proposed project site is also within an HPD overlay.  It is the 
intent of the HPD overlay to place controls on proposed development within hillside areas of the City in 
order to preserve and enhance their use as a prime resource, help protect people and property from all 
potentially hazardous conditions particular to hillsides, assure that any development be economically 
sound, and encourage innovative design solutions. The proposed project would require a general plan 
amendment, a rezoning, and other City approvals. However, zoning or General Plan conflicts in an of 
themselves are not considered environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(a), 
which only requires the identification of physical environmental impacts, of which none are expected to 
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result from changes to any applicable land use plan, policy or regulation. Impacts are considered less than 
significant and no further analysis is required.  

g) No Impact.  The project site is not subject to a Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or any other habitat plan.  Therefore, development of the proposed project would not 
conflict with any habitat conversion plan.  Thus, no further analysis of the issue is required. 

 

10. Mineral Resources. Would the project: Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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

    

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

    

Discussion:   

a) No Impact.  There are no known mineral resources at or near the project site. Although the project site 
previously operated as a quarry, it is not the location of an area of a known mineral resource of regional 
significance. The Pacifica Quarry and Mori Point were designated in 1987 as an area of regional mineral 
significance.35 This is the only area of the City with such a designation, and it is not located on or near the 
project site. Thus, the proposed project would not result in the loss or availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value to the region and the residents or the state.  No further analysis of this issue 
is required. 

b) No Impact.  See answer to 10a above.   

 
11. Noise.  Would the project result in: Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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

    

b. Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

    

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

    

                                                           
35  City of Pacifica General Plan, Conservation Element, March 1978.  
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11. Noise.  Would the project result in: Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

Discussion:   

a) Less-Than-Significant Impact.  Project development would require the use of heavy equipment for site 
grading and excavation, installation of utilities, paving, and building fabrication.  Development activities 
would also involve the use of smaller power tools, generators, and other sources of noise.  During each 
stage of development there would be a different mix of equipment operating and noise levels would vary 
based on the amount of equipment in operation and the location of the activity. 

The U.S. EPA has compiled data regarding the noise generating characteristics of specific types of 
construction equipment and typical construction activities.  The data is presented Tables 3 and 4.  These 
noise levels would diminish rapidly with distance from the construction site at a rate of approximately 6 
dBA per doubling of distance.  For example, a noise level of 84 dBA measured at 50 feet from the noise 
source to the receptor would reduce to 78 dBA at 100 feet from the source to the receptor, and reduce by 
another 6 dBA to 72 dBA at 200 feet from the source to the receptor. 

During construction, two basic types of activities would be expected to occur and generate noise.  First, the 
development site would be prepared, excavated, and graded to accommodate building foundations and the 
proposed subterranean parking structure.  Second, the proposed residential uses would be constructed and 
readied for use. 

The nearest and most notable sensitive receptor to the project site is the multi-family development building 
located approximately 500 feet to the north of the proposed project site.  Based on the information 
presented in Tables 3 and 4, and the rule that noise from stationary or point source is reduced by about 6 
dBA for every doubling of distance, construction equipment noise levels could exceed 79 dBA Leq when 
construction activities occur outdoors, if pile driving is not used.  As shown in Table 4, the use of mufflers 
on construction equipment could reduce their noise levels by an average of 3 dBA.  The resulting noise 
levels could exceed 75 dBA Leq at the nearby residential structures.  However, because the City of Pacifica 
has no existing Noise Ordinance with regards to construction activity this impact would be less than 
significant.  
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Table 3 
Noise Range of Typical Construction Equipment 

Construction Equipment Noise Levels in dBA Leq at 50 feet1 

Front Loader 73–86 
Trucks 82–95 
Cranes (moveable) 75–88 
Cranes (derrick) 86–89 
Vibrator 68–82 
Saws 72–82 
Pneumatic Impact Equipment 83–88 
Jackhammers 81–98 
Pumps 68–72 
Generators 71–83 
Compressors 75–87 
Concrete Mixers 75–88 
Concrete Pumps 81–85 
Back Hoe 73–95 
Pile Driving (peaks) 95–107 
Tractor 77–98 
Scraper/Grader 80–93 
Paver 85–88 
1. Machinery equipped with noise control devices or other noise-reducing 

design features does not generate the same level of noise emissions as that 
shown in this table. 

Source: U.S. EPA 1971 
 

Table 4 
Typical Outdoor Construction Noise Levels 

Noise Levels at 50 Feet 

dBA Leq dBA CNELa Construction Phase 

Standard With Mufflers Standard With Mufflers 
Ground Clearing 84 82 79 77 

Excavation & Grading 89 86 84 81 
Foundations 78 77 73 72 

Structural 85 83 80 78 
Finishing 89 86 84 81 

a Based on eight hours of daytime construction activities. 
 
Source: U.S. EPA, 1971  and Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, 2006. 
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b) Less-Than-Significant Impact. A significant impact might occur if the Proposed Project were to generate or 
expose people to excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels.  Noise-sensitive land uses 
generally include residential uses, hospitals, schools, and religious institutions.  Thresholds identified by 
the Federal Railway Administration (FRA) state that those vibration levels which exceed 80 VdB during 
recognized sleep hours may constitute a significant impact.  Construction of the proposed project would 
have the potential to generate low levels of groundborne vibration in the surrounding neighborhood.  
However, construction activities would be limited to between the hours of 7:00 AM and 6:00 PM on 
Monday through Friday and from 9:00 AM and 5:00 PM on Saturdays in accordance with the County of 
San Mateo Noise Ordinance.  As such, impacts related to excessive groundborne vibration and noise levels 
would be less than significant. No further analysis is required. 

c) Less-Than-Significant Impact.  A significant impact may occur if the operation of the proposed project 
would introduce substantial new sources of noise or would significantly add to existing sources of noise 
within the vicinity of the proposed project site.  Operational impacts could be significant if traffic 
attributable to the proposed project were to increase the ambient noise level along any roadway segment by 
an audible amount (3 dBA or more) and cause the noise levels to move from an acceptable range to 
unacceptable range.  According to the traffic study prepared for the proposed project, operation of the 
proposed project is only expected to result in a slight increase in traffic due to the relatively small size of 
the proposed project.  Ambient operational noise levels would not substantially increase resulting in a less 
than significant impact. No further analysis is required.  

d) Less-Than-Significant Impact.  A significant impact may occur if the proposed project were to introduce 
substantial new sources of noise or substantially add to existing sources of noise within or in the vicinity of 
the proposed project site during construction of the proposed project or on a periodic basis during the 
operation of the proposed project.   

Temporary or periodic increases in ambient noise levels may occur from the heating, ventilation, and air 
conditioning (HVAC) systems which may be installed for the residential development.  Residential HVAC 
systems would result in noise levels that average between 45 and 55 dBA Leq at 50 feet from the 
equipment.  However, project development, while contributing to an overall increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project area, would result in land uses that are consistent with the General Plan land use 
designation for the project site and would generate noise levels that are similar to surrounding land uses.  
Therefore, impacts associated with noise generated as a result of the operation of the proposed project 
would be less than significant. No further analysis is required. 

e) No Impact.  As discussed above in answer to question 7e, the project site is not located within two miles of 
a public airport or public use airport.  Therefore, the proposed project would not expose persons to 
excessive noise levels associated with a public airport or public use airport.  No further analysis of this 
issue is required. 

f) No Impact.  As discussed above in answer to question 7f above, the project site is not located within the 
vicinity of a private airstrip.  Therefore, the proposed project would not expose persons to excessive noise 
levels associated with a private airstrip.  No further analysis of this issue is required. 
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12. Population and Housing.  Would the project: Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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

    

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? 

    

c. Displace substantial numbers of people necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

    

Discussion: 

a) Less-Than-Significant Impact.  The proposed project consists of 34 residential units.  New residential uses 
would increase the City population.  Using an existing persons-per-household size of 2.72836, the proposed 
project would be expected to accommodate approximately 93 (2.728 x 34) residents.  According to 
Association of Bay Area Governments, by the date of the project’s completion in the fall of 2008, the 
City’s projected population would be 38,840.37  Assuming that all residents generated by the proposed 
project are new to the City, these residents would account for 0.24 percent of the 2006 baseline population 
(38,739) and 0.24 percent of the projected population for the year 2008.38  Because the proposed project 
would not exceed the City’s population projections, impacts would be less than significant. No further 
analysis is required.  

b) No Impact.  There are no existing housing units on the project site.  Therefore, the proposed project would 
not displace substantial numbers of existing housing, and no further discussion of this issue is required.  

c) No Impact.  See answer to question 12b above. 

                                                           
36  Projected population for the year 2006 can be found at: California Department of Finance, Demographic Research Unit, 

website: http://www.dof.ca.gov/HTML/DEMOGRAP/E-1text.asp, June 13, 2006. 
37   Using ABAG’s Projections 2005, this number was arrived at by taking the difference between 2010 and 2005 population 

projections and dividing that number by five to receive the increase in population per year. 
38  Projected population for the year 2006 can be found at: California Department of Finance, Demographic Research Unit, 

website: http://www.dof.ca.gov/HTML/DEMOGRAP/E-1text.asp, June 13, 2006. 
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13. Public Services. Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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

 

i. Fire protection?     

ii. Police protection?     

iii. Schools?     

iv. Parks?     

v. Other public facilities?     

Discussion: 

a.i) Less-Than-Significant Impact.  Fire protection services to the project site and area are provided by the 
North County Fire Authority (NCFA).  The NCFA is a Joint Powers Authority that serves the communities 
of Pacifica, Daily City, and Brisbane.  There are two fire stations in the project area. Station 71 is located at 
616 Edgemar Avenue and is staffed by a three person Type I Paramedic-Engine Company and a Battalion 
Chief.  Station 72 is located at 1100 Linda Mar Boulevard and is staffed by a three person Type I 
Paramedic-Engine Company. It is not anticipated that implementation of the proposed project would 
necessitate the expansion of construction of fire-protection facilities. However, if new facilities were 
required, their expansion or construction would be subject to CEQA review.  Therefore, project impacts 
related to fire protection services would be less then significant.  

a.ii) Less-Than-Significant Impact. The proposed project site would be served by the Pacifica Police 
Department.39 The Pacifica Police Department (PPD) operates out of the main station located at 2075 
Pacific Coast Highway and currently has authorized 37 sworn and 5.5 non-sworn employees for a total of  
42.5 employees. According to the Pacifica PPD, the department is adequately staffed with the current levels 
although the PPD is authorized for six additional officers. The PPD anticipates that an increase in traffic at 
the intersection of Fassler Avenue and SR 1 would increase traffic-related incidents thereby increasing 
demand on the department. However, the PPD has also indicated that such increases in demand would not 
necessitate the construction of a new facility. Impacts are, therefore, less than significant and no further 
analysis is required.  

                                                           
39  Chief Saunders, Pacifica Police Department, Memorandum, Subject; Attached Input Request for Project on Fassler 

Avenue. Written Correspondence. June 1, 2006.  
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a.iii) Less-Than-Significant Impact.  The project site is served by the Pacifica School District (PSD). PSD 
operates elementary schools (grades K through 5th) and middle schools (grades 6th through 8th). Laguna 
Salada Union High School District and Jefferson Union High School District operate high school (grades 
9th through 12th) facilities for the residents of Pacifica.  The estimated number of students the proposed 
project would generate is derived by multiplying the number of students per dwelling unit (the student yield 
factor) by the number of dwelling units in the project (34 units).  The California State Allocation Board 
Office of Public School Construction reports that the statewide student yield factor per dwelling unit is 0.5 
students for grades K through 6th and 0.2 students for grades 7th through 12th.40  The statewide average 
student yield factor may be broken down as 0.071 students in each grade year K through 6th and 0.033 
students in each grade year 7th through 12th.  To calculate project impacts on the PSD, the statewide average 
student yield factor per dwelling unit may be expressed as 0.43 elementary school students and 0.14 middle 
school students, and 0.13 high school students.  Applying the statewide average student yield factor, the 
project would generate 25 students – approximately 15 elementary school students, 5 middle school 
students, and 5 high school students.   

