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4.1.1 INTRODUCTION 
The Biological Resources chapter of the EIR evaluates the biological resources known to occur 
or potentially occur within the project site. The chapter describes the proposed project’s potential 
impacts to biological resources and identifies measures to eliminate or substantially reduce 
impacts to a less-than-significant level. Existing plant communities, wetlands, wildlife habitats, 
and potential for special-status species and communities are discussed for the project region. The 
information contained in the analysis is primarily based on the Biological Constraints Analysis 
(Appendix C),1 supplemental response letters responding to public comments (including 
comments from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife [CDFW]) and peer reviews 
conducted by the City of Pacifica,2,3,4,5 and the Delineation of Potentially Jurisdictional Aquatic 
Resources and Effects Analysis (Appendix D)6 prepared for the proposed project by Wood 
Biological Consulting (WBC). Further information was sourced from the City of Pacifica General 
Plan 20407 and the City of Pacifica General Plan Update and General Plan Update EIR.8  

 
4.1.2 EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
The following sections describe the regional biological setting in which the project site is located, 
the biological setting of the project site, and the special-status species known to occur within the 
project site and surrounding environs. 
 
Regional Setting 
The project site is located just south of Crespi Drive in the City of Pacifica, California (see Figure 
3-1 and Figure 3-2 in the Project Description chapter of this EIR). The City lies in the northwestern 
portion of the Bay Area’s peninsula climatological sub-region, in a location where generally strong 
winds emanate from the ocean, and within the San Francisco-Oakland-San Jose metropolitan 
area – the northern end of the City is approximately 10 miles from downtown San Francisco. The 
City experiences a Mediterranean climate, similar to many coastal areas within the State. 
Summers are typically comfortable and arid, with mostly clear skies, and winters are generally 
short, cold, wet, windy, and partly cloudy. The average annual high temperature in the City of 
Pacifica is 64 degrees Fahrenheit, and the annual average low temperature is 49 degrees 

 
1  Wood Biological Consulting. Biological Constraints Analysis – Updated. August 17, 2020.  
2  Wood Biological Consulting. Response Letter: Determination of Incomplete Application – File No. 2016-004 

Amendment to Biological Constraints Analysis 570 Crespi Drive, Pacifica CA (APN 022-162-310). February 3, 
2021.  

3  Wood Biological Consulting. Response Letter: File No. 2016-004, 570 Crespi Drive, Pacifica CA (APN 022-162-
310) Amendment to Biological Constraints Analysis. March 9, 2021.  

4  Wood Biological Consulting. Response Letter: File No. 2016-004, 570 Crespi Drive, Pacifica CA (APN 022-162-
310) 570 Crespi – IS/MND Information Needed. September 22, 2021.  

5  Wood Biological Consulting. Supplemental Memorandum: Biological Resources, 570 Crespi Project. December 
4, 2024.  

6  Wood Biological Consulting. Updated Delineation of Potentially Jurisdictional Aquatic Resources and Effects 
Analysis 570 Crespi Avenue, Pacifica CA. May 31, 2024.  

7  City of Pacifica. City of Pacifica General Plan 2040. Adopted July 11, 2022. 
8  City of Pacifica. City of Pacifica General Plan Update and Sharp Park Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact 

Report. Adopted May 25, 2022. 
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Fahrenheit. Approximately 29.5 inches of precipitation falls annually, with the majority of rainfall 
between October and April.  
 
Much of the land to the south and southeast of the City is preserved as units of the Golden Gate 
National Recreation Area, State and County parks, and the San Francisco watershed. Rural and 
agricultural land is prevalent to the south. The Pacific Ocean borders the City to the west. Access 
to the City is primarily from State Route (SR) 1 and SR 35. Land west of SR 1 in the City is part 
of the State-designated Coastal Zone, which also includes a small amount of land to the east in 
the vicinity of Shelldance Nursery. The City’s varied topography creates a wide range of habitats, 
including intertidal areas, beaches, ridges, coastal headlands, woodlands, grasslands, coastal 
scrub, creeks, and wetlands. Most natural vegetation in the valley and canyon bottoms has been 
converted by urban development. However, intact native habitats persist along the riparian 
corridors of San Pedro Creek, Calera Creek, Rockaway Creek, and Milagra Creek, as well as on 
steep slopes. 
 
Project Setting 
The study area analyzed in the Biological Constraints Analysis includes the project site, as well 
as the off-site improvement area adjacent to the Pacifica Community Center. The project site is 
currently undeveloped and covered in dense vegetation. Several trees and shrubs are located 
throughout the project site. It should be noted that the western portion of the site was recently 
disturbed during landscape improvements, while the southern portion of the site is predominantly 
characterized by a seasonal drainage and wetland area. The northern portion of the project site 
supports several large Monterey cypress (Hesperocyparis macrocarpa) trees with an understory 
of predominantly non-native herbaceous vegetation. The southern portion of the project site is 
slightly lower in elevation, and gradually becomes dominated by perennial wetland vegetation, 
such as willows, cattails, and sedges. The project site ranges from approximately 15 feet in 
elevation, relative to a City benchmark in Crespi Drive, at the northeastern end of the project site, 
to approximately nine feet at the southwestern boundary. The off-site area adjacent to the Pacifica 
Community Center that is included as part of the study area currently includes a driveway, 
sidewalk, several trees, and ruderal grassland.   
 
Surrounding land uses include the Pacifica Community Center and associated parking lot and rain 
garden, Pacifica Skatepark, and SR 1 to the west; commercial businesses and Ocean View Senior 
Apartments to the north, across Crespi Drive; the Cabrillo Elementary School and commercial 
businesses to the east; and single-family residences to the south.  
 
Vegetation Communities Within the Study Area 
Vegetation within the study area consists of arroyo willow scrub, emergent marsh, seasonal 
wetland, non-native annual grassland, and disturbed and ornamental habitats (see Figure 4.1-1). 
The study area’s vegetation types are discussed further below. 
 
Arroyo Willow Scrub 
As shown in Figure 4.1-1, willow scrub, dominated by arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis), covers most 
of the southern portion of the study area on both parcels. Willow scrub also occurs in smaller 
stands along the western and eastern project site boundaries. The willows form a dense and 
impenetrable thicket with few associated plant species. The willow scrub is almost entirely within 
the delineated wetland boundary; the exception is at the northern extent, where soils and 
hydrology near the edge of the willows failed to meet wetland criteria.  
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Figure 4.1-1 
Vegetation Communities 
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Additionally, in the southern portion of the study area, the topography rises slightly because of fill 
placed for the backyards of single-family residences on Anza Drive. Although willow canopy 
extends to the parcel boundary, the willows are rooted in the lower part of the topographic 
depression, away from the fence line. In the southwestern corner of the study area, the 
topography rises more abruptly toward the berm that separates the project site from the Pacifica 
Community Center parking lot and rain garden. Non-native ngaio tree (Myoporum laetum), an 
upland species, replaces willow where the ground surface level is higher. 
 
Emergent Marsh 
Emergent marsh occupies a shallow topographic depression in the middle part of the study area 
(see Figure 4.1-1), corresponding with the area with shallow ponded water in the winter. 
Seasonally high groundwater presumably persists, resulting in a predominance of emergent 
marsh plant species, such as Baltic rush (Juncus balticus), broadleaf cattail (Typha latifolia), 
Pacific silverweed (Potentilla anserina ssp. pacifica), and dotted smartweed (Persicaria 
punctata), among others. All emergent marsh area is within the delineated wetland boundary.  
 
Seasonal Wetland 
Seasonal wetland occupies a narrow transitional band between the upland and emergent marsh 
and arroyo willow scrub (see Figure 4.1-1). The vegetation includes species that occupy the 
margins of the emergent marsh, but also some of the non-native annual grassland species. 
 
Non-Native Annual Grassland 
Non-native grassland vegetation is present on the majority of the northern part of the study area, 
including the former residence site (see Figure 4.1-1). Dominant plant species include annual 
grasses, such as bromes (Bromus diandrus, B. hordeaceus), slender oats (Avena barbata), hare 
barley (Hordeum murinum ssp. leporinum), velvet grass (Holcus lanatus), and Italian ryegrass 
(Festuca perennis), with various non-native broad-leaf herbaceous species. Non-native annual 
grassland plant species also occur within the area mapped as seasonal wetland within the 
delineated wetland boundary, where the species appear to be expanding down the topographic 
gradient in response to drier soil conditions following groundwater pumping during construction 
of the City’s Wet Weather Equalization Basin. 
 
Disturbed and Ornamental 
Disturbed habitat includes land cleared of vegetation or lands that have undergone frequent or 
extensive alteration to the extent that the site is dominated by non-native plant species. Disturbed 
habitat also includes areas subject to periodic vegetation management, such as mowing or brush 
clearing, which preclude the re-establishment of native vegetation communities. To the west of 
the study area, a parking area adjacent to Crespi Drive that is used by beach visitors and a gravel 
staging area used during construction of the Wet Weather Equalization Basin are disturbed 
habitat (see Figure 4.1-1). 
 
Ornamental vegetation consists of maintained and unmaintained landscaping using native and 
non-native plants. Within the study area, several large Monterey cypress trees are remnants of 
landscaping associated with the former residence in the northern portion of the study area. An 
additional area of ornamental vegetation located adjacent to the Pacifica Community Center, 
within the off-site improvement area, is included within the study area. None of the ornamental 
vegetation is within the delineated wetland boundary.   
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Wetlands 
Streams or other surface waters are not located within the study area. All aquatic resources in 
the study area are wetlands. Table 4.1-1 below summarizes the areas of wetlands and non-
wetlands (uplands) in the study area. All areas are preliminary and subject to verification by the 
U.S. Army Corp of Engineers (USACE) if proposed project activities would result in placement of 
fill into aquatic resources determined to be jurisdictional.  
 

Table 4.1-1 
Wetlands and Uplands in the Study Area 

Feature Type 
Wetland Upland Total 

Acres 
Arroyo willow scrub 0.460 0.090 0.550 

Emergent marsh 0.240 0.000 0.240 
Seasonal wetland 0.060 0.000 0.060 
Non-native annual 

grassland 0.000 0.400 0.400 

Disturbed and 
ornamental 0.000 0.980 0.980 

Total 0.760 1.470 2.230 
Source: Wood Biological Consulting, 2024. 

The northern wetland boundary is inferred from the location of one sample point where all three 
wetland criteria were met (sample point 2A as shown on Figure 4.1-2) and two sample points 
where direct evidence of wetland hydrology is lacking, but could be inferred from soil indicators 
(sample points 1A and 3B). The latter two points are considered to be non-wetland, but on the 
boundary. All three points are located at or below the 10-foot contour, as shown on a topographic 
survey of the study area. The arroyo willow scrub vegetation type is bisected by the wetland 
boundary, resulting in a portion of arroyo willow scrub that meets the wetland criteria and a 
portion that is considered upland. Seasonal wetland is mapped in the transitional zone, which 
is consistent with the interpretation that site hydrology has changed toward drier conditions since 
groundwater pumping during construction of the City’s Wet Weather Equalization Basin. 

The southern wetland boundary was established between the one sample point where all three 
wetland criteria were met (SP-3) and two sample points where the criteria were not met (SP-1 
and SP-2). Sample point SP-1 is located at the proposed emergency riser within the City’s 
existing drainage easement, adjacent to the wooden backyard fence and close to an existing 
underground storm drain that carries stormwater and urban nuisance drainage from residential 
neighborhoods west toward the Anza Pump Station on Pacifica State Beach. Sample point SP-
1 is in a small depression that facilitates drainage when water accumulates in the southern 
portion of the project site. Sample point SP-3 is located in the interior of the arroyo willow thicket 
and in the topographic depression where soils are inundated or saturated for a significant part 
of the growing season. 
 
On-Site Special-Status Species  
Special-status species are species that have been listed as “threatened” or “endangered” under 
the federal Endangered Species Act (FESA), California Endangered Species Act (CESA), or are 
of special concern to federal resource agencies, the State, or private conservation organizations.  
A species may be considered special-status due to declining populations, vulnerability to habitat 
change, or restricted distributions. A description of the criteria and laws pertaining to special-
status classifications is described below.  
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Figure 4.1-2 
Wetland Map 
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Figure 4.1-3 
Special-Status Plant Species Within Five Miles of Study Area 

 
Source: Wood Biological Consulting, 2024.

Unlabeled Species: 
Agrostis blasdalei 
Chorizanthe cuspidate var. cuspidata 
Eriophyllum latilobum 
Hypogymnia schizidiata 
Leptosiphon croceus 
Monolopia gracilens 
Pentachaeta bellidiflora 
Trifolium amoenum 
Triquetrella californica 
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Figure 4.1-4 
Special-Status Wildlife Species Within Five Miles of Study Area 

                                                                                                                 
Source: Wood Biological Consulting, 2024.

Unlabeled Species: 
Danaus plexippus 
Callophrys mossii bayensis 
Speyeria zerene myrtleae 
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Saltmarsh Common Yellowthroat 
The saltmarsh common yellowthroat is a CDFW Species of Special Concern. The species is a 
small bird with an olive-brown back and rich yellow throat. The migratory bird ranges from Canada 
to southern Mexico and winters from the southern U.S. to the West Indies and Panama. A year-
round resident of the San Francisco Bay Area, the species inhabits dense vegetation in wetlands, 
marshes, estuaries, prairies and riparian areas of San Francisco and San Pablo bays, and along 
the coastal areas of Marin, San Francisco, and San Mateo counties. Saltmarsh common 
yellowthroat requires thick, continuous cover down to the water surface for foraging and tall 
grasses, tule patches or willows for nesting, and forage on insects and spiders on the ground or 
within dense vegetation. Nests are built near the base of dense vegetation, sometimes over water. 
Breeding occurs from mid-March to late July, and pairs typically double brood.  
 
The nearest known record (California Natural Diversity Database [CNNDB] Occurrence #5) is 
located approximately 1.8 miles north of the study area. The potential exists for on-site willows to 
provide migratory habitat. However, the study area does not provide potential nesting habitat due 
to its small area and urban setting, and the absence of proximity to water that is usually associated 
with saltmarsh common yellowthroat nests. The species was observed in the study area during 
monitoring of the City’s Wet Weather Equalization Basin in 2017-2018, although the nesting 
status was not determined. 
 
