PLANNING COMMISSION
Agenda
Scenic Pacifica
Incorporated Nov. 22, 1957

DATE:

January 16, 2018

LOCATION:

Council Chambers, 2212 Beach Blvd

TIME:

7:00 PM

7:00 PM OPEN SESSION
ROLL CALL:
SALUTE TO FLAG:
ADMINISTRATIVE BUSINESS:

Approval of Order of Agenda
Approval of Minutes: November 6, 2017 and November 20, 2017
Designation of Liaison to City Council Meeting: None
Oral Communications:
This portion of the agenda is available to the public to address the Planning Commission on any issue within the subject matter jurisdiction of the
Commission that is not on the agenda. The time allowed for any speaker will be three minutes.
CONSENT ITEMS: None
CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARINGS:
1.

GPA-93-16
RZ-195-16
SUB-234-16

General Plan Amendment GPA-93-16, Rezoning RZ-195-16, Subdivision SUB-234-16, and
Authorization to Remove Heritage Trees, Submitted by Applicant Michael O'Connell of
Roundhouse Industries, Inc., to Change the General Plan Land Use Designation from High
Density Residential to Low Density Residential, to Change the Zoning Classification from the C3 (Service Commercial) Zoning District to the R-1 (Single Family Residential) Zoning District, to
Subdivide a 2.42-Acre Lot into Six Lots Ranging in Size from 9,379 to 34,145 Square Feet for
Future Single-Family Residential Development and One Lot of 15,742 Square Feet for a Private
Street, And, to Authorize the Removal and Replacement of Heritage Trees, at the Project Site
Located at the Western Terminus of San Pedro Terrace Road, Pacifica (APN 023-075-050).
Recommended CEQA Action: A Mitigated Negative Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program Have Been Prepared and Are Recommended for Adoption.
Recommended Action: Recommend City Council Approval of General Plan Amendment and
Rezoning; and Approve the Subdivision and Heritage Tree Removal as Conditioned

NEW PUBLIC HEARINGS:
2.

UP-090-17
CDP-383-17

Use Permit UP-090-17 and Coastal Development Permit CDP-383-17 for the construction of a
new dwelling unit with attached garage to create a two-family dwelling group at 106 Bella Vista
Avenue (APN 016-021-300)
Recommended CEQA Action: Class 3 Categorical Exemption, Section 15303(a)
Recommended Action: Approve as conditioned

COMMUNICATIONS:

Commission Communications:
Staff Communications:
ADJOURNMENT
Anyone aggrieved by the action of the Planning Commission has 10 calendar days to appeal the decision in writing to the City Council. If any of the
above actions are challenged in court, issues which may be raised are limited to those raised at the public hearing or in written correspondence delivered
to the City at, or prior to, the public hearing. Judicial review of any City administrative decision may be had only if a petition is filed with the court not later
than the 90th day following the date upon which the decision becomes final. Judicial review of environmental determinations may be subject to a shorter
time period for litigation, in certain cases 30 days following the date of final decision.
The City of Pacifica will provide special assistance for persons with disabilities upon 24 hours advance notice to the City Manager’s office at (650) 7387301, including requests for sign language assistance, written material printed in a larger font, or audio recordings of written material. All meeting rooms
are accessible to persons with disabilities.
NOTE: Off-street parking is allowed by permit for attendance at official public meetings. Vehicles parked without permits are subject to
citation. You should obtain a permit from the rack in the lobby and place it on the dashboard of your vehicle in such a manner as is visible to
law enforcement personnel.

PLANNING COMMISSION
Staff Report
Scenic Pacifica
Incorporated Nov. 22, 1957

DATE: January 16, 2018

FILE: Approval of Draft Planning Commission
minutes of meeting held on November 6,
2017.

ITEM:

Approval of Draft Planning Commission minutes of meeting held on November 6, 2017.
ATTACHMENT LIST:
Draft Minutes 11-06-17

(DOC)
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MINUTES
CITY OF PACIFICA
PLANNING COMMISSION
COUNCIL CHAMBERS
2212 BEACH BOULEVARD

November 6, 2017
7:00 p.m.
Chair Nibbelin called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.

Present:
Absent:

Commissioners Stegink, Cooper, Gordon, Campbell,
Clifford and Chair Nibbelin
Commissioner Kraske

SALUTE TO FLAG:

Led by Commissioner Cooper

STAFF PRESENT:

Planning Director Wehrmeister
Sr. Planner Murdock
Asst. City Attorney Rudin
Sr. Civil Engr. Donguines

APPROVAL OF ORDER
OF AGENDA

Commissioner Clifford moved approval of the Order
of Agenda.

Attachment: Draft Minutes 11-06-17 (2454 : Approval of Draft Minutes - 11/6/17 Meeting)

ROLL CALL:

Commissioner Nibbelin referred to the Designation of Liaison to City Council of November 27
for the financial services ordinance and he thought it might make sense to consider it after Item
#2 as they might not need a liaison depending on their action, adding that the Planning Director
agreed to that suggestion.
Commissioner Clifford agreed to approval of the order of agenda with that change.
Chair Nibbelin said they would make that change.
Commissioner Cooper seconded the motion with that change.
The motion carried 6-0.
Ayes:
Noes:

APPROVAL OF
MINUTES:
OCTOBER 2, 2017

Commissioners Stegink, Cooper, Gordon, Campbell,
Clifford and Chair Nibbelin
None

Commissioner Gordon moved approval of minutes of
October 2, 2017; Commissioner Stegink seconded the
motion.

The motion carried 5-0-1.
Ayes:
Noes:
Abstain:

Commissioners Stegink, Cooper, Gordon, Clifford and
Chair Nibbelin
None
Commissioner Campbell
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Chair Nibbelin mentioned that the City Attorney advised them that, when they were voting on the
form of the minutes, they could choose to vote.

APPROVAL OF
MINUTES:
OCTOBER 16, 2017

Commissioner Clifford moved approval of minutes of
October 16, 2017; Commissioner Stegink seconded the
motion.

Ayes:
Noes:
Abstain:

Attachment: Draft Minutes 11-06-17 (2454 : Approval of Draft Minutes - 11/6/17 Meeting)

The motion carried 5-0.
Commissioners Stegink, Gordon, Clifford and
Chair Nibbelin
None
Commissioner Cooper

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS:
None

CONSENT ITEMS:
None
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PUBLIC HEARINGS:
Coastal Development Permit CDP-381-17, filed by Applicant,
Brian Brinkman on Behalf of Property Owner, David S. Colt, to
Construct a 3,074 Square-Foot (S.F.) Single-Family Residence on an
8,000 S.F. Vacant Parcel Located on the South Side of San Pedro
Avenue, Approximately 300 Feet South of the Intersection of San
Pedro Avenue and Grand Avenue (APN 023-073-200).
Recommended CEQA Action: Class 3 Categorical Exemption,
Section 15303.

Attachment: Draft Minutes 11-06-17 (2454 : Approval of Draft Minutes - 11/6/17 Meeting)

1. CDP-381-17

Sr. Planner Murdock presented the staff report.
Commissioner Cooper referred to the driveway, stating that it didn’t seem like a conforming
driveway or a driveway at all as there isn’t a sidewalk and no drainage. He asked how people get
in and out. He stated that it is an easement on another parcel but he asked what it looked like and
questioned whether they weren’t requiring sidewalks in front of the property because they don’t
go anywhere.
Sr. Planner Murdock explained that the site was currently vacant and the adjacent site across
which it would gain access to the right-of-way was currently vacant and the access would be
provided across a driveway serving the future Anchor Inn motel project. He thought that the
Planning Commission approved that 20-foot wide driveway, and as it was not a residential
project, it didn’t have sidewalks through the site to serve it. He stated that this project, if
approved, would rely on that driveway and a small extension into the project site.
Commissioner Cooper thought there would be no curb and gutter in that area and it would run
down the hillside with no control of anything as it comes off the driveway. He stated that there
was no sidewalk there and at the end of the driveway there was a gate post. He asked if that was
access to anything, such as a trail.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated that he was not familiar with where the gate is on the Anchor Inn site.
Commissioner Cooper stated that it was further up but along the frontage and as you go up the
driveway and hit the end, he thought there was a gate post there. And he asked if there was any
public access in that parcel.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated that it was private property and there was no public trail in that
location. He referred to the drainage for the driveway on the Anchor Inn project, stating that his
recollection was that the applicant has graded it and voluntarily included detention basins that
step down the slope to minimize the uncontrolled runoff. He added that the applicant may be able
to speak further to his plan for managing storm water.
Commissioner Cooper asked what the city does in the case of this easement, as it was going to be
a driveway for someone’s private residence. He asked how they control what it looks like as the
area was beat up and he thought they were apparently continuing it.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated that, outside of the coastal zone, most single family residences do not
require a discretionary permit and it wasn’t often that the staff gets into great detail on those types
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of things. He thought it would be most common for runoff to run in an uncontrolled manner
down a driveway into the curb and gutter in the street. He referred to mention that the Pedro
Point neighborhood was very old and not approved and developed largely under city jurisdiction
and was done in a way that doesn’t meet current standards and it wasn’t uncommon to be missing
curb, gutter and proper drainage which was a known problem in this and other neighborhoods.

Attachment: Draft Minutes 11-06-17 (2454 : Approval of Draft Minutes - 11/6/17 Meeting)

Commissioner Cooper asked if we would require any type of provisions within the easement that
would allow for a curb or a gutter in the drive area.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated that would be controlled by the Anchor Inn approval and he wasn’t
prepared at this time to talk to the details of that site drainage, but this project does not affect the
design of that project.
Commissioner Cooper stated that his second issue was the amount of impervious pavement that
was up there, such as a lot of patio and a lot of driveway. He thought they were limiting the
amount of water infiltration into that site, adding that he likes to see a lot of pervious pavement in
there. He asked about the thought on that.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated that a project of this type was exempt from the city’s C3 or new
development storm water control standards and they were not obligated to comply with any
heightened impervious surface or detention or treatment requirements. He stated that, if the
Commission finds to make other findings for approval of the project, reducing impervious surface
is necessary then it was in their discretion to do that. He clarified that there was no zoning or
municipal code standard that would limit impervious surface.
Commissioner Cooper asked, besides not applying to this particular parcel, what municipal code
did they have as far as coverage and was it about 30%.
Sr. Planner Murdock thought it was typically 40% for structures but that typically does not
include things like hardscape paving, patios, driveways, etc.
Commissioner Campbell thought the runoff from the driveway ran off into the easement and he
asked if there was an analysis of how that would affect the easement.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated that not for this project, explaining that the Anchor Inn project was
designed and would grade the driveway and catch it along the eastern or left side of the driveway
and transmit into the bio detention ponds that step down the slope and ultimately discharge
through a curb drain into San Pedro Avenue.
Commissioner Cooper referred to the fire department getting up there, and asked if there was any
restriction on the permit for not actually constructing this house until the other driveway is in.
Sr. Planner Murdock thought they included a condition of approval for that.
Commissioner Cooper thought they had to have a recorded easement to that property, but he
asked if there was anything in the schedule saying that the driveway has to be in and accessible
prior to getting a permit or finishing the house. He added that, if the house burns, he didn’t want
to see the fire department saying they can’t get there.
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Sr. Planner Murdock understood, but he thought they addressed that. He asked for time now or
after the applicant’s presentation to confirm that.
Commissioner Stegink stated that his concerns were on the fire issue, adding that he thought the
previous Anchor Inn project had a waiver on the turnaround because of space. He asked if there
was anything about this project that changed that waiver or the nature of the need for a
turnaround on that.
Attachment: Draft Minutes 11-06-17 (2454 : Approval of Draft Minutes - 11/6/17 Meeting)

Sr. Planner Murdock was not aware that the Fire Authority has raised that as an issue.
Commissioner Stegink asked if they have taken a look at this project.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated that they did review this project. He then referred to Commissioner
Cooper’s question, and he thought condition #33 was the one they inserted to address his concern,
stating that the applicant shall install and make serviceable all fire service features, including fire
hydrant prior to beginning construction.
Commissioner Cooper knew that there was a requirement for a particular fire hydrant on that
property, and he asked if the applicant was going to install it all the way to San Pedro Road or
waiting for the Anchor Inn to install that fire main.
Sr. Planner Murdock asked if he was referring to a fire hydrant.
Commissioner Cooper agreed but added that you have to have a main that goes down to San
Pedro, and he asked if that was Anchor Inn’s scope of work and he was connecting onto it.
Sr. Planner Murdock asked if he was referring to the water source for the fire sprinklers.
Commissioner Cooper stated that he was referring to the fire hydrant that was required.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated that he didn’t know the particulars of that and wasn’t prepared to
speak to that specific point but he believed that the condition was general enough to require the
hydrant, driveway and other fire service features the fire department would want installed prior to
construction. He added that staff would not oppose if he would like to clarify any aspect of that.
Chair Nibbelin asked if there was any reason to expect that the applicant would have any
difficulty in securing the easement that was described in the conditions of approval.
Sr. Planner Murdock did not have any reason to believe that. He stated that staff reviewed an
initial written agreement between the property owner and the applicant to turn to the easement,
adding that it didn’t meet the legal requirements and cannot be recorded at this time, but staff
understood that they have an amicable relationship and will be able to carry that out.
Commissioner Cooper asked if they said they didn’t want to enforce the restriction of the 20 feet
for the driveway, Item #24 was the 2% cross slope and he asked if it was attainable if they
remove that exception. He stated that there was no ADA access to that piece of property.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated that he understood Condition 24 pertained to the driveway approach
from San Pedro Avenue onto the site and ends essentially at a backup sidewalk. For the vehicle
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access, the cross slope of the sidewalk ran the length of the property frontage of the Anchor Inn
property and not the 2% going up slope to the site.
Commissioner Cooper asked what that had to do with him.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated that staff was trying to tie up any access improvements that may
occur prior to Anchor Inn construction to conform with the same Anchor Inn standards.
Attachment: Draft Minutes 11-06-17 (2454 : Approval of Draft Minutes - 11/6/17 Meeting)

Commissioner Cooper concluded that there was no ADA requirement for that particular home on
that site once they get that far up the driveway.
Sr. Planner Murdock was not aware of any accessibility or ADA requirement for a private
residence as it was not a public accommodation like a commercial operation that was required to
have accessible features.
Commissioner Stegink asked if there were any other pending projects on this lot or the adjacent
lot by the same group of people.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated that he was not aware of any. He stated that they had the four
detached motel room Anchor Inn project on the site fronting San Pedro Avenue and this project.
He stated that there was a large vacant site to the east on the slope known as the Colt property and
there was no application on file for that. He stated that there was an application on file for the
site immediately to the north referred to as 505 San Pedro, which was for a mixed use commercial
project with one apartment unit, but the names and applicants associated with that project are not
the same as this project.
Commissioner Stegink asked if the Colt property was AG or R-1.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated that he could check the zoning map but he thought it was R-1.
Commissioner Stegink stated that he could look.
Sr. Planner Murdock reiterated that R-1 HPD was his recollection.
Chair Nibbelin stated that he will open the public hearing and start with the applicant.
Brian Brinkman, applicant, stated that they have a single family home that meets all the zoning
requirements. He referred to questions regarding the easement, and stated that there has been a
covenant of easement recorded and currently the Anchor Inn and this property are owned by the
same individual and they can’t record an easement on your own property. He stated that once
they get through this, the ownership will change and they will be able to record the easement. He
stated that they have recorded the covenant easement that has the wording for easement in it, but
it just binds him saying that upon approval this will get done. He referred to mention of the fire
hydrant and stated that they were working with the owner of the adjacent parcel and assured them
that the fire hydrant will be on the residential property. He stated that they were planning for a
six inch main to run up the driveway and this would be an extension of that line to this house.
Regarding the driveway, he stated that, considering the location of the property, they thought it
would be good to have more parking. He concurred with Sr. Planner Murdock’s comment that
there was an exception in the zoning code that allows for the additional parking.
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Commissioner Clifford referred to the impervious surfaces, and he asked if there was any
willingness on the builder’s part to change any of them to permeable. He thought it was quite
steep up there.

Attachment: Draft Minutes 11-06-17 (2454 : Approval of Draft Minutes - 11/6/17 Meeting)

Mr. Brinkman stated that he was open to doing some of that. He stated that they had a hydrology
analysis done for 100-year storm and designed a drainage system to account for the runoff from
the project as it stands now to keep the water on site.
Commissioner Clifford stated that the water is not going to stay on site.
Mr. Brinkman asked him what he said.
Commissioner Clifford reiterated that not all the water can stay on site.
Mr. Brinkman agreed, adding that they had a retention system to retain the water from the patios
and the roof.
Commissioner Stegink referred to the additional parking because of the widened driveway, and
asked if he had a diagram that might show that.
Mr. Brinkman was not sure of his question.
Commissioner Stegink referred to his comment that the widened driveway might provide
additional parking.
Mr. Brinkman stated that now they have the driveway that goes to the Anchor Inn project and
they have a 20-foot driveway coming off that which goes into the garage and flares out with
storage area on the side so you can park a car off to the side.
Commissioner Stegink concluded he was not suggesting that there will be additional parking on
the driveway of the Anchor Inn.
Mr. Brinkman agreed there would be nothing on that property.
Commissioner Stegink stated that he visited the property and observed a flatbed and skidloader
which appeared to be removing very large diameter trees and he asked if he had any idea what
that was.
Mr. Brinkman stated that he did not.
Chair Nibbelin opened the public hearing and, seeing no one, closed the public hearing.
Commissioner Cooper liked the project. He thought it was an attractive building, the height was
not too bad because it was up against the hill but he would like to see more permeable paving in
the back. He didn’t think restricting the driveway was a good idea and he was fine for them to
make more parking in the area to allow more people to get up there but, again, would like to see
more permeable in the back, possibly 75%, to let water in the ground.
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Commissioner Clifford stated that he would not have a problem with the driveway being larger
than 20 feet. He was definitely interested in seeing more permeable material.

Commissioner Gordon referred to Commissioner Cooper’s suggestion that 75% of the surface in
the back be made permeable.
Mr. Brinkman agreed that they could make the patio all permeable.
Commissioner Cooper thought they would probably want three feet outside the building to be
concrete slab but after that they should do it.
Commissioner Gordon asked how they would memorialize in terms of amending the motion as he
thought they came up with a quick agreement.
Chair Nibbelin thought that the motion would be conditioned upon the requirement that the patio
area be at least 75% permeable surface.
Mr. Brinkman agreed.
Chair Nibbelin thought a motion was in order.
Commissioner Clifford moved that the Planning Commission FIND the project is exempt from
the California Environmental Quality Act; APPROVE Coastal Development Permit CDP-381-16,
add the condition of 75% permeable surface to the patio by adopting the attached resolution,
including conditions of approval in Exhibit A with that addition; and incorporate all maps and
testimony into the record by reference; Commissioner Cooper seconded the motion.
Sr. Planner Murdock wanted to clarify that the motion is including removal of condition No. 6.
Commissioner Clifford agreed.
Chair Nibbelin also agreed it was clarified.
Commissioner Cooper added that they were talking about both patios in back.
The motion carried 6-0.
Ayes:
Noes:

Commissioners Stegink, Cooper, Gordon, Campbell,
Clifford and Chair Nibbelin
None
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Commissioner Stegink agreed that he would like to see more permeable concrete. He stated that
he would like to make it clear that, if they are widening the driveway, they were actually
providing parking versus widening a driveway that later becomes another three units of a hotel as
they had taken away 5-8 spots across the street. He thought, if they could provide parking for all
the customers, it would be great.
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Text Amendment TA-110-17, Initiated by the Planning Commission
to Amend Articles 2 and 23 of Chapter 4 of Title 9 of the Pacifica
Municipal Code to Establish Regulations for Alternative Financial
Services; the Amendment to be Considered Would Affect
Commercial Property in the C-1, C-2-A, C-2, C-3, C-R, O and P-D
Zoning Districts. Recommended CEQA Action: “General Rule”
Exemption, CEQA Guidelines Section 15061(B)(3).

Sr. Planner Murdock presented the staff report.
Commissioner Gordon referred to the statement that if an existing facility closed for at least 12
months, they can’t reopen and he asked why the 12 months.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated that it was the period set forth in the city’s nonconforming zoning
regulations in Article 30, Chapter 4, Title 9 and it was the standard applied to any nonconforming use. Should it cease for a period of 12 months or more, they could not commence that
use again on the site.
Chair Nibbelin asked if they could make that use shorter.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated he would defer to the Asst. City Attorney for his legal opinion on that
but they had discussed it previously and did not recommend that in the ordinance.
Asst. City Attorney Rudin stated that they could make that shorter, but at the very least there
would need to be a rational basis for imposing a distinction as to the shortened non-conforming
use restriction for this particular use as opposed to other uses. He stated it would be subject to a
rational basis test which was very deferential but at the very least, there would need to be a reason
why that would be done.
Commissioner Gordon mentioned one reason being detrimental impacts on the community.
Asst. City Attorney Rudin agreed that would be a plausible reason to do it, given some of the
issues addressed and discussed in the staff report and that would be supportable.
Commissioner Gordon thought 12 months was a long time considering the circumstances. He
acknowledged that they have the flexibility to shorten that. He was also curious about the notice
issues. He stated that they got a letter from an industry representative saying they didn’t have
sufficient notice of what was going on and he didn’t know what staff’s response was to that.
Sr. Planner Murdock said the City provided notice as required by law and additional notice
beyond that. He stated that they sent notice to the operators that would be subject to the
ordinance which he wasn’t aware was a legal requirement to do so and they believe they have
exceeded the minimum. He stated that, by the nature of reaching out, they confirmed that they
have received the notice and were aware of the hearing. He stated that providing the materials in
the proposed ordinance more than 72 hours in advance is not required.
Asst. City Attorney Rudin stated that notification of impacts to known operators was required
because there was a Government Code provision that potential uses that are impacted be notified
at the same time that notice of publication is made and that was complied with, and the Brown
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Act requires the minimum notice of 72 hours regarding the materials to be considered and that
was provided.
Commissioner Gordon asked if they know how much notice the operators got.
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that the operators were sent the notice ten days prior to the
hearing.
Attachment: Draft Minutes 11-06-17 (2454 : Approval of Draft Minutes - 11/6/17 Meeting)

Commissioner Gordon stated that the letter they received made it sound like they got it Friday
afternoon, but it didn’t sound like that was accurate.
Commissioner Clifford referred to the 12 months, and he asked if they were closed for 12 months
but not through any fault of their own and not their intent to close, such as fire, flood, etc., would
the 12 months still be applicable or is there an exception.
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that they need to research that. She knew there were
provisions when a non-conforming structure is destroyed by an act of God but she had to see if
the same provisions apply to a use.
Commissioner Clifford asked if the existing businesses sell their business to somebody else and
have it continue to run.
Asst. City Attorney Rudin stated that the answer was clearly yes. He clarified that the existing
non-conforming use provision allows non-conforming uses to continue as a land use right and
would transfer to the following owner.
Sr. Planner Murdock referred to the question about circumstances beyond the owner’s control,
and read one subsection of the non-conforming standards where it clarified that, if a nonconforming use was discontinued for a period use of 12 months because of circumstances over
which the owner has no fault or control, the time limits of the section may be extended by the
Commission with applications made in writing before the expiration of the 12-month period and
subsequent use of buildings shall conform with zoning regulations and general plan designations
for the district in which such use is located.
Commissioner Cooper asked how many new operators have been seen in Pacifica in the last 12
months for AFS.
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that she was not aware of any new operators in the last 12
months.
Commissioner Cooper asked if they have denied any permits in the last 12 months for AFSs.
Planning Director Wehrmeister responded that we have not.
Commissioner Stegink stated that he read the record and visited two of the businesses, and for the
record he had received notice in the November 25 edition of the Pacifica Tribune. He found the
businesses to be clean, small, well kept, resembling a small insurance office. He checked with
San Mateo which was roughly 2 ½ times the size of Pacifica which has a limit of four, and he
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thought three seems to be in keeping or being more generous. He asked if there was any
limitation on owners owning more than one or a consolidation of three into one.
Asst. City Attorney Rudin didn’t think the ordinance addresses that particular point.

Asst. City Attorney Rudin stated that the ordinance as drafted would require each location to have
a use permit and, in that instance, the answer would be no.
Commissioner Gordon referred to Commissioner Clifford’s question, and asked if an owner could
sell to another owner and that could go on indefinitely. He stated that three are grandfathered in
under the proposed ordinance and he asked if they could be kept open indefinitely as long as they
were sold repeatedly to different owners.
Asst. City Attorney Rudin stated that he was correct.
Commissioner Gordon thought it was a loophole that subsumes the entire purpose of the
ordinance. He asked if there was any way around that.
Asst. City Attorney Rudin stated that it was difficult for a city to apply a zoning ordinance to
eliminate a lawfully established business at the time that the zoning ordinance passed. He stated
that providing an amortization period to discontinue a non-conforming use, if there is an
opportunity for the business owner to recoup their investment, an ordinance could be passed that
terminates the existing uses as they exist now.
Commissioner Gordon concluded that it was amortization that he was suggesting as a possibility.
Asst. City Attorney Rudin stated that those were the lawful options available when considering
terminating a non-conforming use. He stated that the other option was paying just compensation
for the termination of that business.
Chair Nibbelin stated that he has looked at this in his context with employment with the county
and they looked at developing particular performance standards for existing uses like these and
specifically address the negative impacts like those discussed in the staff report. He didn’t see
any performance standards or conditions on the actual land use. He asked if that was considered
as he only sees the numerical limitation as opposed to anything that might address hours of
operation, the way they are set up to address the negative impacts. He was curious about that
thinking.
Asst. City Attorney Rudin stated that the ordinance does require that new uses are subject to use
permits and conditions could be imposed if appropriate to address particular impacts to that use in
that particular location.
Chair Nibbelin stated that he was interested in the notion that they have not identified any
particular things that might flow specifically from these kinds of uses.
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Asst. City Attorney Rudin was not aware of any provision in the municipal code that would allow
that. He was aware that certain cities have deemed such uses to be nuisances subject to
abatement. He didn’t know if that falls within the city’s police power to prescribe which was a
different issue than a zoning ordinance. He stated that they have analyzed whether that approach
would create a taking issue and as they suspect it might, they were not recommending that
approach to be taken.
Commissioner Stegink stated that when he drives around and sees a mall and you will see bridal
stores. He asked, if all three locations of independent businesses decided they wanted to be in the
Fairmont Center, whether this ordinance would allow that. He referred to the idea that similar
businesses increased the drive by traffic. He asked, if three alternative financial services wanted
to locate in the Fairmont Shopping Center, whether this ordinance allows that hyperconcentration.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated that, assuming the ordinance was in effect today, the three operators
in existence in Pacifica would not be able to relocate without approval of the use permit and at
most one would be able to locate in Fairmont with approval of the use permit.
Commissioner Clifford asked, if the Commission decided to limit the number of payday lenders
in the city to three, whether they were limiting it to the ones that already exist or three additional
on top of the three they already have. He wanted to be absolutely clear on that.
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that the recommendation was one, and it was not one in
addition to the three already there.
Chair Nibbelin opened the public hearing.
Monica Sosa, Pacifica, stated that she used to be part of the Youth Leadership Institute, the same
organization that was hoping to pass this ordinance. She worked with them in 2014 and was first
introduced to payday loans in high school where they worked with both South San Francisco and
Daly City and had been told about the negative impacts. She stated that two years later she was
in need of a job and was blessed with having an opportunity to work with Ms. Praneeta Sharma at
Check Cashing and Loans LLC which was a twisted fate. She had this misconception of what a
payday loan was and was very skeptical. When she worked there, she believes what the institute
had told her that the people were in debt, frightened and could not get out. She stated that, as
soon as she sat in that chair and the people started coming in, they were happy and in desperate
need of money and the only place they could find some help was in the check cashing and loans
place. They looked at the paperwork to make sure they could pay for it and wouldn’t be stuck in
the loans, followed laws and regulations and, instead of being a negative impact, they were
positively helping them. She saw people who needed to pay rent, etc., and had gone to banks,
etc., and this was a positive thing. She stated that people need them and she hoped they
reconsider the ordinance and put the views of the people ahead.
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Commissioner Stegink stated that he was having difficulty envisioning any scenario where
closing the business outside the 12-month relicensing period wouldn’t be considered a public
taking where the city would be on the hook for quite a bit of money and he asked if there was any
sort of attractive nuisance provision in the city code such as a transfer to an owner that was
completely irresponsible and not dissimilar to a bar that was out of control and abusing but
keeping their liquor license.
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Praneeta Sharma, Pacifica, stated that she was a business owner of Check Cashing and Loans
LLC in Pacifica. She stated that she has been in business in Pacifica for nine years. She knows
her business helps the needs of many customers who at times have economic stress and rely on
these small loans for food, rent, etc., and other emergencies. She stated that they have
alternatives but often choose the small dollar loans as the best and most effective financial
options. She provides a beneficial and safe product for the citizens which is not provided by the
banks. She asked the Commission why her small business is being penalized. She asked if any
of them have visited any of the three stores, adding that they have not visited her. She asked how
many written or phone complaints they have received from the customers. She asked if the city
was aware of the decreasing trend in the number of businesses statewide. She stated that the
number of payday lenders has dropped 12% in the last four years, 26% in the last ten years. She
stated that this trend was also a national one. She stated that citizens should be afforded the
freedom of choice or options and the definition of the free market society. She didn’t think only
one license does not provide that. She stated that current consumer advocate groups are asking
the city to deal with a non-existent problem and trying to scare Pacifica with negative impact of
citizens and they help them meet their obligations and do not negatively affect the community.
She asked if the Planning Department was aware of the effect of the new consumer financial
protection bureau’s new compliance rules slated to take effect in September 2019. She stated that
this ordinance was unnecessary and should not move forward until they visit the businesses that
will be affected and seek citizen input on credit needs. She requested they reconsider and not
move forward to the City Council.
Eduardo Gonzalez, stated he was with Youth Leadership Institute and
Sebastian Strawser, stated he works with the Youth Leadership Institute. (Gonzalez and Strawser
spoke as a pair).
Mr. Gonzalez was present to support the capping payday lenders to one. He wanted to share the
process they followed to get community support and public opinion by educating the community
about the negative affect of payday lenders and getting their thoughts about these payday lending
establishments.
Mr. Strawser stated that, in surveying Pacifica residents at the shopping center to get public
opinion about the institutions, they found that 78% of those surveyed knew what they were and
nearly 88% supported policy change with payday lenders. They were asked if they agreed there
was a correlation between the chronic debt with the institutions as well as taking out a loan and
then health effects when being in a cycle of debt with the institutions 69% agreed there was a
correlation with diabetes, 81% with stroke, 83% with cardiovascular disease and 90% for
hypertension.
Mr. Gonzalez stated that they came to the conclusion that payday lenders was also a public health
issue for the community. He stated that with Pacifica’s situation of financial insecurity due to
housing. He stated that they are in a cycle of debt which doesn’t help the community but
influences the cycle of poverty which often targets low income community because no credit is
required. He stated that it was easy to get a payday loan. He stated that they were giving support
cards with resources other than payday lenders like the Pacifica Resource Center that has a great
program to help them avoid the debt cycle and get them into a savings account. He had copies for
Commission if they want to read more about their findings and recommendations they did.
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Carolyn Jaramillo, Pacifica, stated that she was a Pacifican homeowner and was in support of the
payday lending ordinance. She thought it was fair to the lending institutions and she thought it
will help many low income people in Pacifica and will be no burden to the city. She was at the
Youth Leadership’s presentation to City Council about the payday lenders and she commended
them for their work. She asked that they give support to this ordinance as she felt it was more
than fair.
Victoria Becker, Pacifica, stated she was from Pacifica Social Justice in support of the ordinance
about payday lending in Pacifica which was initiated by the Youth Leadership Institute to
regulate payday lenders because of their long history of odious, predatory practices directed at
people who have limited access to emergency funds. She stated that organizations that promote
people getting further in debt are not the answer to the inequities in our society. She agreed with
Mr. Gonzalez that the Pacifica Resource Center was a better alternative. She felt it was important
that Pacifica listens to the Youth Leadership Institute.
Deeg Gold, Pacifica, stated she was a member of Pacifica Social Justice. She stated that they
support this ordinance, stating that social and economic justice were inseparable. She didn’t have
much to add to what the Youth Leadership Institute has published on this issue. She mentioned
that the destruction of the social safety net and the high cost of living in the Bay Area creates an
almost daily crisis for many people. She stated that the mainstream financial institutions are not
there to meet them just as payday representatives have said but payday lending which takes 15
cents out of every dollar they lend every month was not part of the solution but part of the
problem. She acknowledged that Pacifica has few options for regulating the industry such as
reducing the fees they can charge which is set by state law, and felt the proposed zoning
restrictions seem an appropriate but small step and she felt they should support the ordinance.
Liana Molina, Pacifica, stated that she was the director of community engagement for the
California Reinvestment Coalition. She stated that it was a statewide membership organization of
over 300 non-profits and public agencies who advocate for the right of low income communities
and communities of color to have fair and equal access to banking and other financial services.
She stated that, since 2002, CRC has been involved in efforts to tighten regulation of payday
lenders at the state level as well as in local cities. She stated that they support this proposal to
limit the maximum number of alternative financial services in Pacifica which they felt was an
important step in joining other jurisdictions across the state in implementing policy to curtail the
negative impacts of payday lending. She stated many cities, listing several, have passed similar
ordinances that impede the proliferation of these businesses and they believed the ordinance will
help to send a message to residence that Pacifica will take steps to enhance the quality of life and
protect both community and consumer interests. She felt limiting the development of similar
financial outlets they were advancing the goals to guide the city to make sound development
decisions that will overall improve Pacifica. They recommend passing this on to the Council,
adding that they didn’t think it will adversely affect existing businesses but help contain these
loans which they know by restricting the availability consumers will not use them as much. She
also felt it will send a message to state and federal regulators that this industry needs reform that
the city cannot do.
Chair Nibbelin closed the public hearing.
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Commissioner Stegink asked if Planning staff was aware of any law enforcement activities at
these AFS locations.