Pursuant to California Education Code Section 17620(a)(1), the governing board at any school district is 
authorized to levy a fee, charge, dedication, or other requirement against any construction within the 
boundaries of the district, for the purpose of funding the construction or reconstruction of school facilities.  
As such, the project applicant would be required to pay the required developer fees to PSD and the two 
high school districts to offset any impacts the project could have to schools.  Provided in Section 65996 of 
the California Government Code, the payment of such fees is deemed to fully mitigate the impacts of new 
development on schools services.  Therefore, project impacts related to school services would be less than 
significant.  No further analysis of this issue is required. 

a.iv) Less-Than-Significant Impact.  Project implementation would result in increased use of the City’s parks, 
beaches, and recreational facilities. However, recreational uses would be provided onsite and it is 
anticipated that the residents of the proposed project would largely utilize the onsite facilities. Nonetheless, 
any increase in use of existing facilities would be minimal since the project is anticipated to increase the 
City’s population only by 93 residents. Any additional needs would be served by existing facilities. Impacts 
would be less than significant and no further analysis is required.  

a.v) No Impact.  No other public facilities have been identified that could be substantially adversely affected by 
the project.  No further analysis of this issue is necessary. 

 

14. Recreation. Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

a. Would the project increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of 
the facility would occur or be accelerated? 

    

b. Does the project include recreational facilities or require 
the construction or expansion on recreational facilities 

    

                                                           
40 Title 2, Cal. Code Regs., § 1859.2; California State Allocation Board Office of Public School Construction, "Enrollment 

Certification Projection," (Form SAB 50-01, rev. Jan. 2003) http://www.opsc.dgs.ca.gov/SAB+Forms/Default.htm. 
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14. Recreation. Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

which might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment? 

Discussion:  

a) Less-Than-Significant Impact.  Project implementation would result in increased use of the City’s parks, 
beaches, and recreational facilities. However, recreational uses would be provided onsite and it is 
anticipated that the residents of the proposed project would largely utilize the onsite facilities. Nonetheless, 
any increase in use of existing facilities would be minimal since the project is anticipated to increase the 
City’s population by only 93 residents. Implementation of the proposed project would not, therefore, cause 
substantial physical deterioration of existing facilities. Impacts would be less than significant and no further 
analysis is required. 

b) Potentially Significant Impact.  Implementation of the proposed project includes the construction of 
recreational facilities. These facilities would be constructed on land that is currently vacant containing three 
different habitat types: coastal scrub, perennial grassland, and willow scrub.41 The project site may contain 
other important habitats which could be adversely impacted as a result of development of the recreational 
facility of the proposed project. This impact is considered potentially significant. This issue will be further 
analyzed in the Biological Resources section of the Draft EIR. 

 

15. Transportation/Traffic. Would the project: Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

a. Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in 
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the 
street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either 
the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio 
on roads, or congestion at intersections)? 

    

b. Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of 
service standard established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated roads or highways? 

    

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

    

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

    

e. Result in inadequate emergency access?     

                                                           
41  Thomas Reed Associates, Revised Biotic Assessment Report for Fassler Avenue Property, Pacifica, CA. April 27, 2005.  
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15. Transportation/Traffic. Would the project: Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

f. Result in inadequate parking capacity?     

g. Conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs 
supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, 
bicycle racks)? 

    

Discussion: 

a) Potentially Significant Impact.  Implementation of the proposed project would create new vehicle trips 
traveling to and from the project site.  Therefore, the EIR will address the potential for the project to cause 
an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system. 

b) Potentially Significant Impact.  Implementation of the proposed project and other reasonably-foreseeable 
development in the project area would create new vehicle trips traveling to and from the project site.  
Therefore, the EIR will address the potential for the project to exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a 
level of service standard established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or 
highways. 

c) No Impact.  Due to the nature and scope of the proposed project, implementation of the project would not 
have the potential to result in a change in air traffic patterns at any airport in the area.  Therefore, no further 
analysis of this issue is required.  

d) Potentially Significant Impact.  The proposed project would alter access to the project site.  In addition, 
roadway and/or intersection improvements may be required in order to mitigate any potentially significant 
traffic impacts that could be identified in the EIR.  Without proper design, the project could result in traffic 
hazards.  Therefore, the EIR will address the potential for the project to substantially increase hazards due 
to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections).  No agricultural land uses are located in 
proximity to the project site.  Therefore, the project would not result in traffic hazards associated with 
incompatible uses, such as farm equipment.  No further analysis related to this specific issue is required. 

e) Less-Than-Significant Impact.  Emergency access is not expected to be significantly impacted by the 
proposed project. Throughout construction activities, the streets surrounding the proposed project would be 
open, allowing adequate access for emergency vehicles. All access routes to the subterranean parking 
facility would be required by California Building Code (CBC) to meet the minimum width requirement of 
50 feet for emergency access. Therefore, emergency access is not expected to be significantly impacted. No 
further analysis is required.  

f) Less-Than-Significant Impact.  The City of Pacifica Zoning Code (Article 22.5, Sec. 9-4.2259) requires all 
single-family detached units to provide two covered and two uncovered parking spaces per unit and all 
single-family attached units to provide two covered and one-half uncovered parking spaces per unit.  In 
addition, it is also required that a minimum of one guest space be provided for every ten units.  With 17 
single-family detached units and 17 single-family attached units, the proposed project meets the required 
115 parking spaces by providing 112 covered parking spaces and three uncovered parking spaces.  
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Therefore, the potential for the project to result in inadequate parking capacity is less than significant. No 
further analysis is required.  

g) Potentially Significant Impact.  Traffic generated by the proposed project could exceed level-of-service 
standards.  The applicant has proposed a shuttle for students that could potentially serve to reduce vehicle 
trips.  At this time it is not known the extent to which this would occur. Therefore, the EIR will address the 
potential for the proposed project to conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting 
alternative transportation.  

 

16. Utilities & Service Systems.  Would the project: Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

e. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand 
in addition to the provider’s existing commitments? 

    

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

    

g. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 

    

Discussion: 

a) Less-Than-Significant Impact.  Wastewater from the project site would therefore be treated according to the 
wastewater treatment requirements enforced by the City and the Regional Water Quality Control Board for 
disposal in the City of Pacifica municipal sewer system.  Therefore, project impacts related to exceeding 
wastewater treatment requirements would be less than significant, and no further analysis of this issue is 
required.   
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b) Less-Than-Significant Impact. The primary water treatment facility that would serve the project site is the 
San Francisco Public Utility Commission’s (SFPUC) Harry Tracy Water Treatment Plant (HTWTP).42 
Currently, the HTWTP is undergoing an expansion to increase capacity to 160 million gallons per day 
(mgd).43 According to standard water-usage rates44, the proposed project would generate a water demand of 
approximately 10,362 gallons per day. This would represent approximately a 0.01 percent increase of the 
HTWTP’s capacity upon completion of the expansion project. The City of Pacifica’s Caldera Creek Water 
Recycling Plant (CCWRP) treats wastewater within the City and currently has a capacity of 20 mgd. The 
CCWRP currently treats approximately 4.0 mgd.45 As such, adequate capacity is available at the CCWRP 
to serve the increase in demand resulting from the proposed project. It is, therefore, anticipated that the 
increase in demand for water and wastewater treatment would adequately met. Impacts would be less than 
significant and no further analysis of this issue is required. 

c) Less-Than-Significant Impact.  Refer to answer to question 8d.  

d) Less-Than-Significant Impact.  Water service at the project site and in the project area is provided through 
the North Coast County Water District (NCCWD).  The water supply provided to NCCWD is subject to an 
agreement with the SFPUC. The most recent Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) prepared by the 
NCCWD indicates that under the current terms of the contract with the SFPUC, the NCCWD’s maximum 
supply (maximum wholesale allocation) is 3.84 mgd (4,301.04 acre feet per year). This existing allocation 
is sufficient to meet the NCCWD’s needs from present time through 2030.46 Changes in water demand 
presented as discussed in the UWMP are based on growth projections set forth in the City’s General Plan. 
According to the UWMP, approximately 44 new connections per year, 220 new water connections by 
2010, and approximately 1,100 by 2030 would result. Since the proposed project is consistent with the land 
use designations set forth in the City of Pacifica General Plan, it has been accounted for in the NCCWD’s 
UWMP and could be adequately served by existing water entitlements. Impacts are, therefore, less than 
significant and no further analysis of this issue is required.  

e) Less-Than-Significant Impact.  Refer to answer to 16a.  

f) Less-Than-Significant Impact.  Solid waste generated by users at the project site and surrounding area is 
disposed of at the Ox Mountain Sanitary Landfill.47  The most recently reported closure date and remaining 
capacity for the landfill is January 2018 and 44,646,148 cubic yards, respectively.  Using standard solid 
waste generation rates48, the proposed project would generate approximately 416 lbs/day and 
approximately 152,000 lbs per year of solid waste. This translates to a generation rate of approximately 
0.19 ton of solid waste per day and 68.95 tons of solid waste per year for the proposed project. The Ox 
Mountain facility currently has a permitted maximum disposal of 3,598 tons/day.49 The solid waste 
generated by the proposed project would represent 0.005 percent of the allowed daily capacity. Because the 

                                                           
42  Weiss, Bert. Project Manager, North Coast County Water District, Written Communication, June 12, 2006.  
43  San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, website: http://sfwater.org/Project.cfm/PRJ_ID/145, Accessed June 13, 2006.  
44  Single family residential unit = 379.5 gallons/day/unit & Residential 2 bedroom condo = 230 gallons/day/unit 
45  Martinez, Brian. City of Pacifica Department of Public Works, Personal Communication, June 22, 2006.  
46  North Coast County Water District, Urban Water Management, 2006-2010, December 2005.  
47  Martinez, Brian. City of Pacifica Department of Public Works, Personal Communication, June 22, 2006. 
48  Using most conservative estimate from the CIWMB of 12.23 lbs/household/day for residential land uses. “Estimated Solid 

Waste Generation Rates for Residential Developments”, website accessed June 26, 2006.  
49  California Integrated Waste Management Board, Jurisdiction Landfill Overview, California Waste Stream Profiles, 

http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Profiles/Facility/Landfill/LFProfile1.asp?COID=41&FACID=41-AA-0002, Accessed June 
26, 2006.  
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landfill is not operating at capacity it is anticipated that this increase would result in a less-than-significant 
impact. No further analysis of this issue is required. 

 g) No Impact.  The construction and operation of the proposed project would be required to adhere to all 
applicable federal, State, and local statues and regulations related to solid waste.  Therefore, no impact 
would result with regard to compliance with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid 
waste, and no further analysis of this issue is required.  