Birds Protected by the MBTA 
Nesting birds, including raptors, are protected by CFGC Section 3503. Raptors, passerines, non-
passerine land birds, and waterfowl are further protected under the Federal MBTA of 1918. The 
MBTA prohibits the take, possession, purchase, sale, or bartering of any migratory bird, including 
feathers or other parts, nests, eggs, or products, except as allowed by implementing regulations. 
All migratory bird species are protected by the MBTA.  
 
Any disturbance that causes direct injury, death, nest abandonment, or forced fledging of 
migratory birds, is restricted under the MBTA. Any removal of active nests during the breeding 
season or any disturbance that results in the abandonment of nestlings is considered a ‘take’ of 
the species under federal law. 
 
In addition to the special-status birds identified within five miles of the study area by the CNDDB, 
the USFWS Information for Planning and Consulting (IPaC) database also identified 19 species 
of birds protected under the MBTA and Bald Eagle Protection Act, and are considered Bird 
Species of Conservation Concern. Six of the identified species (Allen’s hummingbird [Selasphorus 
sasin], rufous hummingbird [Selasphorus rufus], song sparrow [Melospiza melodia], spotted 
towhee [Pipilo maculatus], wrentit [Chamaea fasciata], and saltmarsh common yellowthroat) have 
low probability of nesting in the project site, but cannot be entirely ruled out.  
 
California Red-Legged Frog 
The California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii) is covered under FESA. On March 16, 2010, the 
USFWS issued the final designation for California red-legged frog Critical Habitat. The 2010 
Critical Habitat maps (Federal Register dated March 17, 2010 [Volume 75, Number 51:12815-
12864] shows that the project site is not located within mapped Critical Habitat for the species. 
The California red- legged frog is also a CDFW Species of Special Concern.  
 
The California red-legged frog is typically found in ponds and slow-flowing portions of perennial 
and intermittent streams that maintain water in the summer months. The frog is also found in 
hillside seeps that maintain pool environments or saturated soils throughout the summer months. 
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Populations are not likely to be maintained if all surface water disappears (i.e., surface water for 
egg laying and larval development habitat is unavailable). Larval California red-legged frogs 
require 11 to 20 weeks of permanent water to reach metamorphosis (i.e., to change from a tadpole 
into a frog), in water depths of 10 to 20 inches. Riparian vegetation such as willows and emergent 
vegetation such as cattails are preferred California red-legged frog habitats, though not necessary 
for the species to be present. Populations of California red-legged frog will be reduced in size or 
eliminated from ponds supporting non-native species such as bullfrog, Centrarchid fish species 
(such as sunfish, bluegill, or largemouth bass), and signal and red swamp crayfish (Pacifastacus 
leniusculus and Procambarus clarkii, respectively), all of which are known California red-legged 
frog predators. However, the presence of such non-native species does not preclude the 
presence of the California red-legged frog. 
 
California red-legged frogs also use upland habitats for migration and dispersal. The USFWS 
Recovery Plan for the California Red-Legged Frog states that frog overland excursions by way of 
uplands can vary between 0.25-mile up to three miles during the course of a wet season, and that 
frogs have been observed to make long-distance movements that are straight-line, point to point 
migrations rather than using corridors for moving in between habitats. Such overland straight-line 
migrations are primarily limited to periods of heavy rainfall or during periods when ambient 
conditions exhibit high moisture levels such as in fog belts along the coast.  
 
According to the USFWS Recovery Plan for the California Red-Legged Frog, populations are 
most likely to persist where multiple breeding areas are embedded within a matrix of habitats 
used for dispersal. The primary constituent elements for California red-legged frogs are aquatic 
and upland areas where suitable breeding and non-breeding habitat is interspersed throughout 
the landscape and is interconnected by unfragmented dispersal habitat. 
 
Based on observations of the emergent wetlands in the study area in July 2020, and 
conversations with the biologist that monitored the construction of the City’s Wet Weather 
Equalization Basin, which is located adjacent to the western boundary of the project site and was 
constructed to eliminate capacity-related sanitary sewer overflows during the rainy season,9 the 
study area provides suitable breeding or dispersal habitat for the species under rare conditions. 
The only potentially aquatic feature in the study area is a small area within the emergent marsh 
vegetation that, in the past, ponded seasonally, but not consistently between and within years. In 
particular, permanent water for the minimum duration of 11 to 20 weeks required for larval 
development does not occur. The groundwater level on and around the study area appears to 
have been drawn down since construction of the Equalization Basin. 
 
The nearest population of California red-legged frog is located 0.3-mile south of the study area, 
in San Pedro Creek, but is separated from the study area by dense residential and commercial 
development, heavily traveled roads (including SR 1), and the frequently-visited Pacifica State 
Beach. Opportunities for the species to successfully disperse to the study area from San Pedro 
Creek do not occur. Similarly, populations of the species at Calera Creek (one mile north of the 
study area; CNDDB Occurrence #504), Laguna Salada (1.9 miles north; CNDDB Occurrence 
#455), and in Vallemar (1.6 mile northeast; CNDDB Occurrence #918) are separated from the 
study area by high ridges and other topographic barriers precluding line-of-sight migration, such 
as residential development and major roads, including SR 1. Therefore, the primary constituent 

 
9  City of Pacifica. Wet Weather Equalization Basin (EQ Basin). Available at: 

https://www.cityofpacifica.org/departments/public-works/wastewater-treatment/wet-weather-equalization-basin-
eq-basin. Accessed December 2024.  
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elements in the Recovery Plan and cited above that would indicate potential for California red 
legged frog to occur are not present within the study area. 
 
Trees 
Several trees and shrubs are located on-site, with several Monterey cypress trees located in the 
northern portion of the project site and arroyo willows located in the southern portion of the study 
area and along the western and eastern parcel boundaries. Three of the on-site trees were 
evaluated as part of the Arborist Report prepared for the proposed project.10 Tree #1 is a large 
Monterey cypress. The tree has not been maintained and is in fair health and condition. The tree 
has multiple trunks from grade, with each trunk’s diameter at breast height (DBH) measured as 
35.1, 30.3, 36.7, and 34.3 inches. The canopy is thick and healthy but has collapsed on the south 
side of the tree. The tree is located in the middle of the lot at the front of the property. Tree #2 is 
a Monterey pine (Pinus radiata) with a DBH of 33.8 inches, but is in poor health and condition. 
Tree #3 is a Monterey cypress located along the frontage of the project site with a DBH of 39 
inches. The tree is in fair health and condition; however, the tree has many broken branches, and 
the canopy has been heavily pruned on one side.  
 
According to Pacifica Municipal Code Section 4-12.08, heritage trees include any trees that are 
of the species coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia), valley oak (Quercus lobata), California buckeye 
(Aesculus californica), Monterey pine, or coast redwood (Sequoia sempervirens), which have a 
trunk diameter of 12 inches or more; or any trees that are of the species toyon (Heteromeles 
arbutifolia) which have a trunk diameter of four inches or more at breast height. The Director of 
the Department of Public Works may also designate heritage trees that meet any of the following 
criteria: tree(s) of historic value; specimen tree(s) of any species; any tree of substantial size of 
its species; age; or significant habitat value. In addition, according to Section 4-12.02, protected 
trees include all trees, with the exception of eucalyptus or invasive species, which have a trunk 
with a DBH of 12 inches or greater, any heritage trees, and any grove of trees. Therefore, Tree 
#2 is considered a heritage tree pursuant to Pacifica Municipal Code Section 4-12.08, and Tree 
#1 and Tree #3 are considered protected trees pursuant to Section 4-12.02 of the Pacific 
Municipal Code.  
 
4.1.3 REGULATORY CONTEXT 
A number of federal, State, and local policies provide the regulatory framework that guides the 
protection of biological resources. The following discussion summarizes those laws that are most 
relevant to biological resources in the vicinity of the project site. 
 
Federal Regulations 
The following are the federal environmental laws and policies relevant to biological resources: 
 
Federal Endangered Species Act 
Under the FESA, the Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of Commerce have joint authority 
to list a species as threatened or endangered (16 U.S. Code [USC] Section 1533[c]). Two federal 
agencies oversee the FESA: the USFWS has jurisdiction over plants, wildlife, and resident fish, 
while the NMFS has jurisdiction over anadromous fish and marine fish and mammals. Section 7 
of the FESA mandates that federal agencies consult with the USFWS and NMFS to ensure that 

 
10  Wood Biological Consulting. Response Letter: File No. 2016-004, 570 Crespi Drive, Pacifica CA (APN 022-162-

310) – 570 Crespi – IS/MND Information Needed. September 22, 2021.  
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federal agency actions do not jeopardize the continued existence of a listed species or destroy or 
adversely modify critical habitat for listed species. 
 
Section 10 requires the issuance of an “incidental take” permit before any public or private action 
may be taken that could take an endangered or threatened species. The permit requires 
preparation and implementation of a habitat conservation plan (HCP) that would offset the take 
of individuals that may occur, incidental to implementation of a proposed project, by providing for 
the protection of the affected species. 
 
Pursuant to the requirements of the FESA, a federal agency reviewing a project within the 
jurisdiction of the agency must determine whether any federally listed threatened or endangered 
species may be present on-site and whether the proposed project will have a potentially significant 
impact on such species. In addition, the agency is required to determine whether the proposed 
action is likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any species proposed to be listed under 
FESA or result in the destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat proposed to be 
designated for such species (16 USC Section 1536[3], [4]). 
 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
Raptors (birds of prey), migratory birds, and other avian species are protected by a number of 
state and federal laws. The federal MBTA prohibits the killing, possessing, or trading of migratory 
birds except in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of Interior. Section 3503.5 
of the CFGC states, “It is unlawful to take, possess, or destroy any birds in the order Falconiformes 
or Strigiformes (birds-of-prey) or to take, possess, or destroy the nest or eggs of any such bird 
except as otherwise provided by the code or any regulation adopted pursuant thereto.” 
 
Waters of the U.S. and the Clean Water Act 
The USACE regulates discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the U.S. under Section 
404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA). “Discharge of fill material” is defined as the addition of fill 
material into waters of the U.S., including but not limited to the following: placement of fill that is 
necessary for the construction of any structure, or impoundment requiring rock, sand, dirt, or other 
material for the construction; site-development fills for recreational, industrial, commercial, 
residential, and other uses; causeways or road fills; and fill for intake and outfall pipes and sub-
aqueous utility lines (33 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Section 328.2[f]). In addition, Section 
401 of the CWA (Title 33 of USC, Section 1341) requires any applicant for a federal license or 
permit to conduct any activity that may result in a discharge of a pollutant into waters of the U.S. 
to obtain a certification that the discharge will comply with the applicable effluent limitations and 
water quality standards. 
 
Waters of the U.S. include a range of wet environments such as lakes, rivers, streams (including 
intermittent streams), mudflats, sandflats, wetlands, sloughs, and wet meadows. Wetlands are 
defined as “those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater at a frequency 
and duration sufficient to support and under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of 
vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions” (33 CFR Section 328.3[b]). 
 
Furthermore, jurisdictional waters of the U.S. can be defined by exhibiting a defined bed and bank 
and ordinary high water mark (OHWM). The OHWM is defined by the USACE as “that line on 
shore established by the fluctuations of water and indicated by physical character of the soil, 
destruction of terrestrial vegetation, the presence of litter and debris, or other appropriate means 
that consider the characteristics of the surrounding areas” (33 CFR Section 328.3[e]).  
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In May 2023, the U.S. Supreme Court interpreted the term “waters of the United States” as 
understood in wetland permitting in its decision in Sackett v. Environmental Protection Agency, 
598 U.S. 651, 143 S.Ct. 1322 (2023). The Court’s decision has been generally understood to 
contract the legal jurisdiction previously asserted by the USACE. In its opinion, the Court held that 
the “waters” protected under the CWA are limited to “geographic[al] features that are described 
in ordinary parlance as ‘streams, oceans, rivers, and lakes’” and to adjacent wetlands that are 
“indistinguishable” from those bodies of water due to a continuous surface connection, though 
“temporary interruptions in surface connection may sometimes occur because of phenomena like 
low tides or dry spells.”  
 
On August 29, 2023, in response to the Sackett decision, USACE and the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA) issued a final rulemaking that revises the definition of "Waters of the 
United States" (WOTUS) within USACE and USEPA regulations. The adopted document is known 
as the WOTUS Rule. The WOTUS Rule defines "waters of the United States" to include the 
following: 
 

• Traditional navigable waters, the territorial seas, and interstate waters (Jurisdictional 
Waters); 

• Impoundments of Jurisdictional Waters (Jurisdictional Impoundments); 
• Relatively permanent, standing or continuously flowing tributaries to either Jurisdictional 

Waters or Jurisdictional Impoundments (Jurisdictional Tributaries); 
• Wetlands having a continuous surface connection to either Jurisdictional Waters, 

Jurisdictional Impoundments, or Jurisdictional Tributaries (Jurisdictional Wetlands); and 
• Relatively permanent, standing or continuously flowing intrastate lakes and ponds with a 

continuous surface connection to (but are not themselves) a Jurisdictional Water, 
Jurisdictional Impoundment, Jurisdictional Tributary, or Jurisdictional Wetland. 

 
State Regulations 
The following are the State environmental laws and policies relevant to biological resources: 
 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife  
CDFW administers a number of laws and programs designed to protect fish and wildlife resources 
under the CFGC, such as CESA (CFGC Section 2050, et seq.), Fully Protected Species (CFGC 
Section 3511) and the Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement Program (CFGC Sections 1600 
to 1616). Such regulations are summarized in the following sections. 
 
California Endangered Species Act 
The State of California enacted CESA in 1984. CESA is similar to the FESA but pertains to State-
listed endangered and threatened species. CESA requires State agencies to consult with CDFW 
when preparing CEQA documents to ensure that the State lead agency actions do not jeopardize 
the existence of listed species. CESA directs agencies to consult with CDFW on projects or 
actions that could affect listed species, directs CDFW to determine whether jeopardy would occur, 
and allows CDFW to identify “reasonable and prudent alternatives” to the project consistent with 
conserving the species. Agencies can approve a project that affects a listed species if they 
determine that “overriding considerations” exist; however, the agencies are prohibited from 
approving projects that would result in the extinction of a listed species. 
 