Commissioner Stegink asked if there were any negative effects on existing AFS locations in
Pacifica that might be responsible business owners.
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that she was having a hard time with the question.
Commissioner Stegink referred to the existing three and asked if there were any provisions of this
ordinance that will reduce their gross income.
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that she was not aware of any.
Asst. City Attorney Rudin stated that the ordinance grandfathers the existing businesses at their
existing level, but they are prohibited from expanding without obtaining a use permit. He stated
that didn’t mean there would be an impact on their financial revenue in any sort of way.
Commissioner Clifford stated that he was in favor of recommending this ordinance. He sees this
as a plus for the existing businesses as they are grandfathered in and they would essentially be
keeping them from having any additional competition.
Commissioner Gordon was also in favor of the ordinance. He stated that the staff report lists the
various negative secondary impacts. He first thought it wouldn’t do much since all existing uses
are grandfathered in and can sell their business to a new owner and they will still have three
payday lenders in Pacifica. He then referred to mention that payday lenders have decreased new
openings by 12% recently and he thought that made sense because economic times were good
now. He can foresee a time when the economic cycles turn and things will be harder. He thought
it will be good that Pacifica has a cap of three payday lenders because there would be a move to
have more. He was in favor of the ordinance as written and it will be good for Pacifica.
Commissioner Cooper asked if the definition of an AFS affected any of the current businesses.
Asst. City Attorney Rudin stated that he would defer to staff but he was not aware it did.
Commissioner Cooper thought they were in a C-1, C-2, C-3, C-R, and C-1A.
Asst. City Attorney Rudin stated that the ordinance allows the AFS in the same zoning districts as
they were previously allowed when the City didn’t have a definition of banks and financial
services.
Commissioner Cooper didn’t mind defining what an AFS is, and he was entirely against limiting
free capital and free markets as he didn’t think it was his place on the Commission or a way they
should be regulating businesses. He acknowledged that sometimes people need that service. He
commended the speakers on the cards but the cards were just as great as limiting Lotto tickets at
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Planning Director Wehrmeister didn’t know if they have had a very thorough check for calls for
service, but anecdotally through the Police Chief, these were not known to create a lot of calls for
service in the community.
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7-Eleven. He thought there were plenty of people who use these loans for valid purposes to feed
families etc. He stated that they haven’t had any new applications in the past 12 months and he
didn’t know what people were so excited about that we will get an influx of AFS lending as that
wasn’t how the cycle was moving. He thought banking was becoming more electronic. He
thought it was great to educate the public where to find banking institutions but not to regulate the
fundamental areas where they can go to wire their families money or take an advance on payday
loans. He felt that was not for him to say as a commissioner. He was against the definition of
limiting AFS as he thought the market will do that for them or he thought they would have 50
AFS institutions here. He was in favor of defining it but not in favor of capping it.
Commissioner Stegink agreed with Commissioner Clifford that it creates an opportunity and
advantage for existing business owners, but while he was in favor of the ordinance, he thought it
creates an oligopoly within Pacifica where a lack of competition could lead to higher prices for
residents who do use these services regardless of whether they are good for them or not.
Chair Nibbelin understood from a question asked that they didn’t have significant police calls any
different from anywhere else in the city related to these operations.
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that was their understanding.
Chair Nibbelin stated that he was looking through the staff report and the impacts addressed. He
asked if staff thought there were impacts on land values and tax base flow from the particular
locations they are talking about.
Asst. City Attorney Rudin stated that academic material has suggested that there was a correlation
but how strongly that was tied was a matter for further academic research.
Chair Nibbelin stated that he was trying to draw a bridge between the academic research and the
reality on the ground as they experience it. He stated that there were also some comments about
what people thought about health outcomes in the community and he was curious about whether
the county health system has looked at health impacts that flow from these kinds of businesses.
Sr. Planner Murdock has not looked for such research and wasn’t sure if it exists.
Chair Nibbelin stated that he was compelled by the work that has been done around payday
lending and the notion of getting information out to people so that people are well versed on the
full range of alternatives. He felt it was the kind of thing of checking every chance they get of the
full range of alternatives to payday lending so those who want to pursue a different lower cost
option but he felt there were some who make use of the services and he didn’t think they should
be regulated in the way they were proposing and he wasn’t in favor of this recommendation.
Commissioner Campbell stated that he had some sympathy with that argument and if they were
regulating them out of existence in Pacifica he might be more concerned because he thought
people sometimes find themselves in desperate times and would rather have them go to a legal
place like this to get the money rather than a loan shark or something illegal. He acknowledged
that they were maintaining three of them in town and was less concerned and as a public body it
was okay to put caps on certain types of businesses, mentioning that some cities do that with
liquor stores. He wished this much attention was paid to cannabis dispensaries near high schools.
He was okay with it and was willing to vote in favor of it.
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Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that they were located in shopping centers that contain
some of the businesses he mentioned but whether or not they seek those out because they want to
be located near each other she didn’t know.
Chair Nibbelin referred to the three existing businesses and he was curious if one of them lost
their lease and had to find another location whether under the ordinance that would be a cessation
of an existing use and they couldn’t find another location without getting a use permit. He asked
if that was the way the ordinance was drafted.
Planning Director Wehrmeister responded affirmatively.
Chair Nibbelin asked if there was any flexibility under the law for being able to carry over the use
to another location in such a circumstance as he described.
Asst. City Attorney Rudin stated that it was not a recommendation and that was not the way the
ordinance is drafted.
Chair Nibbelin understood it was not the recommendation but he was asking about whether it
could be done.
Asst. City Attorney Rudin thought it could be done, but that would require a different cap.
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that, in that instance, the Commission may want to
consider a recommendation of a different cap. She stated that would be the way to go about it if
that was the wish of the Commission.
Commissioner Gordon moved that the Planning Commission adopt the resolution included as
Attachment A initiating Text Amendment TA-110-17 and recommending approval to the City
Council, recommending approval of the ordinance as drafted; Commissioner Stegink seconded
the motion.
The motion carried 4-2.
Ayes:
Noes:

Commissioners Stegink, Gordon, Campbell and Clifford.
Vice Chair Cooper and Chair Nibbelin
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Commissioner Stegink was okay with it and would vote in favor of it. He reminded staff and
Commission that the entire city survived roughly 14 months with a single post office at the very
southern edge of Linda Mar and he didn’t have any doubt that all the existing AFS customers
could successfully survive with one location. He stated that he read the staff report and asked if
there was anything in there that might indicate these location are comorbid with the existence of
other businesses the city or county would consider vice locations, such as 24-hour liquor sales
tobacco sales and/or lottery ticket sales.
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3. DP-75-14
RZ-192-14
SP-149-14
TDR-03-14
SUB-224-14

Development Plan DP-75-14, Rezoning RZ-192-14, Specific
Plan SP-149-14, Transfer of Development Rights TDR-03-14,
Subdivision SUB-224-14, Removal of Heritage Tree And
Request for Payment of Fee in Lieu of Providing Below Market
Rate Housing Units, for Construction of a 24-Unit Residential
Condominium Project on a 53,627 Square Feet (Approx. 123 Acres)
Portion of an 11.2-Acre Site at 801 Fassler Avenue (APNs 022-083020 and 022-083-030). Recommended CEQA Action:
Supplemental to an Environmental Impact Report (EIR), Including
Adoption of a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program,
Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Consideration.

Sr. Planner Murdock presented the staff report.
Jeff Reilly, WRA Sr. Project Manager, stated they were hired to prepare the supplemental
environmental impact report for the proposed project. He stated that he was going to go over the
CEQA requirements and process and a definition of an EIR and why a supplemental EIR was
appropriate for this project, as well as the impact analysis and alternatives and brief overview of
the final environmental impact report. He stated that he was accompanied by Bruce Abeliamen
of Baseline Environmental Consulting, their EIR geologist and hydrologist and Bob Grandi, a
principal traffic engineer from Fehr & Peers , the city’s on call traffic engineer. He then gave the
definition of an EIR and mitigations measures to avoid. The draft EIR includes all the projects,
including the Harmony@One project, and explores alternatives to reduce or avoid significant
impacts of the project. He explained the differences in this project from the original one, such as
the elimination of subterranean parking. He stated that this report addresses the changes between
the two but all aspects of the project. He mentioned the steps taken with this project, starting with
the initial study to determine if the EIR was required, and stated that this meeting was the
certification hearing. He stated that they would be meeting with City Council as well. They
relied on the original EIR but had to update some studies, such as traffic, etc. He referred to the
unavoidable impacts, and stated that the city must adopt a statement of overriding considerations
and weigh the benefits of the project over the significant and unavoidable impacts, addressing a
few specifics. He pointed out that it lists all mitigation measures required and who implements
them and allows the city to ensure that all mitigation measures are being implemented.
Sr. Planner Murdock concluded the staff report.
Commissioner Clifford asked if Mr. Reilly was involved in both projects in terms of the EIR
reports.
Mr. Reilly responded affirmatively.
Commissioner Clifford asked how much fill would be required for the Prospects project.
Mr. Reilly stated that project included a subterranean garage and it allowed it to be balanced on
site.
Commissioner Clifford concluded that there was no off- site fill as part of that project.
Mr. Reilly responded affirmatively.
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Commissioner Clifford referred to the traffic impacts and after reading the data he had a problem
with the loss of one lane going west during commute hours as the traffic already backs all the way
up to Crespi with two lanes and he has no idea what will happen if they have an incident on
Highway 1 and they don’t have an availability for the second lane of traffic. He felt that analysis
of the traffic impacts are lacking in the supplemental report.
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Mr. Reilly stated that he would be glad to have Mr. Grandi help explain it as they discussed it
earlier.
Mr. Grandi, Fehr & Peers , stated that in the final supplemental EIR there was a note that
indicates that the striping on Fassler and the four-lane to two-lane transition occurs where the
project driveway would be. He stated that the previous proposal had a drop in the westbound
lane, but in the final supplemental EIR, there is a note that the striping has been changed so the
westbound or downhill two lanes will remain as they are. To do that, the uphill lanes with a left
turn into the project and a single lane going uphill and the taper going uphill occurs at the same
point as the downhill widening to two lanes would be shifted downhill and occur about 500 feet
sooner and allow the two downhill lanes to stay as they are. He stated that the short answer is
that the two downhill lanes will remain as they are with the revised striping.
Commissioner Clifford stated that their width was not the same as he was seeing 18 feet and
before they were larger than that with a 12-foot lane for the left turn lane.
Mr. Grandi thought there would be two 12-foot lanes coming down hill.
Commissioner Clifford stated that if they only have 18 feet that was not possible.
Mr. Grandi stated that there was 48 feet curb to curb and now they have two 12-foot lanes
roughly.
Commissioner Clifford asked if they had a picture of the map of that area that they could put up
because that was not what he was seeing. He stated that they have the left turn lane going up
marked at 12 feet, and they have one 18-foot wide lane going downhill, based on page C7. He
stated that there were two nine-foot lanes.
Chair Nibbelin asked if he wanted to restate what they were trying to nail down.
Mr. Grandi stated that they took a look at the latest version of the plans and the two lane downhill
section which currently begins about at the project driveway will be shifted about roughly 600
feet downhill.
Commissioner Clifford referred to his comment that it will be shifted 600 feet downhill, and he
asked how many car lengths was that.
Mr. Grandi stated that it was roughly 20 car lengths. He stated that the distance between the
proposed driveway and State Route 1 was about 2,800 feet.
Commissioner Clifford felt there is going to be an impact on commute traffic by removing that
many lanes. He felt it hasn’t been sufficiently studied or addressed. He acknowledged that he
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about it.

Commissioner Clifford stated that it would be anything that might happen, not just at that signal
but the following signal going north and what might happen between those two. He stated that
they already have a problem and he felt this was going to make it worse and it will not make
things better to lose that lane for 600 feet and where he was on this question. He again stated that
he would like to have it studied and come back with actual data on that.
Mr. Grandi stated that the second lane added was 2,800 feet from State Route 1 or a little over
half a mile. He stated that the modification would move it from 2800 to 2200 feet which is a little
under half a mile but quite a distance up the hill from the traffic signal. He stated that shifting
that two-lane section from 2800 to 2200 feet the critical element was still going to be the signal at
the bottom of the hill and the number of lanes they have there and how the signal operates. He
stated that reducing the number of lanes isn’t going to affect the delay at the signal and the ability
to make that right turn in the morning.
Commissioner Clifford stated what he was seeing it affecting, for clarity, is that he sees it
affecting more cars standing further up into the actual neighborhoods and idling and the actual air
in the neighborhoods that already exist will be less clean because there isn’t room for the cars
where there is actually a breeze off the ocean.
Mr. Grandi understood.
Commissioner Campbell referred to 2007 and 2008 when they approved the last iteration of the
project, and stated that one of the critical elements was open space preservation and anchors on
the east parcel side with a conservation easement. He asked if that every happened and does it
still exist.
Planning Director Wehrmeister was not aware that a conservation easement was recorded on that
site.
Commissioner Campbell stated he will discuss that later. He wasn’t going to bring up traffic but
he sees where Commissioner Clifford was going. He referred to the traffic analysis that was done
in the supplemental EIR. He referred to the table talking about traffic, page 4-32, where it stated
that access and circulation impacts are considered to be significant but can be reduced to a less
than significant level via implementation of mitigation measure traffic 1A. He referred to talks
about adequate site distances but not necessarily anything beyond that and he wondered how the
adequate site distances mitigate for circulation impacts.
Mr. Brandi asked him to give the page number again.
Commissioner Campbell stated it was page 4-32 where it is under the environmental impact
column.

Packet Pg. 23

Attachment: Draft Minutes 11-06-17 (2454 : Approval of Draft Minutes - 11/6/17 Meeting)

Mr. Grandi understood that the critical element of the delay going downhill is the signal at Route
1.

a

Planning Commission Minutes
November 6, 2017
Page 21 of 37

Attachment: Draft Minutes 11-06-17 (2454 : Approval of Draft Minutes - 11/6/17 Meeting)

Mr. Brandi stated that chapter referred to impacts found to be less than significant. It was
referring to mitigation measures in the core chapter of the traffic section V.F. He stated that the
measure does deal with the ingress and egress, particularly sight distance. He stated that
currently when one is coming out of the driveway and looking to the east, you have to move your
car forward into the travel lane to provide adequate sight distance. He stated that there was not
enough adequate sight distance because of the tree and the slope and those were prescribed
mitigations to shave the slope and/or remove the tree. He stated that the measure was required
before construction starts so that trucks coming in and out hauling the soil will have that sight
distance availability as well. He stated that there are other measures in the traffic section with
another separate mitigation measure. He stated that there was a slight chance that the number
was misstated in the EIR and could have referred to 1B. He was using the summary table at the
front. He stated that another measure was 1B which prohibits parking along both sides of Fassler
and to partially address Commissioner Clifford’s comment, there will be 18-foot lanes which
could encourage parking and there is a mitigation measure to prohibit that on each side.
Commissioner Campbell stated that he was searching for what might have dealt with
Commissioner Clifford’s concerns.
Mr. Reilly stated that they did evaluate three levels of service at three intersections, the project
driveway on Fassler / State Route 1, Fassler and Rockaway Beach ,and State Route 1 at Reina del
Mar. They looked at the impact of the project traffic on those three intersections and given the
trips generated by the project they would not trigger the city’s level of service impact threshold
and would not increase the volume to capacity ratio by .01 or more. He stated that, in all three
intersections, they found the impact was less than that increase of .01 in volume to capacity ratio
and didn’t trigger an impact and was identified as a less than significant impact for traffic at those
three intersections.
Commissioner Campbell asked what the level of service was at Fassler and Highway 1.
Mr. Reilly stated that it was F in existing and F in cumulative.
Commissioner Campbell assumed it will not make it beyond F.
Mr. Reilly acknowledged that it will add additional traffic and increase that volume to capacity
ratio by less than .01.
Commissioner Stegink asked the City Attorney regarding the SB35 legislation passed by the
governor. He asked how that applied to Pacifica, reading a section which stated that any city that
hasn’t met their housing element would be subject to ministerial control. He stated that in the
2015-2023 housing element, Pacifica lost 93 low income units in a single month when Pacifica
Skies Estates closed. He asked if there was any way the city can negotiate with the HCD since
they technically had dominion to remove those from the housing element.
Asst. City Attorney Rudin stated that was something they would have to look into.
Commissioner Stegink stated that he checked with the HCD today and he could not find any other
cities that had gone negative during that period in their housing element. He suggested that, if the
state was looking for an example, Pacifica would be prime to be under ministerial control in San
Mateo County if not the entire state. He stated that he looked at the traffic analysis, at the
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intersection between Harmony @ One exit and this location and sat there for a couple of minutes.
He suggested that it might be a location for a traffic light as he didn’t have any K-band radar and
didn’t have any problem clocking several cars over 65 mph in less than 15 minutes. He stated
that what Harmony @ One has built does not actually represent the right in, right out location.
He saw several cars and large vehicles doing a U-turn around that slightly diminished curb
extension. He stated that the diagram makes it look like all traffic is tobogganed by force north
up the hill when it was quite easy for cars to turn left there. He stated that he received a public
comment letter from an individual, Leo Leon, specifying there was a wild life corridor relative to
Harmony @ One that would be affecting this. He was curious if Fish and Game or the USDA
would subject Pacifica to sanctions if they ignored that wild life corridor.
Planning Director Wehrmeister thought they could have the CEQA consultant speak to what the
biologic sections findings were. She stated that through the regular CEQA process Fish and
Wildlife was provided an opportunity to comment on our documents and she didn’t think we have
received a comment from them. She stated that she will let Mr. Reilly discuss that.
Mr. Reilly stated that the Impact Bio4 in the environmental Impact Report does address wildlife
movement and it combines it with discussion of migratory corridor and a native wildlife nursery
sites, but he explained that the project has conditions to not include fencing beyond the limits of
the buildings themselves and no fencing will be allowed in the open space areas, and with the
clustering of the buildings as proposed, should not result in an unavoidable impact to wildlife in
corridors.
Commissioner Stegink referred to the community design elements on page 26 of the city’s
General Plan which he read.
Commissioner Cooper referred to an email they received regarding access to the open space areas
in the trails from the sidewalk areas, from the properties that are to the north. He thought the
interesting parts of Pacifica were to be able to enjoy its beauty rather than just from the street but
you can take a trail. He asked if there were any provisions to access the trail besides from
internally in their complex.
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that they might want the applicant to address that when
they do their presentation to address that question.
Commissioner Cooper mentioned noticing other cities had a provision for a density bonus for
residential developments, specifically for condominium complexes, and he asked if that was
taken into account in our calculations.
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that the applicant did not request a density bonus.
Commissioner Cooper thought the traffic plan seems to have some areas of which he would have
concern. He thought the left-handed turn on Fassler was asking for a 65-mph collision with
someone coming down the hill. He liked the way Harmony@One has done theirs where they
provided only a left and right hand turn depending on where they were going and forces people to
take the long way around, but he thought from a safety standpoint that would do. He stated that
they have a 19-foot lane on the downswing from Fassler to an 18-foot lane after the turn lane and
he thought they created a head-on collision by a foot. He realized it was a double yellow line on
that side but they might want to look at that. He stated that they requested a sidewalk on the
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entire frontage of that property, and he asked where the sidewalk goes as there are no sidewalks
into the complex and no sidewalks anywhere else. He asked if that was taken into account and
what the sidewalks serve.

Asst. Civil Engr. Donguines stated that, with their street policy, they have to require the
construction of the sidewalk, adding that there were no sidewalks currently to either side of the
property but they still need to require it. He stated that he didn’t believe the sidewalk goes into
the property. He stated that they can address that if it was a possibility from the applicant.
Commissioner Cooper stated that the project was a private drive, and he asked if there was room
for someone if they wanted to visit. He assumed the parking spaces in front were for the open
space areas to do a turnaround and go back out the complex, or do they have to go around the
entire thing before they exit.
Asst. Civil Engr. Donguines stated that he was not aware of any public parking to visit the site
and go into the trails.
Commissioner Cooper assumed the question for staff was whether the entire open space was just
for the condominium complex or was it also for the public.
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that it was not being dedicated as a public park. She didn’t
know how the HOA intends to maintain it or allow access to it and she thought the applicant can
speak to that.
Commissioner Cooper asked if they can restrict use to only those who live within their complex.
Planning Director Wehrmeister thought they could theoretically do that.
Commissioner Gordon referred to the two parcels, eastern and western, and he was curious
because they were contiguous but they were zoned differently in the General Plan with one open
space residential and one low density residential. He asked if anyone knows about the
topography or location. He stated that they are next to each other and he asked why they are
zoned differently under the General Plan.
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that she didn’t have the history but she thought
Commissioner Clifford was signaling that he may know.
Commissioner Clifford stated that he can answer that question. He stated he was on the Open
Space Committee and was familiar with the Open Space task force report. He stated that their
intent when they divided the two parcels was to keep any additional building up to where there
was already a building and leave the view corridor as the residential open space which would
allow for one building on that site. He stated that, in terms of the density transfer, he added that
he had a little concern about preserving open space by putting something on open space and using
the density transfer and that was an issue that came up originally when the first project was before
the Commission.
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Commissioner Gordon summarized that the two issues were a desire to make the future
residential area contiguous with the already existing Seacrest, and the other was to maintain the
openness of the view corridor from the lower parcel.
Commissioner Clifford stated that it was considered part of the Highway 1 scenic view.

Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that there are renderings, and she thought they will be in
the applicant’s presentation.
Commissioner Gordon asked if they were in their packet.
Planning Director Wehrmeister thought they were part of the aesthetic section of the EIR.
Commissioner Clifford noted after reviewing the conditions of approval that the project was
estimating that they will have between 9 and 17 heavy trucks, and they didn’t have any condition
that if that stretch of Fassler was damaged they would be responsible for repairing it which he
thought was a usual thing with other projects, and he asked Mr. Donguines about that.
Asst. Civil Engr. Donguines stated that it was condition #36 and it talked about curb, gutter,
sidewalk, etc.
Commissioner Clifford thought adjacent to the property doesn’t go down to Highway 1 and he
thought the condition should be corrected to take into account that there might be damage. He
stated that the road was okay but a little marginal. He would hate to see the project be completed
and not address this.
Asst. Civil Engr. Donguines agreed that they could possibly revise it to include that section of
Fassler in the condition of approval.
Commissioner Clifford stated that he would like to see that, even if it may not have any impact.
He just wanted the city and residents in that area to be protected.
Asst. Civil Engr. Donguines agreed that the language in the condition could make it clear that
they include that portion of Fassler in the condition.
Commissioner Clifford acknowledged that they could change the condition to reflect his concern.
Commissioner Gordon mentioned the history behind the two parcels and why they were zoned
differently and he was going through the EIR and supplemental EIR and looking at the significant
unavoidable impacts on the scenic vistas. He thought the purpose for zoning them differently was
to preserve vista on the lower parcel and make contiguous the development on the upper parcel
and he thought it upends the policy behind the General Plan zoning. He thought going with
Alternative B lessens the impact on the scenic vistas but he wanted to find out what they saw that
outweighed the fact by putting it on the upper parcel, they could keep them contiguous, etc.
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Mr. Reilly thought ranking environmental topics can be difficult and they give most credence to
public safety, adding that a significant geotechnical impact would probably be the most
important. He thought there could be some arguments that certain aspects of an alternative are
better and worse than the other alternatives. He stated that the 50% alternative was sheer
reduction in units with less traffic, less demand for public resource and would reduce impacts and
views. He agreed that the zoning was why they had the significant unavoidable impact. It was
intended to be a protected view and the city could reconsider identify which is the
environmentally superior alternative. He stated that the alternatives give them a tool to understand
the tradeoffs and formulate what they feel is the best project.
Commissioner Gordon stated that when he said Alternative B, he might have meant Alternative
C. He asked which one had the units moved to the eastern parcel.
Mr. Reilly stated that was B. He would agree that, for aesthetics, that was the superior
alternative.
Commissioner Gordon stated that was consistent with the underlying General Plan zoning.
Mr. Reilly stated that certain topics got ruled out as being a core chapter of the EIR, and land use
was one of them. He stated that it didn’t make it into the alternatives for a detailed discussion for
land use impacts. He stated that, if they have land use in there, with Alternative B, that would be
preferred.
Commissioner Gordon thought it was a softball question.
Mr. Reilly stated that you have to go down the list of environmental topics and parse them out.
He stated that it wasn’t always a scoring system. He sees his point that Alternative B was
superior when it comes to aesthetics.
Commissioner Gordon added that there are obviously ways in which it was inferior.
Mr. Reilly agreed, as it wasn’t chosen.
Commissioner Gordon wants to know why.
Mr. Reilly stated that it has more units, generates more traffic, more demands for public services
and utilities, uses more energy, creates more air pollution and more noise, and when you have
more units it goes down the list in terms for many topics, not necessarily geology but things you
can quantify, and they were all interrelated.
Commissioner Gordon asked if that was because they weren’t able to put duplexes on.
Mr. Reilly stated that he couldn’t speak for that.
Commissioner Gordon stated that the current plan was 24 and asked how many units Alternative
B would be.
Mr. Reilly stated that B was still 24 but moves all of them where it was zoned and contemplates
upwards of one unit on the western side and all 23 on the eastern side.
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Commissioner Gordon was confused, as he said Alternate B would be more units.
Mr. Reilly stated that, if he did, he was mistaken. He thought he said 24.

Mr. Reilly thought he was comparing reduced density by 50% versus the redistribution and that
was where he was giving him a comparison.
Commissioner Gordon stated that he was for Alternative B not C.
Mr. Reilly wanted to understand his point. He explained that they chose Alternative C as the
environmentally superior alternative and it would appear from his statements that he may feel that
B is superior. He was trying to give him the understanding of the tradeoffs between fewer units
in one alternative versus the same number of units as the project for Alternative B but moving
them. He stated that it was superior when it comes to protecting the visual resources, less
superior when compared to alternatives they identified as the environmentally superior
alternatives, such as traffic and noise, etc.
Commissioner Gordon stated that he wasn’t asking him to compare B and C, but compare B and
the chosen plan which was putting them all on the lower parcel.
Mr. Reilly stated that was the purpose of the alternative analysis, which was to choose
alternatives that reduce or eliminate the significant impacts of the project. He stated it was a nobrainer and it was in the old EIR also, the redistribution of units alternative. He stated that each
alternative in some way reduces or eliminates significant impacts which was the goal, and that
was the purpose of the alternative analysis to choose alternative that reduces or eliminates the
significant impacts of the project. He stated that they then have to choose which was superior and
that was how they came up.
Commissioner Gordon stated that he was asking him to say why the project was superior to B.
Mr. Reilly asked if he was asking why the project was superior to B.
Commissioner Gordon stated that he was asking why it was superior to Alternative B.
Mr. Reilly stated that the EIR didn’t say that.
Commissioner Gordon asked if he was asking the wrong party and was he being clear.
Mr. Reilly apologized if he is not following him.
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that in the EIR, page 7-9, it explains that assuming
Alternative B is economically feasible, this alternative would meet most of all the project
objectives. It goes on to state that this alternative would not provide the 12 duplexes.
Commissioner Gordon stated that was what he wanted to find out. It does not provide the 12
duplexes. He stated that on one hand you aren’t getting the 12 duplexes and on the other hand
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you are blowing the view corridor. He was trying to get a sense of what the tradeoff is. He was
trying to simplify the discussion.
Commissioner Cooper stated that, because the units aren’t built as duplexes, but alternative B
contemplates 23 units on the eastern parcel but not built in a duplex form. He asked if that was
the idea.