17. Mandatory Findings of Significance. Yes No  

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

  

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

  

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

  

Discussion: 

a) Yes.  As noted throughout this Initial Study, implementation of the proposed project could potentially 
degrade the quality of the environment.   

b) Yes.  As noted in this Initial Study, the proposed project could contribute to cumulative environmental 
impacts. 

c) Yes.  As noted throughout this Initial Study, implementation of the proposed project could cause substantial 
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly. 



 

 

A3: Responses to the NOP 
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S T A T E  OF C A L I F O R N I A  '-' 

Governor's O f f i c e  of Planning and Research . 

State Clcaringhouse and Planning Unit 
Arnold Scl~warzcncggcr 

Ciovernor 

Aug11st 18. 2006 

To: l<eviewi~ig Agc:cocics 

Notice of Yrcparation 

Rc: Thc Prospects Residential Project (34 Rcsidcntinl Units ill 801 Passler Avc) 
SCHH 20060621 50 

Attached for yoiu rcvicw and camnlent is the Notice of Pr~pnroiiofi (NOY) for the T11c Prospects Rcsidcn1i:rl Yrojccf 
(34 Rcsidcntial Units a1801 1;assler Ave) dmft Environmnt:rl In~pnct KepolT (EIR). 

Responsihlc ogcncics must transn~it their comnlcnt5 on the scopc :md conle~lt of the NOP, focusi~ig 011 spccilic 
information rclalcd their own statutory responsibility. @.thjn 30 ddys oC receipt of the NOP frq~~th~~T,.c,a~~A~cncy. 
This is n courtcsy nolice provided by the State Clearinlghousc with a reminder for you to colllnlent i~ a timcly 
maimer. Wc cncouragc olhcr agencies lo also respond to thls noticc and cxprcsv thek concerns early in thc 
e~lviro~unental rcvicw proccss. 

Plcasc Cli1cc1 you C01nt~lCLltS to: 

Kathryn Fi~rbslcin 
City 01 Y~cilica 
1800 Fra~icisco Boulcvnrd 
Yacilica, CA 94044 

with 3 copy to the State Clearinghousu in thc Ofice oCP1amhg and Research. Plcaqc rclkr to the S e l l  number 
notcd above in all co~.respondence concerning this projcct. 

If you hovc any questions about thc c~~vironmcnbl docuncnt rcviw p:ccc;i, please call th Statc Clcarinyhhousc at 
(916) 445-0613. 

Sinccrclv. 

Aftachmcnh 
cc: Lead A~cncy 

1400 TENTH STRJ3JZT P.O. BOX 3044 S A C W N T O ,  CALIF0KNI.A 05812-3046 
TEL (9lG) 446-OG13 PAX (016) 323-3018 www.opr.cn.gov 
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Document Details Rcport 
,- State Clearinghouse Da'ta Bas- 

SCH# 20060621 50 
Projcct Titlc The Prospects Residential Projcct (34 Rcsidcntial Units at 801 Fassler Ave) 

Lead Agency Pacifica, City of 

Type NOP Notice of Preparation 

Rcscription The project applicant proposcs to construd 34 residenlial units, a subterranean parking garagc, and 
associated amenities in lhe western two acres of the proposcd projcct silc. Half (17) of the proposed 
unils would be detached single-family rcsidcnccs and the remaining half (17) of the proposed units a s  

would be attached in Ihc form d duplexes and triplexes. In addition, tho proposcd projccl would 
includc gardens, open space areas, an amphithoalrc, a communily center, and 
promenadedpedostrian walkways. 

Lead Agency Contact 
Namc Kathryn Farbstein 

Agency City of Padfiw 
Phorre (650) 73-7443 Fax 
email 

Address 1800 Francisco Boulevard 
City Pacifica State CA Zip 94044 

Project Location 
County San Matco 

City Pacihca 
Region 

Cross Streets Frrssler Avenue and Roboh  Road 
Parcel No. 022-083-020, 030 
Township Range Section Base 

Proximity to: 
Hi~hways SR-1 

Airports 
Railways 

Waterways Pacific Occan 
Schools 

Land Use 2: Planned Development District wilh a Hillside Preservation District ovcrlay. 
GP: Opcn Space Residential and Low-Dcnsity Rasidential 

Project bsucs Agricultural Land; Air Quality; Archawlogic-Historic; Biological Rcsourccs; Curnulalive Effects; 
DrainogelAbsorption; Flood PlainJFlooding; GeologiclSeismic: Landuse; Mincnls; Noisc; 

PopulalionlHousing Balance; Public Sehrices: SchooIsIUniv~rsitic~; Septic Syslem: Sewer Capacity; 
Soil ErosianlCompaclion/Grading; Solid Waste; ToxiclHazardous; TrafficJCirculation; Vegetation; 
Water Quality; Watcr Supply: WeUandIRiparian; Wildlifc 

Rcvicwing Resources Agcncy; California Coastal Commission; Dcpodment of Conservation; Officc of Historic 
Agencies Preservation; Department of Parks and Recreation; Department of Watcr Rcsaurces; Department of 

Fish and Game, Region 3: Departrncnt of Hcallh Services: Native American Mcritagc Commission; 
California Highway Patrol; Callrans, District 4; Dcportrnent o l  Toxic Substances Control; Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, Region 2 

Date Received 0811 812006 Start of Review 0811 812006 End of Review 0911 812006 

Note: Blanks in data ficlds resull from insufficient information provided by lead agency. 



NO? Distribution List County: M L T C  U SCH# i s u u b U e i u i 3  v 
Regional Water Quality Confret 
Board (RWQCB) 

a RW QCB 1 
Cahleen Hudson 
North Coast Regon (1) 

RWQCS 2 
Er,frmrr;eotal O m m e n t  
Coordi ria!= 
San Frandscu B z j  l i e ~ i m  (2) 

R'oVQCB 3 
CenYal Coast Region (3) 

a RWQCB4 
Teresa Rcdgers 
los Ange!es Reglan (4) 

RWQCB 5s 
I 

Cantral Val!ey Region (5) 

RWQCB 5F 
Central Valley Region (5) 
Fresno Branch Office 

RWQCB 5R 
Cectral Valley Region (5) 
Redding Branch Ofiice 

RWQCBS 
Lahonbn Regicn (51 

RWQCB 6V 
Lah~n!an Reglm [6) 
Victon?lle B:anch Ofice 

- 

Publlc Ulilitias Commission a Caltrans, Distrlct 8 
Ken Le\.iis D a l  Kopu!sky 

a State Lands Cornmlssion a Caltrans. District 9 
Jean Sarin.3 Gayle Kcsander 

a Tehoe RegionalPlanning CaItraris. Dfstrlct 10 
Agency (TRPA) Torn Dumas 
Cherrf Jacq~ss  0 Caltrans, ~ i s t t l c t  11 

Fish & Game Reglon 3 
Ro5ert FIoerke 

0 Flsh & Garne Region 4 
.I?l:ie Vance 

Zesources Aqency 

a RetDUrCeS Agency 
Najsll Gayou 

Z) Dept. of Boating lA Waterways 
Dz>.<d Jzh n s m  

Fish 8 Game Region 5 
Don ChsdHicic 
Fzbitat Cor,sswatioo Prc~ram 

Fish 8 GameReglon 6 
Gabrina Gatchel 
Habibt Consenaton Progrsm 

a Fish &Game Region 6 LtM 
Tan-.my Allen 
InjitiP,lono, Habitat ConsewaUw 
Program 

a Oept. of Flsh & Game M 
Geor~e Isaac 
Marine Regl on 

California Coaslal 
Commlsskon 
Elizabe-h A Fuchs 

3 Colorado River Board 
Gerald R. Zmmermaa 

f~lario Orso 
Business. Trans & Housinq 

Calfrans, DisWd 12 
Caltrans - Division of Poh Joseph 
Aeronautics 
S a d {  Hesnard Cal EPA 

P Dept. of Conservation 
Roseanne Tagor 

0 Caltrans - Plannjng 
Teni Pen Cdric Alr Resources Board 

[Z) Krport Projects 
Jim Lercer 3 California Energy 

Commlssion 
Califcrrnla Highway Patrol 
Shirley Kelly 
OKm cnf Spscia! Projects Transporbfa'jon Projects 

Ra.4 Rsma'ingarn 

a Indcstial Projects 
!"like To:lstru p 

Paul RYch:ns 

2 Dept. of Forestry 8: Fire 
Protecllon 

a Housing & Community 
Development 
Lisa Nichds 
Housing PoFcy Oi'~.lsion 

Other Departments 

O F O O ~  t i  Agriculture 
Stsve Shaffer 
Dep: of Feed and Agrieultdre 

Men RoSertion 

Office of Historic 
Preservation 
Wayne Donaldson 

a California Integrated Waste 
Management Board 
Slie O'Leary 

State Water Resources Control 
Board 
Jim Hocke~berry 
Division cf F i e a ~ d ~ l  Ass:sla.?ca 

a Depart. of General Services 
Pubiic School Cons'ruc~on Dept. of Transporlalion 

~ e p t  of Parks & Recreation 
En:'.rm~,en%! S!e;vard sh'p 
Section 

a Rectamalion Board 
DeeDee Jones 

a Dept. or General Services 
Rob3rl Sleppy 
EnnLronmenlal Services Secton 

Dept, d HeaElh Servlcrs 
Veronica InAaIloy 
Dept, of HaalhDrlnklng Water 

0 Calkans. ~ t s t r i c t  i 
Re w Jackma? 

0 Caltrans, District 2 
Marmlino Gonzalez 

S.F. Bay Consewation & a RWQCB7 
Cdorado River Basin Re~ion (7) a c ~ I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ,  Dlsfrld 3 

JdPuiverm3r1 

Caltrans, Dlslrlct 4 
Tim SaSle 

0 Callrans. District 5 
David Murray 

State Water Resources Confrol 
Board 
Student 1h:ern. 401 WaBr Quaiifij 
Certification Un:t 
DMs'D~I of Water Quality 

0 Slate Water Resouces Control Board 
S k e n  Eerrera 

0ev.t. Comrn. 
Steve M d d a n  lnde~endent 

Commiss~ons.Boards 

0 Delta Proleellon Commission 
DrrbSj Eddy - 

RWQCB8 i 
Sarb Ana Region (0) I.. Dept. of Water Resources 

Resourws A.;ar.cy 
NarSell Gayou 0 RWQCB 9 

San Dego RegFon (91 

a- U Office of Emergency Services 
Dennls Castrillo a Caltrans, Dlstrlct 6 

Consewancy n Marc Bimha;r-n 

Dl-dsloa of Water Rights 

Dept. o f  Toxic Substances control. 
CEQA Tradfng Cen:er 

a Department of Pesliclde Regulation 
[3 other 

U Governor's Ofice of Planning 
Fish and Game & Research Caitrans, Dlstrlcl7 

State Clearinghouse CRer)il J. Pme:I 
Depart. of Fish 8 Game 
Satt Flint Native Arnsn'can Heritage 
En~ronmen'al Senfces Divis;on Comm. 

Debbie Treadqay 0 Flsh Game Region 1 
Donald Koch 

a Fish B Garne Region 2 
Banky C~rtis 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATTON 
11 1 GKAND AVENUE 
P. O BOX 33660 
OM<LANI), CA 94623-0660 
PHONE (5 10) 286-5505 
FAX (5  10) 286-555!) 
TTY (800) 735-2929 

Scytcmbcr 21, 2006 

Ms. Kathryn Farbstcitl 
City or Pacifica 
I YO0 .Fr:tncisco Boulcvnrd 
Pncirici~, CA 94044 

SMOO 1 34'9 
SM-001-42.14 
SCll#2OOGOG215U 

Dciu Ms. Farbs~cin: 

PROSPECTS RESTDENTIAJA - NOTICE OF PREPARATION 

Thank you for including the California Depar~menl of 'l'ransportiition (Dcpnrrmcnt) i n  the cnrly 
stagcs of thc cnvironrncntal rcview proccss for the Prospxls Residential broject. 'I'hc followi,lg 
coml~icnts are based an thc Naticc of Prcparntion. 