CESA prohibits the taking of State-listed endangered or threatened plant and wildlife species. 
CDFW exercises authority over mitigation projects involving State-listed species, including those 
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resulting from CEQA mitigation requirements. CDFW may authorize taking if an approved habitat 
management plan or management agreement that avoids or compensates for possible jeopardy 
is implemented. CDFW requires preparation of mitigation plans in accordance with published 
guidelines. 
 
Fish and Game Code Section 3505 
Birds of prey are protected in California under provisions of the CFGC, Section 3503.5, (1992), 
which states, “it is unlawful to take, possess, or destroy any birds in the order Falconiformes or 
Strigiformes (birds of prey) or to take, possess, or destroy the nest or eggs of any such bird except 
as otherwise provided by this code or any regulation adopted pursuant thereto.” Construction 
disturbance during the breeding season could result in the incidental loss of fertile eggs or 
nestlings, or otherwise lead to nest abandonment. Disturbance that causes nest abandonment 
and/or loss of reproductive effort is considered “taking” by CDFW.  
 
Lake or Streambed Alteration Program 
The CDFW is responsible for conserving, protecting, and managing California’s fish, wildlife, and 
native plant resources. To meet this responsibility, the CDFG, Section 1602, requires notification 
to CDFW of any proposed activity that may substantially modify a river, stream, or lake. 
Notification is required by any person, business, state or local government agency, or public utility 
that proposes an activity that will:  
 

• Substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow of any river, stream or lake;  
• Substantially change or use any material from the bed, channel, or bank of any river, 

stream, or lake; or 
• Deposit or dispose of debris, waste, or other material containing crumbled, flaked, or 

ground pavement where it may pass into any river, stream, or lake.  
 
For the purposes of Section 1602, rivers, streams, and lakes must flow at least intermittently 
through a bed or channel. If notification is required and CDFW believes the proposed activity is 
likely to result in adverse harm to the natural environment, the CDFW will require that the parties 
enter into a Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement. 
 
CDFW Species of Special Concern 
In addition to formal listings under FESA and CESA, plant and wildlife species receive additional 
consideration during the CEQA process. Species that may be considered for review are included 
on a list of Species of Special Concern developed by CDFW. Species whose numbers, 
reproductive success, or habitat may be threatened are tracked by CDFW in California. 
 
Native Plant Protection Act 
The Native Plant Protection Act (NPPA) was enacted in 1977 and allows the Fish and Game 
Commission to designate plants as rare or endangered. Currently 64 species, subspecies, and 
varieties of plants are protected as rare under the NPPA. The NPPA prohibits take of endangered 
or rare native plants, but includes some exceptions for agricultural and nursery operations, 
emergencies, and after properly notifying CDFW for vegetation removal from canals, roads, and 
other sites, changes in land use, and in certain other situations. 
 
Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Pursuant to Section 401 of the CWA and USEPA Section 404(b)(1) guidelines, in order for a 
USACE federal permit applicant to conduct any activity which may result in discharge into 



Draft EIR 
570 Crespi Drive Project 

April 2025 
 

Chapter 4.1 – Biological Resources 
Page 4.1-16 

navigable waters, they must provide a certification from the Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB) that such discharge will comply with the State water quality standards. The RWQCB 
has a policy of no-net-loss of wetlands in effect and typically requires mitigation for all impacts to 
wetlands before the RWQCB will issue water quality certification. 
 
Under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (California Water Code Section 13000-
14920), the RWQCB is authorized to regulate the discharge of waste that could affect the quality 
of the State’s waters. Therefore, even if a project does not require a federal permit (i.e., a 
Nationwide Permit [NWP] from the USACE), the project may still require review and approval by 
the RWQCB, in light of the approval of new NWPs on March 9, 2000 and the Supreme Court's 
decision in the case of the Solid Waste Agency of Northern Cook County (SWANCC) vs. USACE. 
The RWQCB in response to the above case, issued guidance for regulation of discharges to 
“isolated” water on June 25, 2004. The guidance states: 
 

Discharges subject to Clean Water Act section 404 receive a level of regulatory review and 
protection by the USACE and are also subject to streambed alteration agreements issued 
by the CDFW; whereas discharges to waters of the State subject to SWANCC receive no 
federal oversight and usually fall out of CDFW jurisdiction. Absent of RWQCB attention, 
such discharges will generally go entirely unregulated. Therefore, to the extent that staffing 
constraints require the RWQCB to regulate some dredge and fill discharges of similar 
extent, severity, and permanence to federally-protected waters of similar value. Dredging, 
filling, or excavation of “isolated” waters constitutes a discharge of waste to waters of the 
State, and prospective dischargers are required to submit a report of waste discharge to 
the RWQCB and comply with other requirements of Porter-Cologne. 
 

When reviewing applications, the RWQCB focuses on ensuring that projects do not adversely 
affect the “beneficial uses” associated with waters of the State. Generally, the RWQCB defines 
beneficial uses to include all of the resources, services and qualities of aquatic ecosystems and 
underground aquifers that benefit the State. In most cases, the RWQCB seeks to protect the 
beneficial uses by requiring the integration of water quality control measures into projects that will 
result in discharge into waters of the State. For most construction projects, RWQCB requires the 
use of construction and post-construction Best Management Practices (BMPs). In many cases, 
proper use of BMPs, including bioengineering detention ponds, grassy swales, sand filters, 
modified roof techniques, drains, and other features, will speed project approval from RWQCB. 
Development setbacks from creeks are also requested by RWQCB as they often lead to less 
creek-related impacts in the future. 
 
Local Regulations 
The following are the local environmental laws and policies relevant to biological resources: 
 
City of Pacifica General Plan 2040 
The following policies from the City of Pacifica General Plan 2040 related to biological resources 
are applicable to the proposed project: 

 
Conservation Element 
Guiding Policies 
Policy CO-G-7 Wildlife and Critical Habitat. Conserve and protect indigenous threatened, 

endangered, and other special status species by preserving critical habitat.  
 
Policy CO-G-8 Coastal Environment and Special Status Communities. Conserve and 



Draft EIR 
570 Crespi Drive Project 

April 2025 
 

Chapter 4.1 – Biological Resources 
Page 4.1-17 

protect beaches, sand dunes, coastal bluffs, and special status communities, 
particularly the Coastal bluff scrub on the northern bluffs. 

 
Policy CO-G-10 Trees. Conserve trees and encourage native forestation and planting of 

appropriate trees and vegetation. 
 
Policy CO-G-11 Other Environmentally Sensitive Areas. Protect other potential ESHAs, high 

habitat value areas, and wildlife movement corridors from development that 
would significantly disrupt habitat values. 

 
Implementing Policies 
Policy CO-I-26 Protection of Biological Resources with New Development. Protect 

sensitive habitat areas and special-status species through implementation of 
the following measures:  

 
1) Discourage development and/or buildout in critical habitat of special 

status species during the development review process. 
2) Pre-construction plant and wildlife surveys: Project applicants shall 

engage a qualified biologist to conduct presence/absence biological 
surveys for sensitive plant and wildlife species prior to construction 
adjacent to or within identified special status communities and other 
sensitive areas identified in Figure 7-3 of the proposed General Plan. If 
special status species are identified, the qualified biologist shall consult 
with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) and 
establish no-disturbance buffers around avian nests, bat roosts, and 
sensitive plants to avoid disturbance and direct impacts to these 
resources during construction. If no special status species are detected 
during surveys, then construction-related activities may proceed. 
Nesting birds, in particular, are protected by two means; they receive 
protection under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and nesting raptors (in 
the order Falconiformes or Strigiformes) are protected under the State 
Fish and Game Code, §3503.5.  

3) Require biological resource assessments be conducted prior to 
approval for any development within 300 feet of creeks, wetlands, or 
other sensitive habitat areas shown on Figure 7-3 of the proposed 
General Plan. 

4) Require on-site monitoring of biological resources by a qualified biologist 
throughout the duration of construction activity. 

5 Require compensatory mitigation by means of habitat preservation, 
restoration, and enhancement; for the loss of any critical habitat and/or 
special status communities. 
 

Policy CO-I-30 Fuel Modification. Ensure that new development is sited and designed to 
minimize the need for fuel modification and vegetation clearance in order to 
avoid or minimize the disturbance or destruction of habitat and existing 
hydrology while still providing for fire safety as necessitated by the North 
County Fire Authority’s Vegetation Management Program. Prohibit new 
development that would require fuel modification within ESHAs. 
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Policy CO-I-33 Construction during Nesting Season. If site work or construction occurs 
during the nesting season (February 1 through August 31), then 
preconstruction breeding bird surveys shall be performed by a qualified wildlife 
biologist prior to any site disturbance to ensure that no nests will be disturbed 
or destroyed during Project implementation. If an active nest is found 
sufficiently close to work areas to be disturbed by construction activities, then 
the biologist shall create a no-disturbance buffer of 250 feet around passerine 
nests and a 500 foot buffer around raptor nests. Workfree buffer zones shall 
be maintained until after the breeding season or until after the qualified biologist 
determines the young have fledged (usually late June through mid-July). 

 
Policy CO-I-35 Protection of the Californian Red-Legged Frog and San Francisco Garter 

Snake during Construction. To minimize disturbance, require all grading 
activity within 100 feet of identified aquatic habitat shall be conducted during 
the dry season (May 1 and October 15) to protect California red-legged frog 
and San Francisco garter snake. A qualified biologist shall conduct 
presence/absence surveys for California red-legged frog and San Francisco 
garter snake prior to construction in or adjacent to riparian areas, grasslands 
near ponds/wetlands, or other sensitive habitat. Any individuals identified shall 
be treated in consultation with USFWS. Construction shall follow accepted 
procedures for exclusion and avoidance of California red-legged frog and San 
Francisco garter snake and their habitat. Additionally, the biologist shall 
supervise the installation of exclusion fencing along the boundaries of the work 
area, shall conduct environmental awareness training for construction workers, 
and shall be present during initial vegetation clearing and ground-disturbing 
activities. 

 
Policy CO-I-36 Invasive Plant Species. Prohibit the use of invasive plant species (i.e., any 

California Invasive Plant Council (CalIPC)-listed species with a status of high 
or moderate, or identified such as locally threatened under the limited, alert, or 
watch status). 

 
Policy CO-I-38 Biological Productivity. Maintain—and where feasible, restore—the 

biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams, wetlands, and 
lakes in order to maintain optimum populations of marine organisms and to 
protect human health. 

 
Policy CO-I-39 Heritage Trees. Update the Heritage Tree ordinance to improve ease of City 

administration and clarity for applicants and surrounding residents. Consider a 
canopy goal for heritage and non-heritage trees as part of the Heritage Tree 
ordinance update or other updates to the City’s tree regulations. 

 
City of Pacifica Heritage Tree Preservation Ordinance 
Title 4, Chapter 12 of the City’s Municipal Code (Tree Preservation) stipulates regulations 
designed to preserve and protect heritage trees on private or city-owned property. In general, 
heritage trees are defined as any trees that are of the species coast live oak, valley oak, California 
buckeye, Monterey pine, or coast redwood, which have a trunk diameter of 12 inches or more; or 
any trees that are of the species toyon which have a trunk diameter of four inches or more at 
breast height. The Director of the Department of Public Works may also designate heritage trees 
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that meet any of the following criteria: tree(s) of historic value; specimen tree(s) of any species; 
any tree of substantial size of its species; age; or significant habitat value. In addition, according 
to Section 4-12.02 of the Pacifica Municipal Code, protected trees include all trees, with the 
exception of eucalyptus or invasive species, which have a trunk with a DBH of 12 inches or 
greater, all heritage trees, and any grove of trees. The City requires a Tree Removal Permit to 
remove a protected tree, including all heritage trees, or City tree.  
 
4.3.4 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
The following section describes the standards of significance and methodology used to analyze 
and determine the proposed project’s potential impacts related to biological resources. A 
discussion of the project’s impacts, as well as mitigation measures where necessary, is also 
presented. 
 
Standards of Significance 
Consistent with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the City of Pacifica General Plan 2040, and 
professional judgment, a significant impact related to biological resources would occur if the 
proposed project would result in any of the following: 
 

• Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any 
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional 
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS; 

• Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the CDFW or 
USFWS; 

• Have a substantial adverse effect on State or federally protected wetlands (including, but 
not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means. 

• 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; 

• Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a 
tree preservation policy or ordinance; or 

• Conflict with the provisions of an adopted HCP, Natural Community Conservation Plan 
(NCCP), or other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan. 

 
Issues Not Discussed Further 
The Initial Study prepared for the proposed project (see Appendix A) determined that 
development of the proposed project would result in no impact related to the following: 
 

• Conflict with the provisions of an adopted HCP, NCCP, or other approved local, regional, 
or State habitat conservation plan. 

 
For the reasons cited in the Initial Study (Section IV, Biological Resources), the potential impacts 
associated with the above are not analyzed further in this EIR. 
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Method of Analysis 
The information contained in the analysis presented herein is primarily based on the Biological 
Constraints Analysis (Appendix C) and Delineation of Potentially Jurisdictional Aquatic Resources 
and Effects Analysis (Appendix D) prepared by WBC.  
 
Biological Constraints Analysis 
A Biological Constraints Analysis report was first prepared by Monk & Associates, Inc. in 2014 for 
the single parcel located at 570 Crespi Drive.11 However, the proposed project now also includes 
the adjacent parcel at 540 Crespi Drive (identified by Assessor’s Parcel Numbers [APNs] 022-
162-420 and 022-162-310), which is currently owned by the City of Pacifica.  
 