Mr. Reilly stated that the EIR is required to address whether the project meets the basic objectives
of the project which are listed in the project description and repeated in the alternatives, and they
go down the list of objectives. He stated that it wasn’t an environmental issue but they are
required to address whether it meets the objectives.
Commissioner Cooper thought the project description proposes duplexes. He asked why that
statement is relevant because the project actually proposes duplexes as opposed to something
different.
Mr. Reilly responds affirmatively. He stated that, if the alternative doesn’t meet with the
objectives, they acknowledge that, but don’t reject it as unfeasible.
Commissioner Campbell stated that it was a big issue because in an environmental review field
when you narrow the description of the project to a place where you have it down to the duplex
level. You want 24 units of housing, which is the project purpose, not that you need 24 units of
housing in duplex form. He stated that narrows the project purpose to a point where you can’t
have an alternatives analysis. He thinks that’s why they are running into this issue. It is so
hemmed in that now the alternatives hinge and distinguish from each other based on duplex
which is too narrow a project purpose from his perspective.
Chair Nibbelin thought it sounds like they were starting to move into a direction that is really
more description and discussion that ought to occur after they have had a chance to hear from the
public.
Commissioner Campbell thought they needed to get the public up.
Chair Nibbelin stated that unless the question was absolutely essential that they ask these
questions, he was going to defer the lights and move on to opening the public hearing.
Jonathan Clark, Charles Design Group Architects, stated that there has been a lot of discussion
and he didn’t want to rehash stuff. He stated that staff did a great job going over the project and
they got a lot of input from the EIR consultant. He was going to touch on a couple of things and
answer a couple of questions that came up. He stated staff gave a great history of the project. He
stated that their goal, along with the client and ownership group, was to make a buildable,
feasible project. He stated that this project came to their firm with the previous approvals and
was not feasible to be built. They went through a couple of iterations with various planning staff
and they worked with staff for a buildable and feasible project. They went through a couple of
iterations with lower density projects and at the time city staff gave direction to increase density
which was still less than the approval was. He stated that their present site plan exists in the same
location as the previously approved project and the main difference was that they have less units
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and duplex units. They worked to maintain the landscaping trails and open space amenities and
worked hard to stay within the previously approved and existing entitlements, hoping they would
be able to work with staff to get that project approved without having to trigger the four year
process they have been in now. The project is where it is because that was where you can build
buildings. He stated that it was a ridge line and makes it difficult to build units, access becomes
harder. They were existing in the bubble that was provided by the former project. He stated that
they were in a very unique situation because the development rights and entitlements have
expired and they are seeing it in a fresh view because there is nothing that binds them to the
previous entitlements. He stated that they put their project together with the previous
entitlements in mind. They were working to keep the form simple but illustrative of the hillside.
He described the architectural project with a mix of stone, stucco, etc. He stated that staff did a
great job, one of the best that he has seen, very thorough and responsive to public input. He
stated that the development team was seeking the in lieu payments for the BMRs and in doing
that they didn’t take advantage of any density bonuses that are required if they provided them.
He stated that staff’s condition was that they provide the BMRs and they are on board with that
condition. He stated that they aren’t going to take advantage of the things that come with it. He
stated that their project was set in stone and it can be built and they were going. He thought he
addressed a lot of the things that came up but he was sure there will be more comments and
questions. He stated that the development team was working with engineering to address the
issues on Fassler. He stated that they have gone through several iterations and if the current
design doesn’t keep them happy, he was sure they will go through more iterations with staff to
figure out something to get everyone happy. He thought it would be unwise to condition a single
project to maintain a public road during construction unless they could specifically create a nexus
between damages their project potentially could make to the actual damages. He stated that there
are hundreds of vehicles that use public roads every day and to penalize one project to improve a
road used by public at large wasn’t fair for the project.
Commissioner Clifford asked him to bring up the slide that shows the comparison in heights
between the two from Fassler.
Mr. Clark brought it up.
Commissioner Clifford asked if the old project buildings set on what grade was for them.
Mr. Clark stated that it was interesting when they talk about how heights are calculated. He
stated that the previous project was built on a podium deck, a subterranean garage that was
essentially being cut out of the mountain and built. The building heights were measured from the
top of that podium deck and that means their buildings could be 35 feet on top of the concrete
structure. He stated that part of the structure was inside the hill and you would never see it but
part of it was outside the hill and you would see it. He stated that it could be slightly misleading
on one-half of the structure because you get away with not having to count the parking structure.
He stated that the previous project said they meet the 35 foot height requirement. He stated that
for their project to be more feasible, they opted not to build the subterranean garage because it
was costly. They have to build on top of the grade to make the grading work so they can build on
the dirt. He stated that because this was a hill, the height requirement says that it is measured
from the lowest point of the building to the highest point of the building and because of that their
heights are higher than 35 feet because of how it was measured. He explained that normally the
height was measured from the medium of grade plane to medium of roof structure. He stated
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because of the hillside, height becomes deceiving as on looking up the hill you will think it is tall,
but looking down the hill you don’t think it looks so bad.
Commissioner Clifford stated that he heard his answer but he never heard the answer to his
question. He stated that his question was, in terms of the grade proposed for the original project,
are the green representations sitting at that grade or the grade that they are going to create with
the fill.
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Mr. Clark stated that comparison where that project would have sit based on its grading and their
project is overlaid or underlaid on that based on their grading.
Commissioner Clifford stated that he was having a problem because in some places they will be
filling up to ten feet. He stated that if it was going from 2.5 feet to 10 feet, none of those show
the green going below the line. He stated that it was in terms of visualization.
Mr. Clark stated that they were making generalizations. He stated that the previous project was
designed to be on a podium.
Commissioner Clifford stated that the podium wasn’t that tall because it was actually
underground parking.
Mr. Clark understood. He stated that every structure was built on that podium and the green
represents that project in location to the existing site if that project was built that way.
Commissioner Clifford asked if the grades they are showing now were the grades they intent to
install with the fill.
Mr. Clark stated that those were the finished grades as shown in the designer viewboard.
Commissioner Clifford stated that he was still having a problem that doesn’t seem to him to be a
real comparative representation because they are going to fill in a great deal.
Mr. Clark stated that the previous project was going to fill in about the same amount that they
were filling in.
Commissioner Clifford stated that they were going up to almost 20,000 cubic yards.
Mr. Clark stated that the previous project cut 18,000 cubic yards and filled 19,000 cubic yards.
They were moving the same amount of dirt that they are moving but the difference between the
two projects was that they are cutting 9,000 and trying to find 10,000 from some other source,
and they were still moving dirt on the site in pretty much the same amount.
Chair Nibbelin asked Commissioner Stegink to hold his question to move to get public comment
in light of the hour.
Chair Nibbelin opened the Public Hearing.
Joan Gerusa, Pacifica, stated that she and her husband have lived on Fassler since the beginning.
She stated that she had written some of her concerns, with the first one being the traffic. She
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stated that anyone could stay at their house and witness and see for themselves. She stated that it
was a nightmare and she asked if the present design makes room for fire trucks to maneuver in
and out of that circular driveway. She asked why the height of the condominiums increased. She
asked if the utility poles were underground. She stated that a lot of heavy, tall trucks have been
knocking down power lines on the upper part of Fassler. She stated that there is a city weight
limit on trucks because the roads and piping have been a problem with heavy trucks. She referred
to the old terra cotta plumbing that belongs to the city, stating that they have had to replace
everything all the way to the street and part of the city plumbing structure that was old terra cotta.
She thanked them for investigating this thoroughly, especially the traffic since they haven’t gotten
CalTrans to fix the land that is sliding by the orchid farm.
Hall Bohner, Pacifica, stated he was surprised to see that the Commission had overriding
considerations, as he thought they only made recommendations to the Council and the Council
would certify the EIR. He stated that he didn’t see anything in the city ordinance for the
Commission to certify EIRs. He thought that may have significance. He referred to the
inclusionary ordinance and that the developer had the opportunity to pay in-lieu fees instead of
building below market rate units and he was glad to see that staff has recommended against that.
He asked that they not allow the in-lieu fees. He stated that the timing is confusing as the
Commission would be making a statement of overriding considerations. He then read the portion
of the ordinance regarding that issue and concluded that he didn’t see how the Commission can
do it now. He stated that the project does not provide inclusionary housing now and the staff
report stated that the in-lieu fees do not guarantee inclusionary housing and he didn’t know how
they could make a finding that inclusionary housing would be part of the project when they have
not required it and the Council has not required it, adding that Council could allow the in-lieu fees
if the developer persists in requesting the in-lieu fees. He thought they have a dilemma and asked
that they look at that. He was not supportive of allowing in-lieu fees, was opposed and hoped
they don’t allow them.
Joanne Arnos, Pacifica, stated that she lives on Oddstad and travels on Fassler every day. She
stated that she had submitted her objections to the project. She felt they have an opportunity to
impact Pacifica in ways they haven’t heard about in terms of open spaces, traffic, wildlife, in the
supplemental EIR. She stated that they didn’t address the General Plan statement about keeping
vistas open and hasn’t addressed the Pacifica Hillside Preservation ordinances that talk about
open space, vistas that will stay open for ocean views, etc. She hoped they looked into the
ordinances written years ago to protect our hillsides and open spaces. She was familiar with
Commissioner Clifford on the Open Space task force that decided to struggle with the low density
ordinance to transfer to open space ordinance and hillside preservation. She was glad it was a
“bug” for him also in terms of the whole ordinance or direction they need to focus on in terms of
building low density into a more open space project. She reminded them that she travels on
Fassler every day and she reminded them that the school district was going to develop low
income housing for school employees and not all school employees will be traveling back on
Linda Mar but going to other schools in the city and more of an impact on traffic. She felt they
have a monumental task.
Noel Blincoe, Pacifica, stated that he served for many years on the Open Space Committee and
they have had many accomplishments. He stated that a major element on this project was the
view corridor and he commended Commissioner Gordon for bringing that subject up. He stated
that they were talking about transferring from low density on the eastern side to open space
residential. He stated that it has been primary in Pacifica to preserve our hillsides and open
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Patrick Kobernus, Pacifica, stated that he lives on the Seacrest townhomes on Fassler and he
asked if they will be able to see it as it was hard to tell from the renderings. He stated it made
sense to him where they want to build as it was flatter and the upper side was more constrained
and narrow and steeper. He stated that it was nicer on the east side to protect it with more native
grass. He stated that the lower western side was in the quarry and less habitat value more
disturbed. He stated there was also pampas grass, invasive species and it would be nice if as part
of the project they would control that. He stated that there has been dumping and it would be nice
if they cleaned up the garbage. He stated that they were isolated at Seacrest with no sidewalk, no
access to trails and he thought it would be a great opportunity for them to share a trail or connect
through the eastern parcel and they are already building trails. He sent a map he made to Asst.
Planner O’Connor. He referred to the sidewalk, and he stated that they don’t have a sidewalk in
front of Seacrest and the sidewalk up slope comes down on Fassler and stops at Seacrest. He
thought if it continued through Seacrest and connects to this development and make it more
contiguous for people to walk more.
Rudolf Gerusa, Pacifica, stated they moved to Fassler in June 1962. He stated that he has seen
lots of progress, much of it very good. Now, he stated that because of living on Fassler he has to
back his car into the garage or go up the hill and turn around so he can come to the traffic. He
stated that the traffic was horrible and now it was going to add 65 cars to go up and down the hill.
He stated he will be 90 next year. They love Pacifica and now they have a third generation
granddaughter, and their children went to school and grew up in Pacifica. He mentioned that he
moved to the desert for a short time but they couldn’t take not seeing the ocean and they moved
back.
Carolyn Jaramillo, stated that she was a member of Fair Rents 4 Pacifica. She opposed the
developer’s request to pay an in-lieu fee instead of building affordable housing units as currently
required by the city’s inclusionary housing ordinance. She stated that Pacifica badly needs
affordable housing units and she was pleased that the staff has requested that the request be
denied.
Chair Nibbelin closed the Public Hearing.
Planning Director Wehrmeister asked if he wanted to give the applicant a chance to rebut the
comments.
Chair Nibbelin called a five-minute break then resumed the meeting.
Commissioner Campbell stated he didn’t get an answer but it was the Open Space Preservation.
He stated that, when they approved it in 2007/2008, part of the findings for the approval of the
transfer of the residential development rights from the east to west, they required that the
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spaces. He stated that people on the trail in the quarry will be able to see this project and it will
be a terrible view corridor throughout a major part of Pacifica into the quarry area. He stated that
the key thing is that the land has low density and the developer could build something up the hill.
He questions why he wants to come down the hill. He stated that Commissioner Gordon was
trying to figure it out. He stated that this is a significant impact on HPD. He stated that it was
the intent of the HPD to discourage development of ridge lines but not, a development should be
low profile and minimum visual view and that would mean that the eastern half would be seen
but not if it was further up the hill.
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Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that when he initially asked the question, she understood
the conservation easement but part of the density transfer ordinance does require that there be
some covenant of open space or conservation easement recorded on descending parcel so it
cannot be developed in the future. She stated that this time around, it may not be explicit in the
conditions of approval but can do that if the Commission would like. If they implement the
ordinance if the project is approved, there will be recordation of an easement on the property.
Commissioner Campbell stated that the conservation easement they mentioned wasn’t just the
eastern parcel but wrapped around some of the western and was to the north, south and east. He
didn’t know if the map still exists, but it might be suitable for this purpose.
Chair Nibbelin referred to a comment Mr. Bohner raised regarding whether the Planning
Commission was the proper body for certification of the EIR, stating that the CEQA guidelines
talked to the decision making body being the body that certifies the EIR. He stated that in some
of the matters the Commission was the decision making body and some not. He was curious as to
what the City Attorney thought of that comment.
Asst. City Attorney Rudin stated that, based on his review of the ordinances, the Planning
Commission is going to be making the final approvals for the project with the exception of some
of the legislative actions that are being made by the city. He stated that, if the Planning
Commission was not granting final approval, the resolution should recommend certification to be
done by the City Council. He stated that, in an abundance of caution, they can make that change
to the resolution, but as he understood the current ordinances and actions being done now, he
thought there was sufficient authority with the Planning Commission to make those certifications
to the EIR.
Planning Director Wehrmeister clarified that for the items except for the legislative actions, the
Commission is the final decision making body.
Chair Nibbelin assumed it was the discretionary pieces aside from the legislative stuff.
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that Council will need to make their own findings for
certification when they take their final action on the legislative matters.
Chair Nibbelin thanked her for that clarification.
Planning Director Wehrmeister added that the actions that are final with the Planning
Commission will be contingent on the legislative matters being approved by City Council.
Commissioner Stegink referred to what would make this project viable for him. He stated that the
in-lieu fees are a deal breaker as Pacifica can’t allow any further in-lieu fees without possibly
negating the entire actions of the Planning Department. He stated that we needed a traffic report
and to guarantee the preservation of open spaces. He reminded them that the Commissioners
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applicant permanently be a conservation easement, secure the open space on the eastern parcel.
He stated that they did it to ensure that parcel wasn’t developed, to provide a habitat corridor,
preserve biological resources and benefit the residents and visitors to Pacifica who drive along
Fassler to retain the open space and reduce environmental impacts. He stated that it was a big
deal, with 30 speakers. He didn’t know why it dropped out, wondering if the city had an answer.
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Commissioner Clifford stated that he supported Commissioner Stegink’s comments and he also
would like to see a condition of approval on the project that limits the hours that the fill trucks
can actually come in. He stated that, if they start coming in as the hours are specified in the
documents, they could be there from 7:00 in the morning until 7:00 at night. In the morning, they
would be in the middle of the commute and he thinks they need to have something that says they
come later than that, and they can determine what the tail-end of the commute when they can
allow the trucks to come in with fill. He stated that he has asked some hard questions but that
was not because he didn’t want to see something build, but because he wants what’s built to be
right for the community. He have some environmental issues that he would like to see included
in the project, a lot more permeable surfaces, lighting to be solar powered, solar panels on the
roof, and he would like to know about the treating of the runoff water, wildlife corridors are also
important. He stated that they aren’t into the building end of it yet, but he would like to see plugins for electric cars for all the vehicles that are going to be up there. He mentioned that the state
was pushing towards having only electric cars in the not too distant future and they should be
making allowances for that on what they allow to be built. He referred to the reduction in the
lane and he would love to see a study that deals with that. He referred to the representative for
the project and his feelings that it was unjust or unfair that they talk about having them repair any
damage that they do to the road from Fassler to their project, and he thought that was entirely fair
to expect them to do that, adding that he wasn’t saying there will be damage but he thought it
should be part of their expectation in putting the project together if they degrade the road. He
was a little concerned about whether they need as much fill as they were talking about trucking
in. He wondered if the project could be built with less fill and a little more cut and move it
around on the site.
Commissioner Campbell agreed with the commissioner who said they need the housing instead of
the in-lieu fee. He stated that was also something in 2007 and 2008 that was hotly debated and
agreed upon by everyone that they would have four units of housing and not an in-lieu fee. He
then referred to Commissioner Clifford’s comments, stating that there was a lot of tradeoffs that
went into the project back then as it was super controversial and they were seen as moving
development into the Hillside Preservation Ordinance territory. He stated that they had things
that they had the developer agree to as this would be one of the first residual developments to
have solar panels in 2007 on everything. He stated that the subterranean garage was a big deal.
They had electric plug ins for the cars, gutters to water tanks, trails, extensive mitigation and
monitoring plan for wildlife during construction, slurry sealing the streets outside the project area.
He stated that it wasn’t as extensive as Harmony@One. He voted for the density transfer at the
time because of a lot of the tradeoffs, such as wildlife corridor, an approved traffic analysis, better
understanding in the alternatives analysis about why duplexes mean something, the conservation
easement.
Mr. Clark referred to condition approval 14C and D which requires a deed restriction on the
ascending parcel and giving up development right.
Commissioner Campbell stated that they talked during that time about the conservation easement
moving not only from the east but north and south, wrapping around the project. He wasn’t sure
what happened.
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Commissioner Gordon stated that he was disturbed by the underlying premise of the density
transfer. He stated that they should really be clear about what they were being asked to do here.
He stated that the various groups, Council, Commission, Open Space Committee, got together
and the community also, and they approved a General Plan that took a look at the upper and
lower parcel and said the lower parcel was valuable to the community because of the view
corridor, open space, and he thought if there is going to be development put it on the upper parcel
and not on the lower parcel. He then stated that they were being asked to completely upend and
go against what their predecessors said and say they think it should be this way. He understood
that the space was flatter, biologically in a more degraded condition and those factors weigh on
building the lower parcel. He acknowledged that there are tradeoffs but they have to ask
themselves that if the fact that it was flatter and more degraded outweighed the fact that forever
they are taking away that view corridor. He didn’t think he could agree to vote on that. He stated
that there was a policy reason for why they came up with that and they would be upending that
policy reason. He stated that he can’t wrap his brain around that swap unless someone can
convince him that there was a tradeoff giving up that view corridor for their children and
grandchildren. He stated that he wasn’t even at the point to talk about his issues with the height,
etc.
Commissioner Cooper stated that he did some research of what San Francisco would charge for
an in-lieu fee. It was around $360,000 for a two bedroom and three bedroom was about
$417,000. He did some quick research of what it would look like as far as a tax benefit to the city
had they charged a higher price for the unit. They would obviously get more tax revenue but it
didn’t pan out for him for the benefit of the community. He thought the in-lieu fee was not a
viable alternative especially in as many study sessions as they have been in to provide affordable
housing. He felt it was pertinent to not demand the in-lieu fee but request the actual housing as it
was a big issue for him. He stated that there was Alternate A in some of the plans which was a
shorter building and he thought it was a good idea. He then referred to Commissioner Clifford’s
issues on the hours and he believes no delivery should happen before 8:30 a.m. and that would
put people on the road around 9:00 which would get people off the corridor. He had a huge
problem with the turnout both in and out as he didn’t think there should be a left turn on Fassler
to go up the hill as they were asking for a very serious accident. He didn’t like the sidewalks to
nowhere. He stated that, as a commissioner, he looks for the future and what will happen to the
development around the area such as what happens when Harmony@One goes up. If you have
friends at that site, and they wanted to see you, he asked how you would get in the complex as
they go from a sidewalk to nowhere and he felt there should be sidewalks within the complex
itself. He also looked at the drive within the complex there was no sidewalk to walk your dog.
He didn’t see that as a viable alternative. He stated that in the center portion there were
sidewalks but there was no way to get from one unit to another unit around that area. He would
be concerned about the width of the lane. He stated that you have parking spaces and then you
have about 20 feet for two lanes of traffic going both ways. He would be very concerned about
getting fire trucks in and out of that area. He was also concerned about people who pull into the
driveway and they went to the wrong place. He asked how they turn around and get out of the
complex without having to go all the way around the complex. He stated that there were going to
be family living in there and there will be children on the street and it would be nice for them to
have a place to turn around and get out of the complex. He stated that one part of the element
was to provide access to open space and if you have an access to Fassler Avenue from the top
side of the area for residents to exit out to the sidewalk and back would provide a greater visual
appearance to what that open space actually is. He stated that they have condo developments
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down by the beach that provide their trails and they provide access so people could actually enjoy
the area with a right of first refusal to get on the property. He felt it was important that everyone
has access to that area. He referred to a hummingbird area, bird sanctuary, but if no one can get
to them, what was the point. He thought that would be an advantageous issue. He thought the
conservation element was a big element and if they had that restriction he thought it would be
great.

Attachment: Draft Minutes 11-06-17 (2454 : Approval of Draft Minutes - 11/6/17 Meeting)

Chair Nibbelin stated that everyone has very comprehensively catalogued various concerns and
he was not where Commissioner Gordon and he was a little further down the road than that. He
stated they have concerns about things that should be addressed. He wondered whether staff has
a sense of the Commission as to some additional things they would like analyzed such as traffic
being a big issue. He thought more information about how they ended up with this density
transfer and the rationale for that. He didn’t think they were at a place where anyone was going
to feel comfortable taking a vote. He wondered if a continuance of the item might be in order to
get more information.
Planning Director Wehrmeister agreed and suggested a continuance to the first meeting in
December because there was a lot of information they have asked for, and they need to make sure
they have enough time. She was hopeful that was enough time but they can let them know if it is
not.
Chair Nibbelin asked if they need a motion and vote.
Commissioner Clifford moved that the Planning Commission continue this item to meeting on
December 4, 2017; Commissioner Cooper seconded the motion.
The motion carried 6-0.
Ayes:
Noes:

Commissioners Stegink, Cooper, Gordon, Campbell,
Clifford and Chair Nibbelin.
None
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DESIGNATION OF LIAISON TO CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 27,
2017:
Chair Nibbelin asked if someone who voted in favor of the item might be prepared to serve as a
liaison. He asked Commissioner Stegink if he was volunteering.

Chair Nibbelin asked if he was talking on the alternative financial services ordinance.
Commissioner Stegink stated that he will volunteer for that.

COMMISSION COMMUNICATIONS:
Commissioner Stegink stated that he would like to talk briefly about AB678 and AB15. He
stated that AB15 passed last month. They say that AB15 and SB167 required local government
provide developers with a list of any inconsistencies between a proposed project and the local
plans, zoning and standards within 30-60 days after the housing application is complete or the
project will be deemed consistent with all local policies. He stated that it was to keep everyone
apprised of any problems or it has a poison pill. He stated that will require more staff and money
than they currently have, and he was a fan of lean government, he thought they should sell all
their lawnmowers and hire vendors to mow the lawn. He stated that the 12 new laws are going to
create such a burden on planning that they really have to go back and get more staff or money to
address it. He stated that he would be happy to support any efforts at a City Council level to do
that. He also suggested that, without the poison pill, we extend AB678 and SB167 or the spirit of
the law to not only developers but to residents doing residential remodels, construction, etc. He
appreciated everything Planning does but by far that was the most frequent complaint he has
because people have no idea what is outstanding, what’s coming, and maybe it’s a check list but
sometimes people feel blindsided. He didn’t know what they have to do staff and moneywise to
come out with an agenda on a Wednesday. He stated that it would certainly help planning in
general. He stated that they have had a couple of meeting where they had one resident on the
docket and then they get five inches of paper on Friday afternoon. He referred to transparency,
and he didn’t know if they can put it on NextDoor. He stated that it would be simple to list the
agenda on NextDoor at the same time, and they have 9,000 users. He asked if there was any way
to move it from a simple classified ad in the Tribune to a display ad in the front section or just the
agenda heading titles and the parcel number. He stated that he learns of some of the project on
November 25 when people who get the paper on Tuesday ask if he is aware that it was coming.
He stated that it was difficult to look anything but unprepared when you have no knowledge of
what is coming.
Commissioner Campbell asked about the cannabis ordinance. He asked if they have applicants
yet.
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that they do not because the way the ordinance is written is
it is not effective unless the tax passes. If the tax doesn’t pass, the Council can do something
different with that in the future. She stated that, assuming the tax passes, the ordinance would be
effective sometime in January when the election is certified and then there were timing triggers
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for when applications are due, when the police chief does his thing, and they were still a couple of
months out if everything passes before they will have a final due date for applications.

STAFF COMMUNICATIONS:
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Planning Director Wehrmeister.stated that they had some sad news today regarding a colleague
staff but with sad news comes joyful news. She reported that, on Halloween, Asst. Planner
Robert Smith and his wife welcomed their first son. His name is Rory Chapman Smith, 8 lbs., 9
oz, 21 inches long.
Chair Nibbelin asked if it was a Halloween character.

ADJOURNMENT:
There being no further business for discussion, Commissioner Cooper moved to adjourn the
meeting at 10:25 p.m.; Commissioner Stegink seconded the motion.
The motion carried 6-0.
Ayes:
Noes:

Commissioners Stegink, Cooper, Gordon, Campbell,
Clifford and Chair Nibbelin
None

Respectfully submitted,

Barbara Medina
Public Meeting Stenographer
APPROVED:

_________________________
Planning Director Wehrmeister
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MINUTES
CITY OF PACIFICA
PLANNING COMMISSION
COUNCIL CHAMBERS
2212 BEACH BOULEVARD

November 20, 2017
7:00 p.m.
Chair Nibbelin called the meeting to order at 7:01 p.m.

Present:
Absent:

Commissioners Kraske, Stegink, Cooper, Campbell,
Clifford and Chair Nibbelin
Commissioner Gordon

SALUTE TO FLAG:

Led by Commissioner Kraske

STAFF PRESENT:

Planning Director Wehrmeister
Asst. City Attorney Sharma
Sr. Planner Murdock
Asst. Planner O’Connor
Asst. Planner Smith

APPROVAL OF ORDER
OF AGENDA

Commissioner Clifford moved approval of the Order
of Agenda; Commissioner Cooper seconded the motion.

Attachment: Draft Minutes 11-20-17 (2455 : Approval of Draft Minutes - 11/20/17 Meeting)

ROLL CALL:

The motion carried 6-0.
Ayes:
Noes:
APPROVAL OF
MINUTES:

Commissioners Kraske, Stegink, Cooper, Campbell,
Clifford and Chair Nibbelin
None

None

DESIGNATION OF LIAISON TO CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 27,
2017:
Commissioner Stegink confirmed that he will be the liaison.
ORAL COMMUNICATIONS:
None

CONSENT ITEMS:
None
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1. UP-84-17
PE-175-17

USE PERMIT UP-84-17; AND PARKING EXCEPTION
PE-175-17, Submitted by Dr. Molly Rice to Allow for the
Conversion of an Existing Two Story Non-Conforming SingleFamily Residence to a Conforming Commercial Veterinary Clinic on
the Ground Floor with an Apartment Unit on the Second Floor at 439
Harvey Way (APN 022-031-190). Recommended CEQA Action:
Class 1 Categorical Exemption, Section 15301.

Asst. Planner O’Connor presented the staff report.
Commissioner Clifford referred to mention of soundproofing, and he asked if the new windows
and exterior were going to provide soundproofing.
Asst. Planner O’Connor mentioned that the Municipal Code has four standards for veterinary
clinics to meet, one being that the structure be certified by an acoustical engineer. She added that
because of no overnight boarding, they thought there would not be a need for soundproofing of
the entire building to be certified by an acoustical engineer.
Commissioner Clifford got the windows attenuating the sounds because dual or triple pane
windows will do that. He was curious about the idea that Hardy siding is going to do anything to
deaden sound and if anything will help transmit sound. He asked if they proposed any sound
insulation, mentioning being one that was fire and sound deadening.
Asst. Planner O’Connor stated that they did not.
Commissioner Clifford asked what was to the south and north of the building.
Asst. Planner O’Connor stated that it was non-conforming single family residences, adding that
there was a single family residence to the east.
Commissioner Clifford concluded that there was residential around it even though there are a few
businesses nearby.
Commissioner Cooper stated that they typically give recommendations when they propose a
project, and he asked why staff recommended two bicycle parking spaces in the property as he
didn’t think customers would normally carry their pet on a bike.
Asst. Planner O’Connor stated that it was required by the code.
Commissioner Cooper asked if it was practical as they look to staff for guidance.
Asst. Planner O’Connor stated that it may not be practical that clientele use a bicycle, agreeing
that it was hard to carry an animal on a bike but it might be practical for the staff.
Commissioner Cooper thought the parking spaces appear to go into the street. He asked if the
sidewalk was in the street.
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Asst. Planner O’Connor stated that the parking spots at the property line and the sidewalk occur
within the street right-of-way, adding that Engineering has reviewed and approved this design as
acceptable.
Commissioner Cooper asked if they were granting an easement for this as he assumed it was
private use.

Commissioner Cooper stated that the sidewalk was almost six feet into the Harvey Way right-ofway. He stated that the three-foot sidewalk was a non-conforming ADA sidewalk and he
assumed they will make an ADA sidewalk which he thought was five feet.
Asst. Planner O’Connor thought it was four feet wide.
Commissioner Cooper asked if it was going to a non-ADA sidewalk, and they were asking her to
put in a larger sidewalk.
Asst. Planner O’Connor responded affirmatively.
Commissioner Cooper concluded that, based on the drawing, the curb line would go in to Harvey
Way and back out as it attaches to the other sidewalks.
Asst. Planner O’Connor stated that the adjacent sidewalks were on private property and there
needs to be some curvature to connect the two.
Commissioner Cooper asked if there are cars parked next to the sidewalk now to allow cars to
park parallel to the street. He felt that, if they have cars parking in, there will be cars backed into
the space.
Asst. Planner O’Connor stated that she did not have the answer to that question.
Commissioner Cooper stated he was curious as to how that looked and why the city would
approve going into a city street. He stated that they were saying the applicant will only see cats,
pets, etc., and he asked why they didn’t just say domesticated animals which are lawful, and
asked what they would do if they brought in an animal that was not allowed in the city code and it
gets out when they are visiting the veterinary clinic.
Asst. Planner O’Connor stated that she used the term house pets and provided a few examples.
Commissioner Cooper asked if there was a legal designation of what a house pet is.
Asst. Planner O’Connor stated that she didn’t know if there was a legal definition, but these were
terms she found.
Commissioner Cooper concluded it was on other sites, and he asked if she was comfortable with
that term.
Asst. Planner O’Connor stated that she was.
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Commissioner Cooper asked, on looking at the outdoor commercial use, the pet relief area and
outdoor employee break area, whether that break area was a designated smoking area. He asked
if that was typically allowed or not allowed, adding that it seemed it was not within 50 feet of an
entrance building and would not be allowed.

Commissioner Cooper concluded that it was within 50 foot. He stated that would be his concern
with the neighbors, if the employees were smoking. He thought they might want to look at that.
He stated that he was not a veterinary expert, but he mentioned that they called for a natural grass
pet relief area. He didn’t know if that was the healthiest thing. He stated he would save that
question for the architect as he assumed you would have a buildup as he didn’t see how you keep
grass clean with all those pets doing things on it.
Asst. Planner O’Connor asked if he was concerned with grass.
Commissioner Cooper stated that Condition No. 4 would require that the veterinary clinic
maintain a natural grass pet relief area with the animal feces to be immediately picked up and he
wasn’t sure that was something he would want to restrict as it might not be the best for the
business as far as cleanliness. He thought they were being counter to requiring a natural
environment as it might not be the best regarding cleanliness. He stated he will ask the architect.
Asst. Planner O’Connor stated that staff’s thinking behind that was that a natural grass area would
process the urination and feces residue better than a turf.
Commissioner Cooper commented that, with people who walk in his neighborhood, his grass dies
often and he didn’t think ten times the traffic would help.
Commissioner Stegink asked confirmation that under no conditions would this veterinarian be
treating agricultural animals.
Asst. Planner O’Connor stated that was what the condition of approval would restrict.
Commissioner Stegink asked her to reiterate which animals would be treated there.
Asst. Planner O’Connor stated that the condition uses the term house pets, including dogs, cats,
rabbits, birds and reptiles.
Commissioner Stegink referred to the natural grass pet relief area condition, and he agreed that in
a medical setting you would not have that as a waste disposal area. He asked how the waste will
be disposed, such as a once a week or daily pickup.
Asst. Planner O’Connor thought they could ask the applicant.
Commissioner Clifford didn’t have another question but had an answer for Commissioner
Cooper’s question about parking in that area. He stated that it was pretty tight at this time, adding
that he came through on his way to the meeting to see what it was like when everyone was home
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and it was completely parked across from the building and where a guard rail was, a van had
backed in between the guard rail and the hillside where Highway 1 is. He thought that gave them
an idea of how much parking was required already. He stated that, during the day when the tire
place is running and another business that works with steel girders is there, it was a very narrow
one way street and has a lot of parking during the day and at night there is also substantial
parking. He didn’t know how they open the doors of the vehicle between the guard rails.
Attachment: Draft Minutes 11-20-17 (2455 : Approval of Draft Minutes - 11/20/17 Meeting)

Chair Nibbelin referred to the requirement for a use permit for an animal hospital and the notion
of needing plans and specs that bear the certification of an acoustical engineer, and asked if these
plans and specs bear the certification of an acoustical engineer.
Asst. Planner O’Connor stated that they do not.
Chair Nibbelin asked the city attorney to make sure, stating that it wasn’t written in a
discretionary way, and he understood that staff’s intent was generally being addressed with the
totality of the circumstances, but he was concerned about the language of the ordinance code. He
thought it seemed fairly directive and he wondered what their thinking was on that.
Asst. City Attorney Sharma understood that it was not a discretionary requirement, adding that
the code does not specify the use of any specific materials to use as sound proofing ant it would
be important to keep that in mind.
Chair Nibbelin stated that, assuming they were correct with respect to the assessment, he was
curious what the process would be to get a certification from any acoustical engineer and why
they wouldn’t require that the plans and specs bear that certification.
Asst. Planner O’Connor stated that they thought they could make the findings that it wasn’t
necessary based on the special circumstances under which the veterinary clinic operates.
Planning Director Wehrmeister thought there was an argument that could be made that there was
some interpretation that says animals shall be kept within an enclosed sound structure and if the
business model was coming in with the owner, getting treatment, leaving, and the question was
whether they were being boarded or kept in a situation where any noise or barking would be
addressed by an attending human.
Chair Nibbelin stated that he didn’t go to the ordinance code but saw that there were various
requirements that appeared to exist under 9-4.2307 and they looked like each was a separate
requirement.
Dr. Molly Rice, applicant, stated that she has been a veterinarian on Palmetto for 12 years, and
had applied for the same permit. She referred to the sound issue, stating that was one of the
reasons she was looking for a new location. She was now in a very tiny commercial space
underneath a residential space and it was very loud for her and the patients when the upstairs
tenants vacuum. She stated that the cat patients are very stressed, and she would like the
opportunity to soundproof the building to make it more comfortable for her clients and patients.
She stated that the most noise from her clinic area was from the neighbors behind them whose
dogs bark constantly. She stated that her patients aren’t making noise because they were there to
relax with acupuncture treatment and then leave. They don’t have any cages and do not do
boarding. They use a lot of other clinics in Pacifica and they do complimentary medicine, stating
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that they do x-rays and surgery but she didn’t think any clinic boards. She stated that emergency
care was done elsewhere. They did a different style of veterinary medicine and she needs a larger
space to do it better. She stated that it didn’t mean it will be a nuisance and she hoped to
improve the area. She referred to the parking, and felt it was constrained on Harvey Way. She
stated that, if she could have rented or bought a building with a parking lot on Palmetto Way, she
would have. She has been trying and not succeeding and was ecstatic to get this property in
Pacifica and grow, but if there are too many constraints, she won’t be able to do it. She was not a
developer and was working within her means but they were limited. She stated that she was
hearing a mixed message regarding the parking, that they want it returned to a conforming
commercial use but concerned about the parking constraints. She thought that if the building was
used in a different use that did not require a use permit, it would have a larger parking burden on
the street. She asked if the city could work with her and put green areas on the street or improve
it and make it more commercial friendly, or rezoned if it stays residential. She appreciated
working together to create a more clear intention with the street than telling her they want it
commercial but she can’t have any more clients because they might need to park. Regarding the
pet relief area, she thought the name was a little bit misleading. She stated that it was not a dog
boarding or day care and there was not a lot of pet relieving. She stated that sometimes they need
to collect a urine sample which goes in a little cup and is sent to the lab. She stated that they
sometimes need the poop sample and it goes to the lab. She didn’t think there will be a large area
with concentrated pet waste.
Commissioner Stegink stated that they frequently hear about a financial hardship on a staff report
when a developer wants to put a building larger than code allows or isn’t allowed to develop the
parcel to his wildest dreams, and he was curious if there was a specific item of the report or the
process that she found unduly onerous.
Dr. Rice stated that the whole process was more onerous than she expected. She stated that the
issue has been that the expensive check list she got in order to submit the use permit was a
fraction of what she needed to submit, and she wished she had known that up front, adding that
maybe she wouldn’t have taken this on. She stated that the street sidewalk redoing was extensive
and more than expected which she understood.
Commissioner Stegink asked if she stated extensive or expensive.
Dr. Rice stated that it was both.
Commissioner Cooper stated that she did great work. He asked her for her honest opinion. He
asked if she required any bicycle spots for her employees or anyone else.
Dr. Rice stated that she has never had a client or employee come on a bike.
Commissioner Cooper asked if she liked the grass provision or wanted some options.
She stated that she would rather have some options, especially ones that did not need water.
Commissioner Cooper asked if she has looked at the parking in front of the building and was
comfortable with the way the spaces are laid out. He stated that he owns a dog and he gets him
out of the back and would hate for a car to be going down Harvey Way and get him.
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Commissioner Cooper asked if she thought about putting a mirror so people, when backing out,
can look down Harvey Way in the opposite direction.
Dr. Rice thought it would be feasible.
Commissioner Cooper stated that it was just for safety, as he doesn’t want anyone to get hit on
the street.
Chair Nibbelin opened the Public Hearing.
Louis Marcheschi, Pacifica, stated that he has lived on Harvey Way for approximately 19 years
and is a neighbor to the proposed pet hospital. He stated that their bedroom and kitchen windows
face the yard that has the proposed waste area. He stated that when they got the notice their heart
sank as they didn’t realize about her practice being holistic rather than a traditional veterinary
clinic, and the fear of noise and potential odor has brought him to the meeting. He stated that the
street is a unique area in Pacifica that they love. He agreed that it has a horrible parking situation
which he thought has to do with the tire shop and service station at the end. He concluded that
parking, barking and odor directly by their windows was his concern. He stated that from what
he has heard and read, her practice sounds great and nothing he had expected. He stated that
they didn’t want to have an addition to Highway 1 when they opened the tunnel and let the other
people through with the added sound, adding that they would like to live with their windows
open.
Charles Kaufman, Pacifica, stated that his house is directly behind her house. He stated that he
has a dog and he is a yapper. He was concerned that, if people are in the backyard, she will be
yapping all the time and disturbing him and the rest of the neighbors. He asked if they were
going to build up higher as it will kill his view. He stated that he bought the house because it had
a view of the ocean and when they built across the street, it killed about 75% of the view.
Dan Lyttle, Daly City, stated he is a client and has been taking their dogs there for a number of
years. He understood some of the concerns voiced by the speaker and Commission was odor and
use of the green space. He stated that his first dog has gone to her for a number of years for
ailments and they have never had to use any open space for their animal, including their new dog.
He stated that there are only two clients inside the clinic at any one time and it was a quiet and
serene area designed for relaxing the animals. He stated that you can’t hear anything from the
outside of the clinic. He understood some of the concerns voiced by the neighbors but he assured
them that it is a quiet, lovely environment with no undue impact to the environment outside of the
clinic.
Chair Nibbelin closed the Public Hearing.
Commissioner Campbell asked if there was any discussion of privacy trees.
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Dr. Rice stated that she and Asst. Planner O’Connor talked about the way the parking lot was
designed there would not be parallel parking in front of the parking lot and the area against the
separation from the highway and Harvey Way would not be parking as it required her to redline it
which is no parking but also opens up more turning radius for people coming and going from the
parking lot. She stated that, unless someone is going 50 mph down Harvey Way, it was pretty
safe.
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Asst. Planner O’Connor stated that there wasn’t.
Commissioner Campbell stated that they used to encourage that in plans where people were
building big over another house. He asked if that would get at some of the privacy issues that one
neighbor discussed, if there was enough room.