'124ffic Analysis 
Pleasc include the infmalion detailed below in the Traffic Study to cnsurc that projcct-rclated 
impacts to Shtc roadway facili~ics arc thoroughly nssesscd. W c  encoul-aze the City to coordinntc 
prcparition of the study with ow office, :ulid we would apprcciatc thc opportunity Ln rcview the 
scopc of work. Thc Departmenl's "Guidefr~r t h . ~  Prepomtion of ~ ~ c l f l c ' ' I w ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ c r  Strrdic!s" should 
he reviewed prior to in.itiating any traffic analysis for thc projcct; it is available at the following 
website: 
11 tf I)://ww w .~~,t~~~~~~o~~~~t~:n~ps/dcvclopsa~v/opcrutioni~l svs~ems/l-cpo~isfti SPLI i tie. ptlf 

'I'he '1.1-al'l'ic Study should include: 
1. Sitc plan clearly showing project access in relation to nearby state roadways. lngrcss and 

I- cgrcss for all projcct cornponcnts should bc clcarly iden~ified. Stale light-of-way ('ROW) 
should be clearly identified. 

2. Project-related trip generation, distribution, and assignment. Thc :iss~~mptians and 
metliodolugies used to develop this information should bc dctailcd in thc study, and should 
bc supponcd wilh appropriate documcnlalion. 

3. Average Daily Traffic, AM and PM peak hour volumes and levels of service (LQS) on all 
significantly affcctcd ronclways, including crossroads and controlled intersections for 
existing, existing plus project, cuinulative and cumulative plus projcct sccnnrios. Calculation 
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at: cumulalive traFfic vnlumes should considcr 311 traffic-generating developmncnts, both 
existing and future, that wwould affect study arca roadways and intersections. The u!~alysis 
S I I O I A L ~  clec~rly ilicrr/i/y flxc prqjact's cnrztrihrrtion to area t.raffic a~rd cl~!grullutiorz tn t!xisti)ig 
and cun.lularive levels of scrvice. Lusrly, tt7,c Depurtnzant's I.OS threskolsl, which is the 
t mrlsil ion h~Yw(r'(!~ I,OS C nnll D, artd is c~plaincd kz detail i i z  the C;f~idc for %'rt-tffic Slrrrlias, 
slloulrl t ) ~  upplied 10 ull .stute facilities. 

4. Schcmutic illustration OF traffic conditions itlcluding thc projccl sile m d  study area roadways, 
trip distribution pcrccntagcs and volumes as well as intcrscction gcomettics, i,e., lane ' 
con figurations. for thc scenarios dcscrikd itbove. 

5 .  The yrojcct sitc building polcnliul as identified in the General Plan. Thc project's consistency 
with both Lhc Circulat.ion Element of thc Gcncral Plan and the San Mateo CityICounty 
Association of Government's Congestion Manlrgcrncnt Plan should bc evaluated. 

6 .  Mirigatior.1 should Bc idet7.tificcl fur clny r.i~ud\vuy muinlirre scrcliot~ or in farsaction wirh 
itz.s~~/j(;cictzt cfipnciry so rtmirztairk an acccyrablc LOS wiflt th.e actditiol~ of project-rc!latcd 
un&r cumulalivc rru./Jc. Thc project's fair share contribution, financing, scheduling, 
implementation responsibilitics and lcad agency monitoring should also bc fully discussed for 
all proposcd mi1ig:tLion measures. 

7. Spcci a1 attention should be given t,o the following trip-reducing measures: 
.Encouraging mixcd-usc, 
Maximizing dcnsily ~hl-ough offering bonuses and/or c~cdits, 
Coordina~ing with Sam':l.'rans, Caltrain and BART lo increase tmnsitlritil itsc by 
expanding rourcs and cmphitsixing express selvicc to tcgional rail stations, and by 
providing bus shcltcrs with scating a1 my Future bus pullouts, 

+ Providing transit information lo all future project rcsidcnts, cmployces and patrons, and 
+ Encouragin~ bic yde- and pedestrian-friencIly dcsign. 

Whilc thc 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (I-lCM) may nnr be the preferred lcvcl of scrvice 
methodology, it should be used Tor analyzing ini1)acts to statc I'acililies, pr~rticularly whcrc 
prcvious analysis employing altcrnativc mcthodologics has identified impacts. Thc 1.csidual level 
of scrvicc. 3sc;uming mitigation has bccn implcmcnted, should also be o n i ~ l y ~ ~ d  with HC'M 2 0 .  

a=. C~lltr~ral IIesolr rcas 
Thc Draft EnvironmenlaI Impact Repo~t must i~>cludc clocumcnla1ion of a current archacologicnl 
I-word search from thc Northwest Information Center (N1C) of thc CnIifismia Historical 
Rcsourccs Ti~f~mnation System (CIIRIS) if construcrion aclivilies are proposed within Stale 
ROW. Currcnt scarches must he no more than .five ycars old. The Department requircs thc 
I-ecol-ds search, and if warrmtcd, a cullural resource study by a qui~liiicd, proressional 
archaeologist, to ensure con~pliance with CEQA, Scction 5024.5 of the California Public 
Resources Codc, and Volumc 2 oT the Department's Environmental Handbook. Work subject to 
thcsc requirements includes, but is not linlitcd to: lane widening, channelization, auxiliary lanes, 
and/or modific:sion of existing features such as slopcs, drainage Tealures. curbs, sidewalks and 
driveways within or acljaccnt to Statc ROW. These requirements, including npplicitblc mitigation. 
must bc fulfilled hcfore an encroachment permit can bc issued Tor project-related work in Statc 
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ROW. See thc wcbsitc link below For more infortllation regarding the CFTRTS - .NIC (Click on IC 
Roster). 
http://ohp.purks.ca.gc)v 

Encroachmant Permit 
Plcilsc bc advised thiit wc~rk that cnncronchcs onto the State ROW requires nn cncronchmcnt 
permit that is issucd by thc Dcparlment. To apply. a completed cncroilchmenl pcmiit a pplicntion, 
envisonmcntd docurnentatiot~, and fivc (4) sets or plans, clearly indicating Statc ROW. must hc 
submittccl to thc address below. Traffic-sclatcd mitigalion measures will hc incorporntcd into the 
construction plans during thc encroachment pcrmit proccss. Scc thc following websitc link for 
more inl-orma~ion: 
http://~~~.dot.ca.gov/hq/~n~~ops/deveIo~~serv/~~crmits/ 

Rudy lk~.~ges, Pcmirs R~~anch Chicf 
California DOT, Dislrict 4. 

P.O. 'Box 23GGO 
Oakland, CA 94623-0660 

Please .fo~wnrd n copy 01 the environmental document, dong with the 'Sratiic Stucly, including 
Technical Appcndiccs, and stat[ repo~t to the address bclow as soon us Lhey are available. 

Patricia Maurice, Associate Transportation Planner 
Community Planning Office, .Mail Stntion 10D 

California DOT, Disbict 4 
F.0. Uox 23660 

Oakland, CA 94623-0660 

Please fccl free to cn'l.1 or email Pdtricia Mauncc ol my starf at (510) 622-1644 or 
pntricin ~na~~riccfi?clot~._c~g..ggy with any qiieslions regarding this Icttcr. 

c: Ms. 'l'erry Kober-ts, Statc Clcaringhouse 
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Hug 23  06  06:34p M I S  Division 

Kathryn Yarbstein 
Assistant Planner 
City of PaciGca 
P l W g  Department 
1800 Francisco Blvd. 
Pacifica. CA 94044 
August 19,2006 

Dear Ms. Farbstein. 

We are writing in response to the Notice of Prcpantion concerning thc Pacifica 
Quarry Hornes,T,IX: which you sent to us. 

Our primary concern is lhe soluhon to the ingress and egress to the homes. W e  
called Klck Lcc to ask about his plans for access to the property. He explained 
l.he need for additional lanes on Fasdcr which d l  bc accommodated by using 
some or the south side or his property. Any ad&tional thing, such as blinking 
light9. to cautian motorists. will be determined by your department. 

In reviewing Lhe Iialures lo be included in this development. we were impressed 
with thc number of itcms that contribule to sustainable developmenl. such as: 

+ Using grey water for irrigation. The sink and toilet water is separated 
from the rest of the used water in thc homc. putting less demand on 
the City's scwcr system. 
Using recognized hcdthy indoor mattrids to crcate a non-toxic 
environmen l. 
Including complete solar systems Chroughout. the homes because of 
placement advmtagcous for maximum solar reception. 
Using landscaping plants that require no irrigation system. 
Using materials selected for thcir cnvironmcntal vduc. 

We have known Rick Lee and his famIly for a b u t  cight y m .  1 Ic has rcmodclcd 
two bathrooms and built an oulstanding front fence: During all of these 
prjmts, Rick always askcd o w  opinion a b u l  design decisions: he &led il he 
was going to be late; hc ncvcr "abandoned" his work for us  by not showing up 
for a week or so (zs other contractors have done]; he always cleaned up each 
day before he left our home; his workmanship is cxccllcnt. IIow many 
customc~ can tcstlfy this positively Cor their contractors? 

We realize our personal experience wlth and cndorscmcnt of Rick kc, onc of 
the owncrs of this dcvclopment, may not directly relate tn an EIR. However, 
veracity should deflnitel considered u neces sq  component of a developer's 
character, in our view- 7-7 

Dale and Enid Emde 
1327 Crcspi Drive 
Pacifica. CA 94044 
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Farbstein, Kathryn 

From: Jack Ljackalo@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Monday, September 18, 2006 956 PM 
To: Farbstein, Kathryn 
Subject: [Fwd: 'THE PROSPECTS' TIME LINE] 

KATHRYN, I'M FORWARDING MY INITIAL EMAIL, TO YOU ON AUG. 28. 1 GOT YOURS TODAY, 
THANK YOU. ONE POINT I'D LIKE TO MAKE (THAT I HAVEN'T) IS A FALLACY IN ASSUMING 
THAT BECAUSE THE OTHER "WALLED DEVELOPMENTS" WERE APPROVED & BUILT ON 
FASSLER. IT'S LOGICAL TO ALLOW 'THE PROSPECTS.' 

I'LL KEEP IN TOUCH ON THIS PROJECT AND AM GRATEFUL TO YOU FOR BOTH TIMES I MET 
YOU, YOUR GENEROSITY & HELPFULNESS. THANKS. JACK DODSON 

-------- Original Message -------- 
Subject:'THE PROSPECTS' TIME LINE 

Date:Mon, 28 Aug 2006 10:44:2 1 -0700 
From: Jack <jackalo@,sbc~lobal.ne~ 

To: farbsteink@,ci.pacifica.ca.us 

DEAR KATHRYN, JACK DODSON HERE, WITH A FRIENDLY REQUEST, NOT AN EMERGENCY 
BUT AT YOUR CONVENIENCE. I HAND DELIVERED TO YOU A LETTER LISTING THREE 
CRITICAL REASONS WHY I OPPOSE THIS PROJECT. YOU WERE KIND TO RECEIVE IT & GIVE 
SOME TIME EXPLAINING DETAILS. THANKS. 