A peer review of the 2014 Biological Constraints Analysis conducted by Madrone Ecological 
Consulting recommended several information items to enable the City to make planning decisions 
with regard to biological resources.12 The updated Biological Constraints Analysis prepared by 
WBC in August 2020 referenced herein revises the original report based on peer review 
recommendations from Madrone Ecological Consulting and the additional parcel.13 Although the 
foregoing reports were prepared in advance of the EIR, the report was the beginning of an ongoing 
analysis of the project site over time, including peer review processes and recent supplemental 
reports. WBC also provided supplemental responses to public comments from the CDFW and 
peer review comments from the City of Pacifica.  
 
As part of the updated Biological Constraints Analysis, prior to conducting field data collection, 
potential occurrence of special-status species within the project site was evaluated by first 
determining which special-status species occur in the project site’s vicinity through a literature 
and database search. Database searches for known occurrences of special-status species 
focused on the five-mile radius surrounding the project site. The following sources were reviewed 
by WBC to determine which special-status plant and wildlife species have been documented to 
occur in the vicinity of the project site: 
 

• CNDDB records of special-status plant, animal species and natural communities 
documented as occurring within five miles of the study area; 

• USFWS IPaC database for federally listed species and migratory birds; 
• CNPS Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants; 
• A sequence of aerial photo imagery on Google Earth; 
• Montara Mountain U.S. Geological Survey 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle map; 
• Topographic survey map of the study area; and 
• CEQA documentation of the City’s recently completed Wet Weather Equalization Basin, 

which is adjacent to the study area. 
 
In addition, WBC conferred with Mr. Patrick Kobernus of Coast Ridge Ecology, who acted as the 
City’s biological compliance monitor during construction of the City’s Wet Weather Equalization 
Basin in 2017-2018, during which Mr. Kobernus made direct observations of biological resources 
in the study area. 
 

 
11 Monk & Associates, Inc. Biological Constraints Analysis 570 Crespi Drive, City of Pacifica San Mateo County, 

California (APNS: 022-162-310) (~1.7 Acres). October 8, 2014. 
12 Madrone Ecological Consulting. Peer review for the proposed 570 Crespi Drive, City of Pacifica, San Mateo 

County, California. April 20, 2020.  
13 Wood Biological Consulting. Biological Constraints Analysis – Updated. August 17, 2020. 
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A reconnaissance-level survey for biological resources of the study area was conducted by WBC 
on July 19, 2020. The survey consisted of walking as much of the study area as was physically 
accessible (dense and impenetrable willow scrub is limiting over a large portion of the study area), 
and making observations of habitats and plant and wildlife species on and adjacent to the study 
area. 
 
Delineation of Potentially Jurisdictional Aquatic Resources 
Aquatic resources within the study area were assessed by WBC on July 19, 2020. As part of the 
Delineation of Potentially Jurisdictional Aquatic Resources conducted for the proposed project, 
WBC reviewed relevant background information, including the 2014 Biological Constraints 
Analysis, the 2020 peer review, a sequence of aerial photo imagery on Google Earth, the National 
Wetlands Inventory, California Aquatic Resource Inventory, Soil Conservation Service, Montara 
Mountain U.S. Geological Survey 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle map, a topographic survey 
map of the parcels, and environmental review documents related to the City’s recently completed 
Wet Weather Equalization Basin.  
 
WBC conducted an additional assessment on March 31 and April 4, 2022, which focused on 
reevaluating the wetland boundary in the southern portion of the study area in support of a design 
modification regarding an emergency drain riser. The entire site was assessed on April 5, 2023, 
to determine whether the wetland boundary had changed in the intervening period, which included 
the exceptionally wet winter of 2022-2023. The field data collection consisted of observations of 
wetland and upland vegetation, soil characteristics, and evidence of hydrology in relation to 
topography. The delineation used the Routine Determination Method as described in the 1987 
USACE Wetland Delineation Manual, in conjunction with the Regional Supplement to the USACE 
Wetland Delineation Manual: Western Mountains, Valleys and Coasts Region (Version 2.0). 
Aquatic resources were classified using commonly accepted habitat types.  
 
In the northern portion of the project site, vegetation, soil and hydrology were documented at nine 
locations on three transects across the wetland-upland boundary. Sample points were mapped in 
the field using a Trimble Geo XT 6000, with differential correction. A wetland boundary (subject 
to verification by the USACE) was mapped on an aerial photograph. Three positive wetland 
parameters must normally be present for an area to be considered a wetland: dominance of 
wetland vegetation, presence of hydric soils, and presence of wetland hydrology. 
 
Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
The following discussion of impacts related to biological resources is based on implementation of 
the proposed project in comparison to existing conditions and the standards of significance 
presented above. 
 
4.1-1 Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly (e.g., 

threaten to eliminate a plant community) or through habitat 
modifications, on any plant species identified as a candidate, 
sensitive, or special-status species. Based on the analysis 
below and with implementation of mitigation, the impact is 
less than significant. 

 
As discussed above, suitable habitat is not present on-site for 28 of the 29 special-
status plant species identified in the five-mile radius of the study area due to the 
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absence of chaparral, coastal bluffs, woodland, etc. In addition, none of the species 
were identified during the reconnaissance-level field survey of the study area. 
Therefore, low potential exists for the majority of special-status plants to occur on-site. 

 
While sandy soils are present, which would provide potential habitat for San Francisco 
Bay spineflower, the species was not present during the 2020 field survey. However, 
given enough time, plants may become established in areas where suitable habitat 
exists. Therefore, San Francisco Bay spineflower could become established on-site in 
the interim between surveys/analysis and construction, which could result in potential 
impacts during construction of the proposed project. 
 
Based on the above and given the substantial time between the 2020 field survey and 
the commencement of construction activities, without additional field surveys, the 
proposed project could have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through 
habitat modifications, on a plant species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-
status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the CDFW or 
USFWS. Thus, a significant impact could occur. 

 
Mitigation Measure(s) 
Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce the above potential 
impact to a less-than-significant level. 

 
4.1-1(a) Prior to the commencement of construction associated with the 

proposed project, focused plant preconstruction surveys shall be 
conducted by a qualified biologist during the documented bloom 
periods of San Francisco Bay spineflower. Two site visits, including one 
early-season (April) and one late-season (July) shall be sufficient to 
cover the blooming periods. If San Francisco Bay spineflower are not 
observed during the focused plant surveys, impact to special-status 
plant species would not occur, and mitigation would not be required. 
The results of the surveys shall be submitted to the City’s Planning 
Department. 

 
4.1-1(b) If San Francisco Bay spineflower are identified on-site during the 

focused plant surveys, the project applicant shall be responsible for 
ensuring construction activities avoid special-status plants through 
preparation and submittal to the City’s Planning Department of an 
Avoidance Plan Report detailing protection and avoidance criteria, 
measures, and the extent to which special-status plants were 
successfully avoided. The Avoidance Plan Report shall be subject to 
approval by the City’s Planning Department and CDFW. 

 
If avoidance is infeasible, the qualified biologist shall ensure seed 
collection for affected special-status plants is completed and plants are 
re-established at a minimum of a one-to-one ratio (number of newly 
established plants relative to the number of plants impacted) in a 
preserved, suitable habitat approved by the City and CDFW. The 
project applicant shall document and submit proof of compliance to the 
City’s Planning Department and CDFW.
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 Re-established special-status plant populations shall be monitored 
annually by the project applicant in accordance with an approved 
Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan prepared in consultation with the 
City’s Planning Department, with annual monitoring taking place for a 
minimum of five years. The Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan shall 
include criteria, subject to approval by all applicable agencies, including 
the City’s Planning Department, USFWS, and CDFW, detailing the 
survival ratio required of re-established populations and performance 
standards for further replanting for any re-established special-status 
plant species that do not survive. Reports describing performance 
results shall be prepared by a qualified biologist and shall be submitted 
to the City’s Planning Department for years one, three, and five of the 
monitoring period. 

 
4.1-2 Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly (e.g., cause 

a wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, 
threaten to eliminate an animal community) or through 
habitat modifications, on migratory birds and raptors 
protected under the MBTA. Based on the analysis below and 
with implementation of mitigation, the impact is less than 
significant. 

 
The Biological Constraints Analysis determined the proposed project to have the 
potential to impact special-status and non-special-status native nesting birds protected 
under the CFGC and MBTA, including Allen’s hummingbird, rufous hummingbird, song 
sparrow, spotted towhee, wrentit, and saltmarsh common yellowthroat.  
 
As previously discussed, native nesting birds, including raptors, are protected by 
CFGC Section 3503. Raptors, passerines, non-passerine land birds, and waterfowl 
are further protected under the MBTA. The MBTA prohibits the take, possession, 
purchase, sale, or bartering of any migratory bird, including feathers or other parts, 
nests, eggs, or products, except as allowed by implementing regulations. All migratory 
bird species are protected by the MBTA. Any disturbance that causes direct injury, 
death, nest abandonment, or forced fledging of migratory birds, is restricted under the 
MBTA. Any removal of active nests during the breeding season or any disturbance 
that results in the abandonment of nestlings is considered a ‘take’ of the species under 
federal law. 
 
The trees within the northern portion of the project site and proposed off-site areas 
provide suitable nesting habitat to accommodate nesting songbirds and other raptors 
protected under the MBTA and CGFC. Several trees are located within the study area 
and nests could potentially be established prior to project construction. Should 
construction activities occur during the nesting season, the potential exists that such 
activities could result in impacts to protected nesting songbirds and raptors if 
construction activities were to cause nest abandonment and/or loss of reproductive 
efforts, or direct mortality if active nests occur within the trees in the study area 
proposed for removal. Furthermore, construction activities adjacent to birds nesting in 
avoided areas could result in nest abandonment. 
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With respect to saltmarsh common yellowthroat, which is protected under the MBTA 
and considered a CDFW Species of Special Concern, the Biological Constraints 
Analysis determined that the study area does not support potential nesting habitat for 
the species. Willow scrub within the study area could provide migration habitat, and 
the species was observed foraging on-site during 2017 through 2018. Therefore, 
construction of the proposed project could have a substantial adverse effect on 
saltmarsh common yellowthroat individuals.  

 
Based on the above, the proposed project could have a substantial adverse effect, 
either directly or through habitat modifications, on nesting songbirds and raptor 
species protected under the MBTA and CFGC. Thus, a significant impact could 
occur. 
 
Mitigation Measure(s) 
Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce the above potential 
impact to a less-than-significant level. 

 
4.1-2 To ensure compliance with protections for migratory birds under the 

MBTA and the CFGC, the measures outlined below shall be 
implemented prior to the commencement of construction activities. 
Evidence of compliance shall be submitted to the City’s Planning 
Department for review and approval prior to the commencement of 
construction activities. 

 
1. If construction activities are scheduled to occur outside of the 

breeding season (i.e., September 1 through January 31), pre-
construction surveys or other mitigation measures are not 
necessary. 
 

2. If construction activities are scheduled to occur during the 
breeding season (i.e., February 1 through August 31), a 
preconstruction nesting bird survey shall be conducted on the 
identified work area and a buffer zone (see #3, below). The 
survey shall be performed by a qualified biologist no more than 
two weeks prior to the initiation of work. If nesting or breeding 
activity is not observed, work may proceed without restrictions. 
To the extent allowed by access, all active nests identified within 
250 feet of construction activities, including equipment staging, 
for raptors and 100 feet for other protected bird species shall be 
mapped. 

 
3. For any active nests found near the construction limits (76 m 

[250 ft] for raptors and 33 m [100 ft] for other protected bird 
species), the project biologist shall make a determination as to 
whether or not construction activities are likely to disrupt 
reproductive behavior. If construction is determined unlikely to 
disrupt breeding behavior, construction may proceed. If 
construction is determined to potentially disrupt breeding, the 
construction-free buffer zone shall be expanded; avoidance is 
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the only mitigation available. The ultimate size of the 
construction-free buffer zone may be adjusted by the project 
biologist based on the species involved, topography, lines of 
site between the work area and the nest, physical barriers, and 
the ambient level of human activity. For raptors, the project 
biologist shall contact CDFW and/or the USFWS Division of 
Migratory Bird Management for guidance regarding site 
evaluations and buffer adjustments. 

 
If construction activities are determined likely to disrupt raptor 
breeding, construction activities within the construction-free 
buffer zone may not proceed until the project biologist 
determines that the nest is unoccupied. 
 

4. If the project biologist, in consultation with the City, determines 
that maintenance of a construction-free buffer zone is not 
practicable, active nests shall be monitored by a qualified 
biologist to document breeding and rearing behavior of the adult 
birds. If construction activities are determined to potentially 
cause nest abandonment, work shall cease until the project 
biologist determines that the nest is unoccupied. For raptors, 
the CDFW and/or the USFWS Division of Migratory Bird 
Management shall be contacted for guidance.  

 
4.1-3 Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly (e.g., cause 

a wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, 
threaten to eliminate an animal community) or through 
habitat modifications, on any wildlife species identified as a 
candidate, sensitive, or special-status species. Based on the 
analysis below and with implementation of mitigation, the 
impact is less than significant. 
 
As discussed above, the majority of special-status species identified with the potential 
to occur within the vicinity of the study areas are considered unlikely, or have no 
potential, to occur based on habitat features, such as the location of the site outside 
of the species’ historical range, the lack of suitable aquatic habitat, lack of suitable 
foraging or nesting habitat, and lack of a den or cave development area. The only 
potentially aquatic feature in the study area is a small area within the emergent marsh 
vegetation that, in the past, ponded seasonally, but not consistently between and 
within years. In particular, permanent water for the minimum duration of 11 to 20 weeks 
required for larval development does not occur. Groundwater level on and around the 
study area appear to have been drawn down since construction of the City’s Wet 
Weather Equalization Basin. However, while suitable breeding habitat for California 
red-legged frog does not occur within the study area on a regular basis, the potential 
for California red-legged frog to occur in the study area exists under rare conditions. 
As such, potential impacts to California red-legged frog are addressed herein. 
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jurisdictional waters of the U.S. under Section 404 of the CWA. Because the proposed 
project does not propose any actions resulting in a discharge of fill into the wetlands, 
development of the proposed project does not require a Section 404 permit under the 
USACE regulatory program. 
 