Dr. Rice stated that it was also a concern of hers. She stated that there was a landscape plan in
the documents that includes native, drought-resistant tree shrubs along the whole perimeter of the
property for privacy for the neighbors as well as for her.
Commissioner Campbell asked if they would go above the fence.
Dr. Rice stated that they were quite high.
Commissioner Campbell apologized for not picking up on it.
Dr. Rice stated that she wasn’t sure of the exact height but the intent was to make a green screen
around the property. She stated that her original idea was bamboo but it was changed to native
drought resistant plants. She stated that the landscaper has put in a lot of work.
Commissioner Cooper stated that he didn’t have any problem with the project but just had some
concerns regarding parking and safety. He thought the city engineer has taken a look at it. He
was ready to make a motion when everyone was done speaking.
Commissioner Clifford liked the project, adding that he had a concern regarding the red striping
of the area across from the project because of the parking restraints already there with the existing
businesses and residential. He thought the area was about 4-5 car lengths and will impact the
area. He clarified that he wasn’t saying he wouldn’t vote for the project but he was surprised
there weren’t more people from the neighborhood saying they have to have the parking.
Commissioner Campbell stated that he was going to comment on the parking, referring to a past
meeting on the commercial development in Pedro Point. He thought they were being a little
liberal about parking when it comes to commercial. He understood the comments from the next
door residents, and if it were a normal business facility, he would have an issue about
incompatibility but with a small group of clients coming for a serene type of treatment, he didn’t
have a problem. He stated that, while it is zoned commercial, this is one of the quieter options
and he was in favor of it.
Chair Nibbelin stated that he was pleased with the proposition that they were not losing a unit of
housing and the apartment component was important to him. He thought the ordinance code was
clear about what was required for this sort of permit. He preferred they include a condition that
made clear that they would get a certification from an acoustical engineer to verify that the
proposed structure will prevent the sound. He acknowledged that staff was working diligently
with the applicant, but he didn’t see how the circumstance trumps the language in the ordinance
code. He thought they would need something in the ordinance code authorizing the Planning
Director to waive the requirement in appropriate cases or honor the text of the ordinance code.
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Commissioner Campbell agreed with him.

Commissioner Cooper commented that it was hard to eliminate sound and he mentioned
previously having discussed noise levels and they felt what was acceptable wasn’t acceptable and
he thought they would have to throw a figure in somewhere from a specific distance from the
building in order for it to be enforceable. He questioned how they could restrict it unless they had
an expert on acoustics. He stated that you cannot say “none” which he would consider
unrealistic.
Chair Nibbelin stated that he was speaking to the explicit terms of the ordinance code which
requires a verification that the proposed structure will prevent sounds emanating from the
building from going beyond the property line.
Planning Director Wehrmeister thought they could add a condition that restates the code
provision with the understanding that, with the description and nature of this business, an
acoustical engineer may find that the standard upgrades being proposed actually meet this
standard.
Chair Nibbelin agreed that was probable and he was fine with that.
Commissioner Clifford stated that there are insulations that are sound deadening and they will
have to put insulation in the building anyway and he didn’t think the upcharge would not be that
much. He stated that he has done a lot of soundproofing for people and there have been different
issues including partying neighbors next to the bedroom. He added that he has had to deal with
this in the normal course of his business and he knows that Hardy board isn’t soundproof.
Commissioner Stegink stated that he would caution against any conditions that prohibit sound
from escaping the building, adding that the cost of soundproof windows and that level of
assurance may be prohibitive.
Commissioner Campbell referred to the privacy screening and asked the Planning Dept.’s view
on the adequacy of the trees or shrubs proposed. He couldn’t get his hands on the arborist’s
report.
Asst. Planner O’Connor stated that the applicant proposed a number of species for the landscape
plan and there was a condition of approval that a final landscape plan be submitted and will verify
the species at that stage to be sure it meets the screening concerns he mentioned.
Commissioner Campbell stated that Commissioner Clifford just gave him the landscape key,
mentioning there were 15-gallon shrubs and bushes and they were pretty big.
Commissioner Cooper stated that his motion will include two modifications, deleting provision
#6, the bicycle stands, and with provision #4, he wanted a permeable surface in the back but he
didn’t care if it was grass or not and they should just say “permeable in the back” and delete the
words “and natural grass turf.” He asked if anyone had any concerns or comments in regard to
that.
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Chair Nibbelin stated that he would be supportive of a motion requiring the certification of the
acoustical engineer as set forth in the ordinance code.
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that staff had a concern about deleting the bicycle parking
which is a code requirement.
Attachment: Draft Minutes 11-20-17 (2455 : Approval of Draft Minutes - 11/20/17 Meeting)

Sr. Planner Murdock thought it wasn’t shown on the plan.
Asst. Planner O’Connor agreed.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated that it was restating the Municipal Code requirement to modify the
plan but they have noticed the parking exception to deviate from the bicycle parking standard.
Chair Nibbelin assumed it would require another hearing to go that route.
Commissioner Cooper moved that the Planning Commission finds the project is exempt from the
California Environmental Quality Act; APPROVES Use Permit UP-84-17 and Parking Exception
PE-175-17; by adopting the resolution included as Attachment B to the staff report; including
conditions of approval in Exhibit A to the resolution, modifying the words on condition #4 and
strike out natural gas trees but keep it permeable, reiterate the condition of having an acoustical
engineer certify that they meet the standards of the city; and incorporates all maps and testimony
into the record by reference; Commissioner Stegink seconded the motion.
The motion carried 6-0.
Ayes:
Noes:

Commissioners Kraske, Stegink, Cooper, Campbell,
Clifford and Chair Nibbelin.
None
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2. GPA-93-16
RZ-195-16
SUB-234-16

General Plan Amendment GPA-93-16, Rezoning RZ-196-16,
Subdivision SUB-234-16 and Authorization to Remove Heritage
Tree, Submitted by Applicant Michael O’Connell of Roundhouse
Industries, Inc., to Change the General Plan Land Use Designation
from High Density Residential to Low Density Residential, to
Change the Zoning Classification from the C-3 (Service
Commercial) Zoning District to the R-1 (Single Family Residential)
Zoning District, to Subdivide a 2.42-Acre Lot into Six Lots Ranging
in Size from 5,035 to 36,104 Square Feet for Future Single-Family
Residential Development, And to Authorize the Removal and
Replacement of Heritage Trees, at the Project Site Located at the
Western Terminus of San Pedro Terrace Road, Pacifica (APN 023075-050). Recommended CEQA Action: A Mitigated Negative
Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program Have
been Prepared and Are Recommended for Adoption.

Asst. Planner Smith presented staff report, with Sr. Planner Murdock adding some clarification on
one item.
Commissioner Cooper commented that the amount of material on line for the San Pedro Creek in
that area was immense, including the amount of EIRs, provisions, etc. He thought some of the
maps seem to be a little incorrect in the EIR reports in that they just identify where the
rehabilitation center is but not the parcel in between which was the parcel they were discussing.
He thus is concerned about what the regulations are when you subdivide a parcel so close to the
wetlands and creek. He stated that it seems to be mentioned in some but not all EIR reports as the
maps are vague. He felt this parcel seemed to have an arrow point that says CalTrans property
and it wasn’t CalTrans property. He asked how their investigations played in their
recommendation.
Asst. Planner Smith asked clarification that the total portion of the site being subdivided was the
area of land to which he was referring.
Commissioner Cooper stated that it was actually the area just to the west of it where the wetlands
currently exist. He stated that the whole report was about expanding the San Pedro Creek from
its original bed area to all the way to where the path is now. He stated that his other question
was in reference to the maps that show a tributary that appears to go right in front of the
rehabilitation center on the hillside. He stated that, on looking at it, there seems to be a culvert
that is next to the center. He asked where that is taken into account on the provisions in the maps
as he didn’t see it discussed.
Asst. Planner Smith stated that, in regard to the first question, it relates to the environmental
review that was conducted as part of the former creek widening project. He stated that the EIR
covered a large portion of the San Pedro Creek area. He stated that the application site was part
of the creek widening project, and as part of the environmental review for this project, the
previous environmental reviews were analyzed to ensure that any environmental considerations
that were previously highlighted were carried through in this report. He added that, as part of the
creek widening project, a large portion of fill was incorporated onto the site to bring the site out
of the flood plain.
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Commissioner Cooper then referred to the second question regarding the tributary that he saw on
one of the maps.
Asst. Planner Smith stated that he was not too familiar with the location of the tributary yet.

Asst. Planner Smith stated that there was a former storm water culvert that runs adjacent to the
rehabilitation center and not for storm water purposes, as that has been abandoned, and in the
past, for the rehabilitation center to address their waste water, the storm pipe now has a waste
water pipe running within the former storm drain and is providing the rehabilitation centers waste
water services.
Commissioner Cooper asked if he was talking about waste water or storm water, because storm
water goes to the creek and waste water goes to the plant.
Asst. Planner Smith stated that there is an existing storm water drain that runs over the creek and
along the side of the rehabilitation center.
Commissioner Cooper explained that it was the culvert that he sees next to that plant that seems
to have water in it when he was there earlier in the day. He was curious where it shows up on the
plans. He is concerned because he sees it in one of the maps on which he was doing research. He
stated that it showed a tributary coming off the hill and was concerned as to whether it was taken
care of, done underground, etc.
Asst. Planner Smith thought this was a good question for the CEQA consultant, but as part of the
application process, the Army Corp of Engineers have done a wetland delineation study to
identify sensitive locations. The California Department of Fish and Wildlife have also assessed
the creek bed alterations that the applicant has put forward. The applicant’s biologist has also
done an extensive review of the area as part of CEQA process.
Commissioner Cooper asked if it was specifically for this project.
Asst. Planner Smith responded affirmatively.
Commissioner Clifford stated that he would like to make an addition to the signage on the fence
or at least have staff consider it. He stated that in the report there was talk that people were to
stay out of the riparian setback area except for weed abatement. He was concerned that no
chemicals be used for the weed abatement, such as Roundup, and be sprayed along the area as
this could get into the creek and there were several endangered species there. He then stated that
25 feet seems a short distance to the riparian area, as he is used to hearing 75 or 100 feet before
they get to it, and he has concerns about that. He asked why 25 feet seemed to be okay.
Asst. Planner Smith stated that the actual creek bed is set back significantly from the line of the
25 foot riparian corridor and is actually taken from the drip line of the willows, and the creek
itself lies beyond that. He stated that the proposal for the 25 foot setback was included as part of
the CEQA analysis, adding that the biologists have reviewed that setback and have found that it
was sufficient to be able to protect the species on the site and the habitats available there. He
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stated that the only intrusion into the habitat was the storm water outfall construction which was
being mitigated through a habitat replacement mitigation measures in can alternative location on
the site. He stated that the 25 feet may seem like it is a narrow setback but it has been thoroughly
reviewed as part of the environmental review.
Commissioner Clifford asked if he was saying the 25 feet was to the willows.

Commissioner Clifford asked how far it was from the creek.
Asst. Planner Smith checked the plans and then he clarified that the creek bed was meandering
through the area, and he thought that, at one of the narrowest points, the distance from the edge of
the creek bed to the willows was approximately 55 feet and then the additional 25 feet.
Commissioner Clifford concluded that they were talking about 80 feet.
Asst. Planner Smith responded affirmatively.
Commissioner Stegink stated that he visited the property. He asked to look at the second slide
again, and stated that his concern was regarding that area (commissioner Stegink indicated the
area along the north east boundary of the site). He asked what the final outcome for the trees that
are currently there will be.
Asst. Planner Smith stated that the tree report was included in the appendix. The majority of the
trees in that area are eucalyptus trees and would not be protected as part of the heritage tree
permit protection. He stated that there are heritage trees that grow within the eucalyptus trees and
the arborist report identifies that those trees are not necessarily in great condition because of the
way that the eucalyptus trees have grown around them. The limbs are spread wide creating a
greater risk of limb failure.
Commissioner Stegink asked for confirmation that he didn’t see any designation of that area
being a wild life corridor in the staff report.
Asst. Planner Smith did not recall that there was any designation for a wildlife corridor.
Commissioner Stegink asked if there was a designation in the staff report of what species of
animals were on the property.
Asst. Planner Smith stated that there is reference to the CEQA document within the Staff Report
that lists the individual protected species within the area. He stated that he can look up the
species that are present on the site.
Commissioner Stegink stated it would be great as he was there about 5 p.m. and in seven minutes,
he saw five raccoons and a deer in that specific spot of trees. He asked if the applicant’s biologist
can address that.
Asst. Planner Smith stated that the particular species were the yellow warbler, migratory birds,
San Francisco garter snake, west pond turtle, California red-legged frog.
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Commissioner Stegink asked if it was a list of less than 20 items.
Asst. Planner Smith stated that it runs to eight.

Asst. Planner Smith clarified that those species were identified in the CEQA analysis to see if
there would be an impact on those species, and they may not necessarily be present on site.
Commissioner Cooper referred to the entry way on sheet C5.01, and he thought it looks like the
driveway encroaches on a CalTrans easement. He asked who owns the property to the west.
Asst. Planner Smith stated that in earlier iterations of the design, because of the narrow width of
the site entrance, the applicant was proposing to have a portion of the site entrance on the
adjacent property. He stated that they identified with the applicant that it wasn’t appropriate and
the design has been revised to the design set out in the site plan. He stated that in drawing C3.02
they see that the entirety of the proposed development is within the application site. He stated
that it was a previous design that wasn’t updated as part of the drawings.
Commissioner Cooper asked if he was doing the street improvements for that area to where the
bollards are at the edge of the street, showing going into San Pedro Terrace Road. He thought the
bollards were along the property line. He asked if he was doing the road improvements on San
Pedro Terrace Road to his driveway. He asked what prevents any traffic from continuing and
whether they were going to relocate those bollards and put a fire siding.
Asst. Planner Smith stated that as part of the proposal, he was proposing to move the bollards and
an existing bench and a trash receptacle and those features will be replicated slightly further back
on the trail.
Commissioner Cooper asked if he was taking the responsibility to pay for all that.
Asst. Planner Smith responded affirmatively.
Commissioner Cooper stated that, on looking at the private road, it was quite large compared to
the entryway making the turnoff into that property, and he asked if it has been laid out and if the
fire department was comfortable with that.
Asst. Planner Smith stated that the applicant has included the radius turn and circle into the
property and it was marked on a drawing, a turning radius of 28’ feet.
Commissioner Cooper referred to the rehabilitation center into this pathway, and asked if he was
providing an ADA access ramp down to the path.
Asst. Planner Smith stated that the connection to the existing path and the proposed sidewalk will
be accessible. He stated that the conditions of approval were included from the engineering
department to that effect.
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Asst. Planner Smith stated that there were physical improvements for stabilization measures
proposed.
Commissioner Cooper asked if Fish and Game didn’t care.
Asst. Planner Smith stated that Fish and Game were consulted on the application. They required
a lake bed and stream alteration agreement if it was significant enough to warrant it. He stated
that the Department was consulted, they reviewed the proposal and provided no comments,
effectively giving permission for the development.
Commissioner Cooper stated that, from his standpoint, if he approves subdividing these parcels,
what prevents someone from building a house there and not doing any protection in that area. He
stated that they could stomp and put construction equipment and cave it in as it is just fill.
Asst. Planner Smith stated that there were a couple of requirements if a future homeowner were
proposing to make alterations.
Commissioner Cooper asked if he was referring to building a house.
Asst. Planner Smith stated that there were a number of conditions that restrict structural
development within and beyond the 25 foot creek riparian corridor and are set out in the staff
report. He stated that, if they were making alterations to the creek bed, they would be subject to
permits from Fish and Wildlife.
Commissioner Cooper stated that it wasn’t alterations to the creek bed. He stated that if he was
putting a residential building next to a creek, he would want some sort of protection. He asked if
it comes back to the Commission when they want to build there or once they do this it is done.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated that it does not come back, clarifying that in this zoning district,
construction of a single family residence is not a discretionary permit issued by the city and this
project is for the general plan amendment zoning change as well as the subdivision but it does not
contemplate the homes built in the future. He stated that the area of concern for a lake and
streambed alteration agreement extends beyond the creek bed and the adjacent riparian habitat, to
his understanding, and would also be affected by the Dept. of Fish and Wildlife jurisdiction. He
stated that the city may not be involved but periodically they refer applicants for a building permit
in an R1 zone to contact the Dept. of Fish and Wildlife even though they don’t have a permitting
mechanism to withhold a permit or impose a condition on that.
Commissioner Cooper asked, if he bought a parcel and stayed on his side of the fence, whether
anyone would be involved in construction activities or would have any say as long as it falls
within the R1 district.
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Commissioner Cooper referred to the berm that goes into the creek, stating that he thought that
area has been filled when they did the creek restoration. When the lot is subdivided, what
prevents anything, like people’s fertilizer, going down into the creek. He asked if there was
going to be any barrier, such as riprap to improve the side bank wall so it doesn’t decay as people
walk on it. He asked what he was specifically doing and if there will be any improvements to the
creek.
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Sr. Planner Murdock asked to which fence he was referring.
Commissioner Cooper stated that there was a fence along the side of the property that borders the
creek. He assumed that was the boundary line they have. He assumed that, if he didn’t go into
that area with his construction, he didn’t have any say and they can build to whatever the zoning
restrictions allow.
Attachment: Draft Minutes 11-20-17 (2455 : Approval of Draft Minutes - 11/20/17 Meeting)

Sr. Planner Murdock stated that he was saying “I” in both contexts. He asked if he was saying
“I” as the developer and “I” as the city.
Commissioner Cooper asked, if he was a private individual and he wanted to develop that piece
of property and build a house, whether his plan would ever come before the Commission again.
Sr. Planner Murdock thought it was likely they would not unless he was seeking a variance.
Commissioner Cooper concluded that, if he kept on his footprint and built to the zoning
requirements, it would never come in front of the Commission again.
Sr. Planner Murdock responded affirmatively, adding that steps have been taken through the map
and installation of the fence and the monoliths to try to designate and restrict development and
activities that would damage the riparian habitat as part of the subdivision and he stated that, in
all likelihood, the Commission would not see the application for the single family construction.
Commissioner Cooper mentioned that there was a home on Adobe that was built next to the
creek. He asked if the city put any restrictions to building a wall there to keep them out of the
riparian area or keep drainage from going into the creek. He asked if that was something they
did at the Commission or they do with the individual.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated he was not familiar with that project but he thought along that area of
the city there are sites that may be in zoning districts other than R1 and have overlays. He stated
that it was possible they received a discretionary permit or did not, reiterating that he was not
familiar with that specific project.
Commissioner Cooper asked why they were replacing a non-native plant. He knew the willow
tree was there, and he mentioned that they had this issue with the Bowl. He stated that they last
about 50 years and then die and were not native to the area so he asked if, just because it was
there, they want to replace it in kind. He asked if they could say they would put something a
little bit more feasible in the area.
Asst. Planner Smith stated that the intention of the replacement was to ensure that the habitat in
existence was being replaced to serve the protected species that will be using it. He stated that it
was like for like replacement for the willow taken out.
Commissioner Cooper assumed a willow was a protected tree versus a eucalyptus.
Asst. Planner Smith stated that the willow was considered a species that is providing a habitat for
protected species.
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Commissioner Clifford asked, for clarity, if each of these lots could put in an accessory dwelling
unit.
Asst. Planner Smith stated that it would be part of the R1 development standards.

Commissioner Stegink asked, if the ADU is built at the same time of construction as the original
home or within 30 days afterwards, whether it would come to the Commission.
Sr. Planner Murdock thought it was likely it would not, adding that it was unlikely that it would
be constructed concurrently as they have an owner occupancy requirement in the ordinance and
the applicant would be unable to satisfy that requirement if the home did not exist.
Commissioner Stegink referred to the 36,104 square foot parcel, and asked, if it was to be
subdivided in the future, whether it would come before the Commission.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated not necessarily, explaining that a one-lot subdivision under the city’s
ordinances potentially could be approved by the city engineer without a public hearing.
Commissioner Stegink referred to numerous cases in other states in flood areas where cities have
allowed construction, have had liability and paid out when the areas eventually did flood, and
asked if the city had any potential liability for this construction if, through an act of God or any
act, it would flood.
Asst. City Attorney Sharma stated that at this point she did not have any facts that suggest that the
city would be exposed.
Commissioner Stegink asked if there would be any possible scenario where the city would have
liability.
Asst. City Attorney Sharma stated not to her knowledge.
Commissioner Kraske referred to the possibility of one-third of the property becoming
impervious surface and he asked for more information about the storm water outfall mechanism
that they put in the power point presentation. He also asked if appropriate agencies approved this
outfall mechanism.
Asst. Planner Smith asked if he would like him to go back to that image as it would be useful. He
stated that the plans for this detailed design were the plans sent to the Department of Fish and
Wildlife and they have reviewed the area that will be disturbed as part of the construction. He
stated that, in terms of a regulatory body, they were satisfied that they don’t need a creek bed
alteration as part of the development. He stated that the Army Corp of Engineers has also been
consulted and there have not been any specific comments in relation to the construction. He
stated that, in relation to the impervious surface, the applicant has provided the hydrology
calculations for a 100 year storm event and also the C3 provision which would normally be the
vehicle by which you would regulate impervious and pervious surfaces. This has been reviewed
by the City engineer and was incorporated in the conditions of approval.
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Commissioner Kraske understood that the San Pedro Creek was a migratory path for steelhead
trout, and he asked if this outfall unit would need to be approved by other fedral agencies and are
you satisfied they have approved this outfall unit.

Chair Nibbelin opened the Public Hearing.
Mike O’Connell, agent, stated that, before he responds to some of their questions, he will point
out a couple of community benefits that the project has. He stated that currently it was difficult
for fire trucks and ambulances to use the end of the road. They frequent the rehab center because
of the nature of that use. He walks by there several times a week with his dog and he sees that
they are always struggling to turn around. He thought the cul-de-sac will enhance their ability to
do that. He stated that the trail is great but it gets a lot of abuse with graffiti, trash and illicit
behavior at night with drugs and alcohol and no neighborhood to keep an eye on that. He stated
that the people who use the rehab center come and go mostly during the day and are not present at
night when that stuff is going on. He stated that it was a constant effort for Public Works who
are there weekly cleaning things up. He thought this project will create a neighborhood watch
and that may improve conditions on the trail. He referred to Commissioner Cooper’s question
regarding the entryway. He stated that the site has approximately 22 feet of frontage on San
Pedro Road and the fire department would like to have 20 feet clear because, if there is a fire
truck parked, another emergency vehicle needs to get around it and the fire trucks are closer to 8
feet. He stated that an important part of the project is having the sidewalk connect to the existing
sidewalk at the driveway of the rehab center with a four foot minimum for ADA but they can’t
have four feet for the sidewalk and 20 feet for the fire access because there is only 22 feet of
frontage and they can’t encroach onto the adjacent parcel deeded to Pacifica by CalTrans with a
very restrictive deed that only permits it to be used for flood control purposes. They went
through several iterations with Public Works and the City Attorney to figure out if they could use
a “hair” of that property, only 18 inches, to enhance the entrance to get 20 feet for the fire
department and four feet for the sidewalk but because of the restrictions on the deed it wasn’t
possible and that was when they approached the fire department with a smaller width but a rolled
curb that would allow them to roll up onto the sidewalk if they had to get by another stopped
vehicle. He referred to Commissioner Stegink’s questions about the future subdivision of lot 6,
stating it would not be possible because most of that lot was the drainage easement for the city
and they wouldn’t be able to meet the zoning regulations. He referred to the flooding issue,
stating the site has been mapped by FEMA since the flood control improvements and the creek
was within the flood plain but the area adjacent to it is not. He stated that, as an added
precaution, the floors of the buildings are anticipated to be 2-3 feet higher than the top of the
bank. Then, regarding C3 and storm drainage, he explained there was a detention pipe in the
street which is sized to hold a certain volume of water. They are trying to reduce or limit the post
development to less than or equal to the predevelopment runoff. He stated that now the site
doesn’t have a lot of runoff because it was pervious, not much slope and water doesn’t tend to
flow anywhere. He stated that the detention pipe was very large and very long, 24 inches and
approximately 500 or 600 feet long. He stated that, at the end of the detention pipe, there was a
manhole structure inside of which there is a weir and orifice with the orifice smaller than the 24
inch pipe, approximately 6 inches, which allows the predevelopment flow rate to pass through
and the weir blocks the higher flow rate causing it to back up into the pipe. He stated that was
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sized for the 100-year storm. He stated that there was a check valve on the outfall to prevent high
flows from backing up into the system. He referred to the storm water treatment, stating that it
has been reviewed with CEQA, civil engineer, peer review and by the Regional Quality Control
Board and there was a bio-retention area adjacent to the road into which the water sheet flows and
is treated there before being discharged into the storm drain. He stated that on each lot there was
conceptual bio-retention areas shown to treat the runoff from the roofs of the houses. They were
not proposing any impervious area in the front or rear yards of the lots except for the driveways,
so any patios will be pervious material. He stated that there was the nationwide permit from the
Army Corp of Engineers for the outfall itself and this is in process. He stated that they refer the
permit to other agencies as a consultation. He stated that the lake or stream bed alteration
agreement was determined to not be required by Fish and Wildlife. In conjunction with the Army
Corp of Engineers permit, the Regional Quality Control Board needs to issue a 401 water quality
certification, related to the C3 treatment for which they have done a preliminary review of the
treatment plan with comments that are included in the current document. He added that it was not
uncommon for these federal level permits to lag behind the local entitlements as they typically
take longer because of dealing with the federal government which moves slower than local
governments. He stated that the project biologist, Joe Rigney from Toyon Consultants, is present
if they have any questions for him and he was ready to answer any other questions.
Commissioner Cooper asked if he was surprised that there were no embankment improvements or
protections.
Mr. O’Connell stated that he wasn’t. He stated that when they rebuilt the creek it was all
engineered material.
Commissioner Cooper concluded that it was structural fill and was engineered material that they
can actually build on when they put it there.
Mr. O’Connell stated it was select fill as part of the creek widening and flood control project.
Commissioner Cooper asked if they ran curves on it so they don’t have to dig it up and can build
on it.
Mr. O’Connell responded affirmatively, adding that it was solid like a graded pad. He stated that
they did a lot of geotechnical investigations and did supplemental borings as part of the CEQA
process to address liquefaction and slope stability and it all checked out.
Commissioner Cooper stated that the fire department wants the 20-foot clear, and if they have a
sidewalk with a curb on the other side and they are down 24 or 23 inches, he asked if the fire
department was okay with that.
Mr. O’Connell stated that was why the curb on one side is a rolled curb, a mountable curb. If you
are in a fire truck during an emergency and you have to get by, it was analogous to some of the
driveways you see in a townhome subdivision where the driveway does not depress but you roll
up on it.
Commissioner Campbell stated that in 2007 there was a study session and they expressed some
support for a four-lot subdivision as opposed to six, and he asked him to explain the thinking. He
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questioned if the housing size goes up on the four as opposed to the six on the lot size, and asked
him to explain why they went from four to six.

Commissioner Campbell stated that he wondered if there was more to it than that.
Mr. O’Connell stated that there was not.
Commissioner Stegink stated that he noticed the culvert roughly parallel to the center sewer line
that Commissioner Cooper mentioned, and he asked what was going to become of that culvert.
Mr. O’Connell stated that he was confused on which culvert they were talking about. He clarified
what Asst. Planner Smith said about the sewer line. He asked if he wanted to talk about the
culvert or sewer line first, as they were different.
Commissioner Stegink stated that there was a sanitary sewer line marked specifically in the
culvert towards the creek from the sanitary sewer line.
Mr. O’Connell asked for clarification that it was the culvert in the creek.
Commissioner Stegink stated that it was a secondary channel completely.
Commissioner Cooper thought it was perpendicular to the creek, going up against the
rehabilitation center towards the mountain, and is full of water now.
Mr. O’Connell responded if you are standing on the existing smaller asphalt cul-de-sac.
Commissioner Cooper stated that he was on the wrong side. He stated that this is between them
and the rehabilitation center. If you were to stand on that property line, you would be in a culvert.
Mr. O’Connell asked if it was at the front or back of the site.
Commissioner Cooper stated that it was the back. It runs perpendicular to the creek, pointing out
the location on the map.
Mr. O’Connell stated that he didn’t think it was on their site but on the rehab site. He stated that
the way their topography works, they have a berm built up around the back of their property and
he thought it was difficult for them to get the water out because of the berm and that was where
that culvert is.
Commissioner Cooper assumed it was on their property, not on this property.
Mr. O’Connell responded affirmatively, adding that there was another existing culvert if you go
down in the creek and look at it. He thought it was for the rehab center.
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Commissioner Stegink stated that the culvert he observed was not on the rehab center property.
He referred to the stream bed alteration permit and asked if the feds did not respond or did they
state one was not required.

Commissioner Stegink asked if he could go over how notice was posted on the site. He stated
that he visited the site twice and walked the parameter and passed it by a half mile and did not see
any notice posted on the site at all.
Mr. O’Connell thought it was posted on the joint pole immediately adjacent to it.
Commissioner Stegink asked if he posted the sign.
Mr. O’Connell stated that he did not.
Commissioner Stegink asked who posted the sign.
Mr. O’Connell stated that he did not know.
Commissioner Stegink asked if the city posted that sign.
Asst. Planner Smith stated that they posted the sign.
Commissioner Stegink asked if the city used a vendor or the Planning Department.
Asst. Planner Smith stated that the Planning Department posted it, and he did it.
Commissioner Stegink asked if he posted it personally.
Asst. Planner Smith stated that he did.
Chair Nibbelin stated that there were no questions unless he had anything further to add.
Mr. O’Connell stated that he could clarify the sewer line.
Chair Nibbelin stated that he could do that.
Mr. O’Connell stated that there used to be a storm drain pipe that crosses the creek and is kind of
suspended above the creek going from bank to bank. He stated that, before the city did the flood
control project, the rehab center had a sewage ejector pump that would fail when the power went
out and they would discharge sewage into the creek. As part of the flood control project, the city
installed the culvert for the rehab center and then instead of using the storm drain line for runoff,
they put a sewer line through it and the rehab center doesn’t rely on an injector pump any longer
and there are no sanitary sewer discharges to the creek when the power goes out. He stated that
there was a public sewer line that runs parallel to the creek and then crosses over the creek.
David Blackman, Pacifica, referred to the density stating that the existing General Plan allows 39
or could be said it requires 39 the way the city interprets it, 29-51 units and that was a lot. He
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stated that this was a really good deal now. He stated that the state is starting to put mandates in.
He stated that, if this project came in this year, it would be difficult for them to approve anything
less than 39 units. He stated that they can speak to the Planning Director about this. He stated
that this was a super good deal. He stated that six units seems like very few, very low impact and
the state is really putting mandates and tying their hands and he thought it was a great project the
way it is and he hoped they approve it at this meeting. He stated that he lives in Vallemar and, in
his neighborhood, all the storm water goes into the creek, including what comes off his house.
He believes that anytime someone washes their house, everything goes down the creek. He stated
that they are going beyond to do a nice job to protect the creek. He knows standards are higher
today, but he hopes they approve it. He didn’t want to see that kind of density of 39 units if this
isn’t approved this year and a new application comes in, their hands are tied. He stated that a lot
of subdivisions have a way to work this so they don’t even need to come forward to them with
higher density. He stated that this was a great project the way it is.
Jona Ashcroft, Pacifica, stated that he was the administrator at Linda Mar Rehab, the
rehabilitation center that has been mentioned. He stated that he was first made aware of this
project two hours ago. He didn’t know what the process was. He stated that they were the only
other facility or house on the street and he would have thought it would be more of a partnership
and work together. He felt it was important to bring up that he was barely let know about the
development. He stated that, at the rehab facility, they hoped that the road would again turn into
a road because of the safety of their residences. He stated that they do have ambulances and fire
trucks come frequently. He stated that they always hoped it would turn back into a road. He
thought, from their standpoint, they would prefer the zoning to stay what it was as he thought
there would be a better chance of that road being connected again if it was still left as a
commercial business. He stated that the agent brings up a lot of benefits to Linda Mar but they
were never informed of these benefits. He stated that it seems like the road is not as drivable for
fire trucks. He thought what makes Linda Mar Rehab is that it is one of the few 5-star rated
facilities in the Bay Area. He stated that a lot of people come to them because they have nature
and it is serene and a great place to heal and have the quiet atmosphere away from the city. He
thought the wild life would suffer. He stated he works in the evenings and they see deer and
raccoons all the time. He stated that it was a pretty environment and if this development comes
he felt that the environment would suffer. He stated that their residents enjoy having the nature
around them and if those trees were removed, he thought the experiences at Linda Mar Rehab
would suffer. He stated that they would not be on board with this development as it is. He
thought it would have been nice if they had been given notice of what was happening.
Paul Jones, Pacifica, stated he was with the San Pedro Creek Water Shed Coalition. He stated
that they also heard about the project late, but not as late as the previous speaker did. He stated
that they submitted some informal comments that were addressed in the staff report. He stated
that they would have had a more robust set of comments if they had more time but they didn’t
have a board meeting in time to get comments to them. He stated that some of their concerns
have to do with the number of parcels on the lot. Regarding the 25-foot set back which some
have addressed, they agreed with those concerns. He felt it was inadequate to protect riparian
habitat functions. He also thought it was minimally protective of water quality functions. He
stated that there was ample literature. He stated that he has 27 years of wetland and riparian
stream habitat protection work and recently retired. He felt that 25 feet was pretty minimal.
After looking at the plans, he thought it was possible to remove a couple of the units. He quoted
from a report for the watershed coalition by a steelhead biologist that in the past development
policies and interests have resulted in developed areas encroaching closely to the creek without
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Celeste Langille, Pacifica, stated she recently found out about the project and was trying to digest
some of the impacts. She stated that this was a unique and important site when you look at a
number of species impacted directly and indirectly. She understood there were some impacts to
the site a while ago but still sustains wildlife. She stated that the creek was important. She felt
the steelhead were dying a death of a thousand cuts. She stated that there are a lot of projects and
housing is too close to the creek. She stated that the setbacks in Marin where they protect steel
head was 75 feet and other recommendations are at least 50 feet. She had a hard time just looking
at it on line. When it referred to the biological assessment, it was not on line and they have to go
into the Planning Department and she felt it wasn’t helpful. She did not see any reason why the
biological assessment couldn’t have been on line. She stated that, with the small information she
could find, it was possible there was potential suitable habitat on the site. She stated there was
nothing about mitigating for habitat loss or the amount of habitat. She felt it was a potential
incidental take under the endangered species act and they need formal consultation. She felt they
skipped a step as it is a site that has potential habitat adjacent to it or it could be on it from
reading the description in the mitigated negative declaration and it was hard to tell. She stated
that she did not have enough time to look at the information. She stated that the watershed
coalition has a number of documents on their website from 2000 where they did a number of
studies on this. She wished the city would include those. She thought there was a potential for
significant impacts that may or may not be able to be mitigated and a harder look needs to be
taken regarding direct and indirect impacts. She was concerned, stating that she knows that a lot
of people who live upstream have had a lot of erosion and she questioned the cumulative impacts
from the erosion upstream from this site and the city’s liability.
Mr. O’Connell stated he could address a couple of the comments. He referred to Mr. Ashcroft’s
comments about keeping it commercial but preserving the serenity seemed to be a little
contradictory. He stated that this was about the least intense development they could have on the
site. Regarding the comment about making the trail a road again, he didn’t know how many were
around in the past but so many people were killed on that road trying to turn onto the highway
because of the curve as you come north on Highway 1. They had to close it and it will never be
connected to Highway 1 again, adding that it should not. He referred to the road not being
drivable for the fire trucks, stating that they reviewed that with the fire marshall and the people
who drive the fire trucks and they were satisfied with this. He referred to the comments regarding
notification, he stated that it was right on the pole in front of the rehab center and he walks by it
every day and he was not sure how no one was not notified. He suspect that it has to do with the
address where the property taxes are mailed which was not the rehab center itself but the
corporation for whomever owns it. It sounds like it didn’t trickle down to the employees at the
rehab center. He stated that they had a good meeting on the site with the National Marine Fish
and Wildlife Service who wanted to meet with them after they received their reference from the
Army Corp. He stated that it was a good meeting and they didn’t see any issues they were
concerned about. They walked up and down the creek and looked at the location of the outfall.