I ASK YOU NOW FOR A TIME LINE OF PUBLIC EVENTS REGARDING THIS PROJECT. I PLAN TO 
DISTRIBUTE A FLYER TO MANY FASSLER RESIDENTS GIVING THEM THE OPPORTUNITY TO 
EITHER SIGN MY LETTER TO YOU OR RESPOND WITH THEIR VIEWS ON THE SUBJECT, 
REGARDLESS OF MY AGENDA. I THINK FASSLER RESIDENTS WILL CARE. 

IT WOULD BE HELPFUL FOR ME IN THIS PUBLIC APPEAL IF I HAD SOME PERTINENT 
LNFORMATION ABOUT HOW THEY COULD MAKE THEIR OPINIONS KNOWN, AND WHEN. 

IF THIS IS TOO MUCH TO EMAIL I'LL DROP BY YOUR OFFICE & PICK UP ANY MATERIAL THAT 
CAN HELP. 

THANKS, JACK DODSON, 1 140 FASSLER AVE., PACIFICA, 94044,355- 1452 

EMAIL: jackalo@sbcglobal.net 
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NOTES 

ORAL RESPONSES RECEIVED AT THE EIR SCOPING MEETING DATED July 12, 2006 
Gina Cox 
909 Fassler Ave 
Pacifica  94044 

               ●  

□ Commenter asked whether the existing speed limit of 40 
mph is addressed in the study and stated that speed limit 
should be 25 mph along Fassler where residential uses are 
present.  

□ Commenter expressed concern over the lack of crosswalk 
or sidewalk on Fassler from Highway 1 up to Terra Nova 
Blvd., issue of pedestrian safety 

Silvia M Buendis 
480 Copland St 

     ●  ● ● ●        

□ Commenter noted that this is her 1st time seeing map and site 
plan.  

□ Commenter noted that in the geology/soils section of the 
Initial Study p.21-less than significant impacts for all 
thresholds and  stated that the project site is close to San 
Andreas fault and other nearby faults 

□ Commenter asked if the proposed subterranean structure will 
be sited over the old quarry and whether construction of the 
garage will construction require dynamite. If so, would be 
liable for property damage resulting from construction of 
project? 

□ Commenter referred to safety issues and soil disturbance 
related to potential blasting 

□ Run off by increasing impervious surfaces 
□ Commenter asked if the project required a geologic report 

due to its location in a seismically active area. 
□ Commenter requested that the geologic report be available to 

the public.  
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NOTES 

Leanne Chapman 
21 Driftwood Ct 

     ●  ● ●       ●  

□ Commenter stated that she has lived in city for 19 years, 
and has concerns related to traffic and geology and soils.  

□ Commenter has reviewed traffic study and pointed out that 
no accidents/fatalities were mentioned.  

□ Commenter stated that many animals live near the project 
site and increased traffic is a hazard to them.  

□ Commenter noted that near the project site, the speed limit 
is reduced to 20 mph but most motorists do not abide by 
this.  

□ Commenter stated that proposing additional turning lane 
will remove merging along Fassler, causing a hazardous 
condition.  

□ Commenter noted that the area is very congested and that 
the discussion in the traffic study regarding LOS C in P.M. 
doesn’t mention impacts related to Terra Nova high school.  

□ Commenter noted that the traffic study does not address the 
extra construction trucks that would be necessary. 

□ Commenter mentioned the Reina del  Mar/Highway 1 
Vanpool Mitigation program that is presented in the traffic 
study.  

□ Commenter noted that a project nearby included measures 
to mitigate impacts and that they were never implemented. 
As such, the vanpool might not work 
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NOTES 

Noel Blincoe 
648 Edgemar Ave 

 ●  ●       ●       

□ Commenter stated that aesthetics are an important issue.  
□ Commenter stated that EIR should address two parcels. If 

the project were built on one parcel, zoning is consistent but 
if on other parcels, changes to zoning would be necessary.  

□ Commenter stated that there are concerns regarding reviews 
on the hillside areas.  

□ Commenter said that the EIR should compare the project 
with zoning and discuss consistencies and inconsistencies. 
Views should be compared under the two zoning scenarios. 
The EIR should also outline the HPD ordinance because 
development on HPD should compliment hillside. 

□ Commenter acknowledged that the builder is sensitive to 
these issues but they need to be addressed in EIR. 

 
Bob Pilgrim 
408 Donaldson Ave 

  ● ●       ●  ●   ● ● 

□ Commenter discussed the structure of EIR on behalf of 
Sierra Club and used the Pacifica Village Center EIR as an 
example. This document was certified 4 years ago and 
should not have been because the Sierra Club attorneys 
found it to be deficient.  This was the last EIR in this area.  

□ Commenter explained that CEQA allows 8 or 9 different 
types of EIRs and went through each one but stated that a 
Program EIR is not good option for this project.  

□ Commenter stated that Royce Property and Robinson Road 
should be considered in the cumulative analysis and that all 
developments together should be considered. Potentially 
significant impacts could occur related to Land Use, 
Population and Housing, Air Quality, and Traffic.  

□ Commenter stated that EIR should compare/contrast, and 
explain methodology. 

□ Commenter stated that the land use plan/policies should be 
discussed in the EIR.  
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NOTES 

Karen Rosenstein 
200 Troglia Pl   ●  ● ●    ● ● ●    ●  

□ Commenter stated the EIR for the proposed project should 
be the most comprehensive EIR available and provided a 
list of issues that should be included in the document 
(attached).  

Andrem Skarica (city planner/engineer) 
1044 Fassler Ave  

        ● ●      ●  

□ Commenter expressed concern with cumulative effects of 
traffic.  

□ Commenter asked if the city continues developing parcels, 
how much of the City will be developed. There are more 
projects being constructed across Fassler Avenue and the 
commenter stated that we can’t level all terrain to make 
more houses.  

□ Commenter stated that effects could possibly be mitigated 
by identifying routes other than Fassler Avenue.   

□ Commenter stated that Highway 1, which would experience 
more traffic with project, is at a standstill during the day. 
Fassler Ave would be affected by this traffic. The portion of 
Highway 1 near Fassler is most important portion of 
roadway in city.  

□ Commenter stated that with regard to runoff, developments 
could be designed in such a way to control runoff. The 
statements in the initial study are not possible.  

□ Commenter stated that disasters occur when water is out of 
control.  
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NOTES 

Joseph Davis 
893 Colara 

 ●      ● ● ●        

• Commenter stated that Page 2 of the Initial Study compares 
runoff impacts to the possibility of a 100 year storm event, but 
didn’t consider that 2006 was the rainiest year in 100 years.  

• Commenter stated that hillsides are the City’s asset-problems 
both environmentally and visually 

• Commenter expressed concern over Item #6 in Geology and 
Soils section of the Initial Study and explained that many 
landslides occur in the project vicinity, especially in Rockaway 
area. There have been many landslides near the project site. 
Why are landslides not identified as an environmental impact? 

• Commenter requested clarification on Item #C, in Geology and 
Soils regarding unstable units as to how was the conclusion of 
less than significant reached.  

Bob Sherman 
Hope Street 

       ● ●  ●       

• Commenter has been resident of city for more than 20 years 
and his house would be the first hit in the event of a landslide 
from the project site.  

• Commenter explained that the HPD ordinance took away a lot 
of property rights and that the PUD came into effect to resolve 
this issue, but it is still not resolved.  

• Commenter expressed his approval for the project.   
 

Gina Cox 
909 Fassler 
 

    ●    ●       ●  

• Commenter asked how for the breakdown of duplexes and 
triplexes and explained that the breakdown is needed to 
accurately determine trip generation.  

• Commenter suggested that if project were reduced to less than 
20 single family residences, fewer traffic impacts might occur.  

• Commenter stated that EIR should address fatalities and 
animal kill on roads because fatalities occur directly adjacent 
to the site-just east of Robert Road. EIR should also consider 
animal control because there is an Endangered Spotted Owl 
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NOTES 

present on site. 
Phil Harris 
Fassler Ave 
                ●  

• Commenter stated that the closure of Devils slide could cause 
the traffic impact analysis to be inaccurate if counts were taken 
prior to closure.  

 
Marilyn G Weeks 
987 Fassler Ave. 
Pacifica, CA  94044            ●      

• Commenter asked where the sound would go that is generated 
from the proposed amphitheatre. The proposed location of the 
project site adjacent to the valley could cause the sound to 
magnify.   

Unnamed Commenter            ●      • Commenter asked of what materials will amphitheatre be 
constructed.  

Dale Emdy 

                ● 

• Commenter has been a resident of the city since 1957.  
• Commenter stated that he knows the applicant and that he’s an 

honest, straightforward developer. However, commenter said 
that complaints from residents are legitimate that he 
encourages residents to go to the applicant with concerns.   

Unnamed Commenter  
        ● ●        

• Commenter asked if the design of the amphitheatre would 
allow H2O to accumulate. If so, this could pose a safety 
hazard.  

Catherine Taylor-Skarica 
1044 Fassler Ave                ●  

• Commenter asked if traffic report took into account the tunnel 
and whether the report is considering development that would 
take place five years out.  

Unnamed Commenter 
  ●                • Commenter stated that the EIR should contain 3D-model 

because the current graphics are difficult to see.  
Steven Gil 
No address given 

 ●                

• Commenter asked about Aesthetics Item #1 in the Initial Study 
and stated that materials and design is a big concern. There are 
many ugly, deteriorating projects in Pacifica. Since this project 
will also deteriorate, this issue should be included in EIR 

• Commenter stated that the durability of construction materials 
should be addressed in the EIR.  
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NOTES 

Unnamed Commenter 
                ● 

• Commenter requested more information on the proposed 
community center such as who will maintain the center and 
who will have access to it?  
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B1: Revised Biological Assessment, Thomas Reid Associates (4-23-04) 
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B2: Natural Habitat Restoration Proposal, Go Native (10-6-2004) 
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B3: Tree Design, Christopher Campbell (2-16-06) 
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C1: California Historical Resources Information System, Northwest 
Information Center, June 13, 2006 
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C2: Native American Heritage Commission, Sacred Lands File Records 
Check letter, October 3, 2006 
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E1: Dowling Associates, Inc., Fassler Avenue Residential Project Traffic 
Study, July 28, 2005 
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E2: Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc., Peer Review of the Fassler 
Avenue Residential Traffic Impact Study in the City of Pacifica, August 22, 

2006 
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August 22, 2006

Ms. Erin Efner
Christopher Joseph & Associates
610 16th Street, Suite 514
Oakland, CA 94612

Subject: Peer Review of the Fassler Avenue Residential Traffic Impact Study in the City of Pacifica

Dear Ms. Efner:

This letter report presents the results of Hexagon’s peer review of the traffic impact study prepared for the Fassler
Avenue Residential project in Pacifica, California. The purpose of this review is to ensure that the traffic report
conforms to City of Pacifica standards, to confirm that accepted traffic study methods were used, and to ensure that
the recommendations contained in the report adequately address project impacts. The project site is located on the
north side of Fassler Avenue, between Roberts Road and Driftwoood Circle. The project description contained in the
Initial Study and Checklist for the project indicates that 34 residential condominium units are proposed.

A final traffic impact study, dated July 28, 2005 was prepared by Dowling Associates, Inc. for the project that
evaluated the traffic impacts associated with developing the residential project on the site. The draft traffic study was
completed April 27, 2005. After receiving comments on the draft study, revisions were made as necessary, and the
final traffic impact study was prepared.