Waters of the State include WOTUS, but may also include areas that do not meet the 
criteria for federal jurisdictional status. The State wetland definition is: 
 

“An area is wetland if, under normal circumstances, (1) the area has 
continuous or recurrent saturation of the upper substrate caused by 
groundwater, or shallow surface water, or both; (2) the duration of such 
saturation is sufficient to cause anaerobic conditions in the upper substrate; 
and (3) the area’s vegetation is dominated by hydrophytes or the area lacks 
vegetation.” 

 
The State wetland definition relies on the federal delineation method to identify State 
wetlands. As shown above in Figure 4.1-2, the areas mapped as non-jurisdictional 
arroyo willow scrub do not satisfy criteria (1) or (2). The proposed project would 
remove or prune an estimated 784 square feet (sf) of arroyo willow scrub to meet 
parking and walkway requirements at the southern edge of the proposed Building B. 
The portion of arroyo willow scrub does not meet all three wetland criteria (i.e., soil 
and hydrology indicators are lacking), and, therefore, is not included in the wetland 
total. The proposed project also would result in planting of 1,170 sf of willow scrub, 
which would avoid fill discharge into waters of the State. In addition, the 18-inch 
emergency overflow riser that would be installed in the western corner of the project 
site and would connect to the existing 12-inch storm drain that extends along the site’s 
southwestern boundary is located outside of the delineated wetland area.  
 
However, the on-site central area of arroyo willow scrub, freshwater emergent marsh 
and transitional seasonal wetland have been shown to meet the definition of waters of 
the State. Therefore, the proposed project could potentially disturb and, possibly, fill, 
up to 0.87-acre of jurisdictional wetlands and/or remove potential riparian vegetation. 
As such, the proposed project could have a substantial adverse effect on riparian 
habitat or State or federally protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or 
other means, and a significant impact could occur.  
 
Mitigation Measure(s) 
Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce the above impact 
to a less-than-significant level.  
 
4.1-4(a) Prior to the commencement of ground-disturbing activities, the project 

applicant shall notify CDFW, pursuant to CFGC Section 1600. The 
notification shall include a description of all of the activities associated 
with the proposed project, not just those associated with the drainages 
and/or riparian vegetation. Impacts shall be outlined in the notification 
and are expected to be in substantial conformance with the impacts to 
biological resources outlined in the Updated Definition of Potentially 
Jurisdictional Aquatic Resources and Effects Analysis prepared for the 
570 Crespi Drive Project by Wood Biological Consulting. Impacts for 
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each activity shall be broken down by temporary and permanent 
impacts. A description of the proposed mitigation for biological resource 
impacts shall be outlined per activity and then by temporary and 
permanent impact. Information regarding project-specific drainage and 
hydrology changes resulting from project implementation shall be 
provided, along with a description of stormwater treatment methods. 
Minimization and avoidance measures shall be proposed, as 
appropriate, and may include preconstruction species surveys and 
reporting, protective fencing around avoided biological resources, 
worker environmental awareness training, seeding disturbed areas 
adjacent to open space areas with native seed, and installation of 
project-specific stormwater BMPs. Mitigation for impacts to 0.550-acre 
of arroyo willow scrub riparian vegetation may include restoration or 
enhancement of resources on- or off-site, or any other method 
acceptable to CDFW. Mitigation shall not result in a net loss of a 
Sensitive Natural Community.  

 
If CDFW determines through the course of the CFGC Section 1600 
notification process that the project does not require a Lake or 
Streambed Alteration Agreement (LSAA) to address potential impacts 
to arroyo willow scrub, further mitigation beyond the proposed 
mitigation included in the notice to CDFW regarding the 
aforementioned vegetation communities shall not be required. Written 
verification of the applicant’s compliance with the Section 1600 LSAA 
process shall be submitted to the City of Pacifica Planning Division prior 
to the start of any construction activities.  

 
4.1-4(b) Prior to the start of any construction activities, a temporary sediment and 

debris barrier shall be installed on the southern limit of the construction 
area that slopes toward the arroyo willow and emergent wetland habitat. 
The fence will also double as a wildlife exclusion fence during 
construction. The fence shall consist of standard construction silt fence 
material with a height of 36 inches. The lower six inches of fence 
material shall either be folded toward the construction side of the fence 
and weighted down with soil or sandbags, or backfilled in a trench; with 
both methods, the purpose is to completely contact the surface so that 
water and sediment would not flow underneath, and wildlife would not 
enter the work area from the wetland. The barrier shall be maintained 
throughout the duration of the construction period. Evidence of 
compliance with this measure shall be submitted to the City of Pacifica 
Planning Division prior to the start of any construction activities. 

 
4.1-4(c) A qualified biologist, or a designated representative who has been 

trained by a qualified biologist, shall inspect the area inside of the 
sediment and debris barrier for special-status species, including 
California red-legged frog, every day before construction activities 
commence. If any special‐status species are found, the qualified 
biologist shall be immediately contacted (if the survey was conducted by 
the designated representative), construction activities shall not be 
allowed to start, and the USFWS and CDFW shall be consulted on an 
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appropriate course of action. Such action could include leaving the 
animal alone to move away on its own or the relocation of the animal to 
an area outside of the construction area. The qualified biologist, in 
consultation with the CDFW and USFWS, shall make the ultimate 
determination of the action to be taken. Evidence of compliance with this 
measure shall be submitted to the City’s Planning Department prior to 
commencement of construction activities. 

 
4.1-4(d) If required and prior to initiation of grading, excavation, or other 

construction activities, the project applicant shall submit to the San 
Francisco Bay RWQCB an application for CWA Section 401 Water 
Quality Certification and/or Waste Discharge Requirements for Projects 
Involving Discharge of Dredged and/or Fill Material to Waters of the 
State and obtain a permit or waiver. The project applicant shall be 
responsible for conducting all project activities in accordance with the 
permit provisions outlined in any applicable permit. A copy of the Water 
Quality Certification or waiver issued for the project shall be submitted 
to the City’s Planning Department prior to commencement of grading, 
excavation, or other construction activities. 

 
4.1-5 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. Based on the 
analysis below, the impact is less than significant. 

 
Environmental corridors are segments of land that provide a link between different 
habitats while also providing cover. Habitat loss, fragmentation, and degradation have 
the potential to alter the use and viability of wildlife movement corridors (i.e., linear 
habitats that naturally connect and provide passage between two or more otherwise 
distinct larger habitats or habitat fragments). The suitability of a habitat as a wildlife 
movement corridor is related to, among other factors, the habitat corridor’s dimensions 
(length and width), topography, vegetation, exposure to human influence, and the 
species in question.  
 
With implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.1-4(b), a temporary sediment and debris 
barrier would be installed on the southern limit of the construction area that slopes 
toward the arroyo willow and emergent wetland habitat. The fence would act as a 
wildlife exclusion fence during construction. Therefore, water and sediment would not 
flow under the fence, and wildlife, including California red-legged frogs, would not enter 
the construction area from the wetland. 
 
Furthermore, as the project site is bounded by the Pacifica Community Center and 
Pacifica Skatepark to the west, Ocean View Senior Apartments and commercial 
businesses to the north, across Crespi Drive, commercial businesses to the east, and 
single-family residences to the south, the potential for use of the site as a wildlife 
corridor or native wildlife nursery site is limited. Additionally, sufficient land in the 
greater vicinity, specifically in the eastern portions of the City limits and areas to the 
south of the City, offer land much more conducive to wildlife movement and native 



Draft EIR 
570 Crespi Drive Project 

April 2025 
 

Chapter 4.1 – Biological Resources 
Page 4.1-31 

wildlife nursery sites, as such areas are devoid of development. Given the amount of 
suitable land in the greater vicinity of the project site that could accommodate wildlife 
movement, the proposed project would not substantially interfere with the movement 
of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native 
resident or migratory wildlife corridors. 
 
In addition, with respect to California red-legged frog, as discussed above, existing 
populations are separated from the project site by high ridges and other topographic 
barriers precluding line-of-sight migration, residential development and major roads, 
including SR 1. The on-site wetland does not exhibit a continuous surface water 
connection to navigable waters, because the wetland is interrupted by a drainage 
swale that did not exhibit flow during the wet winter of 2022-2023. Therefore, because 
a hydraulic connection to the project site does not exist, the species would not be 
anticipated to migrate to the project site. Nonetheless, as discussed above, Mitigation 
Measure 4.1-4(b) would require a temporary sediment and debris barrier on the 
southern limit of the construction area that slopes toward the arroyo willow and 
emergent wetland habitat, which would serve as a wildlife exclusion fence during 
construction.  
 
Based on the above information, the proposed project would not 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. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-
significant impact. 

 
Mitigation Measure(s) 
None required. 

 
4.1-6 Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 

biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance. Based on the analysis below and with 
implementation of mitigation, the impact is less than 
significant. 

 
Several trees and shrubs are located on-site. Although the proposed project would 
include the removal of several on-site trees, the project would preserve trees along 
the project site frontage and within the off-site improvement area. As discussed above, 
one on-site Monterey pine is considered a heritage tree, and two on-site Monterey 
cypress trees are considered protected trees pursuant to Pacifica Municipal Code 
Section 4-12.02.  
 
Any removal of a protected tree requires a Tree Removal Permit, and any relocation 
or transportation of a protected tree, application of fertilizers or chemicals, grading, 
clearing, excavating, adding fill soil, trenching, boring, compacting, or paving within 50 
feet of a protected tree or City tree requires a Tree Encroachment Permit pursuant to 
Pacifica Municipal Code Sections 4-12.04 and 4-12.06, respectively. A Tree Protection 
and Preservation Plan must be submitted in conjunction with any development 
proposal which requires a discretionary permit or other land use approval, or a 
proposal to engage in regulated work within 50 feet of a protected tree. The plan must 
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be prepared by a qualified arborist, horticulturist, landscape architect or other qualified 
person.  

 
Based on the above, without preparation of a Tree Protection and Preservation Plan 
or obtainment of a Tree Removal Permit or Tree Encroachment Permit, the removal 
of or encroachment upon on-site heritage and protected trees could conflict with a 
local policy or ordinance protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation 
policy or ordinance. Thus, a significant impact would occur. 

 
Mitigation Measure(s) 
Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce the above impact to 
a less-than-significant level.  
 
4.1-6 Prior to issuance of any grading permit, the project applicant shall 

obtain a Tree Removal Permit for any protected trees to be removed 
and a Tree Encroachment Permit for any construction activities within 
50 feet of a protected tree from the City of Pacifica Director of Public 
Works.  

 
Prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy, the project applicant 
shall complete planting of any replacement trees required as part of the 
Director of Public Works heritage tree removal authorization or other 
authorizations. In addition, the project applicant shall prepare and 
submit a Tree Protection and Preservation Plan prior to the protected 
tree removal or encroachment authorizations or other authorizations in 
accordance with the City Municipal Code, Sections 4-12.02 through 4-
12.11, and shall implement any tree protection measures identified to 
protect trees which will not be removed during construction prior to 
commencement of any construction activity. 

 
Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
As defined in Section 15355 of the CEQA Guidelines, “cumulative impacts” refers to two or more 
individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable, compound, or increase 
other environmental impacts. The individual effects may be changes resulting from a single 
project or a number of separate projects. The cumulative impact from several projects is the 
change in the environment that results from the incremental impact of the project when added to 
other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects.  
 
The geographic scope for the cumulative biological resources analysis generally includes buildout 
of the proposed project in conjunction with the development of the City of Pacifica General Plan 
2040 planning area. For more details regarding the cumulative setting, refer to Chapter 5, 
Statutorily Required Sections, of this EIR.  
 
4.1-7 Cumulative impact on biological resources. Based on the 

analysis below, the cumulative impact is less than significant. 
 

The General Plan Update EIR concluded that, with implementation of the City of 
Pacifica General Plan 2040 policies, impacts to biological resources would be less 
than significant. While the proposed project would require a General Plan Amendment, 
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disturbance of the project site and associated impacts to biological resources were 
anticipated in the General Plan Update EIR.  

 
As discussed above, the study area contains a variety of vegetation communities, 
including arroyo willow scrub, emergent marsh, seasonal wetland, non-native annual 
grassland, and disturbed and ornamental. In addition, the study area includes a total 
of 0.87-acre of jurisdictional wetlands. As discussed throughout this chapter, the 
project site provides limited habitat for special-status species, including San Francisco 
Bay spineflower and saltmarsh common yellowthroat. Mitigation measures have been 
set forth in this chapter to ensure that the proposed project complies with all applicable 
standards and regulations and minimizes potential adverse effects to special-status 
species.  
 
It should be noted that while the proposed project would result in the loss of a portion 
of the existing on-site habitat, the southern portion of the project site would remain 
undeveloped in order to avoid environmentally sensitive wetland areas. Overall, with 
incorporation of the mitigation measures set forth herein, potential impacts to biological 
resources would be reduced to less-than-significant levels. As such, the proposed 
project would not result in substantial adverse effects to biological resources protected 
by CEQA. 

 
As further discussed in Chapter 5 of this EIR, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(h)(5), 
states, “[…] the mere existence of significant cumulative impacts caused by other 
projects alone shall not constitute substantial evidence that the proposed project’s 
incremental effects are cumulatively considerable.” Therefore, even where cumulative 
impacts are identified as significant, any level of incremental contribution is not 
necessarily deemed cumulatively considerable. In addition, the courts have explicitly 
rejected the notion that a finding of significance is required simply because a proposed 
project would result in a net loss of habitat. “[M]itigation need not account for every 
square foot of impacted habitat to be adequate. What matters is that the unmitigated 
impact is no longer significant,” (Save Panoche Valley v. San Benito County [2013] 
217 Cal.App.4th 503, 528, quoting Banning Ranch Conservancy v. City of Newport 
Beach [2012] 211 Cal.App.4th 1209, 1233). 

 
The above discussion provides substantial evidence that, while the combined effects 
on biological resources resulting from approved/planned development throughout the 
area could be considered significant, the proposed project’s incremental contribution 
to the significant cumulative effect would be reduced with implementation of the 
mitigation measures required in this EIR. 
 
Based on the above, the proposed project’s cumulative impact would be less than 
significant. 
 
Mitigation Measure(s) 
None required. 
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in residential areas, but have smaller widths than arterial roadways. Collector roadways, such as 
Crespi Drive, have moderate volumes of vehicular traffic, and equally accommodate automobiles, 
bicycles, and pedestrians within the right-of-way.  
 