Packet Pg. 64

Attachment: Draft Minutes 11-20-17 (2455 : Approval of Draft Minutes - 11/20/17 Meeting)

full recognition of potential amenities of stream corridors in their natural state and the liabilities
inherent in placing development too close to their banks. He stated that the condition should be
corrected whenever an opportunity presents itself. He thought that was the biggest issue but they
could address others if they had adequate time. They encouraged them to take a hard look at the
development as this was down low in the watershed and in a section of the stream that was
important for wildlife functions. He would be interested in hearing what the National Marine
Fisheries Service has to say about the storm water outfall as well.

a

Planning Commission Minutes
November 20, 2017
Page 24 of 32
They were still waiting for their final written confirmation to get back to the Army Corp but all
indications from the site meeting was that they were content with the mitigations.
Chair Nibbelin closed the Public Hearing.

Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that they are still learning about the contents of the bill and
what they mean for cities, but her understanding was that it would be particularly difficult if a
development came in that met the zoning and the city wanted to deny it or wanted it to force it to
a density that was less than the minimum in the zoning designation. She stated that wasn’t the
case here. She stated that this is an applicant that was asking for the re-designation.
Commissioner Stegink stated that it was his understanding that SB 35 requires a specified level of
affordable housing, and he asked if there was any component of affordable housing in this
project.
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that her understanding of SB 35 is that there was a
mechanism by which a developer could trigger non-discretionary approval and certain things the
developer would need to do including provide a certain percentage of affordable housing, but that
was not the case here.
Commissioner Clifford concluded that there was a difference between the zoning and the General
Plan on this property.
Planning Director Wehrmeister responded affirmatively.
Commissioner Clifford asked exactly what the difference was.
Asst. Planner Smith stated that the difference between the General Plan and the zoning is that the
General Plan currently has a designation for high density residential. The General Plan also
speaks to low density residential within the narrative of the General Plan and makes certain
provisions for flood protection that would allow low density residential at the site, while the
zoning is for a C3 service commercial and that was the disparity between the two.
Commissioner Clifford concluded that, if we left it commercial, we could wind up with a
Recology recycling site there or something similar to that, which was a potential for the site that
he would not want to see.
Sr. Planner Murdock thought the likelihood of that was low as such a project would require that
they find consistency with the General Plan and would highlight the fact that the city has
maintained a zoning designation inconsistent with the General Plan for some time, but a project
of that sort would require a General Plan amendment in conjunction with the development
improvement.
Commissioner Clifford referred to references to 100-year storms and he was clear that it doesn’t
mean that every 100 years they get one of them, and he thought they have had a couple of them in
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the not too distant past. He asked if anyone had any idea if that term is going to be changed to
indicate the new storm patterns we seem to be having, either drought and then very intense rains
that go beyond what used to be 100-year storm.

Chair Nibbelin referred to a theme in comments about people not getting notice or the notice
being somewhat late. He sees that their standard practice was to indicate public notice in the staff
report, and it looks like there was a publication on November 8 and mail was sent out to 233
surrounding property owners and occupants. He asked if they had any thoughts or theories, and
not speculate as to what might have caused some of the disconnect which they heard in public
comment.
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that she can speak to the San Pedro Creek Watershed
Coalition. Staff were notified early on that they would be an interested group in town and they
went to their website and sent them a notification. She stated that the information on their
website was old and it was returned to them. They went about trying to find people whom they
knew were members. She stated that ultimately they came to Mr. Jones and gave him the
notification, but it was because there was outdated information. She stated that the applicant
spoke to the rehab centers.
Commissioner Kraske stated that the applicant mentioned the unsavory element gathering along
the trail and this project would help eliminate that and increase relative safety. He asked if the
applicant planned to enhance the trail at all, such as lighting or signage along the property.
Asst. Planner Smith stated that the conditions of approval include a request for a lighting plan for
the subdivision itself. The city is requesting that the applicant submit those details for approval
and there was an opportunity for lighting within the subdivision but the alterations to the trail
itself are limited to moving the bollards and other furniture at the head of the trail.
Commissioner Cooper stated that this project troubles him in a couple of instances. He was
surprised that there is no bank improvement for this development. He would look at how he
could protect the surrounding areas prior to development. He thought it would be great for a
common driveway at the front. He stated that, if you look at where the rehabilitation center is to
actually pull directly into this driveway would be fantastic. He didn’t think a fire truck was going
to make that very hairpin turn to make a turnaround in the cul-de-sac where you would just do a
three-point turn and get in and out. He asked staff if they were aware that any of these other
agencies are waiting for us to decide on something before they decide on something. He asked if
this was a cat and mouse game or independent.
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that they do run independent and it was common for the
federal permits to run behind the local permits.
Commissioner Cooper asked if there was any expectation of when the federal permits would
come in to see what they have to say.
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that she did not have a timeline. She stated that obviously
they need to be completed prior to any construction on the site.
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Commissioner Cooper wondered why we were rushing.
Commissioner Clifford referred to the trail they were discussing, and asked if that was on private
property.

Commissioner Clifford concluded that they don’t have any requirement to do any development of
the trail.
Commissioner Stegink referred to the federal permits and asked if they have dates on which they
requested comment from the feds on those.
Asst. Planner Smith stated not from the federal permits. They received a copy of the letter from
Fish and Wildlife dated April 2017 as part of the consultation carried out by the applicant and the
fact that the department had not made a comment within a 60-day period and would therefore
issue approval on the basis that they have not made a comment.
Commissioner Stegink asked if the default notice was from the federal agency itself.
Asst. Planner Smith stated that it was from California Fish and Wildlife.
Commissioner Stegink referred to the stream bed alteration and asked from where that approval
would come.
Asst. Planner Smith stated that the lake and stream bed alteration agreement is administered
through California Fish and Wildlife.
Commissioner Kraske assumed the outflow needs to be approved by the National Marine Fish
Service and they were still waiting for that approval.
Asst. Planner Smith stated that there were a number of agencies that required notification. He has
the details of the agencies that were required and some of the details of the sections specific to
those agencies where certification or approval is required but in terms of the approval, he was not
familiar with the process and how they were issued.
Chair Nibbelin asked if the Commission would entertain some clarification from the applicant’s
agents who presumably have information bearing on the specific question.
Mr. O’Connell stated that he will let the biologist speak to the details but the short answer was
that the permit for the outfall is required from the Army Corp of Engineers and they refer it to the
other agencies. There aren’t permits from the other agencies for the outfall itself but goes
through the Corp for referral.
Joe Rigney, biologist, stated that part of the confusion comes up with the names of the agencies.
California Department of Fish and Game changed its name to California Department of Fish and
Wildlife a few years ago, but you also have the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and now you have
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two agencies with very similar names. He stated that the lake and stream bed alteration
agreement is through Section 1600 of the California code, required by the California Department
of Fish and Wildlife and that is the application that they submitted and the staff explained it. It
was called a “nopla” as it went past their legally statutory requirement to respond, and the
notification was approved and it was able to move forward. They also applied for a permit for the
outfall. That was where the issue with NMFS comes in because the Army Corp of Engineers is
required to do what one speaker referred to as Section 7 consultation under the endangered
species act. Whenever there are potential impacts to endangered species, the biological report did
identify potential impacts to steelhead salmon and the National Fishery Service was called in by
the Army Corp of Engineers. They have not received a letter yet, but as Mr. O’Connell
explained, they did have a meeting with them. He stated that there are other potential species
impacts that might occur from this that require a consultation with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
and that was the agency that has been dragging its feet in terms of the federal permitting getting
through and they have not had a chance to meet with Fish and Wildlife Service but they were
diligently working on that.
Chair Nibbelin stated he would entertain a motion or, if not, he was interested in what next step
they have in mind.
Commissioner Cooper mentioned to fellow commissioners that a lot of people said they didn’t
have enough time and there were still letters that need to be done. He asked if they would
entertain continuing the item.
Commissioner Campbell stated that he could be talked into that. He noted that in 2007 they had a
lot of discussion about this parcel and what could be done with it. He stated that, at that time, he
was more enthusiastic about keeping it residential and narrowing it down to four homes and
pulling a little further from the creek because of the fewer homes. He was more enthusiastic
about that plan than he is with six, but it was a lot less than a couple of dozen homes which would
be a disaster for that site. He was struggling with that and was curious on the applicant’s
thoughts on whether they could pull a home off, pull a lot back and move things off the creek just
a bit more. He thought they have to consider what could be put in as opposed to what they are
proposing
Commissioner Stegink was concerned about the steelhead issue. He thought it was a depleted
asset, and one of the few assets Pacifica has when you look historically that 30 years ago people
were fishing there and pulling large steelhead out of there and when you walk the creek it is 3-4
fingerlings and more migratory fish. He would like to hear what the feds have to say on that
specifically and clear that up. He stated that having met with them on a number of issues and not
hearing back was not necessarily unusual on a topic they care deeply about. He would support a
continuance as he thinks it is too close to the creek. He would like to leave the trees there, and he
would like a definitive statement that the sixth parcel isn’t going to end up to be some sort of
apartment building or six more lots. He mentioned hearing a statement that there was an acre or
43,000 square feet easement on that corner. He didn’t see that particular square footage matching
on documents.
Chair Nibbelin thought the staff report was very well laid out and he was generally in support of
this project. He thought his concerns and those raised by the Commission were adequately
addressed and he would be concerned about a 36000 or 30000 square foot lot being further
subdivided but he was content that it was represented that it isn’t going to happen given what was
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a regulatory possibility. He mentioned that there were tradeoffs involved all the time and he
recognizes that 25 feet could be more. He thought six units were not an unreasonable thing in
light of the fact that we are trying to encourage development of housing and it was an important
factor to bear in mind, although he recognizes there are some tradeoffs. He was content with this
matter and was prepared to take action. He didn’t see what was gained by continuing it. He
thought it was properly noticed and he recognized that not everybody effectively got notice, but
the city and staff did what they were supposed to do. He stated that it was not uncommon to
have the feds lagging and nothing was going to happen in terms of work on the site until the feds
actually weigh in and he would encourage them to move this matter forward. He stated he would
make a motion if no one else was willing to.
Commissioner Clifford stated he was not making a motion. He was a little concerned about the
25 feet and he would not be opposed to continuing the item, partly because he needs more time to
study it and would like to get with staff and ask questions once he has had more time to study the
project.
Commissioner Kraske was not able to make a motion. He would like to hear the results from the
agencies regarding the storm outfall unit.
Commissioner Campbell stated that he was in a similar vein and wants to signal that he was not
necessarily opposed to it, but would like some more comfort about lot #6 to understand and nail
down what can and can’t be done on that lot as it is rather big. He stated that, if they can get
more legal assurance on what can and cannot be done on that, it was moving him in the direction
of approving it. He also remembers the study session from ten years ago and being much more
enthusiastic about this when it was four and further back off the creek than he was with six. He
knows it is not 25 feet from the creek which he thought was important to note that from the center
line of the creek to the barrier is much further. He was less troubled by that but would like to see
and understand a little bit more.
Chair Nibbelin asked if someone was willing to make a motion at this point.
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that, before a motion is made, she wanted to share for
consideration that the next meeting that she would recommend would be December 18 since on
December 4, they tentatively have Fassler coming back and a fairly substantial project. She was
pointing that out as it was one week before Christmas and in the vein of trying to get more public
comment and more people noticed, she thought she would mention that. She stated that it was an
available date, and assuming the first Monday in January is the 1st and the next date would be
Martin Luther King date and their regular hearing would be Tuesday, January 16.
Chair Nibbelin wondered if part of the reason for wanting to continue it was to give the feds the
opportunity to weigh in and whether it might make sense to push further beyond the December
date.
Commissioner Cooper asked what the third week in January was.
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that it was Martin Luther King Day on January 15 and their
regular meeting would be the next day on Tuesday, January 16.
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Commissioner Cooper moved that the Planning Commission continue the item to Tuesday,
January 16; Commissioner Clifford seconded the motion.
The motion carried 5-1.

Noes:

Commissioners Kraske, Stegink, Cooper, Campbell and
Clifford
Chair Nibbelin
Attachment: Draft Minutes 11-20-17 (2455 : Approval of Draft Minutes - 11/20/17 Meeting)

Ayes:
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COMMISSION COMMUNICATIONS:

Commissioner Stegink stated that he has had a couple of people comment anecdotally about
highway signs, specifically a liquor sale posted at 50% of the highway exits for more than a week
by sandwich boards. He was curious as to whether the city control the posting of signs on
Highway 1 or CalTrans does.
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that technically it was a Caltrans matter, but recognizing
that they don’t have the local staff to get out there, she believes the Public Works department sees
them and are able to pick up the signs.
Commissioner Stegink referred to Shelter Cove Beach in Pacifica and the Martins Beach
relationship to that, and asked the City Attorney if Shelter Cove was a public beach.
Asst. City Attorney Sharma stated that it was her understanding that it is.
Commissioner Stegink asked how Pacificans who wish to access Shelter Cove Beach do so.
Asst. City Attorney Sharma understood that there was a pathway commonly used. She asked
staff if they had any additional comments about how to access the beach.
Planning Director Wehrmeister understood that the site was accessed by a trail or access way
from the Pedro Point neighborhood.
Commissioner Stegink referred to mention of signage that it was a private beach, and asked if
there was any signage that suggests there is a public easement there.
Chair Nibbelin was concerned as this was not agendized as a specific item. He thought it might
be appropriate to agendize as a followup as it sounds like it warrants some more in depth
conversation. He asked if they could agendize a brief discussion of this at an upcoming meeting.
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that she can speak to the City Attorney about that.
Commissioner Cooper stated that there was a person interested in purchasing Shelter Cove and
putting some public use area there for children and he thought it was an interesting idea and
maybe they will pursue it and present it to them.
STAFF COMMUNICATIONS:
Planning Director Wehrmeister mentioned that they have hired a new code enforcement officer,
Gwen White. She was not present but she is working for the city. She stated that, since the last
meeting, they had an election and the marijuana ballot measure passed and they were working
internally to get all the applications processed for the day after the election is certified as they are
getting a lot of inquiries already. She wanted the Commission to be aware that they are working
on adjusting their publication timelines to be more consistent with City Council which is
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publicizing the Wednesday before the meeting and it will take a few cycles to put that in place but
they are working towards that goal.
Chair Nibbelin appreciated that.

Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that the ordinance was effective after election certification
which is scheduled for the December 11 meeting and then within the zoning and police license
ordinance there were triggers after certification of the election. The first step is to apply with the
police chief for a background process and the second step is to go into security plan review with
the police department. The third step would be the use permit process with the Planning
Commission and before that is a lottery if necessary and the Commission will potentially see
applications probably mid-year of 2018.
Commissioner Campbell asked if, during this period of time, the current dispensaries that are
illegal will continue to operate as is.
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that they were also working on their enforcement
procedure during this time period and they were working on the timelines and their intent is to
hopefully work cooperatively with the businesses and have them come in and meet with them and
tell them what they are intending to do so there is a smooth transition out of the situation they are
in now. She added that she did not have a time line yet.
Commissioner Stegink stated that, with respect to Chair Nibbelin’s suggestion that they not veer
into anything that is not agendized, he suggested that generically with any tax they pass, they
devise a mechanism to collect that tax.

ADJOURNMENT:
There being no further business for discussion, Commissioner Cooper moved to adjourn the
meeting at 9:19 p.m.; Commissioner Clifford seconded the motion.
The motion carried 6-0.
Ayes:
Noes:

Commissioners Kraske, Stegink, Cooper, Campbell,
Clifford and Chair Nibbelin
None

Respectfully submitted,

Barbara Medina
Public Meeting Stenographer
APPROVED:
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Planning Director Wehrmeister
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DATE: January 16, 2018

FILE: GPA-93-16
RZ-195-16
SUB-234-16

ITEM: 1

PUBLIC NOTICE: Notice of Public Hearing was published in the Pacifica Tribune on January 3, 2018, and
mailed to 233 surrounding property owners and occupants.

STATUS: Project continued from the Planning Commission meeting on November 20, 2017, to allow staff
to gather additional information and address Planning Commission questions.

APPLICANT:

Mike O’Connell, P.E.

OWNER:

Benaiah Ventures, LLC

Round House Industries Inc.

11 Bay Road

900 Rosita Road

Menlo Park, CA 94025

Pacifica, CA 94044

PROJECT LOCATION: Vacant parcel located at the westerly terminus of San Pedro Terrace Road,
immediately northwest of the Linda Mar Rehabilitation Facility, approximately 500 feet west of the
intersection of San Pedro Terrace Road and Peralta Road (APN 023-075-050) - West Linda Mar.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: General Plan amendment to change the General Plan Land Use Designation
from High Density Residential to Low Density Residential, to change the zoning classification from the C3 (Service Commercial) zoning district to the R-1 (Single Family Residential) zoning district, to subdivide a
2.42-acre lot into six residential lots ranging in size from 9,379 to 34,145 square feet (sf) for future
single-family residential development, 15,742 sf private street, and, to authorize the removal and
replacement of heritage trees, at the project site located at the western terminus of San Pedro Terrace
Road, Pacifica (APN 023-075-050). The project area is a vacant triangular-shaped lot located along the
southerly bank of San Pedro Creek in the West Linda Mar neighborhood. The public hearing on this
application was continued from the Planning Commission meeting of November 20, 2017. Since the
previous public hearing, the Applicant has revised the proposed subdivision layout and lot sizes.
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SITE DESIGNATIONS:

General Plan: High Density Residential
Zoning: C-3 (Service Commercial)

RECOMMENDED CEQA STATUS: A Mitigated Negative Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program have been prepared and are recommended for adoption.

ADDITIONAL REQUIRED APPROVALS: City Council approval of General Plan Amendment and Rezoning;
and, allocation of residential development allocations under the Growth Management Ordinance.

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Approve with conditions.

PREPARED BY: Robert Smith, Assistant Planner

Packet Pg. 75

1

PC Staff Report
San Pedro Terrace Road - 6 Unit Subdivision
January 16, 2018
Page 3

BACKGROUND

On November 20, 2017, the Planning Commission conducted a public hearing, reviewing the project,
and requested continuance to the Planning Commission meeting of January 16, 2018, to allow staff and
the Applicant to gather additional information. Four members of the public spoke during the public
hearing, expressing concern over the impact of the development on the surrounding environment,
protected species, the impact on San Pedro Creek water quality, the extent of the riparian setback from
the Creek, mitigation for habitat loss, and that the project was not sufficiently noticed by the City. One
member of the public spoke in support of the project for its beneficial low density.

The Planning Commission requested staff provide additional information, including but not limited to
the following:

-

Clarification and justification of the proposed 25- foot riparian setback and its adequacy relative
to biological resources at the project site and protection of the creek.

-

Status of required State and Federal permits.

-

Project density relative to the General Plan Low Density Residential requirements.

-

Ability of future property owners to subdivide larger lots.

PROJECT AMENDMENTS

In response to comments at the meeting of November 20th, 2017, the Applicant has amended the
proposed tentative subdivision map to move probable development areas of certain lots further from
the creek. The revised tentative subdivision map resulted in removal of the cul-de-sac configuration on
the private street and introduction of a hammer head fire truck turn around. The proposed ‘hammer
head’ will provide a width of 28 feet and the entire curb section required for fire truck turn around will
be designated as a no parking zone with red curb and, additional no parking signs installed to prevent
unlawful parking. The change has been agreed to by North County Fire Authority who recognized the
specific environmental constraints of the site.

The ‘hammer head’ offers a number of advantages in relation to the surrounding sensitive environment.
These include the aforementioned rearrangement of the subdivided lots to create greater space for
development away from the proposed 25 feet riparian corridor; a smaller extent of impervious surface
to reduce stormwater run-off; and reducing the extent of site disturbance for construction. The
subdivided lots have also been rearranged to match the more linear arrangement of the street, to give a
more typical rectilinear arrangement of lots.
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DRAINAGE CULVERT

During the November 20, 2017, public hearing both the Planning Commission and public commenters
inquired about a culvert in the vicinity of the project site which was of interest in relation to the area’s
stormwater drainage. There was some question as to the culvert’s location during the hearing, and the
Applicant and staff have since confirmed it is located on an adjoining parcel which is highlighted below
(Figure 1). The culvert is a historic feature which, according to Engineering Division staff, was abandoned
following the creek widening project and subsequent fill of the surrounding area. Therefore, the culvert
is no longer a part of the area’s designed stormwater drainage system.

Existing clogged culvert

Site

Access for creek
maintenance.

Figure 1: Redundant culvert adjacent to application site (approximate boundary represented by dashed
line).

RIPARIAN SETBACK

The City does not have set standards for the size of riparian setbacks. In the absence of explicit City
standards, staff assessed the most appropriate methods for defining setback distances including
approaches relied upon by other jurisdictions, standards recommended by other agencies and the
biologist recommendations for the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) evaluation. A number of
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approaches exist to the establishment of riparian setbacks in both urban and rural settings. In instances
such as this, the establishment of setback distances relies on the site specific circumstances and the
professional analysis of an appropriately qualified biologist to determine species and habitat resources
at the project site and subsequently to determine the size of buffer required.

The proposed buffer for the project is based on the requirements of the site-specific conditions and
recommendations which have been established by Toyon Consultants (“Toyon”). Toyon considered the
functional value of the creek habitat along the project, the intensity of the proposed use, other site
specific characteristics (including past disturbance from the creek widening project), and how the
proposed buffer would function. Toyon has provided additional clarification beyond the evidence
contained within the proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) proposed for the project in order
to comply with CEQA (Attachment J). An extract from the Applicant’s Biologist letter dated December
28th, 2017, includes the basis for establishing the buffer:

“Riparian areas provide several important functions, including:
o

Erosion control - One of the most important functions of riparian buffers is enhanced
infiltration of surface runoff. Riparian vegetation in the buffer surrounding a waterbody
increases surface roughness and slows overland flows. Water is more easily absorbed
and allows for groundwater recharge.

o

Water quality – An additionally important function of riparian vegetation removes
nitrogen and phosphorous, pesticides, and other contaminants.

o

Habitat – Several rare and sensitive species occur within riparian habitat areas. The
maintenance of these areas are critical to the survival of such species.”

Staff consulted any relevant policy documents of the City for additional guidance on the size of the
riparian setback in the absence of a codified zoning standard. The 1980 General Plan is not specific
about how riparian setbacks should be applied in this location; however, it makes reference to the site
including the environmentally sensitive riparian habitat (Note: The 1980 General Plan was drafted prior
to the creek widening project undertaken in the late 1990’s and early 2000’s):

“…of particular sensitivity is the riparian habitat which protects resident steelhead trout. An
undisturbed riparian setback is suggested for the entire length of the creek to the diversion dam
on the middle fork and to the San Pedro Valley Park on the south fork.” (Page 46).

In creating appropriate setbacks, staff and the Applicant considered evidence provided in the supporting
biological reports, CEQA analysis and recommendations of consulting agencies. State and Federal
agencies (Regional Water Quality Control Board; California Department of Fish & Wildlife; US Fish and
Wildlife Service; National Marine Fisheries Service; and US Army Corps of Engineers) were consulted on
the proposal and the content of the Environmental Review from which no comments objecting to the
planned 25 feet buffer were forthcoming.
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Figure 2: Extract from Sheet C3.02, dated 12/26/2017, showing annotated line references including
‘Ordinary High Water Mark’ and ‘Top of Bank’.

Table 1 provides a summary of analysis from the CEQA review which identifies the impact of
development on sensitive habitat and species, including the resident steelhead trout population and
California Red Legged Frog. Summary of this evaluation is provided below and mitigation measures are
included in the project recommendations to ensure any impacts which may occur will be less than
significant.

Establishment of the riparian setback from the approximate dripline of the willow tree canopy is
presented by Toyon as an appropriate way to protect sensitive habitat and species. The dripline of the
willows is considered the limit of the valuable resources. The dripline of the willows is broadly contained
between the identified ‘Ordinary High Water Mark’, and the ‘Top of Bank’. The restrictions placed on
the riparian setback through conditions of approval and identified on site by monoliths, with recordation
on the final subdivision map will ensure structural development does not occur in areas adjacent to the
‘Top of Bank’ thus preserving the bank from deterioration following completion of development.
Additional protection and enhancement measures are presented by Toyon (Attachment J) such as:

-

Final grade to slope away from Riparian Habitat Area;

-

Storm water detention system;

-

Minimization of impacts to riparian habitat;

-

Willow planting within storm water detention system outfall;

-

Habitat enhancement within Riparian Habitat; and

-

Fence/monolith along easement boundary and buffer.
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The site specific circumstances of the environmental impacts have been evaluated as part of the Initial
Study for CEQA. There is no evidence to suggest that the establishment of the 25-foot riparian setback
would not sufficiently protect the sensitive species or habitats on or surrounding the site. Sensitive
riparian habitat related to specific species is explored through the Environmental Review and includes
the assessment of potential impacts to the habitat and a number of species: San Francisco Garter Snake;
Western Pond Turtle; California Red-Legged Frog; Yellow Warbler; and Steelhead Salmon, among other
species.
Table 1: Extract from CEQA evaluation ‘Environmental Checklist and Initial Study Mitigated Negative
Declaration’ August 21, 2017.
Habitat

“The section of the property through which San Pedro Creek runs consists of Willow
Riparian Habitat, dominated by Salix laevigata and Salix sitchensis (Sitka willow)…
Willows are a common plant used in habitat restoration projects involving riparian
areas due to their ease of establishment on disturbed sites. Several invasive exotic
species were observed, including Eucalyptus globulus (blue gum eucalyptus), Genista
monspessulana (French broom), Cortaderia jubata (pampas grass), and Delairea
odorata (Cape ivy)…”
“The upper section of the San Pedro Creek bank and the area immediately adjacent to
the bank are dominated by Baccharis pilularis (coyote bush) and non-native species
such as Cortaderia jubata (pampas grass), Conium maculatum (poison hemlock), and
Acacia dealbata (silver wattle). The dominant presence of these species is further
demonstration of the disturbed nature of this site…”

Yellow Warbler

“Yellow Warblers are a Species of Special Concern for the California Department of
Fish and Wildlife…None were observed during the site visits…The site is within the
summer breeding range of this species and contains potential breeding habitat.”
“In the event that this species is nesting within the riparian habitat during
construction…Mitigation Measure BIO2 requires avoidance of construction during the
nesting season or pre-construction nesting bird surveys, establishment of an
appropriate buffer around active nests and non-disturbance until completion of
nesting as determined by a qualified ornithologist…”

San Francisco “San Francisco garter snake (SFGS) is listed as “endangered” under the Federal
Garter Snake
Endangered Species Act (FESA)….”
“Construction of the stormwater outfall will have a potentially significant impact on
SFGS if snakes are present in the area. The lack of burrowing mammal holes in the
upland habitat areas indicates that SFGS would not be using these areas as hunting or
estivation habitat…”
“In order to ensure that potential impacts to the Garter Snake are avoided Mitigation
Measure BIO-4 requires that the stormwater outfall be constructed during the dry
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season and that pre-construction surveys for SFGS occur not more than 48 hours in
advance. Additionally, BIO-4 provides procedures in the event that SFGS are identified
or occupy the area during construction…”
Western Pond “The western pond turtle (WPT) is a Species of Special Concern for the CDFW…No
Turtle
turtle occurrences are evident within a ten-mile radius per the CNDDB, however San
Pedro Creek is within the range of this species and so it may be present…”
“WPT typically nest on sandy banks near water or in fields with sunny spots up to a
few hundred feet from water. No turtles were observed on the Project site during any
of the visits by the biologist. The site contains both potential breeding and upland
habitat….”
“Mitigation Measure BIO-5 requires that the stormwater outfall be constructed during
the dry season and that pre-construction surveys for WPT occur not more than 48
hours in advance…”
California Red- “California red legged frogs (CRLF) are listed as “threatened” under the Federal
legged Frog
Endangered Species Act (FESA)… The proposed Project is within 500 feet of federally
designated critical habitat for CRLF. CRLF utilizes both water (aquatic) and upland
(terrestrial) components. Habitat areas include nearly any area within 1-2 miles of a
breeding site that stays moist and cool through the summer; this includes nonbreeding aquatic habitat in pools of slow-moving streams, perennial or ephemeral
ponds, and upland sheltering habitat such as rocks, small mammal burrows, logs,
densely vegetated areas, and man-made structures (i.e. culverts, livestock troughs,
spring-boxes, abandoned sheds)”
“CRLF is known to utilize San Pedro Creek as breeding habitat, and the Project is
adjacent to “critical habitat” as designated by USFWS (USFWS 2006, 2008). The site
vicinity contains both potential breeding and upland habitat. Riverine wetlands along
San Pedro Creek also provide habitat for the threatened California red-legged frog…”
“The disturbed area of B. pilularis alliance habitat does not have sufficient cover of
leaf litter for CRLF to use the area as upland estivation habitat. The lack of burrowing
mammal holes in the upland habitat areas is further indication that CRLF would not
use this area as estivation habitat. However, given that CRLF are known to move
within upland habitat during rainy months, there is a potential that there would be a
take of CRLF if they were present within the upland habitat areas during construction.
Removal of the B. pilularis and P. aquatica – A. barbata alliance will have a potentially
significant impact if frogs are present during construction…”
“Mitigation Measure BIO-6 requires that the stormwater outfall be constructed during
the dry season or that exclusionary fencing be installed and that pre-construction
surveys for CRLF occur not more than 48 hours in advance. Additionally, BIO-6
provides procedures in the event that CRLF are identified or occupy the area during
construction.’’
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Steelhead
Salmon

“Steelhead found within the Central Coast Evolutionary Significant Unit (ESU) is listed
under the FESA as Threatened. Take of a listed species is illegal under FESA unless
allowed under a permit issued by the National Marine Fisheries Service. Steelhead are
known to occur within San Pedro Creek, and the creek is considered Critical Habitat
for the Central Coast ESU (NMFS 2005)…”
“Construction of the stormwater overflow outfall pipe could potentially affect
steelhead salmon if work is performed during the rainy season…These impacts could
be direct through direct killing of fish, or indirect through sedimentation…”
“In order to ensure that potential impacts to the Steelhead are avoided, Mitigation
Measure BIO-7 requires that the stormwater outfall be constructed during the dry
season and that best management practices to protect stormwater runoff from
entering the creek are implemented. Construction of the outfall will require approval
from the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)…”

Monarch
Butterfly

“Monarch butterflies are proposed for listing under FESA…”
“Two clusters of roosting monarchs are listed within a ten-mile radius of the Project
site according to the CNDDB. Potential overwintering habitat occurs on the Project
site…”
“Although not observed on the site, the E. globulus grove could act as roosting habitat
for overwintering monarch butterflies. Removal of this area during the roosting
season would likely kill any butterflies using the habitat…”
“In order to ensure that potential impacts to the Monarchs are avoided Mitigation
Measure BIO-8 requires that tree removal occur outside the overwintering season…”

The San Pedro Creek habitat is characterized in the MND as having protected species and habitat, and
describes past restoration activities conducted along the creek. Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO8 provide avoidance, protection and procedures to ensure that potential impacts to biological resources
from construction of the proposed project are reduced to less than significant levels. Each of the
sensitive species identified at the site will be protected through mitigation measures attached through
the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (Attachment A). The construction of the stormwater
outfall is mitigated through the time of year of construction, measures to protect species during
construction and mitigation to replace habitat, and species to ensure there will not be adverse effects
from the project.

In addition to mitigation measures the proposed site improvements include landscaping improvements
to enhance habitats with native, coastal compatible species. Review, approval and controls on
landscaping and restrictions on structural development within the riparian setback will be secured by
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Conditions of Approval. Physical on-site markers will be placed relative to the setback buffer location to
illustrate to future property owners the need for ongoing controls on development and landscaping.