This peer review consists of a technical evaluation of the following document:

• Fassler Avenue Project Traffic Impact Study (Final Report), prepared by Dowling Associates, Inc.
(July 28, 2005),

Other documents associated with the project were not evaluated for technical content, but were briefly reviewed to
gain background knowledge of the project. These include the Initial Study and Checklist (dated January 13, 2006)
prepared by the City of Pacifica, Caltrans’ Comment Letter on the Final Traffic Study (November 7, 2005), Caltrans’
Additional Comments (November 23, 2005), various other comments letters, and information provided to the City by
the project applicant.

The key findings of our peer review of the traffic report are presented in the following sections.

SCOPE OF REVIEW
The following issues were reviewed in the traffic study as part of the peer review:

1. Existing Traffic Count Data
2. Site Traffic Projections
3. Trip Distribution Pattern
4. Project Trip Assignment
5. Adequacy of Study Area
6. Level of Service Calculations
7. Review Proposed Driveway Design
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REVIEW RESULTS
Each of the key issues of the peer review is discussed below along with the results of the peer review.

Existing Traffic Count Data
The original traffic count data used in the traffic study were obtained from Dowling Associates, Inc. to be included in
this peer review. The traffic count data for the project were collected at both intersections on Thursday, March 10,
2005. A review of the count data does not indicate any obvious flaws in the data and the turning movements recorded
appear to match traffic patterns observed in the field. Caltrans’ comment letter (dated November 23, 2005) questions
whether the traffic count data reflected demand counts or output counts. This letter further states that field
observations conducted by Caltrans staff in the past have indicated LOS F conditions at the intersection during the
AM peak hour. The Caltrans letter does not state whether the LOS F conditions observed pertain only to particular
high-delay movements or to the overall average intersection level of service.

Field observations were conducted by Hexagon at the two study intersections during the AM peak hour to observe
traffic conditions to determine whether the existing count data adequately represent existing conditions. However, at
the time that field observations were made, Highway 1 was closed south of Pacifica at Devils Slide. The reduction in
traffic volume on Highway 1 in Pacifica as a result of the closure is likely responsible for improved traffic operations
at the study intersections over what was studied in the traffic study and reported by Caltrans in the November 23,
2005 comment letter. The field observations conducted by Hexagon did not identify unacceptable delays at the study
intersections and both intersections appeared to be operating with overall intersection delays in the LOS C or better
range. Because current traffic conditions, with the highway closure at Devils Slide, are not representative of normal
conditions on this segment of Highway 1, Hexagon cannot independently determine, from field observations, whether
the traffic counts used in the traffic study are skewed due to unmet demand at the intersections.

The original traffic count data were further analyzed in an effort to draw some conclusion about traffic operations on
Highway 1 from inspection of the count data. This analysis focused on traffic volumes in the northbound through
movement at each intersection during the AM peak commute period (7:00 AM to 9:00 AM). During the AM peak-
hour the northbound through movement at each intersection is the critical movement and the movement that most
likely would experience a breakdown in operations if demand exceeded capacity during the peak hour. The traffic
volume counts in the northbound through movement for each 15-minute period during the AM peak commute period
were evaluated at both intersections. This procedure found that both intersections have roughly the same traffic
profile. Traffic volumes gradually increase and peak at 7:30, then the volumes slowly decrease until about 8:15 or
8:30 when another smaller peak occurs (likely due to school traffic). The traffic volume profiles are relatively flat
over the course of the AM peak commute period at both intersections; with relatively minor high and low points.
Based on this review, the 15-minute count data do not provide strong evidence to indicate whether the traffic counts
reflect demand volume or output volume.

The results of Hexagon’s review of the traffic count data, based on the available information, were inconclusive.

Recommendation
Field observations and/or new traffic counts should be conducted after traffic conditions have normalized in the area
with Highway 1 reopened at Devils Slide and with area schools back in session. A reasonable time to conduct field
observations would be at least one month after the highway was opened and at least two weeks after all public and
private schools are back in session. The field observations or new traffic count data could be used to calibrate the
level of service calculations to accurately reflect field conditions.
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Site Traffic Projections
A review of the trip generation estimates contained in the traffic report was conducted to verify that they are accurate,
that representative land uses were chosen, and that the rates are based on the appropriate land-use data as published
by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE).

A review of the site traffic projections finds that the trip generation rates used in the July 28, 2005 traffic study
correspond to the ITE land use category for single-family detached housing. Although the project description
indicates that condominiums would be built, the trip generation analysis contained in the traffic study is sufficient.
This is so because the trip generation rates for single-family detached housing are higher than those for residential
condominiums. Additionally, the trip generation calculations in the traffic study are based on the “fitted-curve
equation”, as published by ITE, which results in higher trip generation values than when the average trip rates are
used. Thus, trip generation analysis contained in the traffic study provides for a conservative analysis of the trip
generation potential of the project.

Trip Distribution Pattern
The directional distribution of project traffic was reviewed for consistency with existing travel patterns and the
relative locations of complementary land uses.

The trip distribution pattern for the proposed project is reasonable and is consistent with existing traffic patterns in
the area and the relative locations of complementary land uses.

Project Trip Assignment
The assignment of site-generated traffic on the local roadway network was reviewed for accuracy and consistency
with the trip distribution pattern contained in the traffic report.

The assignment of project traffic is consistent with the trip distribution pattern contained in the traffic report.

Adequacy of Study Area
The study area and study facilities included in the traffic impact study were reviewed to ensure that potential project
impacts on the local transportation system are accurately identified.

The list of study intersections considered in the traffic analysis covers a sufficiently wide geographic area to
accurately identify the potentially significant project impacts associated with the proposed project.

Level of Service Calculations
The Synchro and Traffix level of service calculation output pages were reviewed for accuracy.

The results of the review indicate that the level of service calculations are consistent with the traffic volume data
presented in the report and that correct geometry assumptions were used.

However, level of service results for existing conditions reported in the report are not consistent with the level of
service calculation pages contained in the appendix. The report text indicates that the SR 1/Fassler Avenue
intersection operates at LOS D with 35.5 seconds of delay during the AM peak hour and at LOS C with 33.5 seconds
of delay during the PM peak hour. However, the level of service calculation pages indicate that the existing levels of
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service for the SR 1/Fassler Avenue intersection are LOS D (40.0 seconds) during the AM peak hour and LOS C
(33.4 seconds) during the PM peak hour. Similarly, at the SR 1/Reina del Mar intersection, the report text indicates
existing levels of service of LOS D (39.3 second) for the AM peak hour and LOS C (24.1 seconds) for the PM peak
hour, whereas the level of service calculation pages indicate LOS D (43.8 seconds) and LOS C (30.2 seconds) during
the AM and PM peak hours, respectively. This error in reporting the calculated intersection delays for existing
conditions does not affect the conclusions of the traffic study.

For the “existing plus project” and “cumulative” study scenarios, delay values were not reported, but level of service
grades were. The level of service grades report in the report text for these study scenarios are consistent with the level
of service calculation pages.

Overall, the level of service calculations appear to be accurate and consistent with the traffic data presented in the
traffic report.

Proposed Site Driveway Design
The Initial Study and Checklist prepared for the project indicates that City of Pacifica staff are concerned with the
design of the project access driveways on Fassler Avenue.

The project site would have two driveways on Fassler Avenue. The westernmost driveway would be the primary
access point for vehicular traffic. The easternmost driveway would provide access only for bicycles, pedestrians, and
emergency vehicles. According to the site plan, a 6-inch raised curb would be built along the sidewalk in front of the
emergency access driveway, which would prevent this driveway from being used by auto traffic associated with the
project.

According to the site plan, the main project driveway would be designed with a left-turn pocket for traffic entering
the site from the west and an exclusive right-turn lane for traffic entering the site from the east. Additionally, a
median acceleration/refuge lane would be provided on eastbound Fassler Avenue for traffic making a left turn out of
the project driveway. An acceleration lane also is proposed on westbound Fassler Avenue for traffic making a right
turn out of the project site.

The throat of the main driveway flares substantially at the curb line of Fassler Avenue. This provides enough space
for the outbound lane to split into two lanes – one for outbound right turns and one for left turns. The two lanes are
separated by a triangular island. Because the driveway tapers considerably as it flares out where it intersects Fassler
Avenue, the outbound right-turn lane is situated at a relatively extreme angle to Fassler Avenue. This would require
drivers making a right turn out of the project site to look over their shoulder and behind them to see oncoming traffic
in the westbound lane on Fassler Avenue. This could lead to a potential safety problem in which it may be difficult
for drivers making the outbound right-turn movement to clearly see oncoming traffic on Fassler Avenue.

Except for the alignment of the outbound right-turn lane, the design of the project driveway on Fassler Avenue
appears to be acceptable.

City of Pacifica staff has indicated that Fassler Avenue, in the vicinity of the project driveway, should be designed
such that the potential to restripe the facility with two westbound travel lanes is maintained. This would require
eliminating the proposed westbound right-turn pocket into the project site and the proposed westbound acceleration
lane for outbound right-turn traffic. With this change, westbound Fassler Avenue would have one wide lane in front
of the project driveway. Right turns into the site would be made from this lane and right turns out of the site would
have to merge into this lane. Hexagon believes that this design would operate effectively since the sight distance to
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the east is sufficient for outbound right-turning traffic to clearly see approaching vehicles far enough in advance to
safely turn onto Fassler Avenue. Additionally, the volume of traffic turning right into the project site from westbound
Fassler Avenue would be very low and would not cause a disruption to through traffic if right-turn traffic and through
traffic have to share a single westbound travel lane.

Recommendations
It is recommended that the project driveway be modified such that there is only one outbound lane at the point where
the driveway meets Fassler Avenue. This lane would accommodate outbound left- and right-turning traffic, and
should be aligned at a right angle to Fassler Avenue to provide for good visibility in both directions on Fassler
Avenue.

Additionally, if the design of the project driveway is to allow for two westbound travel lanes on Fassler Avenue in
the future, then the right-turn lane into the site and the westbound acceleration lane for outbound right-turn traffic
should be eliminated. In the vicinity of the project driveway, Fassler Avenue should have one wide travel lane in the
westbound direction. The shoulder hatching to the east of the driveway and the painted turn islands in front of the
driveway should be eliminated.

Identification of Project Impacts
The results of the traffic study were reviewed to ensure that project impacts are properly identified.

The City of Pacifica uses a level of service standard of LOS D for all intersections in the City. The traffic study does
not indicate the threshold of significance for determining intersection impacts. Other traffic studies in the City of
Pacifica have considered project impacts to be significant when project traffic is added to any intersection that
currently operates at an unacceptable level of service (LOS E or worse), or if the additional of project traffic causes
the intersection to degrade from acceptable conditions (LOS D or better) to unacceptable conditions.

Based on the level of service standard and impact threshold identified above, the traffic study correctly characterizes
the project impact as less-than-significant at both study intersections, assuming that the traffic count data used in the
traffic study reflect demand volumes. However, if the traffic counts used in the traffic study where affected by
jammed traffic conditions and do only reflect output volumes, then it is likely that the level of service at the Highway
1/Reina del Mar intersection would be LOS E under existing plus project conditions during the AM peak hour. This
would be considered a significant project impact. It is important to note that the project would only change the delay
by a very small about (about 1 second) and the number of project trips added to the intersection constitutes about
0.6% of the existing traffic volume at the intersection. Nevertheless, the significance criteria for determining
significant intersection impacts is met. As discussed above, with the information that is currently available, this peer
review cannot independently determine whether the count data used in the traffic study reflect demand counts or
output counts.