Crespi Drive is a four-lane, northwest-southeast roadway that parallels the eastern boundary of 
the project site. Crespi Drive extends southeast from SR 1 and provides access to the residential 
neighborhood, school, and commercial uses located near the project site. The intersection of SR 
1 and Crespi Drive is located northwest of the project site, across from the Pacifica Community 
Center. The posted speed limit along Crespi Drive near the project site is 25 mph. 
 
Roberts Road 
Roberts Road is a two-lane roadway that winds up a hillside from Crespi Drive to Fassler Avenue. 
The intersection of Roberts Road and Crespi Drive is located northeast of the project site. The 
roadway does not have a posted speed limit. 
 
Pedestrian, Bicycle and Transit Facilities 
The sections below describe the existing pedestrian, bicycle and transit facilities located within 
the vicinity of the project site. Figure 4.3-1 presents the existing and planned pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities within the City of Pacifica. 
 
Sidewalks and Paths 
Within the vicinity of the project site, continuous sidewalks are provided on both sides of Crespi 
Drive and Roberts Road. A pedestrian crosswalk is also provided at the intersection of Crespi 
Drive and Roberts Road, near the northeast corner of the project site. In addition, the Pacifica 
Rockaway Trail is located north of and runs parallel to SR 1 and can be accessed by pedestrians 
and bicyclists. The trail access point nearest to the project site is located at the intersection of 
Crespi Drive and SR 1.  
 
Bicycle Facilities and Trails 
Bicycle paths, lanes, and routes are typical examples of bicycle transportation facilities, which are 
defined by Caltrans as being in one of the following four classes: 
 

• Bike Paths (Class I) – Bike paths provide a completely separate right-of-way and are 
designated for the exclusive use of people riding bicycles and walking with minimal cross-
flow traffic. Such paths can be well situated along creeks, canals, and rail lines. Class I 
bike paths can also offer opportunities not provided by the road system by serving as both 
recreational areas and/or desirable commuter routes. 

• Bike Lanes (Class II) – Bike lanes provide designated street space for bicyclists, typically 
adjacent to the outer vehicle travel lanes. Bike lanes include special lane markings, 
pavement legends, and signage. Bike lanes may be enhanced with painted buffers 
between vehicle lanes and/or parking, and green paint at conflict zones (such as 
driveways or intersections). 

• Bike Routes (Class III) – Bike routes provide enhanced mixed-traffic conditions for 
bicyclists through signage, striping, and/or traffic calming treatments, and to provide 
continuity to a bikeway network. Bike routes are typically designated along gaps between 
bike trails or bike lanes, or along low-volume, low-speed streets. 
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Figure 4.3-1 
Existing and Planned Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities 

 
Source: City of Pacifica General Plan 2040 [pg. 5-25, Figure 5-4]. July 2022.  

Project Site 
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townhomes are 220 (Multifamily Housing Low Rise) and 215 (Single-Family Attached Housing), 
respectively. Table 4.3-1 summarizes the estimated trip generation for the proposed project. As 
presented therein, the proposed project would result in a total of 225 daily trips, including 88 daily 
trips associated with the commercial component and 137 daily trips associated with the 
condominiums and townhomes. It should be noted that a medical/dental office use is not proposed 
as part of the project, but rather represents a use that is permitted by-right in the C-2 zoning 
district. 
 
Vehicle Miles Traveled Assessment 
LCI recommends that small land use projects that generate or attract fewer than 110 trips per day 
generally may be assumed to cause a less-than-significant VMT impact. Therefore, if a 
project/land use component would generate 110 trips per day or fewer, the project/land use 
component would meet the screening criterion and would have a less-than-significant VMT 
impact. The project includes two types of land uses (residential and commercial), for which the 
potential VMT impact was evaluated separately and compared to the screening criteria and 
thresholds of significance based on the land use type. 
 

Table 4.3-1 
Project Trip Generation 

Land Use 
ITE 

Code Size 
Weekday Saturday Sunday Average 

Daily Trips Rate Trips Rate Trips Rate Trips 
ITE Medical-Dental 

Office Building1 720 3.165 ksf 3.6 114 13.75 44 1.14 4 88 

Total Average Daily Trips (Commercial Component Only) 88 
ITE Single-Family 
Attached Housing2 215 16 units 7.20 115 8.76 140 7.17 115 119 

ITE Multifamily 
Housing Low Rise3 220 3 units 6.74 20 4.55 14 3.86 12 18 

Total Average Daily Trips (Residential Component Only) 137 
Total Average Daily Trips (Commercial and Residential Components) 225 
1 Average trip rates expressed in trips per 1,000 square feet (ksf) for Medical-Dental Office Building (Land Use 720) 

are used. 
2 Average trip rates expressed in trips per dwelling unit for Single-Family Attached Housing (Land Use 215) are 

used. 
3 Average trip rates expressed in trips per dwelling unit for Multifamily Housing Low Rise (Land Use 220) are used. 
 
Source: Hexagon, 2024. 

 
As presented in Table 4.3-1, the commercial component of the proposed project would generate 
88 daily trips, which would meet the LCI screening criterion for small projects and would result in 
a less-than-significant VMT impact. However, the proposed residences would generate more than 
110 daily trips and would not meet the VMT screening criterion. As a result, Hexagon conducted 
a VMT analysis to evaluate the VMT impact associated with the proposed residences. 
 
To conduct the VMT analysis for the proposed residential uses, Hexagon used the San Mateo 
C/CAG VMT Estimation Tool. Hexagon then compared the estimated daily VMT to the average 
citywide VMT to determine whether the proposed residences would generate VMT 15 percent 
below the average citywide VMT per capita. As previously discussed, the applicable CEQA 
threshold for VMT associated with the proposed project is 13.34 per capita, which is 15 percent 
below the citywide VMT of 15.7. 
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The project site is located within TAZ 1925 for which the daily VMT is estimated to be 17.3 miles 
per capita in the year 2024. In order for the proposed project to meet the applicable threshold of 
significance of 13.34 VMT per capita, a 23 percent reduction in VMT per capita would be required.  
 
Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
The following discussion of impacts related to transportation is based on implementation of the 
proposed project in comparison to existing conditions and the standards of significance presented 
above. 
 
4.3-1 Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing 

the circulation system during construction activities. Based 
on the analysis below and with implementation of mitigation, 
the impact is less than significant. 

 
Construction activities associated with the proposed project would include use of 
construction equipment, including on-site earth-moving vehicles, bulldozers, and other 
heavy machinery, as well as building materials delivery, and construction worker 
commutes. The transport of heavy construction equipment to the site, haul truck trips, 
and construction worker commutes could affect the local roadway network. 
 
Construction workers typically arrive before the morning peak hour and leave before 
the evening peak hours of the traditional commute time periods. Deliveries of building 
material (i.e., lumber, concrete, asphalt, etc.) would also normally occur outside of the 
traditional commute time periods. In addition, any truck traffic to the site would follow 
designated truck routes, and project construction would likely stage any large vehicles 
(i.e., earth-moving equipment, cranes, etc.) on the site prior to beginning site work and 
remove such vehicles at project completion. However, detailed information related to 
the construction routes and equipment staging, or a construction management plan, 
is not available. Furthermore, Crespi Drive is the primary access roadway to the project 
site and provides access to the nearby residential neighborhood, school, and 
commercial uses. As a result, construction activities could include disruptions to the 
transportation network near the project site.  
 
Without proper planning, construction activities, construction traffic and potential street 
closures could interfere with existing roadway operations, including pedestrian, 
bicycle, and transit facilities, during the construction phase. Therefore, the proposed 
project has the potential to conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy 
addressing the circulation system during construction activities, and a significant 
impact could occur. 

 
Mitigation Measure(s) 
Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce the above potential 
impact to a less-than-significant level.  
 
4.3-1 Prior to grading permit issuance, the project applicant shall prepare a 

construction traffic management plan for review and approval by the 
City Engineer. The plan shall include the following: 
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• A project staging plan to maximize on-site storage of materials 
and equipment; 

• A set of comprehensive traffic control measures, including 
scheduling of major truck trips and deliveries to avoid peak 
hours; lane closure proceedings; signs, cones and other 
warning devices for drivers; and designation of construction 
access routes; 

• Provisions for maintaining adequate emergency access to the 
project site; 

• Permitted construction hours, per City of Pacifica standards; 
• Designated locations for construction staging areas; 
• Identification of parking areas for construction employees, site 

visitors, and inspectors, including on-site locations; and 
• Provisions for street sweeping to remove construction-related 

debris on public streets. 
 

4.3-2 Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing 
the circulation system including transit, roadway, bicycle, and 
pedestrian facilities during operations. Based on the analysis 
below, the impact is less than significant. 

 
As discussed throughout this chapter, LOS is no longer the applicable metric when 
evaluating CEQA transportation impacts of a project. The evaluation of VMT is 
discussed in Impact 4.3-3 of this chapter. The proposed project is a relatively minor 
development project on a site previously anticipated for development by the City. 
Therefore, the trip volume associated with the proposed project has been generally 
anticipated by the City, and the proposed project is not anticipated to significantly 
impact the existing circulation system. The following discussion focuses on whether 
the proposed project would result in impacts related to existing or planned pedestrian 
facilities, bicycle facilities, or transit facilities and services within the project area.  
 
Pedestrian Facilities 
Within the vicinity of the project site, continuous sidewalks are provided on both sides 
of Crespi Drive and Roberts Road. A pedestrian crosswalk is also provided at the 
intersection of Crespi Drive and Roberts Road, near the northeast corner of the project 
site. In addition, the Pacifica Rockaway Trail is located north of and runs parallel to SR 
1 and can be accessed by pedestrians and bicyclists. The trail access point nearest to 
the project site is located at the intersection of Crespi Drive and SR 1.  
 
The proposed project would include construction of a new driveway entrance off of 
Crespi Drive and a looped internal roadway. The internal roadway would be designed 
to meet current City standards. The proposed project would also include pedestrian 
connections to the proposed driveway off of Crespi Drive and access points to the 
pedestrian sidewalk along the south side of Crespi Drive. 
 
In addition, the project would provide pedestrian walkways within the site and 
implement off-site improvements north of the existing Pacifica Community Center, 
including pedestrian connections within the off-site improvement area, from the project 
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site to the Pacifica Community Center, and a new drop-off area intended for use by 
the Pacifica Community Center.  
 
The proposed project would also include striped crosswalks, which would connect 
Building A and Building C. As part of the proposed project, a striped crosswalk would 
be located along the new east-to-west driveway at the Pacifica Community Center 
property. 
 
Overall, the proposed project would provide new pedestrian connections to existing 
pedestrian facilities. The proposed on-site and off-site pedestrian improvements would 
not physically disrupt an existing pedestrian facility, nor interfere with implementation 
of a planned pedestrian facility. Additionally, the proposed project would not result in 
an increased presence of vehicles and/or pedestrians on pedestrian facilities, such 
that conflicts between pedestrians and other travel modes would be likely to increase.  
 
Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or 
programs regarding pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or 
safety of such facilities. 
 
Bicycle Facilities 
As mentioned above, the Pacifica Rockaway Trail runs parallel to SR 1 and can be 
accessed by pedestrians and bicyclists. The trail access point nearest to the project 
site is located at the intersection of Crespi Drive and SR 1. As illustrated on Figure 
4.3-1, the City plans to develop a Class I bike path, which would run parallel to SR 1, 
northwest of the project site. In addition, as presented on Figure 4.3-1, the City plans 
to develop a Class II bike lane on a segment of Crespi Drive from SR 1 to Roberts 
Road, a Class III bike route along the remaining entirety of Crespi Drive, and a Class 
IV separated bikeway along Roberts Road to the northeast of the project site.  
 
While the proposed project would not provide new bicycle connections to existing 
bicycle facilities, development of the proposed project would not physically disrupt an 
existing bicycle facility, nor interfere with implementation of a planned bicycle facility. 
Due to the relatively small size of the proposed project, the project is not expected to 
generate a significant amount of bicycle trips nor result in an increased presence of 
vehicles, such that conflicts between bicyclists and other travel modes would be likely 
to increase. Therefore, the demand generated by the proposed project could be 
accommodated by the existing bicycle facilities in the vicinity of the project site.  
 
Based on the above, the proposed project would not conflict with adopted policies, 
plans, or programs regarding bicycle facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance 
or safety of such facilities. 
 
Transit Facilities 
Several SamTrans connections are located within the vicinity of the project site. For 
example, SamTrans runs lines 110, 112, and 118 with a stop on Crespi Drive, west of 
the project site frontage, a stop further east near the intersection of Crespi Drive and 
Roberts Road, and another stop near the intersection of SR 1 and Crespi Drive. 
Routes 110 and 112 provide service between the SR 1 corridor in the City of Pacifica 
and the Daly City and Colma BART stations, respectively; both lines terminate at Linda 
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Mar Shopping Center. Routes 110 and 112 have half-hour to one-hour headways, and 
run on both weekdays and weekends. Route 118 provides service to Colma BART 
station during the AM and PM peak hour periods of weekdays, on 15- to 35-minute 
headways. All SamTrans buses are accessible to persons with disabilities.  
 
Furthermore, Mitigation Measure 4.3-3 below requires implementation of CAPCOA 
VMT reduction strategy T-9 Implement Subsidized or Discounted Transit Program. 
Specifically, Mitigation Measure 4.3-3 would require each new resident to be provided 
with two free one-year transit passes upon original purchase of the residence from the 
developer. By providing residents with transit passes, new residents may be 
encouraged to use transit rather than driving to work. It should be noted that 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3-3 would not reduce potential project-related 
impacts to transit facilities to a less-than-significant level, as described below.  
 
Given the small number of residents that would be added, the proposed project would 
only slightly increase transit riders, and the demands of the proposed project could be 
accommodated by the existing transit facilities and services. 
 
Thus, the proposed project would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 
regarding transit facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such 
facilities. 
 