STATE AND FEDERAL PERMIT UPDATE

As part of the CEQA review process, the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration was sent to the
State Clearinghouse (SCH #2017082062) for distribution to effected state agencies. In addition to
consultation through the CEQA process, the Applicant is required to seek permits and approvals through
a number of agency applications which include - Regional Water Quality Control Board; California
Department of Fish & Wildlife; US Fish and Wildlife Service; National Marine Fisheries Service; and US
Army Corps of Engineers. The agencies have provided the following responses to date:

-

Regional Water Quality Control Board - 401 Certification – Certification cannot be issued prior to
adoption of the Mitigated Negative Declaration.

-

California Department of Fish & Wildlife - No lake or streambed alteration agreement required –
April 20, 2017.

-

US Fish & Wildlife Service - Concurrence letter not yet received to confirm (401) water quality
certification and impact to California Red Legged Frog is appropriate.

-

National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) - Concurrence Letter to the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers as part of the 404 Permit Application for this project states no adverse effects, August
18, 2017.

-

Army Corps of Engineers 404 permit (regulate discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of
the United States) - San Francisco District – Awaiting issuance of 401 Certification; and US Fish
and Wildlife Service biological opinion.

The Applicant has also provided an overview of the permitting process and status to date in addition to
the most up to date response from individual agencies (Attachment K). As stated in the Applicant’s
summary response letter and the agency responses themselves, no adverse impact has been presented
or adjudged to be created from the project through the CEQA process or other agency reviews.

RESTRICTED SITE ENTRANCE

The project site is constrained by the width of the site entrance. Staff and the North County Fire
Authority are satisfied sufficient space has been provided for access and egress to the project site in the
event of an emergency. Should the Applicant seek to increase the site entrance for convenience on the
City-owned parcel to the west, an amendment would have to be made to the Directors Deed recorded
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and established as part of the Creek widening project for the City Parcel as well as to state law. The
Directors Deed references state law enacted by the California Legislature to authorize transfer of the
property to the City. The reference points to Chapter 561 of the Statutes of 1998:

“[i]f, for any reason, the property is not used for the flood control project or if the project
adversely affects any future plans for highway improvements the property shall revert to the
state” (italics added).

Because of the restrictions in state law and in the City’s deed providing ownership of the site, allowing a
private developer access across the parcel to the west would be a use of the property not exclusively for
flood control project purposes which could result in reversion of the property to state ownership. There
remains a possibility the applicant could reach an agreement with the private property owner to the
east of the project site to allow widening of the project entrance, but according to the Applicant, it has
been unable to reach an agreement up to this point.

PROJECT DENSITY GENERAL PLAN – LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL DESIGNATION

The Low Density Residential land use designation amendment would allow for a reduced density from
the current High Density Residential designation. Calculating minimum or maximum density does not
reflect the specific environmental considerations of this location. The General Plan recognizes density is
informed by the specific site constraints which are set out to:

“include slope, geology, soils, access, and availability of utilities, public safety, visibility, and
environmental sensitivity (General Plan page 32).”

Environmental sensitivity at this site includes flooding, site access, and soils/geology, all of which reduce
the full buildout potential. Although the site total buildout within the Low Density Residential range of 3
to 9 units per acre would be 7 to 22 allowable units, the more appropriate calculation is governed by the
General Plan’s established “Net Developable Area” concept. Net Developable Area is the portion of a
site determined to remain usable throughout the design life of the project and which is determined to
be adequate to withstand a 100-year hazard event. Accordingly, staff estimates the entire northeastern
portion of the site (approximately 1.12 acres or 45% of the site) is within the 100-year flood plain.
Applying the General Plan definition would result in a Net Developable Area of 1.30-acres on this 2.42acre parcel. A density of 3 to 9 units per acre, the revised yield ranges from 4 to 12 units.

The proposed development of six units gives a gross density of 2.4 units per acre and a net density
(reflective of the Net Developable Area) of 4.6 units per acre. This density is at the bottom end of the
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density suggested for the Low Density Residential land use designation “average of 3 to 9 dwelling units
per acre”.

FUTURE LOT SUBDIVISION

A future property owner would be unable to subdivide any of the lots without obtaining City approval in
accordance with the City’s subdivision standards contained in Title 10 of the Pacifica Municipal Code.
Where applications for subdivision are made for five or more lots, these applications would be subject
to Planning Commission review at a public hearing. Where a subdivision of four or fewer lots is
proposed, the City Engineer may conduct a public hearing or else require a public hearing to be held by
the Planning Commission. In all of the situations presented, any subdivision must be performed in
conformity with the standards of the General Plan, any Specific Plan, and the zoning provisions
applicable to the site (Section 10-1.407(c)). Until a specific proposal is submitted to the City for review,
staff is unable to speculate whether any potential future subdivision would comply with the preceding
standards.

SUMMARY

Staff believes that the issues raised by the Planning Commission and others during review of the project
at the Planning Commission meeting of November 20, 2017 have been sufficiently addressed within the
staff report and conditions of approval. Staff has addressed concerns regarding biological protection
with the riparian setback, state and federal permit requirements, site access, density calculations, and
future subdivision potential. Therefore, staff recommends adoption of the Mitigated Negative
Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and approval of the project as
conditioned in the attached resolution.
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COMMISSION ACTION

MOTION FOR APPROVAL:

Move to adopt the attached resolution, which would:

-

Adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
prepared for the project;

-

Recommend City Council adoption of the ordinance included as Exhibit A to the resolution
approving General Plan Amendment GPA-93-16 and Rezoning RZ-195-16;

-

Approve Tentative Subdivision Map SUB-234-16, subject to conditions of approval included as
Exhibit B to the resolution;

-

Approve Heritage Tree removals and replacements; and

-

Incorporate all maps and testimony into the record by reference.

ATTACHMENT LIST:
Attachment A - Resolution and COA's - San Pedro Terrace 20180116
(DOCX)
Attachment B - Land Use and Zoning Exhibit
(DOCX)
Attachment C - Project Plans - 17_1005 San Pedro Terrace TM (PDF)
Attachment D - Study Session Staff Report 7/16/2007
(PDF)
Attachment E - Study Session Staff Report 5/5/2008
(PDF)
Attachment F - Arborist Report
(PDF)
Attachment G - Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) (PDF)
Attachment H - 2007 Compliance Monitoring Report - San Pedro Creek (PDF)
Attachment I - Pacifica - IS/MND Response to Comments (DOCX)
Attachment J - Biologist additional information
(PDF)
Attachment K - Status of Federal and State Permits (PDF)
Attachment L - CEQA Revised Proposal Memo
(PDF)
Attachment M - Planning Commission Staff Report November 20 2017 (without attachments)
(PDF)
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A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF PACIFICA
RECOMMENDING THAT THE CITY COUNCIL ENACT AN ORDINANCE
APPROVING GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT GPA-93-16 TO APPLY THE LOW
DENSITY RESIDENTIAL LAND USE DESIGNATION AND REZONING RZ-195-16 TO
CHANGE THE ZONING CLASSIFICATION TO R-1 (SINGLE FAMILY
RESIDENTIAL), APPROVING TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP SUB-234-16,
SUBJECT TO CONDITIONS, INCLUDING A PRIVATE STREET AND,
AUTHORIZING REMOVAL OF HERITAGE TREES, SUBJECT TO CONDITIONS, IN
RELATION TO A SEVEN-LOT SUBDIVISION AT THE WESTERLY TERMINUS OF
SAN PEDRO TERRACE ROAD (APN 023-075-050); AND ADOPTING THE
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION AND MITIGATION MONITORING AND
REPORTING PROGRAM, PURSUANT TO THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL
QUALITY ACT (CEQA).
________________________________________________________________________
Initiated by: Mike O’Connell, P.E. (“Applicant”).
WHEREAS, an application has been submitted to amend the General Plan land use
designation from High Density Residential to Low Density Residential, to change the zoning
classification from the C-3 (Service Commercial) zoning district to the R-1 (Single Family
Residential) zoning district, to subdivide a 2.42-acre lot into six residential lots ranging in size
from 9,379 to 34,145 square feet (sf) for future single-family residential development and one lot
measuring 15,742 sf for a private street, and, to authorize the removal and replacement of heritage
trees (“Project”), at the Project site located at the western terminus of San Pedro Terrace Road,
Pacifica (APN 023-075-050) in the West Linda Mar neighborhood; and
WHEREAS, the Project would require City Council enactment of a General Plan
amendment and rezoning; and
WHEREAS, Article 3 of Chapter 4 of Title 9 of the City of Pacifica Municipal Code sets
forth the designations, locations, and boundaries of the zoning districts established which
zoning districts are delineated upon the Zoning Map of the City of Pacifica, California, as
amended; and
WHEREAS, Article 3 of Chapter 4 of Title 9 of the City of Pacifica Municipal Code
specifies that for convenience, the Zoning Map may be divided into section maps, and each such
section map may be separately referred to or amended for the purposes of amending the Zoning
Map; and
WHEREAS, the Project would subdivide the 2.42 acre parcel into seven lots which include
six lots for future residential development and one lot for a private street; and
WHEREAS, the Project would require Planning Commission approval of a tentative
subdivision map in accordance with PMC Section sections 10-1.407; and
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RESOLUTION NO. ________

1.a

WHEREAS, the Project would require Planning Commission authorization to remove two
heritage trees pursuant to PMC Section 4-12.07; and
WHEREAS, City of Pacifica is the Lead Agency for preparing the environmental review for
the Project pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) ; and
WHEREAS, M-Group, on behalf of the City of Pacifica published a Notice of
Determination to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration posted at the application site on August
21, 2017, and published in the Pacifica Tribune for the Project, which was distributed in
compliance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15072; and
WHEREAS, the San Pedro Terrace Subdivision, General Plan Land Use Designation and
Zoning Map Amendments Initial Study, State Clearinghouse No. 2017082062 was made available
to the public for review on August 21, 2017, with the 30-day comment period ending September
19, 2017; and
WHEREAS, on September 29, 2017, a 10 day extension to the 30-day public comment
period for the Draft IS/MND ended; and
WHEREAS, on August 21, 2017, the City of Pacifica Planning Division distributed copies
of the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) to public agencies which
have jurisdiction by law with respect to the Project and to publically accessible repositories and
invited comments on the Draft IS/MND in compliance with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15085,
15087, and 15105 and Public Resources Code Sections 21091 and 21092; and
WHEREAS, written comments on the Draft IS/MND were collected and responses to
comments were considered in the revisions made to the Draft IS/MND to comprise the Final
IS/MND; and
WHEREAS, the IS/MND identified certain potentially significant environmental impacts
and recommends certain mitigation measures regarding such effects; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Pacifica did hold a duly noticed public
hearing on November 20, 2017, and January 16, 2018, at which time it considered all oral and
documentary evidence presented, and incorporated all testimony and documents into the record
by reference; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has read and considered the Initial Study/Mitigated
Negative Declaration in making its recommendation to the City Council to adopt the Mitigated
Negative Declaration.
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Planning Commission of the City of
Pacifica as follows:
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WHEREAS, the proposed Project would require City Council issuance of 6 residential
development allocations per PMC Section 9-5.03 prior to issuance of a building permit; and

1.a

2. In making its findings, the Planning Commission relied upon and hereby incorporates
by reference all correspondence, staff reports, and other related materials.
3. An Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration and Mitigation, Monitoring and
Reporting Program have been prepared, circulated for public review, and adopted
pursuant to the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”).
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of Pacifica
does hereby recommend City Council enactment of the proposed ordinance in Exhibit A to
change the land use designation in the Land Use Element of the General Plan for the Project site
to Low Density Residential (LDR). The Planning Commission relied on the following findings
when determining that on balance the change in designation would be consistent with the General
Plan and its policies that are intended to:
a. Provide safe and consistent access for the development (Circulation Element
#4);
b. Promote orderly growth in land uses and circulation (Circulation Element #15);
c. Prohibit development in hazardous areas (Safety and Seismic Safety #1);
d. Establish and enforce noise emission standards for Pacifica which are
consistent with the residential character of the City and environmental, health,
and safety needs of the residents (Noise Element #2);
e. Place the priority on residential infilling (Housing Element #4);
f. New development shall be compatible with existing development and shall
have safe access (Housing Element #5); and
g. Year-round creeks and their riparian habitat shall be protected (Conservation
Element #5;
h. Preserve the unique qualities of the City’s neighborhoods (Community Design
Element #1); and
i. Land use and development shall protect and enhance the individual character
of each neighborhood (Land Use Element #8).
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of Pacifica
does hereby recommend City Council enactment of an ordinance to change the land use
designation in the Land Use Element of the General Plan for the Project site to Low Density
Residential (LDR) as shown in Attachment 1 of Exhibit A because the Project would result in
lower development densities as a result of changing the land use designation of the site to Low
Density Residential; because development densities would be further reduced to the lower end of
the Low Density Residential density range by application of the Net Developable Area
methodology; because flood channel improvements along San Pedro Creek have reduced flood
risks across most of the site; and, because the Project would incorporate permanent development
restrictions in areas proximate to San Pedro Creek to protect sensitive habitat areas. For these
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1. The above recitals are true and correct and material to this Resolution.

1.a

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of Pacifica
does hereby recommend City Council enactment of an ordinance to reclassify the Project site to
the R-1 (Single Family Residential) zoning district, as shown in Attachment 2 of Exhibit A,
because it would resolve an inconsistency in the existing zoning to achieve consistency with the
General Plan land use designation for the site; because it would achieve development of land uses
compatible with existing uses surrounding the site including single-family residences and a
rehabilitation facility; because it would result in development consistent with the existing
surrounding single-family development in the area; and, because the elimination of potential
significant noise and odor impacts from industrial development at the site would better protect
sensitive habitat areas along San Pedro Creek; therefore, the proposed Rezoning RZ-195-16
would be consistent with the General Plan and would best protect public health, safety, and
welfare.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of Pacifica
does hereby approve Subdivision SUB-234-16 subject to the conditions of approval in Exhibit B
because the subdivision proposed in the tentative subdivision map would result in lots which are
consistent with R-1 zoning standards; because the subdivision would provide for adequate
utilities, circulation, and emergency vehicle access; and, because the subdivision would include
measures to protect future development from hazards as well as protect sensitive creek habitat
areas; and, because the Applicant has met the requirements of PMC sections 10-1.402 and 101.403; therefore, the proposed Subdivision SUB-234-16 would be consistent with the General
Plan and zoning regulations, and would preserve public health, safety, and welfare.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of Pacifica
does hereby authorize removal of two heritage trees.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of Pacifica
does hereby certify that the IS/MND has been prepared in accordance with CEQA, has been
circulated via the State Clearinghouse (SCH #2017082062) for review and comment by relevant
agencies, has provided for and considered public comment, has been presented to and reviewed
by this Planning Commission prior to the Commission’s decision on the Project, and reflects the
City of Pacifica’s independent judgement and analysis. Therefore, the Planning Commission
does hereby adopt the IS/MND and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP)
included as Exhibit C as the valid environmental review for this Project.
Passed and adopted at a regular meeting of the Planning Commission of the City of Pacifica,
California, held on the 16th day of January 2018.
AYES, Commissioners:
NOES, Commissioners:
ABSENT, Commissioners:
ABSTAIN, Commissioners:
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reasons, the proposed General Plan Amendment GPA-93-16 would be consistent with the General
Plan and would protect public health, safety, and welfare.

1.a

ATTEST:

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

______________________________
Tina Wehrmeister, Planning Director

______________________________
Michelle Kenyon, City Attorney
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______________________________
John Nibellin, Chair
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Exhibit A

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PACIFICA
APPROVING GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT GPA-93-16 TO APPLY THE LOW
DENSITY RESIDENTIAL LAND USE DESIGNATION AND REZONING RZ-195-16 TO
CHANGE THE ZONING CLASSIFICATION TO R-1 (SINGLE FAMILY
RESIDENTIAL), FOR A 2.42-ACRE VACANT PARCEL LOCATED ADJACENT TO
SAN PEDRO CREEK AT THE WESTERLY TERMINUS OF SAN PEDRO TERRACE
ROAD (APN 023-075-050); AND ADOPTING THE MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION AND MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM,
PURSUANT TO THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA).
WHEREAS, an application has been submitted to amend the General Plan land use
designation to change the General Plan Land Use Designation from High Density Residential to
Low Density Residential, to change the zoning classification from the C-3 (Service Commercial)
zoning district to the R-1 (Single Family Residential) zoning district, to subdivide a 2.42-acre lot
into six residential lots ranging in size from 9,379 to 34,145 square feet (sf) for future singlefamily residential development, 15,742 sf private street, and, to authorize the removal and
replacement of heritage trees, at the Project site located at the western terminus of San Pedro
Terrace Road, Pacifica (APN 023-075-050) in the West Linda Mar neighborhood;
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on the
proposed Project on November 20, 2017, and January 16, 2018, and adopted Resolution No. ###
recommending City Council approval of GPA-93-16 and Rezoning RZ-195-16 on and January
16, 2018; and
WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Pacifica held a duly noticed public hearing
on [DATE], and introduced the Ordinance.
NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Pacifica does ordain as follows:
Section 1. Recitals. The City Council of the City of Pacifica does hereby find that the above
referenced recitals are true and correct and material to the adoption of this Ordinance.
Section 2. Findings. Specific findings of fact for approval of the General Plan Amendment and
Rezoning are contained in the Planning Commission Resolution No. ### on January 16, 2018,
including without limitation findings related to the consistency of the residential development
with the General Plan, and the City Council concurs with said findings and incorporates the
findings herein by reference.
Section 3. Amendment. The West Linda Mar Land Use Map of the General Plan of the City of
Pacifica, as described in the Land Use Element: Description by Neighborhood of the Pacifica
General Plan, is hereby amended as depicted in Attachment A-1 to this Ordinance. The specific
area affected by this reclassification is more particularly described in the legal description
included as Attachment A-3 to this Ordinance.
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ORDINANCE NO. _______

Section 4. Reclassification. Section Map 32 of the Zoning Map of the City of Pacifica, as
described in Section 9-4.302 of the Pacifica Municipal Code, is hereby amended as depicted in
Attachment A-2 to this Ordinance. The specific area affected by this reclassification is more
particularly described in the legal description included as Attachment A-3 to this Ordinance.
Section 5. Compliance with CEQA. The City Council hereby finds that the action to adopt this
Ordinance was analyzed in the San Pedro Terrace Subdivision General Plan Land Use
Designation and Zoning Map Amendments Final Mitigated Negative Declaration Report, State
Clearinghouse No. 2017082062. The City Council does hereby certify that the IS/MND has been
prepared in accordance with CEQA, has been circulated via the State Clearinghouse (SCH
#2017082062) for review and comment by relevant agencies, has provided for and considered
public comment, has been presented to and reviewed by this City Council prior to the Council’s
decision on the Ordinance, and reflects the City of Pacifica’s independent judgement and analysis.
Therefore, the City Council does hereby adopt the IS/MND and Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program (MMRP) Attachment A-4 to this Ordinance
Section 6. Severability. If any section, subsection, sentence, clause or phrase of this Ordinance is
for any reason held to be invalid, such decision shall not affect the validity of the remaining
portions of this Ordinance. The City Council hereby declares that it should have adopted the
Ordinance and each section, subsection, sentence, clause or phrase thereof, irrespective of the fact
that any one or more sections, subsections, sentences, clauses or phrases be declared
unconstitutional.
Section 7. Publication. The City Clerk is hereby ordered and directed to certify to the passage of
this Ordinance by the City Council of the City of Pacifica, California, and cause the same to be
published once in The Pacifica Tribune, a newspaper of general circulation, published and
circulated in the City of Pacifica, California.
PASSED AND ADOPTED this ______ day of ___________________, 2018, by the
following vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:
____________________________
John Keener, Mayor
ATTEST:

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

______________________
Kathy O’Connell, City Clerk

____________________________
Michelle Kenyon, City Attorney
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ATTACHMENT A-1
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ATTACHMENT A-2
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ATTACHMENT A-3

Real property in the City of Pacifca, County of San Mateo, State of California, Described as
follows:
LOT 3 AS DESIGNATED ON THE MAP ENTITLED “MARGIN PARK SUBDIVISION,
UNIT NO.1, PACIFICA, CALIFORNIA”, WHICH MAP WAS FILED IN THE OFFICE OF
THE RECORDER OF THE COUNTY OF SAN MATEO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA ON
NOVEMBER 30, 1962, IN BOOK 57 OF MAPS AT PAGE 19.
EXCEPTING THEREFROM, THAT PORTION OF SAID LOT 3 AS CONTAINED IN THE
DEED EXECUTED BY VICTOR MARGRIN AND JENNIE MAGRIN, HIS WIFE,
RECORDED APRIL 1, 1970, BOOK 5764, PAGE 669, OFFICIAL RECORDS.
TOGETHER WITH THAT PORTION OF THE PROPERTY VACATED AND CLOSED TO
THE PUBLIC BY RESOOLUTION NO. 64-2006, BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY
OF PACIFICA RECORDED ON OCTOBER 13, 2006 AS INSTRUMENT NO. 2006154854 OF
OFFICIAL RECORDS.
APN: 023-075-050, JPN: 023-077-075-05A
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

1.a

Conditions of Approval: Subdivision SUB-234-16 for a tentative subdivision map to subdivide
one 2.42 acre parcel into seven lots at the westerly terminus of San Pedro Terrace Road
(APN 023-075-050)
Planning Commission Meeting of January 16, 2018
Planning Division of the Planning Department
1.

The subdivision shall be substantially in accord with the plans entitled “Tentative Map, San
Pedro Terrace, City of Pacifica, San Mateo County, California,” dated December 15, 2017,
December 26, 2017, and stamped received by the City of Pacifica on December 26, 2017,
except as modified by the following conditions.

2.

Prior to final map approval, the City Council of the City of Pacifica must enact an ordinance
adopting General Plan Amendment GPA-93-16 and Rezoning RZ-195-16.

3.

Prior to the issuance of a building permit for any dwelling unit on any lot or lots in the
subdivision, Applicant must receive City Council approval of one residential development
allocation for each dwelling unit to be constructed in accordance with the PMC Section 95.03.

4.

The Applicant shall incorporate all mitigation measures, as detailed in the San Pedro Terrace
Subdivision General Plan Land Use Designation and Zoning Map Amendments Final
Mitigated Negative Declaration Report (August 2017).

5.

Prior to the issuance of a building permit for any structure on any lot or lots in the
subdivision, Applicant shall submit a detailed on-site exterior lighting plan for review and
approval by the Planning Director. Said plan shall indicate fixture design, illumination,
location, height, and method of shielding so as not to adversely affect adjacent properties or
the sensitive San Pedro Creek habitat. Buffering techniques to reduce light and glare impacts
to residences and the Creek shall be required. Building lighting shall be architecturally
integrated with the building styles, materials and colors and shall be designed to minimize
glare. Show fixture locations, where applicable, on all building elevations.

6.

Prior to the issuance of a building permit for any structure on any lot or lots in the
subdivision, Applicant shall submit a final landscape plan for approval by the Planning
Director. The landscape plan shall show each type, size, and location of plant material, as
well as the irrigation system. Landscaping materials included on the plan shall be coastal
compatible, drought tolerant and shall be predominantly native. All landscaping shall be
completed consistent with the final landscape plans prior to occupancy. In addition, the
landscaping shall be maintained as shown on the landscape plan and shall be designed to
incorporate efficient irrigation to reduce runoff, promote surface filtration, and minimize the
use of fertilizers, herbicides, and pesticides. Landscaping on the site shall be adequately
maintained in a healthful condition and replaced when necessary as determined by the
Planning Director.

Packet Pg. 97

Attachment: Attachment A - Resolution and COA's - San Pedro Terrace 20180116 (2446 : San Pedro Terrace Road - 6 Unit Subdivision)

Exhibit B

7.

All transformers, HVAC units, backflow prevention and other ground-mounted utility
equipment shall be shown on the landscape and irrigation plans and shall be located out of
public view and /or adequately screened through the use of combination of walls or fencing,
berming, painting, and/or landscaping, to the satisfaction of the Planning Director.

8.

That the tentative map is valid for a period of two years from the date of final determination.
If a final map is not recorded within this time, the tentative map approval shall expire unless
Applicant submits a written request for an extension, stating the reasons for requesting the
extension, and applicable fee to the Planning Director at least 30 days prior to the expiration
date as provided in Pacifica Municipal Code Section 10-1.412. The Planning Director shall
process an extension request in accordance with Section 10-1.412 and submit it for
consideration by the Planning Commission. The Planning Commission may grant an
extension request for a period not exceeding three years beyond the expiration date of the
original tentative map approval.

9.

All outstanding and applicable fees associated with the processing of this Project, including
but not limited to park fees and transportation impact fees, shall be paid prior to final map
approval.

10. The applicant shall indemnify, defend and hold harmless the City, its Council, Planning
Commission, advisory boards, officers, employees, consultants and agents (hereinafter
“City”) from any claim, action or proceeding (hereinafter “Proceeding”) brought against the
City to attack, set aside, void or annul the City‘s actions regarding any development or land
use permit, application, license, denial, approval or authorization, including, but not limited
to, variances, use permits, developments plans, specific plans, general plan amendments,
zoning amendments, approvals and certifications pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act, and/or any mitigation monitoring program, or brought against the City due to
actions or omissions in any way connected to the applicant’s Project, but excluding any
approvals governed by California Government Code Section 66474.9. This indemnification
shall include, but not be limited to, damages, fees and/or costs awarded against the City, if
any, and costs of suit, attorney’s fees and other costs, liabilities and expenses incurred in
connection with such proceeding whether incurred by the applicant, City, and/or parties
initiating or bringing such Proceeding. If the applicant is required to defend the City as set
forth above, the City shall retain the right to select the counsel who shall defend the City.
11. Each lot shall have an independent driveway providing access between the private street and
off-street parking facilities including but not limited to garages.
12. Applicant shall comply with all mitigation measures incorporated into the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program adopted as part of the Initial Study and Mitigated
Negative Declaration prepared for the project and included as Exhibit A to this Resolution.
Building Division of the Planning Department
13. Future construction and grading, including grading not associated with building
construction, on the lots subject to this subdivision shall require review and approval of a
building permit and/or grading permit by the Building Official. Applicant shall apply for
and receive approval of a building permit and/or grading permit prior to commencing any
construction or grading activity.
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14.

All recorded survey points, monuments, railroad spikes, pins, cross cuts on top of sidewalks
and tags on top of culvert headwalls or end walls whether within private property or public
right-of-way shall be protected and preserved. If survey point/s are altered, removed or
destroyed, the applicant shall be responsible for obtaining the services of a licensed surveyor
or qualified Civil Engineer to restore or replace the survey points and record the required
map prior to the sooner of 180 days from notification by the City Engineer or occupancy of
the first unit.

15.

Applicant must dedicate a Public Service Easement (PSE) for all utilities except sanitary
sewer and storm drain that lie outside the public right-of-way.

16.

Applicant must dedicate a Private Storm Drainage Easement (PSDE) for the proposed storm
drain system. This system shall be privately maintained and must be designed per 100-yr
storm, Section C.3 of the Municipal Regional Permit and to the satisfaction of the Director
of Public Works or the City Engineer.

17.

The Applicant shall make an offer of easements and/or other dedications, including but not
limited to those for Emergency Vehicle Access and Public Use Access, prior to final map
approval.
Applicant shall also submit for review and approval by the City Engineer, Planning
Director, and Fire Chief, a proposed name and alternate name for the street serving the
development, prior to final map approval. The street is currently labeled only as “Street A.”

18.

Applicant must dedicate a Private Sanitary Sewer Easement (PSSE) for the proposed
sanitary sewer system. This system shall be privately maintained.

19.

Existing curb, sidewalk or other street improvements adjacent to the property frontage that
are damaged or displaced shall be repaired or replaced as determined by the City Engineer
even if damage or displacement occurred prior to any work performed for this Project.

20.

New driveway approach ramp shall be per City Standards. Applicant may relocate at their
own expense the existing facilities at the trail head, including bollards, trash enclosure and
bench, west to better facilitate the driveway connection to San Pedro Terrace Road.
Placement and construction of any such relocation shall be subject to review and approval
by the City Engineer.

21.

The existing street pavement shall be cold-planed (ground) to a depth of 2” across the entire
frontage of the property and out to the centerline of San Pedro Terrace Road, or to the extent
of the longest utility trench if beyond the centerline or property frontage, and an overlay of
Caltrans specification ½” Type ‘A’ hot mix asphalt concrete shall be placed. If, in the
opinion of the City Engineer, damage to the pavement during construction is more
extensive, a larger area may have to be ground & overlaid.

22.

All utilities shall be installed underground from the nearest joint pole or box. Joint trench
shall connect to the nearest joint pole on same side of San Pedro Terrace Road.
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Engineering Division of Public Works Department

23.

The applicant shall submit a final map to the Engineering Division for approval by the City
Engineer. All required monumentation shall be shown on the map and set prior to
recordation of the map.

24.

Applicant shall enter into a Subdivision Improvement Agreement with the City of Pacifica
(subject to the approval of the City Attorney and City Engineer) to construct all on-site and
off-site improvements, as depicted on the approved Tentative Map and any conditions and
mitigations imposed on this Project, prior to approval of the final map. Should the applicant
desire to obtain final map prior to completion and acceptance of improvements, any
necessary bonds and fees in an amount determined by the City Engineer must be provided.
The bond maybe in the form of cash, instrument of credit or surety bond.

25.

Prior to the execution of the Subdivision Improvement Agreement, applicant shall submit to
Engineering Division the construction plans and necessary reports and engineering
calculations for all on-site and off-site improvements to the satisfaction of the City
Engineer. Such plans and reports shall include but are not limited to:
A. All plans and reports must be signed and stamped by a California licensed
professional.
B. Design Geotechnical Report analyzing the proposed on-site and off-site
improvements.
C. All site improvements including utilities and connections to existing mains must be
designed according to the City Standards and to the satisfaction of the City
Engineer

26.

Applicant shall submit to Engineering Division the construction plans and necessary reports
and engineering calculations for all on-site and off-site improvements to the satisfaction of
the City Engineer. Such plans and reports shall include but are not limited to:
A. All plans and reports must be signed and stamped by a California licensed
professional.
B. All site improvements including utilities and connections to existing mains must be
designed according to the City Standards and to the satisfaction of the City
Engineer.
C. An accurate survey plan, showing:
i. survey marks and identifying the reference marks or monuments used to
establish the property lines;
ii. property lines labeled with bearings and distances;
iii. edge of public right-of-way
iv. any easements
D. A site plan, showing:
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i. the whole width of right-of-way of San Pedro Terrace Road, including
existing and proposed improvements such as, but not limited to, pavement
overlay, under-sidewalk drain, driveway approach, sidewalk, curb & gutter,
existing underground utilities and trenches for proposed connections, boxes
for underground utility connections and meters, existing power poles and
any ground-mounted equipment, street monuments, any street markings
and signage;
ii. the slope of San Pedro Terrace Road at the centerline;
iii. adjacent driveways within 25’ of the property lines;
iv. any existing fences, and any structures on adjacent properties within 10’ of
the property lines.
E. Details for construction within the public right-of-way or public easements such
as, but not limited to:
i. structural sections for pavements, sidewalks, driveways;
ii. water, storm drainage and sanitary sewer pipes and structures;
iii. gas, electric and communications facilities;
iv. retaining walls, fences, planters, steps or stairways, or any other fixed
structures;
F. All plans and reports must be signed and stamped by a California licensed
professional.
G. All site improvements including utilities and connections to existing mains must be
designed according to the City Standards and to the satisfaction of the City
Engineer.
27.

Prior to approval of the Building Permit, applicant shall provide an erosion control plan for
review and approval by the City Engineer.

28.

Prior to approval of the final map, the applicant shall verify that all public and private
utilities have been provided to serve the subdivision. Approvals and/or agreements shall be
obtained from all utilities.

29.

Per the “Rules and Regulations for Excavation and Occupancy in City Streets” no
construction may be performed within the public right-of-way except between 9:00 AM and
4:00 PM without the prior written approval of the City Engineer.

30.

No private structures, including but not limited to walls or curbs, fences, mailboxes, or stairs
shall encroach into the public right-of-way

31.

Construction shall be in conformance with the San Mateo Countywide Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Program. Best Management Practices shall be implemented, and the
construction BMPs plans sheet from the Countywide program shall be included in the
Project plans.

32.

A traffic control plan shall be submitted for review by the City Engineer. Lane closures shall
be requested 72 hours in advance of schedule and coordinated with Pacifica Police and Fire
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33.

Roadways shall be maintained clear of construction materials, equipment, storage, and
debris, especially mud and dirt tracked onto San Pedro Terrace Road. Dust control and daily
road cleanup will be strictly enforced. A properly signed no-parking zone may be
established during normal working hours only.

34.

A City of Pacifica Encroachment Permit shall be obtained for all work undertaken in the
public right-of-way. All work shall be done in accordance with City Standards, Standard
Specifications for Public Works Construction (Green Book) or Caltrans Standard
Specifications, Pacifica Municipal Code, Administrative Policies and to the satisfaction of
the City Engineer or his designee and shall be completed prior issuance of the Certificate of
Occupancy. Permit fees shall be determined per the current adopted fee schedule at the time
of permit issuance.

35.

The property owner is responsible for the maintenance of the creek bank as well as
acquiring all the necessary permits from federal, State, or local agencies for any
improvements along the creek bank. The property owner shall comply with section 6-12.208
of the Pacifica Municipal Code pertaining to water course protection.

36.

Prior to the issuance of a building permit, Applicant shall determine the domestic water
requirements in accordance with the Uniform Plumbing Code so that the NCCWD can
provide the properly sized domestic meter or meters. Applicant must complete a SingleFamily Residence Water Service Application and submit it to the District. Storage and
Transmission Fees, Administrative Fee, and Installation Deposit must be paid in accordance
with the District’s Rate and Fee Schedule before the District installs any meters. The
application
is
available
on
the
District’s
website
at
http://nccwd.com/images/PDFs/_WATER%20SERVICE%20APPLICATION.pdf.

North County Fire Authority
37.

Clearly visible and illuminated, address identification required for each property. Project
shall conform to the 2016 CFC Appendix D Section D103.6.