Mitigation Measures
Regardless of how the impact is characterized, the analysis indicates that the project’s contribution would be
relatively minor. Hexagon believes that both mitigation measures proposed in the traffic study to offset cumulative
project impacts at Highway 1 and Reina del Mar would be successful in mitigating the project’s impact (whether
under cumulative conditions or under existing plus project conditions). At Highway 1 and Reina del Mar, the change
in delay between existing conditions and existing plus project conditions caused by the addition of project traffic
would be 1.1 seconds during the AM peak hour and 1.0 second during the PM peak hour. The mitigation measures
contained in the traffic study are discussed below, along with an alternative mitigation measure proposed by
Hexagon.
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Elementary School Vanpool – The traffic study indicates that that the project applicant has proposed to contribute to
a vanpool for school children in the neighborhood of the proposed project. It is recommended that the vanpool
program plan/strategy be developed by the project applicant in consultation with the City of Pacifica. Additionally, in
order to truly offset the project’s impact, the project applicant should agree to fund and operate the program (or to
fund a City-operated program) for an indefinite period of time or until physical improvements at the Reina del Mar
intersection are implemented. Additionally, the vanpool would have to serve more neighborhoods than just the
proposed project to be effective in offsetting the projects impact. It is recommended that the vanpool serve the
proposed project and the existing neighborhoods on Fassler Avenue and the south part of Pacifica.

Second Southbound Left-Turn Lane at Highway 1 and Reina del Mar Avenue – Hexagon concurs that this mitigation
measure would mitigate the project impact and likely would restore intersection operations to acceptable levels (LOS
C or better). As discussed in the traffic study, this improvement would require some widening on southbound
Highway 1 to accommodate the additional turn lane and likely would require right-of-way acquisition on the east leg
of the intersection (Reina del Mar Avenue) to accommodate a second eastbound receiving lane for the additional
southbound left-turn lane. The receiving lane would need to extend for several hundred feet in order to be effective.
Therefore, the right-of-way acquisition could be extensive. The improvement also includes modifying the signal
operation to provide overlap phasing for the westbound right-turn movement from Reina del Mar. In terms of
offsetting the projects impact, it is possible that implementing only the right-turn overlap phasing would provide
enough additional capacity for the westbound right-turn movement to reduce the overall delay at the intersection
enough to mitigate the impact attributable to the project.

Eastbound and Westbound Signal Phasing Modifications (Alternate Mitigation) – Currently, the eastbound and
westbound movements at the Highway 1/Reina del Mar intersection operation with split signal phasing (i.e., each
approach gets a separate green phase). Additionally, there is an east-west crosswalk that currently has relatively
heavy pedestrian volumes during the AM peak hour. Although split phasing is safer for pedestrian movements than
compared to permitted phasing, it is less efficient in terms of traffic operations. During the AM peak hour, the
eastbound vehicular volumes on Reina del Mar at Highway 1 are relatively light, requiring very little green time.
However, the east-west pedestrian volume is relatively heavy (the pedestrian phase is called on most signal cycles).
The east-west pedestrian phase occurs with the eastbound vehicular movements. Since the amount of green time
required to serve the east-west pedestrian phase is significantly longer than the green time required to serve the
eastbound vehicular volume, there is a significant amount of wasted green time at the intersection. A more efficient
method for handling the east-west pedestrian phase at the intersection would be to have it run concurrently with the
westbound vehicular movements. However, the only safe way for this to occur is if the eastbound and westbound left-
turn movements were converted to protected left-turn phasing. On the east approach, this would require restriping the
shared left-turn/through/right-turn lane to a dedicated left-turn lane and restriping the exclusive right-turn lane as a
shared through/right-turn lane. On the west approach, an additional eastbound lane would be needed, which would
require widening the approach and potentially could include acquiring right-of-way. The widening would allow for
an exclusive eastbound left-turn lane and a shared through/right-turn lane. It is recommended that this mitigation
measure be considered and that the affect on level of service be evaluated by the applicant’s traffic engineer as an
alternative to the intersection improvement described in the traffic study.

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Our review of the traffic study identified the following issues:

1) Hexagon’s review of the traffic count data, based on the available information, was inconclusive.
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2) The level of service results for existing conditions reported in the report are not consistent with the level of
service calculation pages contained in the appendix. This error in reporting the calculated intersection delays for
existing conditions does not affect the conclusions of the traffic study.

3) Except for the alignment of the outbound right-turn lane, the design of the project driveway on Fassler Avenue
appears to be acceptable. The throat of the main driveway flares substantially at the curb line of Fassler Avenue
and puts outbound right-turn drivers at an awkward angle in terms of their ability to view traffic approaching on
westbound Fassler Avenue.

4) Based on the level of service standard and impact threshold identified above, the traffic study correctly
characterizes the project impact as less-than-significant at both study intersections, assuming that the traffic count
data used in the traffic study reflect demand volumes. However, if the traffic counts used in the traffic study
where affected by jammed traffic conditions and do only reflect output volumes, then it is likely that the project
would cause a significant level of service impact at the Highway 1/Reina del Mar intersection under existing plus
project conditions during the AM peak hour.

Recommendations
Traffic Count Data. Field observations and/or new traffic counts should be conducted after traffic conditions have
normalized in the area (at least one month after Highway 1 was reopened and at least two weeks after schools are
back in session). The field observations or new traffic count data could be used to calibrate the level of service
calculations to accurately reflect field conditions.

Driveway Design. It is recommended that the project driveway be modified such that there is only one outbound lane
at the point where the driveway meets Fassler Avenue. This lane would accommodate outbound left- and right-
turning traffic, and should be aligned at a right angle to Fassler Avenue to provide for good visibility in both
directions on Fassler Avenue. Additionally, if the design of the project driveway is to allow for two westbound travel
lanes on Fassler Avenue in the future, then the right-turn lane into the site and the westbound acceleration lane for
outbound right turns should be eliminated. Fassler Avenue should have one wide travel lane in the westbound
direction in the vicinity of the project driveway and the shoulder hatching to the east of the driveway and painted turn
islands in front of the driveway should be eliminated.

Mitigation Measures. Hexagon believes that the following mitigation measures would be successful in mitigating the
project’s impact (whether under cumulative conditions or under existing plus project conditions):

• Elementary School Vanpool – It is recommended that the vanpool program plan/strategy be developed by the
project applicant in consultation with the City of Pacifica. Additionally, in order to truly offset the project’s
impact, the project applicant should agree to fund and operate the program (or to fund a City-operated program)
for an indefinite period of time or until physical improvements at the Reina del Mar intersection are
implemented. Additionally, the vanpool would have to serve more neighborhoods than just the proposed project
to be effective in offsetting the projects impact.

• Second Southbound Left-Turn Lane at Highway 1 and Reina del Mar Avenue – This improvement would require
some widening on southbound Highway 1 to accommodate the additional turn lane and likely would require
right-of-way acquisition on the east leg of the intersection (Reina del Mar Avenue) to accommodate a second
eastbound receiving lane for the additional southbound left-turn lane. The receiving lane would need to extend
for several hundred feet in order to be effective. The improvement also includes modifying the signal operation to
provide overlap phasing for the westbound right-turn movement from Reina del Mar.

• Eastbound and Westbound Signal Phasing Modifications (Alternate Mitigation) – The eastbound and westbound
left-turn movements should be converted to protected left-turn phasing. On the east approach, this would require
restriping the shared left-turn/through/right-turn lane to a dedicated left-turn lane and restriping the exclusive
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right-turn lane as a shared through/right-turn lane. On the west approach, a dedicated eastbound left-turn lane
would be needed, which would require widening the approach and potentially could include acquiring right-of-
way. It is recommended that this mitigation measure be considered and that the effect on level of service be
evaluated by the applicant’s traffic engineer as an alternative to the intersection improvement described in the
traffic study.

Please feel free to call if you have any questions or would like to discuss the results of the analysis.

Sincerely,

HEXAGON TRANSPORTATION CONSULTANTS, INC.

Jeffrey A. Elia, P.E.
Senior Associate



E3: Dowling Associates, Inc. Final Report Traffic Impact Study – Fassler 
Avenue Project, October 20, 2006 



 

This page left blank intentionally. 

 



















































































































E4: Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc., Peer Review of the Revised 
Fassler Avenue Residential Traffic Impact Study in the City of Pacifica, 

December 12, 2006  



 

This page left blank intentionally. 

 



December 12, 2006

Ms. Erin Efner
Christopher Joseph & Associates
610 16th Street, Suite 514
Oakland, CA 94612

Subject: Peer Review of the Revised Fassler Avenue Residential Traffic Impact Study in the City of Pacifica

Dear Ms. Efner:

This letter report presents the results of Hexagon’s peer review of the revised traffic impact study prepared for the
Fassler Avenue Residential project in Pacifica, California. The purpose of this review is to ensure that the revised
traffic report conforms to City of Pacifica standards, to confirm that accepted traffic study methods were used, and to
ensure that the recommendations contained in the report adequately address project impacts. The project site is
located on the north side of Fassler Avenue, between Roberts Road and Driftwoood Circle. The project description
contained in the Initial Study and Checklist for the project indicates that 34 residential condominium units are
proposed.

Hexagon prepared a peer review in August 2006 of the original traffic impact study (dated July 28, 2005) prepared by
Dowling Associates, Inc. Subsequently, new traffic count data were collected on Highway 1 at the request of the City
of Pacifica. A revised traffic study was prepared by Dowling Associates (dated October 20, 2006), which
incorporates the updated traffic count data. This peer review consists of a technical evaluation of the updated Fassler
Avenue Project Traffic Impact Study (Final Report), prepared by Dowling Associates, Inc. (October 20, 2006).
Additionally, the peer review includes and evaluation of the level of service calculation sheets for cumulative without
project conditions, which were not included in the traffic study, but were provided by Dowling Associates for use in
the peer review.

The key findings of our peer review of the traffic report are presented in the following sections.

SCOPE OF REVIEW
The following issues were reviewed in the traffic study as part of the peer review:

1. Existing Traffic Count Data
2. Site Traffic Projections
3. Trip Distribution Pattern
4. Project Trip Assignment
5. Adequacy of Study Area
6. Level of Service Calculations
7. Identification of Project Impacts
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REVIEW RESULTS
Each of the key issues of the peer review is discussed below along with the results of the peer review.

Existing Traffic Count Data
The traffic count data used in the traffic study were obtained from Dowling Associates, Inc. to be included in this
peer review. The traffic count data for the project were collected at the following intersections in October 2006:

1. Highway 1 and Reina del Mar Avenue
2. Highway 1 and Fassler Avenue

A review of the count data does not indicate any obvious flaws in the data and the turning movements recorded
appear to match traffic patterns observed in the field.