Conclusion 
Based on the above, the proposed project would not conflict with adopted policies, 
plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (i.e., bus turnouts, bicycle 
lanes, bicycle racks, public transit, pedestrian facilities, etc.). Thus, the project would 
result in a less-than-significant impact to pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities. 
 
Mitigation Measure(s) 
None required. 
 

4.3-3 Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 
15064.3, subdivision (b). Based on the analysis below, even 
with implementation of mitigation, the impact is significant 
and unavoidable. 
 
As previously discussed, the commercial component of the proposed project would 
generate 88 daily trips, which would meet the LCI screening criterion for small projects 
and would result in a less-than-significant VMT impact. However, the proposed 
residences would generate more than 110 daily trips and would not meet the VMT 
screening criterion. As a result, Hexagon conducted a VMT analysis to evaluate the 
VMT impact associated with the proposed residences. Table 4.3-2 summarizes the 
results of the VMT analysis prepared for the proposed project.  
 
The average VMT per resident for the City of Pacifica was identified to be 15.7. As 
discussed previously, consistent with San Mateo C/CAG and LCI guidance, residential 
projects that generate average VMT per resident at 15 percent less than the regional 
baseline average may be considered to have a less-than-significant VMT impact. 
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Therefore, the VMT threshold applied to the proposed project is 15 percent less than 
the regional baseline, or 13.34 VMT per capita.  
 

Table 4.3-2 
Project VMT Analysis Results 

City of Pacifica Proposed Project 
VMT/Resident Threshold of Significance VMT/Resident 

15.7 13.34 17.3 
Source: Hexagon, 2024. 

 
The project site is located within TAZ 1925 for which the daily VMT is estimated to be 
17.3 miles per capita in the year 2024. The VMT for the TAZ, including the project site, 
is considered to be representative of the project itself because the proposed 
residences are equivalent in density and intensity to the other residential development 
in the area. As such, the proposed project is estimated to generate 17.3 daily VMT per 
resident, which exceeds the identified VMT threshold of significance. Because the 
daily VMT per capita associated with proposed residences is higher than the threshold 
VMT of 13.34 per capita, the project could have a significant impact related to VMT.  
 
The CAPCOA Handbook for Analyzing GHG Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate 
Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity8 sets forth effective VMT reduction 
strategies, which are supported by substantial evidence. Potential CAPCOA VMT 
reduction strategies should be relevant to the project’s location and land use context. 
It should be noted that most of the CAPCOA VMT reduction strategies also reduce 
GHG emissions and criteria pollutants, considered co-benefits, by reducing the source 
metric of VMT (i.e., vehicle ownership, number of vehicle trips, and trip distance).  
 
Based on the VMT Analysis prepared by Hexagon, the CAPCOA strategies that are 
applicable to and feasible for the proposed project are:  
 

• T-4. Integrate Affordable and Below Market Rate Housing – This measure 
requires below market rate (BMR) housing. BMR housing provides greater 
opportunity for lower income families to live closer to job centers and achieve 
a jobs/housing match near transit. It is also an important strategy to address 
the limited availability of affordable housing that might force residents to live 
far away from jobs or school, requiring longer commutes. The quantification 
method for this measure accounts for VMT reductions achieved for multifamily 
residential projects that are deed restricted or otherwise permanently 
dedicated as affordable housing. 

• T-9. Implement Subsidized or Discounted Transit Program – This measure 
requires the provision of subsidized, discounted, or free transit passes for 
employees and/or residents. Reducing the out-of-pocket cost for choosing 
transit improves the competitiveness of transit against driving, increasing the 
total number of transit trips and decreasing vehicle trips. This decrease in 
vehicle trips results in reduced VMT and thus a reduction in GHG emissions. 

• T-18. Provide Pedestrian Network Improvement – This measure requires 
an increase to sidewalk coverage to improve pedestrian access. Providing 

 
8  California Air Pollution Control Officers Association. Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission 

Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity. December 2021. 
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sidewalks and an enhanced pedestrian network encourages people to walk 
instead of drive. This mode shift results in a reduction in VMT and GHG 
emissions. 

 
CAPCOA VMT reduction strategies T-4 and T-18 would be implemented through the 
proposed project’s design and proposed affordable housing. For example, consistent 
with CAPCOA VMT reduction strategy T-4, the proposed project would provide 
affordable housing units consistent with the requirements of the City’s Inclusionary 
Housing Ordinance. Pursuant to guidance from the CAPCOA Handbook’s GHG 
Reduction Formulas and calculations from the San Mateo C/CAG VMT Estimation 
Tool, Hexagon determined that a 2.3 percent VMT reduction can be achieved as a 
result of the project’s compliance with CAPCOA VMT reduction strategy T-4. In 
addition, consistent with CAPCOA VMT reduction strategy T-18, the project would 
provide pedestrian walkways within the site and implement off-site improvements 
north of the existing Pacifica Community Center, including pedestrian connections 
within the improvement area and from the project site to the Pacifica Community 
Center. According to Hexagon, the creation of pedestrian-friendly connections reduces 
automobile trips and increases the likelihood of residents walking. Pursuant to 
guidance from the CAPCOA Handbook’s GHG Reduction Formulas and calculations 
from the San Mateo C/CAG VMT Estimation Tool, Hexagon determined that a 1.7 
percent VMT reduction can be achieved as a result of the project’s compliance with 
CAPCOA VMT reduction strategy T-18. 
 
Based on the above, implementation of CAPCOA VMT reduction strategies T-4 and 
T-18 would result in a four percent VMT reduction. Thus, residential VMT associated 
with the proposed project would be reduced to 16.61, which is still above the LCI-
recommended impact threshold of 13.34 VMT per capita. Because the proposed 
project would generate VMT that exceeds the applicable threshold, the project would 
conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b), and 
a significant impact could occur. 
 
Mitigation Measure(s) 
CAPCOA VMT reduction strategy T-9 would reduce the out-of-pocket cost for 
choosing transit and would improve the competitiveness of transit against driving. 
CAPCOA VMT reduction strategy T-9 is not already incorporated into the proposed 
project. Therefore, implementation of the strategy would be required by Mitigation 
Measure 4.3-3. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3-3 would reduce residential 
VMT per capita associated with the project residential component by implementing 
CAPCOA reduction strategy T-9 to reduce external vehicle trips generated by project 
residents and increase the total number of transit trips. According to CAPCOA, 
implementation of VMT reduction strategy T-9 would reduce project-generated 
residential VMT per capita by 0.6 percent. With Mitigation Measure 4.3-3, residential 
VMT per capita generated by the project’s residential component would be 18.4 
percent above baseline local VMT per capita average. Therefore, even with mitigation, 
project-generated residential VMT per capita would be more than 15 percent below 
baseline local and regional residential VMT per capita averages, and the impact would 
remain significant and unavoidable. 
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4.3-3 The project applicant shall implement the following CAPCOA VMT 
reduction strategy T-9 to reduce the number of vehicle trips that would 
be generated by future residents, subject to review and approval by the 
City Engineer. The timing for the strategy is set forth below: 

 
Implement subsidized or discounted transit program (CAPCOA 
Handbook Strategy T-9) 
 
The proposed project shall provide subsidized or discounted, or free 
transit passes for residents of the project’s 19 dwelling units.  
 
Prior to occupancy of the multi-family residential units, the project 
applicant shall provide two free one-year transit passes to residents of 
the project’s 19 dwelling units.  

 
4.3-4 Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design 

feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment) or result in 
inadequate emergency access. Based on the analysis below 
and with implementation of mitigation, the impact is less than 
significant. 
 
The proposed project would not include the installation of any sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections. Given the proposed mixed-use development, the use of 
incompatible equipment would not occur. For example, given the proposed residential 
use, farming equipment would be unlikely to operate on-site. During construction, 
equipment would be staged on-site. In addition, as required by Mitigation Measure 4.3-
1, a construction traffic management plan would be implemented during construction, 
which would ensure that roadway hazards would not occur.  
 
Several factors determine whether a project has sufficient access for emergency 
vehicles, including the following: 
 

1. Number of access points (both public and emergency access only); 
2. Width of access points; and 
3. Width of internal roadways. 

 
Vehicles would have access to and from the project site by way of a proposed driveway 
off of Crespi Drive. In addition, a new west-to-east driveway off Crespi Drive would be 
constructed along the northern boundary of the Pacifica Community Center. Egress 
from the site would be provided by way of a connection to the existing driveway from 
the Pacifica Community Center and then back onto Crespi Drive. The proposed project 
would not include any substantial modifications to the planned roadway system in the 
project area. 
 
The proposed project would be required to comply with all building, fire, and safety 
codes and specific development plans would be subject to review and approval by the 
City’s Public Works Department, Pacifica Police Department, and the North Country 
Fire Authority (NCFA). The aforementioned departments have reviewed the proposed 
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circulation system for the project site and determined that proposed project would 
provide adequate emergency access. According to the NCFA, the required access of 
26 feet would not be met with the proposed site plan. Therefore, the proposed project 
would be required to implement Mitigation Measure IX-3 as set forth in Section IX, 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Initial Study prepared for the proposed 
project (see Appendix A). As required by Mitigation Measure IX-3, prior to the issuance 
of a building permit, the project shall demonstrate compliance with the 26-foot access 
road width, or obtain Fire Marshall approval of an Alternative Methods and Materials 
request by the NCFA to deviate from the 26-foot access road width requirement for 
the proposed project. 
 
Based on the above, without adjustments to the existing driveway or approval of 
Alternative Methods and Materials request, emergency access to the project site 
would not be considered adequate. Thus, the proposed development project could 
substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature, or result in 
inadequate emergency access, and result in a significant impact. 
 
Mitigation Measure(s) 
Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce the above potential 
impact to a less-than-significant level. 
 
4.3-4 Implement Initial Study Mitigation Measure IX-3.  
 

Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
The following discussion of impacts is based on the implementation of the proposed project in 
combination with other proposed and pending projects in the region. For further detail related to 
the cumulative setting of the proposed project, refer to Chapter 5, Statutorily Required Sections, 
of this EIR. 
 
As defined in Section 15355 of the CEQA Guidelines, “cumulative impacts” refers to two or more 
individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable, compound, or increase 
other environmental impacts. The individual effects may be changes resulting from a single 
project or a number of separate projects. The cumulative impact from several projects is the 
change in the environment that results from the incremental impact of the project when added to 
other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects.  
 
It should be noted that increased traffic volumes on local roadway facilities under cumulative 
conditions would not substantially alter performance related to pedestrian facilities, bicycle 
facilities, transit facilities and services, hazards, and emergency vehicle access. Rather, impacts 
to such facilities under cumulative conditions would be identical to those discussed above under 
Impacts 4.3-1, 4.3-2, and 4.3-4. In addition, construction activities associated with the project 
would be complete prior to the cumulative analysis year. Therefore, such topics are not discussed 
further in the cumulative analysis presented herein. 
 
Similarly, the VMT impact analysis for buildout of the proposed project included under Impact 4.3-
3 would also apply to Cumulative Plus Project conditions. The VMT significance threshold 
compares project-generated residential VMT per capita to that of existing local and regional 
development. The VMT comparison is useful because the comparison provides information 
regarding how a project aligns with long-term environmental goals related to VMT established 
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based on existing development levels. Use of VMT significance thresholds based on existing 
development levels is recommended in the LCI Technical Advisory. The Technical Advisory 
indicates that VMT efficiency metrics, such as VMT per capita, may not be appropriate for CEQA 
cumulative analysis because they employ a denominator. Instead, the Technical Advisory 
recommends that an impact finding from an efficiency-based project-specific VMT analysis (i.e., 
Existing Plus Project conditions) would imply an identical impact finding for a cumulative VMT 
analysis.9 An example provided by LCI explains that a project that falls below an efficiency-based 
threshold that is aligned with long-term environmental goals and relevant plans would have no 
cumulative impact distinct from the project impact. Therefore, an analysis of VMT is not presented 
in this section as the conclusion would remain identical to that presented under Impact 4.3-3. 

 
9  Governor’s Office of Planning and Research. Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA 

[pg. 6]. December 2018. 
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5.1 INTRODUCTION 
The Statutorily Required Sections chapter of the Draft EIR includes discussions regarding those 
topics that are required to be included in an EIR, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.2. 
The chapter includes a discussion of the proposed project’s potential to result in growth-inducing 
impacts; the cumulative setting analyzed in this EIR; significant irreversible environmental 
changes; and significant and unavoidable impacts caused by the proposed project.  
 
5.2 GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS 
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(e) requires an EIR to evaluate the potential growth-
inducing impacts of a proposed project. Specifically, an EIR must discuss the ways in which a 
proposed project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional 
housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment. Growth can be induced in a 
number of ways, including the elimination of obstacles to growth, or by encouraging and/or 
facilitating other activities that could induce growth. Examples of projects likely to have growth-
inducing impacts include extensions or expansions of infrastructure systems (e.g. roadways, 
utilities) beyond what is needed to serve project-specific demand, and development of new 
residential subdivisions or office complexes in areas that are currently only sparsely developed 
or are undeveloped.  
 
The CEQA Guidelines are clear that while an analysis of growth-inducing effects is required, it 
should not be assumed that induced growth is necessarily significant or adverse. This analysis 
examines the following potential growth-inducing impacts related to implementation of the 
proposed project and assesses whether these effects are significant and adverse (see CEQA 
Guidelines, Section 15126.2[e]):  

 
1. Foster population and economic growth and construction of housing. 
2. Eliminate obstacles to population growth. 
3. Affect service levels, facility capacity, or infrastructure demand. 
4. Encourage or facilitate other activities that could significantly affect the environment. 