38.

Project shall comply with fire Apparatus Access per 2016 CFC Appendix D. Additionally
the curb of the entire A. Hammer head shall be painted red and marked as “Fire Lane No
Parking” in 4 inch white block lettering.
A. Lot 6 shall have Fire Apparatus Access Road within 150 feet of all portions of the
first story of the building as approved by the AHJ.

39.

Project shall comply with Fire service features installed per 2016 CFC Chapter 5 Section
501.4.

40.

Fire systems per 2016 CFC Chapter 9.

41.

The Applicant shall install and make serviceable all fire service features including fire
hydrants and road prior to beginning construction.
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42.

The applicant shall provide fire hydrant location and spacing per 2016 CFC Appendix C.

43.

The applicant shall provide a fire hydrant at the end of the Hammer head per 2016 CFC
Appendix C, Table C105.1 for flows of 1750 or less and notes (a) and (d). A 200-foot
maximum to nearest hydrant.

44.

The applicant shall provide the fire apparatus turnaround to conform to the dimensions,
including a 28’ foot width, in 2016 CFC Appendix D figure D103.1 for a Hammer head.

45.

Project shall comply with the 2016 CFC Chapter 33 – Fire Safety during construction and
demolition.

Special Conditions
46.

Applicant shall revise the tentative subdivision map to delineate and label the 25-foot
riparian setback as a “Protected Creek Setback Area” where structural development,
digging, filling, and grading are prohibited. Applicant shall also include within any deed or
deeds for conveyance of any lot or lots within the subdivision a note indicating that
“Structural development within the Protected Creek Setback Area shown on the final
subdivision map is prohibited.”

47.

Applicant shall install a wildlife-safe fence, monoliths, or combination thereof, within the
limits of the subdivision and along the boundary of the 25-foot riparian setback (“Protected
Creek Setback Area”) consistent with Sheet C3.0-2. The fence and/or monoliths shall
contain informational signs placed at regular intervals facing southward to identify the area
beyond them as a Protected Creek Setback Area where development, digging, filling, and
grading are prohibited. The fence and/or monoliths and signs shall be installed and
permanently maintained along the limits of the 25-foot riparian setback. The specific
design, materials, height, and placement of the fence, monoliths, and signs shall be subject
to review and approval by the Planning Director prior to final map approval. Applicant
shall revise the tentative map to include the locations of the fencing and/or monoliths and
signs, as approved by the Planning Director, prior to filing the final map for review and
approval by the City. The fence and/or monoliths, and signs shall be installed throughout
the entire subdivision prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy for any structure on any
lot in the subdivision.

48.

Applicant shall revise the tentative subdivision map prior to filing of a final map to include a
landscaped buffer along the southern property line of Lot 6 to screen the proposed home
from the adjoining pedestrian trail system (within the San Pedro Terrace Road) consistent
with the landscaped buffer installed along the private street. The landscape screening and
maintenance plan shall be subject to the review and approval of the Planning Director prior
to issuance of a Building Permit for the residence on Lot 6. All landscaping improvements
required on Lot 6 shall be installed prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the
residence on Lot 6.

Attachment: Attachment A - Resolution and COA's - San Pedro Terrace 20180116 (2446 : San Pedro Terrace Road - 6 Unit Subdivision)

1.a

Packet Pg. 103

49.

Prior to the issuance of a building permit for any structure on any lot or lots in the
subdivision, Applicant shall provide detailed drawings for Planning Director, Public Works
Director, and Fire Chief approval of the site entrance which includes a section of the road
and the sidewalk, including a rolled curb.

Attachment: Attachment A - Resolution and COA's - San Pedro Terrace 20180116 (2446 : San Pedro Terrace Road - 6 Unit Subdivision)

1.a

Packet Pg. 104

1.a

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) has been prepared in according to
Section 21081.6 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and 15097 of the CEQA
Guidelines, which requires a MMRP as part of the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND)
process. The results of the environmental analysis, including findings related to the proposed
mitigation measures.
CEQA requires that agencies adopting MNDs take the necessary steps to ensure that
designated mitigation measures are appropriately implemented during all stages of the
project including construction and throughout the project buildout. Therefore, the purpose of
this MMRP is to document execution of required mitigations, identify the appropriate entity
responsible for mitigation monitoring and reporting, document and establish
frequency/duration of monitoring and reporting, and ultimately to ensure compliance.
The following MMRP matrix lists each of the mitigation measures adopted as a condition of
project approval, the method required for implementation, the party or permit responsible
for implementing the measures, the timeframe for which the measure is relevant, and the
status of compliance.
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Air Quality
AQ-1: Include basic measures to control dust and exhaust during
construction. During any construction period ground disturbance,
the applicant shall ensure that the Project contractor implement
measures to control dust and exhaust. Implementation of the
measures recommended by BAAQMD and listed below would
reduce the air quality impacts associated with grading and new
construction to a less than significant level. The contractor shall
implement the following best management practices that are
required of all projects:
1. All exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas, soil
piles, graded areas, and unpaved access roads) shall be
watered two times per day.
2. All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material
off-site shall be covered.
3. All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads
shall be removed using wet power vacuum street sweepers at
least once per day. The use of dry power sweeping is
prohibited.
4. All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15
miles per hour (mph).
5. All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved shall be
completed as soon as possible. Building pads shall be laid as
soon as possible after grading unless seeding or soil binders
are used.
6. Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment
off when not in use or reducing the maximum idling time to 5
minutes (as required by the California airborne toxics control
measure Title 13, Section 2485 of California Code of
Regulations [CCR]). Clear signage shall be provided for
construction workers at all access points.
7. All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly

Method of
Verification
Incorporation into
Project design and
construction
documents;
monitoring during
scheduled
inspections.

Responsible
for Verification
City of Pacifica,
Contractor and
City’s Public
Works Inspector
will perform
visual
inspections
during grading
to assure that
these are
executed.

Action Schedule

Prior to grading
and building
permits and during
Project
construction.

Verification
of
Completion
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Method of
Verification

Responsible
for Verification

Action Schedule

tuned in accordance with manufacturer’s specifications. All
equipment shall be checked by a certified mechanic and
determined to be running in proper condition prior to
operation.
AQ-2: Selection of equipment during construction to minimize
emissions. The Project shall develop and implement a plan
demonstrating that the off-road equipment used on-site to
construct the Project would achieve a fleet-wide average 69
percent reduction in PM2.5 exhaust emissions or more. One
feasible plan to achieve this reduction would include the
following:
1. All mobile diesel-powered off-road equipment larger than 25
horsepower and operating on the site for more than two days
continuously shall meet, at a minimum, U.S. EPA particulate
matter emissions standards for Tier 2 engines or equivalent;
and
2. All diesel-powered portable equipment (i.e., aerial lifts, air
compressors, concrete and industrial saws, forklifts, and
generators) operating on the site for more than two days shall
meet U.S. EPA particulate matter emissions standards for Tier
4 engines or equivalent. Note that the construction contractor
could use other measures to minimize construction period
DPM emission to reduce the predicted cancer risk below the
thresholds. The use of equipment that includes CARB-certified
Level 3 Diesel Particulate Filters or alternatively-fueled
equipment (i.e., non-diesel) would meet this requirement.
Other measures may be the use of added exhaust devices, or
a combination of measures, provided that these measures are
approved by the City and demonstrated to reduce community
risk impacts to less than significant.
Biological Resources

Proof of standards
compliance;
monitoring during
scheduled
inspections.

City of Pacifica,
Contractor and
City’s Public
Works Inspector
will perform
visual
inspections
during grading
to assure that
these are
executed.

Prior to issuance of
grading and
building permits.

Verification
of
Completion
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BIO-1:

Salix laevigata Alliance Habitat

1. Prior to the initiation of construction, the construction
manager shall flag or otherwise note the location of all areas
to be disturbed within the riparian area; this area will be
surveyed by the Project Biologist prior to construction.
2. Any willows removed during the course of construction will be
replaced at a 3:1 ratio from locally collected cuttings.
3. A Habitat Restoration plan shall be submitted to and approved
by the Pacifica Planning Department for restoration of the S.
laevigata area. The restoration plan shall require the removal
of invasive exotic species within the riparian area on the
bench between the bank and the lower creek area, adjacent
to the proposed Project. The plan shall include a five-year
mitigation monitoring and reporting plan with defined success
criteria.

BIO-2:

Yellow Warbler

1. Not more than one week prior to construction, a qualified
biologist shall conduct a pre-construction survey for nesting
Yellow Warblers within the S. laevigate alliance habitat area, if
construction will occur during the breeding season (typically
April 1 through July 31).
2. If nesting Yellow warblers are found, a construction buffer of
50 feet shall be established around each active nest.
3. No work shall occur within the construction buffer for the
duration of the breeding season or until it has been confirmed
that all young have fledged and are independent.

Method of
Verification

Responsible
for Verification

Action Schedule

Submittal of preconstruction survey
results; on-site
observations and
inspections.

City of Pacifica,
CDFW, USFWS,
Qualified
Biologist and
Contractor.

15 days prior to
site-disturbing
activities. Prior to
issuance of any
grading or building
permits on the
entire subdivision
or the any
individual lot, the
applicant shall
maintain a deposit
with the City and
pay hourly time
and material costs
to recover the staff
time in reviewing,
monitoring and
documenting the
mitigation,
monitoring and
reporting program.

Incorporate timing
and provisions into
Project construction
plans; submittal of
pre-construction
survey results; on-site
observations and
inspections.

City of Pacifica,
CDFW, USFWS,
Qualified
Biologist and
Contractor.

No more than
seven (7) days
prior to sitedisturbing
activities.

If grading occurs
during the nesting
season, provide a
report documenting

Verification
of
Completion

Attachment: Attachment A - Resolution and COA's - San Pedro Terrace 20180116 (2446 : San Pedro

Mitigation Measures

Packet Pg. 108

1.a

Method of
Verification

Responsible
for Verification

Action Schedule

the pre-construction
survey.
BIO-3:

Migratory Birds

1. A qualified biologist shall conduct a pre-construction survey
for tree-nesting birds in all trees to be removed within 15
days of the onset of ground disturbance, if such disturbance
will occur during the breeding season typically (February 1
through August 31).
2. If nesting raptors are detected on the site during the survey,
a construction buffer of 300 feet shall be established around
each active nest.
3. If other nesting migratory birds are found, a construction
buffer of 50 feet shall be established around each active nest.
4. No work shall occur within the construction buffer for the
duration of the breeding season or until it has been confirmed
that all young have fledged and are independent.
BIO-4:

San Francisco Garter Snake

1. All grading, dredging, and construction activity related to the
outfall shall be conducted during the dry season, generally
between May 1 and October 15, or before the onset of the
rainy season, whichever occurs first.
2. No sooner than 48 hours prior to the beginning of construction
of the outfall, a pre-construction survey will be conducted by
a qualified biologist to ensure that no SFGS are present in the
construction area. In the event that SFGS are present, the
snake(s) shall be allowed to leave the Project site of their own
volition. The qualified biologist shall be responsible for
determining when construction activities can begin.
3. At all times, if SFGS are observed within the active
construction area, all work shall cease until such a time that
the snake leaves the construction area of its own volition.

Submittal of preconstruction survey
results; on-site
observations and
inspections.

City of Pacifica,
CDFW, USFWS,
Qualified
Biologist and
Contractor.

15 days prior to
site-disturbing
activities.

Incorporate timing
and provisions into
Project construction
plans; submittal of
pre-construction
survey results; on-site
observations and
inspections.

City of Pacifica,
CDFW, USFWS,
Qualified
Biologist and
Contractor.

Pre-construction
survey no sooner
than 48 hours prior
to the beginning of
construction of the
outfall.
All grading,
dredging, and
construction
activity related to
the outfall shall be
conducted during
the dry season,
generally between
May 1 and October

Verification
of
Completion
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Method of
Verification

Responsible
for Verification

4. Any erosion control fabric or matting used on the site shall be
tightly woven fiber netting or similar material to ensure that
SFGS do not get trapped. Plastic monofilament netting, rolled
erosion control products or similar material shall not be used
at the Project site because red-legged frogs and other species
may become entangled or trapped in it.

Action Schedule
15, or before the
onset of the rainy
season, whichever
occurs first.

5. In the event that a SFGS is injured or killed, all construction
activities shall cease, and USFWS and CDFW shall be
immediately notified. Construction shall not resume until
further instruction has been received from USFWS and CDFW.
BIO-5:

Western Pond Turtle

1. All grading, dredging, and construction activity related to the
outfall shall be conducted during the dry season, generally
between May 1 and October 15, or before the onset of the
rainy season, whichever occurs first.
2. No sooner than 48 hours prior to the beginning of grading of
the upland habitat areas, a pre-construction survey will be
conducted by a qualified biologist to determine if turtles are
using the area for nesting.

Incorporate timing
and provisions into
Project construction
plans; submittal of
pre-construction
survey results; on-site
observations and
inspections.

City of Pacifica,
CDFW, USFWS,
Qualified
Biologist and
Contractor.

Pre-construction
survey no sooner
than 48 hours prior
to the beginning of
grading, dredging,
and construction
activity related to
the outfall shall.

Incorporate timing
and provisions into
Project construction
plans; submittal of
pre-construction
survey results; on-site
observations and

City of Pacifica,
CDFW, USFWS,
Qualified
Biologist and
Contractor.

After the exclusion
fence is installed,
but no sooner than
48 hours prior to
the beginning of
construction, a
pre-construction

3. In the event that nesting turtles are observed, a construction
buffer of 50 feet shall be established around each active nest.
4. No work shall occur within the construction buffer for the
duration of the breeding season or until it has been confirmed
that all turtles have left the nest.
BIO-6:

California Red-Legged Frogs

1. All grading activity shall be conducted during the dry season,
generally between May 1 and October 15, or before the onset
of the rainy season, whichever occurs first, unless exclusion
fencing is utilized.
2. Construction that commences in the dry season may continue

Verification
of
Completion
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into the rainy season if exclusion fencing is placed between
the construction site and San Pedro Creek to keep the frog
from entering the construction area. Exclusion fencing will be
erected around the Project boundary prior to the onset of
construction activities. Fencing will be a minimum of 3 feet in
height and buried in the soil to inhibit California red-legged
frogs from entering the Project area.
3. After the exclusion fence is installed, but no sooner than 48
hours prior to the beginning of construction, a preconstruction survey will be conducted by a qualified biologist
to ensure that no California red-legged frogs are present in
the construction area. In the event that red-legged frogs are
present, an appropriate section of the exclusion fencing shall
be removed and the frog(s) shall be allowed to leave the
Project site of their own volition. The qualified biologist shall
be responsible for determining when construction activities
can begin.
4. Construction surveys for CRLF shall be conducted each day
prior to the start of construction during grading and periods of
non-vertical construction activities. Construction surveys shall
be conducted weekly during vertical construction. If CRLF are
observed in the construction area or access areas, they shall
be removed from the area by a USFWS permitted biologist
and temporarily relocated to nearby suitable aquatic habitat.
5. At all times, if CRLF are observed within the active
construction area, all work shall cease until such a time that
either the frog leaves the construction area of its own volition
or the frog is moved by a USFWS permitted biologist and
temporarily relocated to nearby suitable aquatic habitat.
6. Any erosion control fabric or matting used on the site shall be
tightly woven fiber netting or similar material to ensure that
CRLF do not get trapped. Plastic monofilament netting, rolled
erosion control products or similar material shall not be used

Method of
Verification
inspections.

Responsible
for Verification

Action Schedule
survey by a
qualified biologist.

Verification
of
Completion
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Method of
Verification

Responsible
for Verification

Action Schedule

at the Project site because red-legged frogs and other species
may become entangled or trapped in it.
7. In the event that a CRLF is injured or killed, all construction
activities shall cease, and USFWS shall be immediately
notified. Construction shall not resume until further instruction
has been received from USFWS.
8. A Habitat Restoration plan shall be submitted to and approved
by the Pacifica Planning Department for restoration of the B.
pilularis alliance habitat area disturbed by the construction of
the stormwater outlet. The restoration plan shall require the
planting of native species in the disturbed area. The plan shall
include a five-year mitigation monitoring and reporting plan
with defined success criteria.
9. Additional items are to be implemented as required by the
USFWS Programmatic Biological Opinion for construction of
the stormwater outlet.
BIO-7:

Steelhead Salmon

1. All grading, dredging, and construction activity related to the
outfall shall be conducted during the dry season, generally
between May 1 and October 15, or before the onset of the
rainy season, whichever occurs first.

Incorporate timing
and provisions into
Project construction
plans.

City of Pacifica,
CDFW, USFWS,
NMFS, Qualified
Biologist and
Contractor.

All grading,
dredging, and
construction
activity related to
the outfall shall be
conducted during
the dry season,
generally between
May 1 and October
15, or before the
onset of the rainy
season, whichever
occurs first.

Incorporate timing
and provisions into
Project construction

City of Pacifica,
CDFW, USFWS,
Qualified

All tree removal
shall occur outside
of the monarch

2. All work on the outfall shall occur only when dry conditions
are present and no water from San Pedro Creek is flowing or
likely to flow in the Project impact area.

BIO-8:
Monarch Butterfly
1. All tree removal shall occur outside of the monarch
overwintering season (typically September 15-February 15)

Verification
of
Completion
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Cultural Resources
CUL-1: A qualified archaeological monitor shall be present during
any and all ground-disturbing activities that occur in association
with the proposed Project, including any utility and sewer
hookups within the public streets. If during the course of ground
disturbing activities, including, but not limited to, excavation,
grading and trenching, a historic or prehistoric archaeological
indicator or potentially significant prehistoric or historic resource
is encountered within any portion of the site, all work within a
100 foot radius of the find shall be suspended for a time deemed
sufficient for a qualified archeologist to adequately evaluate and
determine the significance of the discovered resource and provide
treatment recommendations. Should a significant archeological
resource be identified, the qualified archaeologist shall prepare a
resource mitigation plan and monitoring program to be carried
out during all construction activities. The archeologist shall
provide the City of Pacifica Planning Department with a report
detailing the results for review and approval by City Planning staff
prior to occupancy.
CUL-2:
In the event that paleontological resources,
including individual fossils or assemblages of fossils, are
encountered during construction activities all ground disturbing
activities shall immediately halt and a qualified paleontologist
shall be procured to evaluate the discovery and make treatment
recommendations. The qualified paleontologist shall provide the
City of Pacifica Planning Department with a report detailing the
results for review and approval by City Planning staff prior to
occupancy.

Method of
Verification

Responsible
for Verification

Action Schedule

plans.

Biologist and
Contractor.

overwintering
season (typically
September 15February 15)

Provide the City a
copy of a contract
with a qualified
archeologist.

City of Pacifica;
Qualified
Archaeologist
and Contractor.

In the event that
resources are
encountered.

Provide the City a
copy of a contract
with a qualified
paleontologist.

City of Pacifica;
Qualified
Paleontologist
and Contractor.

In the event that
resources are
encountered.

Verification
of
Completion
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CUL-3:
In the event that human remains are uncovered
during earthmoving activities, all construction and excavation
activities shall be suspended and the following measures shall be
undertaken:
1. The San Mateo County Coroner shall be contacted to
determine that no investigation of the cause of death is
required. The City of Pacifica Planning Department shall also be
notified.
2. If the coroner determines the remains to be Native American
the coroner shall contact the Native American Heritage
Commission within 24 hours.
3. The Project sponsor shall retain a City-approved qualified
archaeologist
to
provide
adequate
inspection,
recommendations and retrieval, if appropriate.
4. The Native American Heritage Commission shall identify the
person or persons it believes to be the most likely descended
from the deceased Native American, and shall contact such
descendant in accordance with state law.
5. The Project sponsor shall be responsible for ensuring that
human remains and associated grave goods are reburied with
appropriate dignity at a place and process suitable to the
most likely descendent.
Geology / Soils
GEO-1.
The Geotechnical Report recommended mitigation
measures to reduce the potential adverse effect related to unstable
geologic units. The applicant will be required to comply with the
measures identified to ensure that any impact is reduced to less
than significant levels. These measures include the following:


Construction of the single-family residences shall include a
waffle style foundation. This foundation type should be
adequate to address the spreading and confine the ground
surface distortions under the residence.



Any vegetation and organically contaminated soils should be

Method of
Verification

Responsible
for Verification

Action Schedule

Include measure on
construction plans.

City of Pacifica;
Developer; San
Mateo County
Coroner; and/or
Native American
Heritage
Commission.

In the event that
human remains are
uncovered.

Incorporate into
Project design and
construction
documents.

City of Pacifica,
Geotechnical
Engineer and
Contractor.

Verification of
incorporation prior
to the issuance of
grading and
building permit.

Verification
of
Completion
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cleared from the building area. All holes resulting from removal
of tree stumps and roots, or other buried objects, should be
overexcavated into firm materials and then backfilled and
compacted with native materials.


The placement of fills at the site is expected to include: utility
trench backfill, slab subgrade materials, and finished drainage
and landscaping grading. These and all other fills should be
placed in conformance with the following guidelines:
o

Fills may use organic-free soils available at the site or
import materials. Import soils should be free of construction
debris or other deleterious materials and be non-expansive.
A minimum of 3 days prior to the placement of any fill, our
office should be supplied with a 30 pound sample
(approximately a full 5 gallon bucket) of any soil or
baserock to be used as fill (including native and import
materials) for testing and approval.

o

All areas to receive fills should be stripped of organics and
loose or soft near-surface soils. Fills should be placed on
level benches in lifts no greater than 6 inches thick (loose)
and be compacted to at least 90 percent of their Maximum
Dry Density (MDD), as determined by ASTM D-1557. In
pavement (concrete or asphalt) areas to receive vehicular
traffic, all baserock materials should be compacted to at
least 95 percent of their MDD. Also, the upper 6 inches of
soil subgrade beneath any pavements should be compacted
to at least 95 percent of its MDD.



Surface Drainage - Adjacent to any buildings, the ground
surface should slope at least 5 percent away from the
foundations within 5 feet of the perimeter. Impervious surfaces
should have a minimum gradient of 2 percent away from the
foundation.



Footing Drain - Due to the potential for changes to surface
drainage provisions, it will be required to install a perimeter

Method of
Verification

Responsible
for Verification

Action Schedule

Verification
of
Completion

Attachment: Attachment A - Resolution and COA's - San Pedro Terrace 20180116 (2446 : San Pedro

Mitigation Measures

Packet Pg. 115

1.a

Method of
Verification

Responsible
for Verification

Action Schedule

footing drain to intercept water attempting to enter the
crawlspace, or under the floor slabs.


Additionally, the applicant shall submit the Project grading
plans to the City for review and approval, including peer review
as necessary, to ensure adequate soil stability.

Noise
NOI-1: Prohibit the use of heavy vibration-generating
construction equipment, such as vibratory rollers or excavation
using clam shell or chisel drops, and avoid dropping heavy
objects or equipment within 25 feet of any adjacent sensitive
receptors.

Submittal of
construction
equipment documents
demonstrating
compliance.

City of Pacifica;
and Contractor

Prior to issuance of
grading permit and
during construction
activities.

Verification
of
Completion

Attachment: Attachment A - Resolution and COA's - San Pedro Terrace 20180116 (2446 : San Pedro

Mitigation Measures
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Land Use & Zoning Exhibit
City of Pacifica Planning Department

Attachment: Attachment B - Land Use and Zoning Exhibit (2446 : San Pedro Terrace Road - 6 Unit Subdivision)

General Plan Diagram
Neighborhood: West Linda Mar
Land Use Designation: High Density Residential

Zoning Map Diagram
Zoning District: C-3 (Service Commercial)

N
Attachment B

(Maps Not to Scale)
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Construction projects are required to implement the stormwater best management practices (BMP) on this page, as
they apply to your project, all year long.

Materials & Waste Management

Non-Hazardous Materials
 Berm and cover stockpiles of sand, dirt or other construction material
with tarps when rain is forecast or if not actively being used within
14 days.
 Use (but don’t overuse) reclaimed water for dust control.
Hazardous Materials
 Label all hazardous materials and hazardous wastes (such as
pesticides, paints, thinners, solvents, fuel, oil, and antifreeze) in
accordance with city, county, state and federal regulations.
 Store hazardous materials and wastes in water tight containers, store
in appropriate secondary containment, and cover them at the end of
every work day or during wet weather or when rain is forecast.
 Follow manufacturer’s application instructions for hazardous
materials and be careful not to use more than necessary. Do not
apply chemicals outdoors when rain is forecast within 24 hours.
 Arrange for appropriate disposal of all hazardous wastes.
Waste Management
 Cover waste disposal containers securely with tarps at the end of
every work day and during wet weather.
 Check waste disposal containers frequently for leaks and to make
sure they are not overfilled. Never hose down a dumpster on the
construction site.
 Clean or replace portable toilets, and inspect them frequently for
leaks and spills.
 Dispose of all wastes and debris properly. Recycle materials and
wastes that can be recycled (such as asphalt, concrete, aggregate base
materials, wood, gyp board, pipe, etc.)
 Dispose of liquid residues from paints, thinners, solvents, glues, and
cleaning fluids as hazardous waste.
Construction Entrances and Perimeter
 Establish and maintain effective perimeter controls and stabilize all
construction entrances and exits to sufficiently control erosion and
sediment discharges from site and tracking off site.
 Sweep or vacuum any street tracking immediately and secure
sediment source to prevent further tracking. Never hose down streets
to clean up tracking.

Equipment Management &
Spill Control

Maintenance and Parking
 Designate an area, fitted with appropriate BMPs, for
vehicle and equipment parking and storage.
 Perform major maintenance, repair jobs, and vehicle
and equipment washing off site.
 If refueling or vehicle maintenance must be done
onsite, work in a bermed area away from storm drains
and over a drip pan or drop cloths big enough to collect
fluids. Recycle or dispose of fluids as hazardous waste.
 If vehicle or equipment cleaning must be done onsite,
clean with water only in a bermed area that will not
allow rinse water to run into gutters, streets, storm
drains, or surface waters.
 Do not clean vehicle or equipment onsite using soaps,
solvents, degreasers, or steam cleaning equipment.
Spill Prevention and Control
 Keep spill cleanup materials (e.g., rags, absorbents and
cat litter) available at the construction site at all times.
 Inspect vehicles and equipment frequently for and
repair leaks promptly. Use drip pans to catch leaks
until repairs are made.
 Clean up spills or leaks immediately and dispose of
cleanup materials properly.
 Do not hose down surfaces where fluids have spilled.
Use dry cleanup methods (absorbent materials, cat
litter, and/or rags).
 Sweep up spilled dry materials immediately. Do not
try to wash them away with water, or bury them.
 Clean up spills on dirt areas by digging up and
properly disposing of contaminated soil.
 Report significant spills immediately. You are required
by law to report all significant releases of hazardous
materials, including oil. To report a spill: 1) Dial 911
or your local emergency response number, 2) Call the
Governor’s Office of Emergency Services Warning
Center, (800) 852-7550 (24 hours).

Earthmoving

 Schedule grading and excavation work
during dry weather.
 Stabilize all denuded areas, install and
maintain temporary erosion controls (such
as erosion control fabric or bonded fiber
matrix) until vegetation is established.
 Remove existing vegetation only when
absolutely necessary, and seed or plant
vegetation for erosion control on slopes
or where construction is not immediately
planned.
 Prevent sediment from migrating offsite
and protect storm drain inlets, gutters,
ditches, and drainage courses by installing
and maintaining appropriate BMPs, such
as fiber rolls, silt fences, sediment basins,
gravel bags, berms, etc.
 Keep excavated soil on site and transfer it
to dump trucks on site, not in the streets.
Contaminated Soils
 If any of the following conditions are
observed, test for contamination and
contact the Regional Water Quality
Control Board:
- Unusual soil conditions, discoloration,
or odor.
- Abandoned underground tanks.
- Abandoned wells
- Buried barrels, debris, or trash.

Paving/Asphalt Work

 Avoid paving and seal coating in wet
weather or when rain is forecast, to
prevent materials that have not cured
from contacting stormwater runoff.
 Cover storm drain inlets and manholes
when applying seal coat, tack coat, slurry
seal, fog seal, etc.
 Collect and recycle or appropriately
dispose of excess abrasive gravel or sand.
Do NOT sweep or wash it into gutters.
 Do not use water to wash down fresh
asphalt concrete pavement.
Sawcutting & Asphalt/Concrete Removal
 Protect nearby storm drain inlets when
saw cutting. Use filter fabric, catch basin
inlet filters, or gravel bags to keep slurry
out of the storm drain system.
 Shovel, abosorb, or vacuum saw-cut
slurry and dispose of all waste as soon
as you are finished in one location or at
the end of each work day (whichever is
sooner!).
 If sawcut slurry enters a catch basin, clean
it up immediately.

Painting & Paint Removal

Concrete, Grout & Mortar
Application

 Store concrete, grout, and mortar away
from storm drains or waterways, and on
pallets under cover to protect them from
rain, runoff, and wind.
 Wash out concrete equipment/trucks
offsite or in a designated washout
area, where the water will flow into a
temporary waste pit, and in a manner
that will prevent leaching into the
underlying soil or onto surrounding areas.
Let concrete harden and dispose of as
garbage.
 When washing exposed aggregate,
prevent washwater from entering storm
drains. Block any inlets and vacuum
gutters, hose washwater onto dirt areas, or
drain onto a bermed surface to be pumped
and disposed of properly.

Painting Cleanup and Removal
 Never clean brushes or rinse paint
containers into a street, gutter, storm
drain, or stream.
 For water-based paints, paint out brushes
to the extent possible, and rinse into a
drain that goes to the sanitary sewer.
Never pour paint down a storm drain.
 For oil-based paints, paint out brushes to
the extent possible and clean with thinner
or solvent in a proper container. Filter and
reuse thinners and solvents. Dispose of
excess liquids as hazardous waste.
 Paint chips and dust from non-hazardous
dry stripping and sand blasting may be
swept up or collected in plastic drop
cloths and disposed of as trash.
 Chemical paint stripping residue and chips
and dust from marine paints or paints
containing lead, mercury, or tributyltin
must be disposed of as hazardous waste.
Lead based paint removal requires a statecertified contractor.

Dewatering

Landscaping

 Protect stockpiled landscaping materials
from wind and rain by storing them under
tarps all year-round.
 Stack bagged material on pallets and
under cover.
 Discontinue application of any erodible
landscape material within 2 days before a
forecast rain event or during wet weather.

Storm drain polluters may be liable for fines of up to $10,000 per day!

 Discharges of groundwater or captured
runoff from dewatering operations must
be properly managed and disposed. When
possible send dewatering discharge to
landscaped area or sanitary sewer. If
discharging to the sanitary sewer call your
local wastewater treatment plant.
 Divert run-on water from offsite away
from all disturbed areas.
 When dewatering, notify and obtain
approval from the local municipality
before discharging water to a street gutter
or storm drain. Filtration or diversion
through a basin, tank, or sediment trap
may be required.
 In areas of known or suspected
contamination, call your local agency to
determine whether the ground water must
be tested. Pumped groundwater may need
to be collected and hauled off-site for
treatment and proper disposal.

Attachment: Attachment C - Project Plans - 17_1005 San Pedro Terrace TM (2446 : San Pedro Terrace Road - 6 Unit Subdivision)
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Kielty Arborist Services LLC
Certified Arborist WE#0476A
P.O. Box 6187
San Mateo, CA 94403
650- 515- 9783

Round House Industries Inc.
Attn: Mike O'Connell
900 Rosita Road
Pacifica, CA 94044
Site: Empty lot adjacent to 751 San Pedro Terrace Road, Pacifica CA
Dear Mr. O'Connell,
As requested on Wednesday, July 5, 2017, I visited the above site for the purpose of inspecting
and commenting on the trees. Construction is planned for this site and your concern as to the
future health and safety of the trees on site has prompted this visit.
Method:
The inspection was made from the ground; the trees were not climbed for this inspection. The
trees in question were located on a map provided by you. The trees were then measured for
diameter at 24 inches above ground level (DBH or diameter at breast height). The trees were
given a condition rating for form and vitality. The trees’ condition rating is based on 50 percent
vitality and 50 percent form, using the following scale.
1
30
50
70
90

-

29 Very Poor
49 Poor
69 Fair
89 Good
100 Excellent

The height of the tree was measured using a Nikon Forestry 550 Hypsometer. The spread was
paced off. Comments and recommendations for future maintenance are provided.
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2

Monterey cypress
10.8 50
(Hesperocyparis macrocarpa)

25/20 Fair vigor, fair form, suppressed, young tree.

3

Monterey cypress
8.9
45
(Hesperocyparis macrocarpa)

25/20 Fair vigor, poor form, suppressed,
codominant at 15 feet.

4P

Monterey cypress
25.0 40
(Hesperocyparis macrocarpa)

50/35 Fair vigor, poor form, large limb loss,
suppressed, codominant at base.

5*P

Monterey cypress
50est 30
(Hesperocyparis macrocarpa)

40/20 Poor vigor, poor form, heavy decay in trunk,
top heavy, history of limb loss, extremely
hazardous remove.

P- Indicates protected tree by city ordinance.
*Indicates tree on a neighboring property.