Field observations were conducted by Hexagon at the study intersections during the AM and PM peak hours to
observe traffic conditions to determine whether the existing count data and resulting calculated levels of service
adequately represent existing conditions. Regional traffic demand on Highway 1 through Pacifica is a significant
source of traffic congestion at the intersections in the study area. This is evident in the fact that traffic conditions on
Highway 1 in the study area were noticeably improved (LOS C operations or better) during the time when Highway 1
was closed at Devils Slide south of Pacifica. Field observations, conducted after the highway was reopened, showed
that traffic flow on northbound Highway 1 during the AM peak hour is very heavy in the study area, particularly
north of Crespi Drive. Also, westbound Reina del Mar Avenue and westbound Fassler Avenue both carry significant
traffic volumes at their intersections with Highway 1 during the AM peak hour. As a result, the overall vehicle
demand at these two intersections exceeds the capacities of those intersections during the AM peak hour. This leads
to long northbound vehicle queues that back up beyond Crespi Drive during the busiest part of the AM peak hour.
Similarly, during the PM peak hour, long southbound vehicle queues build up at the Reina del Mar intersection
because this is the first signal-controlled intersection on the SR 1 after it transitions from a freeway to a highway.

Caltrans’ comment on the original traffic study for this project was that traffic counts conducted under these
congested conditions would not reflect the true traffic demand at the intersections (demand counts), but instead
reflect only the vehicles that were able to make it through the intersections during the peak hour (output counts).
Based on field observations, Hexagon agrees with Caltrans’ findings, in that, more traffic would flow through the
intersections during the peak hours in the absence of restrictive traffic control than is actually counted during the
congested conditions that occur today. There is no practical way of counting the true traffic demand at the Highway
1/Fassler Avenue and Highway 1/Reina del Mar Avenue intersections because the backup on Highway 1 is so
extensive. Therefore, calculated delays (and levels of service) based on traffic counts at the intersections will tend to
be somewhat better than actual field conditions. Moreover, the intersection level of service methodologies contained
in the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) cannot accurately calculate delays at locations where traffic
congestion at an adjacent location causes increased delays at the study location.

Existing Level of Service Calculations
To overcome the limitation in count data discussed above, the revised traffic study relied on traffic volumes that were
adjusted based on observations of traffic conditions in the field. By basing the analysis on the adjusted traffic
volumes, the calculated levels of service would more closely match actual field conditions. The level of service
results for existing conditions contained in the traffic study were compared to field conditions observed by Hexagon
to determine if existing traffic operations are accurately modeled. The results of this comparison are summarized
below.
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AM Peak-Hour Levels of Service

A review of the AM peak-hour level of service calculations under existing conditions indicates that the delays
calculated for the various turn movements at the study intersections appear to accurately reflect field conditions. The
level of service results indicate that both study intersections currently operate at level of service F during the AM
peak hour.

PM Peak-Hour Levels of Service

A review of the PM peak-hour level of service calculations under existing conditions indicates that the delays
calculated for the study intersections appear to accurately reflect field conditions. During the PM peak hour, the
Highway 1/Reina del Mar intersection is shown to operate at level of service F and the Highway 1/Fassler Avenue
intersection is shown to operate at LOS D.

Site Traffic Projections
A review of the trip generation estimates contained in the traffic report was conducted to verify that they are accurate,
that representative land uses were chosen, and that the rates are based on the appropriate land-use data as published
by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE).

A review of the site traffic projections finds that the trip generation rates used in the October 20, 2006 traffic study
correspond to the ITE land use category for single-family detached housing. Although the project description
indicates that condominiums would be built, the trip generation analysis contained in the traffic study is sufficient.
This is so because the trip generation rates for single-family detached housing are higher than those for residential
condominiums. Additionally, the trip generation calculations in the traffic study are based on the “fitted-curve
equation”, as published by ITE, which results in higher trip generation values than when the average trip rates are
used. Thus, trip generation analysis contained in the traffic study provides for a conservative analysis of the trip
generation potential of the project.

Trip Distribution Pattern and Project Trip Assignment
The directional distribution of project traffic was reviewed for consistency with existing travel patterns and the
relative locations of complementary land uses.

The trip distribution pattern for the proposed project is reasonable and is consistent with existing traffic patterns in
the area and the relative locations of complementary land uses. The assignment of project traffic is consistent with
traffic patterns in the study area.

Adequacy of Study Area
The study area and study facilities included in the traffic impact study were reviewed to ensure that potential project
impacts on the local transportation system are accurately identified.

The list of study intersections considered in the traffic analysis covers a sufficiently wide geographic area to
accurately identify the potentially significant project impacts associated with the proposed project.

Level of Service Calculations
The Synchro and Traffix level of service calculation output pages were reviewed for accuracy.

The results of the review indicate that the level of service calculations are consistent with the traffic volume data
presented in the report and that correct geometry assumptions were used.
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The level of service calculations appear to be accurate except in one instance. The cumulative level of service results
for the Highway 1/Reina del Mar intersection discussed in the report are not consistent with the level of service
calculation pages contained in the appendix. The report text indicates that the Highway 1/Reina del Mar intersection
would operates at LOS F with 135.8 seconds of delay during the AM peak hour under cumulative conditions.
However, the level of service calculation pages indicate that the calculated delay for this intersection under
cumulative conditions is 140.7 seconds (LOS F). This error in reporting the calculated intersection delays for
cumulative conditions does not affect the conclusions of the traffic study.

Identification of Project Impacts
The results of the traffic study were reviewed to ensure that project impacts are properly identified.

The traffic study uses a level of service standard of LOS D for signalized intersections. The thresholds of significance
used in the traffic study indicate that the addition of project traffic would cause a significant impact if: (1) the
addition of project traffic causes an intersection to degrade from LOS D or better to LOS E or F, or (2) if an
intersection operating at LOS E degrades to LOS F, or (3) if the delay increases by more than 3 percent at an
intersection already operating at LOS F.

The City of Pacifica currently uses a level of service standard of LOS D for all intersections in the City. The City
does not have formally adopted thresholds of significance for determining intersection impacts. The City currently is
in the process of studying and developing a formal set of thresholds of significance for intersection analyses. Until
formal thresholds are adopted, the City has identified a set of interim thresholds. These interim thresholds were
developed based on a survey of the thresholds used in traffic studies in other cities in San Mateo County. The interim
thresholds of significance were recommended in a technical memorandum from Hexagon Transportation Consultants
to the City of Pacifica titled “Interim Level of Service Standards and Thresholds of Significance Recommendations”.
The City of Pacifica interim level of service standard and thresholds of significance are described below.

For signalized intersections in Pacifica, the project is said to create a significant adverse impact on traffic conditions
at the intersection if for any peak hour:

1. The level of service at the intersection degrades from an acceptable LOS D or better under background
conditions to an unacceptable LOS E or F under project conditions, or

2. If the intersection is already operating at an unacceptable LOS E and the addition of project traffic causes
both the critical-movement delay at the intersection to increase by two (2) or more seconds and the demand-
to-capacity ratio (V/C) to increase by more than 0.010, or

3. If the intersection is already operating at an unacceptable LOS F and the addition of project traffic causes
both the critical-movement delay at the intersection to increase by one (1) or more seconds and the demand-
to-capacity ratio (V/C) to increase by more than 0.010.

An exception to this rule applies when the addition of project traffic reduces the amount of average delay for critical
movements (i.e., the change in average delay for critical movements is negative). In this case, the threshold of
significance is an increase in the critical V/C value of more than 0.010.
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The traffic study concludes that the project would only increase delays minimally and therefore would not cause any
significant impacts to the study intersections. A level of service summary table (see Table 1) was prepared by
Hexagon for the project so that project impacts could be evaluated using the City’s interim thresholds of significance.
Note that because the City’s thresholds of significance require the volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio to be calculated to
three significant digits, Hexagon re-calculated the v/c ratios since the Synchro level of service calculation sheets
provide v/c results only to two significant digits. This procedure was carried out by using the output results from the
Synchro level of service calculation sheets and Equation 16-8 for calculating the critical v/c ratio for an intersection,
as prescribed in the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) signalized intersection level of service methodology.

The level of service results indicate that the addition of project traffic at the study intersections would result in delay
increases at both study intersections that exceed the City’s interim thresholds of significance. However, the volume-
to-capacity ratio increases caused by the project would fall below the City’s interim thresholds of significance. Based
on the City’s interim level of service standard and thresholds of significance, the project would not cause a
significant impact under near-term conditions or under cumulative conditions. Therefore, project mitigation measures
are not required.

CONCLUSIONS

1. A review of the traffic count data does not indicate any obvious flaws in the data and the turning movements
recorded appear to match traffic patterns observed in the field.

2. The existing level of service calculations appear to accurately reflect field conditions.
3. A review of the site traffic projections finds that the trip generation rates used in the traffic study correspond to

the appropriate land use and that the trip generation analysis is accurate.
4. The trip distribution pattern and assignment of project traffic are reasonable and consistent with existing traffic

patterns in the area and the relative locations of complementary land uses.
5. The cumulative level of service results for Highway 1/Reina del Mar intersection reported in the traffic study are

not consistent with the level of service calculation pages contained in the appendix. This error in reporting the
calculated delay for cumulative conditions is minor and does not affect the conclusions of the traffic study.

6. The level of service results indicate that the addition of project traffic at the study intersections would result in
delay increases at both study intersections that exceed the City’s interim thresholds of significance. However, the
volume-to-capacity ratio increases caused by the project would fall below the City’s interim thresholds of
significance. Based on the City’s interim level of service standard and thresholds of significance, the project
would not cause a significant impact under near-term conditions or under cumulative conditions. Therefore,
project mitigation measures are not required.

Please feel free to call if you have any questions or would like to discuss the results of the analysis.

Sincerely,

HEXAGON TRANSPORTATION CONSULTANTS, INC.

Jeffrey A. Elia, P.E.
Senior Associate



Ms. Erin Efner
December 12, 2006
Page 7 of 7

Table 1
Intersection Level of Service Summary

Existing Project Cumulative w/o Project Cumulative w/ Project

Intersection Name
Peak 
Hour

Avg. 
Delay LOS

HCM 
Crit. v/c 1

Avg. 
Delay LOS

HCM 
Crit. v/c 1

Avg. Delay 
Change 2

Crit. v/c 
Change 2

Avg. 
Delay LOS

HCM 
Crit. v/c 1

Avg. 
Delay LOS

HCM 
Crit. v/c 1

Avg. Delay 
Change 3

Crit. v/c 
Change 3

Hwy. 1 and Reina del Mar AM 124.6 F 1.204 127.0 F 1.211 +2.4 +0.007 138.4 F 1.263 140.7 F 1.270 +2.3 +0.007
PM 81.7 F 1.291 83.9 F 1.299 +2.2 +0.008 106.3 F 1.373 106.8 F 1.375 +0.5 +0.002

Hwy. 1 and Fassler Avenue AM 96.0 F 1.140 98.9 F 1.148 +2.9 +0.008 111.9 F 1.190 115.2 F 1.198 +3.3 +0.008
PM 37.3 D 0.846 37.8 D 0.848 +0.5 +0.002 44.7 D 0.866 44.8 D 0.867 +0.1 +0.001

Notes:
1 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) critical volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio is calculated using Synchro output values and Equations 16-7 and 16-8 of the signalized intersection level of
   service methodology contained in the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual. This approach to calculating intersection critical v/c ratios in some cases may not match the v/c results obtained 
   with the Synchro software but provides a close approximation. This is so because the Synchro software calculates adjusted total lost times and critical volumes at the
  intersection when some intersection movements overlap each other and run concurrently, whereas the HCM method uses a more simplified approach, which does not 
  necessarily account for overlapping critical movements. 
2 Changes in average delay and critical v/c under project conditions are measured relative to existing conditions.
3 Changes in average delay and critical v/c under cumulative with project conditions are measured relative to cumulative without project conditions.
Values shown in bold indicate conditions that exceed the City's level of service standard and/or interim thresholds of significance.