 
Foster Population and Economic Growth and Construction of Housing 
As discussed in Section XIV, Population and Housing, of the Initial Study prepared for the 
proposed project (see Appendix A of this EIR), the proposed 19-unit, mixed-use development 
would increase the housing available within the project vicinity, and lead to an increase of 
population in the area. Using the U.S. Census Bureau’s 2.71 persons per household estimate for 
the City of Pacifica average household size, the project is expected to accommodate 
approximately 52 new residents (2.71 x 19 dwelling units). The U.S. Census Bureau estimated 
the 2023 population of Pacifica to be approximately 36,426. The increase in population associated 
with the proposed project would constitute a 0.14 percent increase in the City’s population which 
would not be considered substantial growth. While the City of Pacifica’s General Plan currently 
designates Parcel 2 as Public and Semi Public, and Park, and, therefore, a General Plan 
Amendment would be required to redesignate the 0.70-acre portion of Parcel 2 to Mixed Use 
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Center, the majority of the project site (i.e., Parcel 1) is currently designated Mixed Use Center. 
Mixed Use Center permits the construction of ground level housing and commercial uses, 
providing for a residential density range of 30 to 50 units per gross acre. The proposed project 
includes a Zoning Text Amendment to ensure the City’s zoning code allows residential uses to be 
constructed on the ground level consistent with the Mixed Use Center land use designation; 
however the amendment does not affect the overall allowable residential density. Thus, the 
population growth that would occur as a result of the project has generally been previously 
anticipated by the City and evaluated in the General Plan EIR.  
 
Additionally, the proposed project would not result in any indirect population growth from 
extension of major infrastructure because, as discussed in Section XIX, Utilities and Service 
Systems, of the Initial Study, adequate utility infrastructure already exists in the project vicinity to 
support the proposed project. 
 
In regard to economic growth, the proposed mixed-use development would include 3,165 square 
feet (sf) of commercial space on the ground floor of Building A. The 3,165 sf of commercial space 
would result in long-term employment within the area; however, the potential growth induced by 
the proposed commercial components of the project is not likely to be significant, given that the 
project is generally consistent with what has been anticipated in the General Plan EIR, as 
described above. In addition, the relatively small size of the commercial space, which could be 
used for any number of commercial purposes, would not result in economic growth on the scale 
of a new major employment center. Additionally, the development would provide short-term 
employment opportunities in the form of jobs associated with construction activities. Such jobs 
would likely be filled from the local employee base and would not generate long-term employment 
growth within the project area. Thus, the long-term economic growth generated by the proposed 
mixed-use development would not be significant or adverse. 
 
Overall, all physical environmental effects of the proposed project, including the proposed 
residences and commercial use, have been addressed throughout this EIR and the Initial Study 
prepared for the proposed project. Therefore, based on the above information, the proposed 
project would not be anticipated to foster population or economic growth and construction of 
unanticipated housing. 
 
Eliminate Obstacles to Population Growth  
The elimination of either physical or regulatory obstacles to growth is considered to be a growth-
inducing effect. A physical obstacle to growth typically involves the lack of public service 
infrastructure. The extension of public service infrastructure, including roadways, water mains, 
and sewer lines, into areas that are not currently provided with these services, would be expected 
to support new development. Similarly, the elimination or change to a regulatory obstacle, 
including existing growth and development policies, could result in new growth. 
 
Development of the proposed project would include the construction of new water, sanitary sewer, 
and stormwater conveyance connections to existing infrastructure within the project vicinity. The 
existing infrastructure would be sufficient to accommodate the proposed project. As concluded in 
Section XIX, Public Utilities and Service Systems, of the Initial Study, the proposed project would 
not require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded utility systems. In 
addition, the utility infrastructure proposed for the project site would be sized to specifically serve 
the proposed project. Therefore, construction of the proposed on-site utility improvements would 
not eliminate a physical obstacle that would create a growth-inducing effect.
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Primary access to the project site would be provided from Crespi Drive. The proposed project 
would include internal roads and parking, as well as off-site improvements to the north of the site 
adjacent to the Pacifica Community Center, including a new driveway, 17 uncovered parking 
stalls, and a drop off area. The off-site improvements would not increase traffic or modify the 
existing operation of the Pacifica Community Center. Furthermore, the roadway improvements 
would not provide any connections beyond the improvements designed specifically to serve the 
proposed project. Therefore, construction of the proposed project would not eliminate a physical 
or regulatory obstacle that would create a growth-inducing effect. 
 
Affect Service Levels, Facility Capacity, or Infrastructure Demand 
Increases in population that would occur as a result of a project could significantly strain existing 
community service facilities, requiring construction of new facilities that could cause significant 
environmental impacts. As discussed in Section XV, Public Services, of the Initial Study, 
increased demands for fire and police protection services attributable to the proposed project 
would not necessitate the construction of new or expanded facilities that could cause significant 
environmental impacts. In addition, as discussed in Section XIX, Utilities and Service Systems, of 
the Initial Study, wastewater generated by the proposed project could be accommodated by the 
Calera Creek Water Recycling Plant (CCWRP), and, pursuant to the North Coast County Water 
District 2020 Urban Water Management Plan, sufficient water supplies would be available to serve 
the City and the proposed project in normal, single dry, and multiple dry years through 2045. 
Finally, the Ox Mountain Landfill, Los Trancos Canyon Landfill, and/or the Apanolio Canyon 
Landfill, which would serve the proposed project, have adequate capacity to manage the solid 
waste generated as a result of the project. Furthermore, as discussed in Section X, Hydrology 
and Water Quality, of the Initial Study, the proposed project would not create or contribute runoff 
water that would exceed the capacity of the City’s storm drain system. 
 
Based on the above, the proposed project would not increase population such that service levels, 
facility capacity, or infrastructure demand would require construction of new facilities that could 
cause significant environmental impacts. 
 
Encourage or Facilitate other Activities That Could Significantly Affect 
the Environment 
This EIR and the accompanying Initial Study provide a comprehensive assessment of the 
potential for environmental impacts associated with implementation of the proposed project. 
Please refer to Chapters 4.1 through 4.3 of this EIR and the Initial Study (see Appendix A of this 
EIR), which comprehensively address the potential for impacts from urban development on the 
project site.  
 
5.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS  
CEQA Guidelines, Section 15130 requires that an EIR discuss the cumulative and long-term 
effects of the proposed project that would adversely affect the environment. “Cumulative impacts” 
are defined as “two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable 
or which compound or increase other environmental impacts” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15355). 
“[I]ndividual effects may be changes resulting from a single project or a number of separate 
projects” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15355, subd. [a]). “The cumulative impact from several 
projects is the change in the environment which results from the incremental impact of the project 
when added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future 
projects. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant projects 
taking place over a period of time” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15355, subd. [b]).
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The need for cumulative impact assessment reflects the fact that, although a project may cause 
an “individually limited” or “individually minor” incremental impact that, by itself, is not significant, 
the increment may be “cumulatively considerable,” and, thus, significant, when viewed together 
with environmental changes anticipated from past, present, and probable future projects (CEQA 
Guidelines, Section 15064, subd. [h(1)], Section 15065, subd. [c], and Section 15355, subd. [b]). 
Accordingly, particular impacts may be less than significant on a project-specific basis but 
significant on a cumulative basis if their small incremental contribution, viewed against the larger 
backdrop, is cumulatively considerable. However, it should be noted that CEQA Guidelines, 
Section 15064, Subdivision (h)(5) states, “[…]the mere existence of significant cumulative impacts 
caused by other projects alone shall not constitute substantial evidence that the proposed 
project’s incremental effects are cumulatively considerable.” Therefore, even where cumulative 
impacts are significant, any level of incremental contribution is not necessarily deemed 
cumulatively considerable. 
 
Section 15130(b) of CEQA Guidelines indicates that the level of detail of the cumulative analysis 
need not be as great as for the project impact analyses, but that analysis should reflect the 
severity of the impacts and their likelihood of occurrence, and that the analysis should be focused, 
practical, and reasonable. To be adequate, a discussion of cumulative effects must include the 
following elements: 
 

(1) Either (a) a list of past, present and probable future projects, including, if necessary, 
those outside the agency’s control, or (b) a summary of projections contained in an 
adopted general plan or related planning document, or in a prior certified EIR, which 
described or evaluated regional or area-wide conditions contributing to the cumulative 
impact, provide that such documents are reference and made available for public 
inspection at a specified location; 

 
(2) A summary of the individual projects’ environmental effects, with specific reference to 

additional information and stating where such information is available; and 
 
(3) A reasonable analysis of all of the relevant projects’ cumulative impacts, with an 

examination of reasonable, feasible options for mitigating or avoiding the project’s 
contribution to such effects (Section 15130[b]). 

 
For some projects, the only feasible mitigation measures will involve the adoption of ordinances 
or regulations, rather than the imposition of conditions on a project-by-project basis (Section 
15130[c]). Section 15130(a)(3) states that an EIR may determine that a project’s contribution to 
a significant cumulative impact will be rendered less than cumulatively considerable, and thus not 
significant, if a project is required to implement or fund the project’s fair share of a mitigation 
measure or measures designed to alleviate the cumulative impact.  
 
A discussion of cumulative impacts is provided within each of the technical chapters of this EIR 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15130. 
 
Cumulative Setting 
The lead agency should define the relevant geographic area of inquiry for each impact category 
(id., Section 15130, subd. [b][3]), and should then identify the universe of “past, present, and 
probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts” relevant to the various 
categories, either through the preparation of a “list” of such projects or through the use of “a 
summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related planning document, or in 
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a prior environmental document which has been adopted or certified, which described or 
evaluated regional or area wide conditions contributing to the cumulative impact” (id., subd. [b][1]).  
 
As discussed above, two approaches exist for identifying cumulative projects and their associated 
impacts. The “list” approach identifies individual projects known to be occurring or proposed in 
the surrounding area in order to identify potential cumulative impacts. The “projection” approach 
uses a summary of projections in adopted General Plans or related planning documents to identify 
potential cumulative impacts. The majority of the cumulative analysis in this EIR is based upon 
the buildout projections included in the City of Pacifica General Plan. 
 
Some situations exist where the geographic setting differs for the various resource areas. For 
example, global climate change is, by nature, a cumulative impact. Emissions of greenhouse 
gases (GHG) contribute, on a cumulative basis, to the significant adverse environmental impacts 
of global climate change (e.g., sea level rise, impacts to water supply and water quality, public 
health impacts, impacts to ecosystems, impacts to agriculture, and other environmental impacts). 
A single project could not generate enough GHG emissions to contribute noticeably to a change 
in the global average temperature. However, the combination of GHG emissions from a project in 
combination with other past, present, and future projects could contribute substantially to the 
world-wide phenomenon of global climate change and the associated environmental impacts. 
Although the geographical context for global climate change is the Earth, for analysis purposes 
under CEQA, and due to the regulatory context pertaining to GHG emissions and global climate 
change applicable to the proposed project, the geographical context for global climate change in 
this EIR is limited to the State of California. 
 
Cumulative impacts are analyzed in the Initial Study prepared for the 570 Crespi Drive Project 
where appropriate, along with each of the technical chapters of this EIR, where the specific 
cumulative setting for each resource area is presented along with the cumulative impact 
discussion in the relevant resource area section of the EIR.  
 
5.4 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES 
As established in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c), this EIR is required to include 
consideration of significant irreversible environmental changes that would be caused by the 
proposed project, should the project be implemented. An impact would be determined to be a 
significant and irreversible change in the environment if: 
 

• Buildout of the project area could involve a large commitment of nonrenewable resources; 
• The primary and secondary impacts of development could generally commit future 

generations to similar uses (e.g., a highway provides access to a previously remote area); 
• Development of the proposed project could involve uses in which irreversible damage 

could result from any potential environmental accidents associated with the project; or 
• The phasing and eventual development of the project could result in an unjustified 

consumption of resources (e.g., the wasteful use of energy). 
 
The proposed project would likely result in, or contribute to, the following significant irreversible 
environmental changes: 
 

• Conversion of predominantly vacant land to a mixed-use development with residential and 
commercial uses, thus precluding alternative land uses in the future; 
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• Irreversible consumption of goods and services, such as fire, police, and school services, 
associated with the future population; and 

• Irreversible consumption of energy and natural resources, such as water and electricity, 
associated with the future residential and commercial uses.  

 
The impacts listed above result from the irreversible consumption of resources due to the buildout 
of the project and resulting residents, and would be significant and irreversible. The cumulative 
impacts of the proposed project are discussed throughout this EIR and the Initial Study, as 
appropriate. 
 
5.5 SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS 
According to CEQA Guidelines, an EIR must include a description of those impacts identified as 
significant and unavoidable should the proposed action be implemented (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.2[b]). Such impacts would be considered unavoidable when the determination is 
made that either mitigation is not feasible or only partial mitigation is feasible such that the impact 
is not reduced to a level that is less than significant. This section identifies significant impacts that 
could not be eliminated or reduced to a less-than-significant level by mitigations imposed by the 
City. The final determination of the significance of impacts and the feasibility of mitigation 
measures would be made by the City as part of the City’s certification action. The significant and 
unavoidable impacts of the proposed project are summarized below. 
 
Generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have 
a significant impact on the environment, or conflict with an applicable 
plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the 
emissions of GHGs. (Impact 4.2-1) 
The proposed project would comply with applicable Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
(BAAQMD) Buildings Criterion a., related to the prohibition of natural gas and Building Criterion 
b., related to the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary use of energy. However, the proposed 
project has the potential to conflict with BAAQMD Transportation Criterion c., related to vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT) and Transportation Criterion d, related to the provision of EV charging 
stations. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.2-1(a) would ensure project consistency with 
Transportation criterion d. Mitigation Measure 4.2-1(b) would address Transportation criterion c. 
However, as discussed further in Chapter 4.3, Transportation, of this EIR, implementation of the 
measures required by Mitigation Measure 4.2-1(b) would reduce project VMT, but not to a level 
that would fall below the established significance threshold of 15 percent less than the regional 
average VMT. Therefore, even with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.2-1(b), the project 
would not comply with BAAQMD’s Transportation criterion c. Consequently, even with 
implementation of mitigation, the project’s incremental contribution to the cumulatively significant 
effects of GHG emissions and global climate change would remain cumulatively considerable and 
significant and unavoidable.  
 
Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, 
subdivision (b). (Impact 4.3-3) 
The project’s VMT rate would exceed the applicable threshold of 13.34 VMT per capita. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3-3 would reduce residential VMT per capita associated 
with the project residential component, but not to a level below the applicable threshold of 
significance. Therefore, even with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3-3, project-generated 
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residential VMT per capita would exceed the applicable threshold of significance, and the impact 
would remain significant and unavoidable. 
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