Showing suppressed conditions
created by eucalyptus trees

Summary:
The majority of the Monterey cypress trees surveyed
on the site are in poor condition with the exception of
Monterey cypress tree #2 that is in fair condition.
These trees are in poor condition as a result of the
suppressed conditions created by the large number of
eucalyptus trees. All of the Monterey cypress trees are
growing underneath the canopies of the eucalyptus
trees. As a result, the cypress trees are growing wider
instead of taller in order to find sunlight. This has
created large lateral limbs that are prone to failure. All
of the cypress trees on site have a history of large limb
loss, as seen throughout the canopies. Past tree
failures were also observed on the site, likely from the
heavily suppressed conditions. All of the trees on site
are proposed for removal to facilitate the proposed
construction. Trees with a diameter of 16 inches or
larger are protected trees in the city of Pacifica,
excluding eucalyptus trees. The only trees that fall
into the protected tree definition are Monterey cypress
trees #1, #4 and #5. The city of Pacifica states the a
tree removal permit may be conditioned upon tree

Attachment: Attachment F - Arborist Report (2446 : San Pedro Terrace Road - 6 Unit Subdivision)

7/11/17
(2)
Empty lot adjacent to 751 San Pedro Terrace Road
Survey:
Tree# Species
DBH CON HT/SP Comments
1P
Monterey cypress
40.1 40
55/45 Fair vigor, poor form, decay at base,
(Hesperocyparis macrocarpa)
suppressed by eucalyptus trees, skinned up
in past, top heavy, history of large limb loss.
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relocation on-site, planting of replacement trees, or payment of fees in lieu thereof if on-site
replacement is not feasible. The Director shall determine the replacement value of the trees. If a
fee in lieu thereof is imposed, the Director shall determine the value of the number and size of
trees necessary to offset the loss of the heritage tree. If on-site replacement is not feasible, the
Director may condition the permit on payment of such a fee in order to mitigate the tree loss
without replacement plantings off-site. The applicant may be required to submit an evaluation,
appraisal or replacement plan prepared by a qualified horticulturist, arborist or licensed
landscape architect.
Monterey cypress tree #5 is located off site across the
street from the property. This tree has poor vigor and
poor form, as a heavy amount of decay was located on
the tree's trunk. A history of large limb loss was also
visible in this tree's canopy. This tree is extremely
hazardous to anyone walking or driving(in the future)
on San Pedro Terrace road. It is recommended to
remove this tree as soon as possible.
Showing hazardous cypress tree #5

The information included in this report is believed to
be true and based on sound arboricultural principles
and practices.

Sincerely,
Kevin R. Kielty
Certified Arborist WE#0476A

Attachment: Attachment F - Arborist Report (2446 : San Pedro Terrace Road - 6 Unit Subdivision)

7/11/17
(3)
Empty lot adjacent to 751 San Pedro Terrace Road
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Showing past tree failure

Attachment: Attachment F - Arborist Report (2446 : San Pedro Terrace Road - 6 Unit Subdivision)

7/11/17
(4)
Empty lot adjacent to 751 San Pedro Terrace Road
Supporting photos:

Showing history of limb loss
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METROPOLITAN PLANNING GROUP
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August 21, 2017
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SAN PEDRO TERRACE SUBDIVISION
CEQA ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND INITIAL STUDY
Project Title:
San Pedro Terrace Subdivision
Lead agency name and address:
City of Pacifica Planning Department
1800 Francisco Blvd.
Pacifica, CA 94044
Contact person and phone number:
Robert Smith, Assistant Planner
(650) 738-7442
Project Location:
San Pedro Terrace Road
Pacifica, CA 94044
(APN 023-075-050)
Project sponsor’s name and address:
Mike O’Connell, P.E.
900 Rosita Road
Pacifica, CA 94044
Property Owner/Developer:
Benaiah Ventures, LLC
11 Bay Road
Menlo Park, CA 94025
Existing General Plan Designation:
High-Density Residential
Proposed General Plan Designation:
Low-Density Residential
Existing Zoning:
C-3 Service Commercial District
Proposed Zoning:
R-1 Single-Family Residential District
Description of Project:
The proposed Project consists of the development of a
six-unit single-family dwelling tentative subdivision map
on a 2.42- acre vacant triangular lot in the Linda Mar
neighborhood, and sited approximately 20 feet south of
San Pedro Creek. Proposed residential lots range in size
from 5,035 to 36,104 square feet. The Project would
also introduce a new 16,783 square foot private street to
facilitate site access, and the extension of utilities into
the site (e.g. sanitary sewer, water, stormdrain, joint
trench). Project entitlements include a General Plan
Amendment to change the Land Use Designation from
High Density Residential to Low Density Residential,
rezone the Project site from C-3, Service Commercial
Zoning to R-1, Single Family Residential Zoning, a
Tentative Subdivision Map for six single family lots, and
the removal (and replacement) of several mature trees
including three (3) Monterey Cypress trees that qualify
as Heritage Trees.
Surrounding land uses and setting; The subject site is a vacant level lot located in an area
briefly
describe
the
Project’s bordered by Caltrans right-of-way property, agricultural
surroundings:
uses, in addition to open space to the south and west,
the San Pedro Creek to the north and the Linda Mar
Convalescent Home to the east. The subject site is also
located adjacent to a pedestrian/bicycle path that runs
from the end of San Pedro Terrace Road to Highway 1.
Across San Pedro Creek from the subject site, to the
north lies the Linda Mar residential neighborhood which
consists of mostly single-family dwellings. Highway 1 is
located on the hillside, approximately 400 feet south of
the Project site.
Other public agencies whose approval California Department of Fish and Wildlife, U.S. Fish and
is required (e.g. permits, financial Wildlife Service, Regional Water Quality Control Board,
approval,
or
participation and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and National Marine
agreements):
Fisheries Service.
AUGUST 2017 | m-group.us

P A G E |I

Attachment: Attachment G - Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) (2446 : San Pedro Terrace Road - 6 Unit Subdivision)

1.g

PACIFICA| SAN PEDRO TERRACE SUBDIVISION

Packet Pg. 151

SAN PEDRO TERRACE SUBDIVISION
TABLE OF CONTENTS

PAGE #

1. OVERVIEW AND BACKGROUND .............................................................................................................. 1
1.1.
1.2.
1.3.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION .......................................................................................................................4
PROJECT LOCATION ..............................................................................................................................6
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING ................................................................................................................7

2. ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED ............................................................... 29
3. DETERMINATION (TO BE COMPLETED BY THE LEAD AGENCY) ............................................... 29
4. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS ................................................................................ 31
4.1.
4.2.
4.3.
4.4.
4.5.
4.6.
4.7.
4.8.
4.9.
4.10.
4.11.
4.12.
4.13.
4.14.
4.15.
4.16.
4.17.
4.18.
4.19.

AESTHETICS .........................................................................................................
AGRICULTURAL AND FORESTRY RESOURCES .......................................................
AIR QUALITY ........................................................................................................
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES .....................................................................................
CULTURAL RESOURCES.........................................................................................
TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES ............................................................................
GEOLOGY AND SOILS ...........................................................................................
GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS .............................................................................
HAZARDS/HAZARDOUS MATERIALS .....................................................................
HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY ......................................................................
LAND USE AND PLANNING ...................................................................................
MINERAL RESOURCES ..........................................................................................
NOISE ..................................................................................................................
POPULATION AND HOUSING: ...............................................................................
PUBLIC SERVICES: ...............................................................................................
RECREATION ........................................................................................................
TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION ................................................................
UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS .......................................................................
MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE (Cal. Pub. Res. Code §15065) ...........

31
33
34
42
54
59
60
65
67
70
77
80
80
85
86
88
90
93
97

5. REFERENCE DOCUMENTS ........................................................................................... 99
TABLE OF FIGURES
FIGURE
FIGURE
FIGURE
FIGURE
FIGURE
FIGURE
FIGURE
FIGURE
FIGURE
FIGURE

1: REGIONAL MAP ............................................................................................... 9
2: SITE VICINITY MAP ....................................................................................... 11
3: PROJECT SITE MAP ........................................................................................ 13
4: TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP ..................................................................... 15
5: 1980 GENERAL PLAN LAND USE MAP ............................................................. 17
6: 2035 GENERAL PLAN UPDATE LAND USE MAP ............................................... 19
7: 2001 ZONING MAP ........................................................................................ 21
8: SAN ANDREAS ALQUIST-PRIOLO FAULT ZONE MAP ....................................... 23
9: EXISTING CONDITIONS................................................................................. 25
10: STORM DRAIN OUTFALL DETAILS ................................................................ 27

LIST OF TABLES
TABLE
TABLE
TABLE
TABLE

1:
2:
3:
4:

AIR QUALITY SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS .....................................................
CONSTRUCTION PERIOD EMISSIONS ..............................................................
CUMULATIVE CONSTRUCTION RISK ASSESSMENT ...........................................
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION ...........................................................................

AUGUST 2017 | m-group.us

P A G E | II

36
38
41
92

Attachment: Attachment G - Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) (2446 : San Pedro Terrace Road - 6 Unit Subdivision)

1.g

PACIFICA| SAN PEDRO TERRACE SUBDIVISION

Packet Pg. 152

1.g

Legal Authority
This Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) for the proposed San Pedro Terrace
Subdivision Project (hereinafter referred to collectively as the “Project”) has been prepared in full
accordance with the procedural and substantive requirements of the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) and the CEQA Guidelines.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15063(c) lists the following purposes of an Initial Study:

1. Provide the Lead Agency with information to use as the basis for deciding whether to
prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) or a Negative Declaration.

2. Enable an Applicant or Lead Agency to modify a project, mitigating adverse impacts
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

before an EIR is prepared, thereby possibly enabling the project to qualify for a
Negative Declaration.
Assist in the preparation of an EIR, if one is required.
Facilitate environmental assessment early in the design of a project.
Provide documentation of the factual basis for the finding in a Negative Declaration
that a project will not have a significant effect on the environment.
Eliminate unnecessary EIRs.
Determine whether a previously prepared EIR could be used with the project.

The City of Pacifica, as the lead agency, has conducted an Initial Study to determine the level of
environmental review necessary for the proposed San Pedro Terrace Subdivision Project. Consistent
with Section 15070(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, the Initial Study identified potentially significant
effects, but:
1. Revisions in the Project plans or proposal made by or agreed to by the applicant before a
proposed negative declaration and initial study are released for public review would avoid the
effects or mitigate the effects to a point where clearly no significant effect would occur; and
2. There is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before the agency, that the
Project as revised may have a significant effect on the environment.
Therefore, as the lead agency, the City of Pacifica, has determined that a mitigated negative
declaration is the appropriate level of environmental review.
Public Review
In accordance with CEQA and the state CEQA Guidelines, a 30-day public review period for the Project
commenced on Monday August 21, 2017 and will conclude on Tuesday September 19, 2017. This
IS/MND has been distributed to interested or involved public agencies, organizations, and private
individuals for review. In addition, the IS/MND has been made available for general public review at
the following locations:
Location

Address

City of Pacifica Planning
Department, Planning and Building
Office

1800 Francisco
Boulevard
Pacifica, CA 94044

Pacifica-Sanchez Library

1111 Terra Nova
Boulevard
Pacifica, CA 94044

Pacifica-Sharp Park Library

104 Hilton Way
Pacifica, CA 94044

AUGUST 2017 | m-group.us
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Hours

Monday, Tuesday, Thursday:
8:00 AM to 5:00 PM*
Wednesday: 8:00 AM to 7:30 PM*
Friday: 8:00 AM to 1:00 PM
*Closed During Lunch 12:30 PM to 1:30 PM
Monday: 12:00 PM – 8:00 PM
Wednesday: 10:00 PM – 6:00 PM
Friday: 10:00 AM – 5:00 PM
Saturday: 10:00 AM – 5:00 PM
Closed: Tuesday, Thursday, Sunday, & Holidays
Tuesday: 12:00 PM – 8:00 PM
Wednesday: 12:00 PM – 8:00 PM
Thursday: 10:00 AM – 5:00 PM
Saturday: 10:00 AM – 5:00 PM
Closed: Monday, Friday, Sunday, & Holidays
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During the public review period, the public will have an opportunity to provide written comments on
the information contained within this IS/MND. The City will use the final IS/MND and all comments
and correspondence received within the public comment period for all environmental decisions
related to this Project.
In reviewing the IS/MND and as articulated in Section 15204(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, affected
public agencies and interested members of the public should focus on the sufficiency of the document
in identifying and analyzing potential Project-related impacts on the environment, and ways in which
the significant effects of the Project are proposed to be avoided or mitigated. Pursuant to Section
15204(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, such public agencies and persons should focus on the proposed
finding that the Project will not have a significant effect on the environment. If public agencies or
persons believe that the Project may have a significant effect, they should:

1. Identify the specific effect;
2. Explain why they believe the effect would occur; and
3. Explain why they believe the effect would be significant.
Finally, per Section 105204(c), reviewers should explain the basis for their comments, and should
submit data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion
supported by facts in support of the comments.
Comments on the IS/MND should be submitted in writing and received by the City prior to the end
of the 30-day public review period on September 19, 2017. Written comments should be submitted
to:
Robert Smith, Assistant Planner
City of Pacifica
Planning Department
1800 Francisco Blvd.
Pacifica, CA 94044
Phone: 650.738.7442
Fax: 650.359.5807
Email: smithr@pacifica.ca.us
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The main purpose of this Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) is to analyze the
environmental impacts associated with the proposed San Pedro Terrace Subdivision Project. This
IS/MND is intended to inform City decision-makers, responsible agencies, interested parties and the
general public of the proposed Project and its potential environmental effects. This IS/MND is also
intended to provide the CEQA-required environmental documents for all city, local and state
approvals or permits that might be required to implement the proposed Project.
The proposed San Pedro Terrace Subdivision Project (“Project”) is subject to the policies and
programs set forth in the City of Pacifica’s General Plan for which an Environmental Impact Report
was prepared.
City of Pacifica 1980 General Plan
The City’s 1980 General Plan guides all development within City limits. The City of Pacifica General
Plan was adopted on July 28, 1980. The 1980 General Plan for the City of Pacifica represents a major
review of planning options for the City. In developing this plan, the nine mandatory elements were
considered, including: land use, circulation, scenic highways, housing, noise, conservation, open
space, seismic safety and safety. In addition, community facilities, history and community design
also were considered. The Policy Plan contains the recommendations of each element. The Land Use
Plan represents the conclusion of the interaction among the element studied. Findings of each
element are included in the General Plan document so that persons using the Plan are aware of the
major influences of each of these subject areas.
The General Plan program in Pacifica also included preparation of a Local Coastal Land Use and
Implementation Plan (LCP). Conclusions of the Coastal Land Use Plan are included in the General
Plan Report. Pacifica’s Coastal Zone extends from the eastern edge of Highway 1 to the Pacific Ocean,
and the Local Coastal Land Use Plan designates land uses consistent with State Coastal Act policies.
These land use descriptions are more detailed and oriented specifically to Coastal Act policies.
Consistent with the intent of the 1976 Coastal Act, planning in the Coastal Zone includes more
detailed recommendations than are required of general plans. The proposed Project is outside of the
Coastal Zone and therefore is not subject to the LCP.
City of Pacifica 1980 General Plan EIR
On April 30, 1979, the Planning Commission "recommended that the City Council certify the
Environmental Impact Report and adopt the proposed Pacifica General Plan. On July 14, 1980, the
City Council certified the Environmental Impact Report. The General Plan EIR analyzed potential
impacts from implementation of the General Plan including full buildout of all Land Uses. The analysis
found that with adherence to General Plan policies and programs and mitigation measures in the
General Plan EIR, potential environmental impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels.
City of Pacifica 2035 Draft General Plan Update and EIR
The Pacifica 2035 Draft General Plan Update is currently in draft form. The draft General Plan Update
is public and available along with the Draft General Plan EIR, which has not yet been certified. The
City of Pacifica last comprehensively updated its General Plan in May 2015 as part of the Housing
Element update. Many issues facing Pacifica are enduring but the legal environment governing land
use, environmental preservation, housing, and other planning issues have changed. New priorities
have emerged with a new generation of Pacifica residents and stakeholders. The General Plan update
provides for a comprehensive assessment of current conditions; it allows today’s residents to express
a vision for the future. This update plan can provide an opportunity to eliminate obsolete text and
policies, ensure legal conformity, and address today’s challenges.
The Pacifica General Plan is a policy document mandated by State law to address issues related to
physical development and conservation of resources. The Plan embodies the expressed goals of
residents, business owners, and elected officials and establishes concrete and achievable actions
within the planning period. Broad objectives such as “create economic development,” “preserve open
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space,” and “support sustainable practices” are translated into policies, maps, and specific actions
that are tangible and can be implemented. Where greater specificity is needed, the City will rely on
specific plans, an updated Zoning Ordinance, Subdivision Regulations and other environmental,
building code and construction regulations to implement its policies. This General Plan aims to
achieve the following purposes:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Outline a long-range vision that reflects the aspirations of the community;
Establish goals and policies to guide development and conservation decisions by the Planning
Commission, City Council, and City staff;
Provide a basis for determining whether specific development proposals and public projects
are in harmony with the City’s long-range vision;
Reflect Pacifica’s current planning and economic development efforts;
Allow City departments, other public agencies, and private developers to design projects that
enhance the character of the community, promote public health, preserve environmental
resources, and minimize hazards;
Provide the basis for establishing and setting priorities for detailed plans and implementing
programs, such as the Zoning Ordinance, sub- division regulations, specific and area plans,
and the Capital Improvement Program; and
Ensure that the statewide goals of the California Coastal Act are served within the Coastal
Zone.

The draft General Plan Update EIR was released in March 2014 (SCH #2012022046). The Final EIR
is available to the public.
1.1.PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The Project site is located in the southwestern portion of the City of Pacifica, San Mateo County,
California (See Figure 1: Regional Map). The Project site is outside of the Coastal Zone and situated
at the edge of an established residential neighborhood of single-family homes and at the edge of the
City’s urban development footprint. The vacant property (APN 023-075-050) is located at the
termination of San Pedro Terrace Road northwest of the Linda Mar Rehabilitation Facility within the
West Linda Mar neighborhood (See Figure 2: Site Vicinity Map). California State Highway 1 is
located approximately 400 feet to the west of the Project site. The Project proposes the development
of a six-lot single-family tentative subdivision map on a 2.42-acre vacant triangular lot, and sited
approximately 20 feet south of San Pedro Creek (See Figure 3: Project Site Map).
The majority of the vacant triangular parcel is flat containing soil, vegetation, and mature trees
dispersed throughout the Project site. The Project site has a history of ground disturbance, including
the placement of fill onsite. The northern property line of the parcel abuts San Pedro Creek, which
has a bank with an approximate 35% slope, and a depth of approximately 15 feet. The proposed six
single-family lots would range in size from 5,035 to 36,104 square feet. Ingress and egress would
be provided by a new 16,783 square foot private street accessed from San Pedro Terrace Road,
located along the southwestern property line of the Project site. The configuration of the six new lots
on the Project site is as follows (See Figure 4: Tentative Subdivision Map):
•
•
•
•
•
•

Lot 1 (6,139 square feet) would be situated near the South-southeastern corner of the subject
parcel;
Lot 2 (5,073 square feet) would be adjacent to Lot 1 to the north;
Lot 3 (5,035 square feet) would be located north of Lot 2;
Lot 4 (22,744 square feet) would be located directly east of Lot 1 through Lot 3;
Lot 5 (13,590 square feet) would be located near the northern portion of the subject lot just
north of the where the proposed private road ends in a cul-de-sac; and,
Lot 6 (36,104 square feet) would be located directly north of Lot 5.

All lots would be accessed via private driveways from the proposed private road. The new private
street would facilitate site access, and the extension of utilities into the Project site (e.g. sanitary
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sewer, water, stormdrain, joint trench). A stormwater overflow pipe currently exists on the site,
which drains runoff into San Pedro Creek. A new storm drain outfall to the creek is proposed as part
of the Project. The proposed Project includes construction of a 24” stormwater outfall structure as
part of a stormwater retention overflow into San Pedro Creek. Minor grading and excavation work is
anticipated. Excavation work at the Project site is expected to be limited to foundation excavations
and trenching for utilities. Approximately 400 cubic yards (cy) of soil export is anticipated during site
preparation and 1,250 cy of soil export is anticipated during grading. No fill placement is anticipated.
Lots 1 and 2 will require the removal of several blue gum eucalyptus and Monterey cypress trees.
The construction schedule assumes that the Project would be built out over a period of approximately
12-month construction timeline.
Entitlements
The applicant is requesting approval of a General Plan Amendment to change the Land Use
Designation from High Density Residential to Low Density Residential, a Zone Change from C-3,
Service Commercial Zoning to R-1, Single Family Residential Zoning, and a Tentative Subdivision
Map for six single family lots and tree removals (and replacements) including three (3) Monterey
Cypress that are classified as Heritage Trees. The Project applicant has applied to the City of Pacifica
for the following entitlements:
•
•
•

General Plan Land Use Designation Amendment
Zoning Map Amendment
Tentative Subdivision Map

If the Project is approved, it will create a six-lot subdivision for six single family detached residences.
Development of the homes within the subdivision is not proposed at this time, but is considered
under this analysis. Subsequent building permits will be required for the development of the
individual homes, which could occur incrementally over time as the lots are sold, or conceivably all
at once if one person, persons, or entity purchases all of the lots and chooses to construct them at
the same time. It is also possible that further discretionary review for a Site Development Permit
(per Pacifica Municipal Code Section 9-4.4301) could be triggered in the future for each individual
home or addition to a home if the size of the proposed home exceeds floor to area ratio standards
within the code.
General Plan Land Use and Zoning Designations
Project entitlements include a General Plan and Zoning change to bring the proposed General Plan
designation and Zoning Classification of the Project property in conformance with the proposed
single-family land uses. The Project, as proposed, is not consistent with current General Plan Land
Use designation and Zoning classification standards. The Project site currently has a General Plan
Land Use designation of High Density Residential (HDR) per the City’s 1980 General Plan (see Figure
5) and the draft 2035 General Plan Update (see Figure 6), which allows for a density up to 21
dwelling units per acre. The General Plan states that this area is within the designated San Pedro
Creek flood plain, and that High Density Residential uses are appropriate here as long as development
meets the constraints of the area and the appropriate level of public safety and access is provided.
The City undertook a major creek widening project through the late 1990’s and early 2000’s to
address broader issues of flooding in the area which also is referenced in FEMA flood maps to have
removed the Project site from the flood plain.
The Project applicant is requesting a General Plan Amendment to change the land use designation
from HDR to Low Density Residential (LDR) designation. LDR is intended for single-family housing
development ranging from three to nine dwelling units per gross acre. Residential care facilities,
schools, and community uses are also permitted within the LDR Land Use. Clusters of small-lot
development as well as standard subdivisions will be allowed within the LDR land use designation.
The six-lot subdivision, located on the 2.42-acre parcel, has a density buildout of approximately six
(6) units per gross acre.
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The Project site is currently designated as a Service Commercial Zoning District (C-3) per the City’s
Zoning Map (February 2001). The C-3 district zoning designation identifies permitted uses consisting
mostly of light industrial uses. The Project applicant is requesting a Zone change from the C-3 Service
Commercial District to a Single-Family Residential District (R-1). The West Linda Mar neighborhood
is almost entirely built out with single-family development and has a Zoning Designation of R-1 (see
Figure 7: Zoning Map).
The R-1 district includes most of the City’s established neighborhoods. It allows detached singlefamily residential development on lots of 5,000 square feet or greater. Subject to more restrictive
regulations, it is also possible to develop housing on lots of less than 5,000 square feet. The purpose
of the R-1 district is to retain the low-density character of these areas and its development standards
are structured accordingly. The following are the permitted uses and associated development
regulations for the R-1 district:
Permitted uses:
a) One single-family dwelling per lot;
b) Accessory buildings and uses;
c) Child day care homes for twelve (12) children or less;
d) Special care facilities for six (6) or fewer persons; and
e) Manufactured homes consistent with Chapter 14 of Title 8 of this Code.
Development regulations:
a) Minimum building site area: 5,000 square feet;
b) Minimum lot area per dwelling unit: 5,000 square feet;
c) Minimum lot width: fifty (50′) feet;
d) Minimum front setback: fifteen (15′) feet; however, the minimum front setback to a garage
entrance shall be twenty (20′) feet. The minimum setback entrance on the street side of a
corner lot shall be twenty (20′) feet.
e) Minimum side setback: five (5′) feet; however, the minimum exterior side yard for corner
lots shall be ten (10′) feet;
f) Minimum rear setback: twenty (20′) feet;
g) Minimum setback for non-dwelling accessory buildings: one and a half (1½′) feet from the
side or rear lot line within the rear setback;
h) Maximum lot coverage by all structures: forty (40%) percent;
i) Minimum landscaped area: twenty (20%) percent. In addition, the front yard setback shall
be landscaped and adequately maintained. Concrete and asphalt paving shall only be
allowed on the driveways and pathways; and
j) Maximum height: thirty-five (35′) feet; however, the maximum height for a detached
accessory building shall be twelve (12′) feet.
1.2.PROJECT LOCATION
The triangular shaped Project site (APN 023-075-050) occupies 2.42-acres and is located north of
where San Pedro Terrace Road terminates in the West Linda Mar neighborhood, in the City of Pacifica,
San Mateo County, California. The Project site is located within the southwestern portion of the City
limits, and outside of the Coastal Zone. The site is situated at the edge of an established residential
neighborhood of single-family homes and at the edge of the City’s urban development footprint. The
Project site is bounded by Caltrans right-of-way property, agricultural uses, in addition to open space
to the south and west; San Pedro Creek to the north; and the Linda Mar Rehabilitation Facility to the
east. The subject site is also located adjacent to a pedestrian/bicycle path that runs from the end of
San Pedro Terrace Road to Highway 1. Across San Pedro Creek north of the Project site lies the Linda
Mar residential neighborhood made up with mostly single-family dwellings. State Highway 1 is located
on a hillside approximately 400 feet south of the Project site. An existing paved pedestrian and
bicycle path adjacent to the Project site extends from the termination of San Pedro Terrace Road and
connects to State Highway 1 west of the Linda Mar Shopping Center.
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The West Linda Mar neighborhood is in the lower portion of the San Pedro Creek Valley and extends
up the hillsides to the north. West Linda Mar has two access points to Highway 1, at Crespi Drive and
Linda Mar Boulevard. Linda Mar Shopping Center, Pacifica’s largest, is at the junction of Linda Mar
Boulevard and Highway 1. A variety of uses, including a hotel, multi-family housing, service
commercial and small retail centers, Cabrillo Elementary School, the Pacifica Community Center,
including Senior Services, and a post office, are clustered along lower Crespi Drive. Public parking
for beach visitors and commuters is provided in both areas, and served by Samtrans buses. A smaller
commercial/office area is located at the corner of Linda Mar Boulevard and Adobe Drive. The area
includes the Sanchez Adobe, the oldest structure in San Mateo County and a preserved historic
resource. Alma Heights Christian Academy is to the east along Linda Mar Boulevard. Oddstad Park is
a large, mostly wooded park serving the area and is located approximately 1 mile east of the Project
site.
1.3.ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
The Project site is located on a flat, irregularly-shaped parcel located northwest of San Pedro Terrace
Road. The property is bounded by an approximately 15 feet deep creek channel to the north,
undeveloped areas to the southeast, the Linda Mar Rehabilitation facility to the east, and San Pedro
Terrace Road to the south. The site is across the San Pedro Creek from the West Linda Mar
neighborhood. The Project site contains no buildings or paved surfaces. The site is currently a vacant
lot overgrown with small to medium bushes, small to large trees, and various native plants and
grasses. San Pedro Creek is located along the northeastern property line of the Project site and
supports a riparian corridor containing vegetation and mature trees. The western portion of the
property contains non-native grassland dominated by a number of species. The southeastern portion
of the property consists of a grove of eucalyptus and cypress trees intermixed. An asphalt pathway
extends from the end of San Pedro Terrace Road (where bollards prevent vehicle access) south of
the Project site and continues west until it connects with Highway 1.
The site is located approximately 4 miles from the San Andreas Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone, outside of
the Pacifica city limits, which runs parallel to the Interstate I-280 along the entire length of the San
Francisco Peninsula. The identified alquist-priolo zone does not extend to the Project site (See Figure
8: Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone Map). Nonetheless, due to the site’s proximity to the fault and
location within the seismically active region, the potential for severe ground shaking is recognized
along with related ground stability considerations. A site specific Geotechnical Engineering
Investigation was performed to evaluate potential geotechnical conditions that may affect the
development of the site. The primary concerns relate to ground rupture, ground shaking, landsliding,
liquefaction, ground subsidence, and lateral spreading. As further discussed under the Geology and
Soils discussion below, the site is suitable to support the proposed six single-family buildings, with
incorporation of design recommendations provided by the geotechnical engineer.
Further discussion on the existing environmental setting is provided under each environmental
category within Section 3, Evaluation of Environmental Impacts, below.
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Figure 1: Regional Map
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Figure 2: Site Vicinity Map
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Figure 3: Project Site Map
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Figure 4: Tentative Subdivision Map
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Figure 5: 1980 General Plan Land Use Map
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Figure 7: 2001 Zoning Map
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Figure 9: Existing Conditions
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Figure 10: Storm Drain Outfall Details
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The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this Project, involving at
least one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact Unless Mitigation is Incorporated" as
indicated by the checklist on the following pages.
Aesthetics
Agricultural & Forestry
Air Quality
Biological Resources
Cultural Resources
Geology / Soils
Greenhouse Gases

X
X
X
X

Hazards & Hazardous Materials
Hydrology/Water Quality
Land Use/Planning
Mineral Resources
Noise
Population / Housing
Public Services

X

X

Recreation
Transportation /Traffic
Tribal Cultural Resources
Utilities/Service Systems
Mandatory Findings of
Significance

The CEQA Initial Study (IS) Checklist and written explanations are provided in Section 3 below. The
IS Checklist and narrative indicate the level of significance of the potential environmental effects of
the proposed Project upon each of the noted environmental resources.
3. DETERMINATION (TO BE COMPLETED BY THE LEAD AGENCY)
On the basis of this initial evaluation:
I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the
environment. A NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the
project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

X

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and
an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.
I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or
"potentially significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one
effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable
legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier
analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is
required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed
adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable
standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are
imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

____________________________________________________________________________
Signature: Robert Smith, Assistant Planner
Date
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The following discussion addresses the potential level of impact relating to each aspect of the
environment.
4.1.

AESTHETICS
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Would the project:

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a
scenic vista?
b) Substantially damage scenic resources,
including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a
state scenic highway?
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its
surroundings?
d) Create a new source of substantial light
or glare which would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area?
Sources: City of Pacifica 1980 General Plan.

Existing Aesthetics Setting: The Project site is located on a vacant and flat, triangular-shaped
parcel located off the west end of San Pedro Terrace Road. The property is bounded by an
approximately 15-foot-deep creek channel to the north (San Pedro Creek), undeveloped areas to the
south and west, the Linda Mar Rehabilitation building to the southeast, and San Pedro Terrace Road
to the south. The site is across the San Pedro Creek from the West Linda Mar neighborhood which is
mostly built out with single-family development. The subject site is a vacant level lot located in an
area bordered by open space to the north and west, the San Pedro Creek to the northeast and the
Linda Mar Rehabilitation Facility to the southeast. Across San Pedro Creek, which forms the
northeastern border of the subject site lies the Linda Mar residential neighborhood with mostly singlefamily dwellings. State Highway 1 is located approximately 400 feet north and west of the subject
site.
Aesthetics Impact Discussion:
4.1(a-b) (Effect a Scenic Resource or Vista) Less Than Significant Impact: A significant
impact may occur if a project were to introduce incompatible scenic elements within a field of view
containing a scenic vista or substantially block views of a scenic vista. Although the General Plan
does not define the term “scenic vista,” the 1980 General Plan Open Space and Recreation Element
identifies views of hillsides and the ocean as important visual resources. The General Plan provides
that views of open space are as important as access to open space and viewsheds should be identified
and protected.
An identified scenic vista is located to the south, beyond the subject site, that includes the hills of
the San Pedro and Montara Ranges. Since the proposed Project is located across San Pedro Creek
from the West Linda Mar neighborhood primarily comprised of other dwellings, the Project would not
result in an incompatible scenic element being introduced into the area. In addition, since the Project
is located approximately 160 feet below the Highway 1 hillside, development of six single-family
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residences on the Project site would have sufficient vertical space above the proposed residences to
maintain unobstructed views of the surrounding hillsides.
The 1980 General Plan proposed that the Linda Mar Boulevard-Oddstad-Terra Nova BoulevardFassler Avenue loop be considered for scenic roadway designation. However, the Project site is
approximately 0.25 miles away from Linda Mar Boulevard, which would be the closest portion of the
loop. The Highway 1 State Scenic Roadway traverses the area approximately 160 feet above the
Project site, therefore no scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings,
and historic buildings visible from a State Scenic Highway would be impacted. Therefore, impacts
associated with views from a State Scenic Roadway would be considered less than significant for the
proposed Project.
Aesthetic and visual resources within, and viewed from, the Project site include the nearby hillside
ridgelines to the northwest and the San Pedro Creek corridor to the west and east. Existing
vegetation, existing development, and the nearby highway obscure other visual resources
surrounding the Project site. Views of the hillside have the potential to be partially obstructed by the
new development at certain vantage points near the Project site. However, views of the ridgeline
from the Linda Mar Neighborhood, across San Pedro Creek from the Project site, is mostly obscured
by existing vegetation along the creek. Introduction of the proposed Project would not substantially
alter views of the adjacent Highway 1 hillside ridgeline in a manner that adversely affects scenic
vistas or viewpoints. Therefore, the proposed Project would have a less than significant impact to
scenic vistas and visual resources.
4.1(c) (Degrade Visual Character) Less Than Significant Impact: The proposed Project would
not be expected to have a substantial adverse impact on panoramic views or create incongruous
visual elements because the height and massing of new development would be similar to existing
development in the Project vicinity. The proposed six new single-family lots shown on the proposed
tentative subdivision map indicates a pattern that is similar in scale and intensity to the adjacent
West Linda Mar neighborhood. Therefore, development of the proposed subdivision would not
degrade the visual quality or character of the area and potential impacts would be less than
significant.
4.1(d) (Light and Glare) Less Than Significant Impact: Implementation of the proposed Project
would introduce new sources of light and glare, including interior and exterior building lighting and
vehicle headlights, reflective surfaces, such as windows and light-colored paint in an area that is
currently vacant. The introduction of additional light and glare from the new development would be
noticeable to viewers in the surrounding area. However, the new sources of light and glare from the
proposed six single-family residences would be compatible in a similar scale and intensity with the
adjacent residential neighborhood. In addition, the neighborhood consists of residences on lots that
appear to be smaller than the proposed six subdivided lots, and therefore, the light and glare impacts
are spread out over larger lots. The proposed Project’s exterior lighting would be similar to what
exists at nearby residential areas. The Project would be approximately 100 feet away from the closest
residential structure; and therefore, any new light and glare impacts would be minimal and would
result in a less than significant impact.
Mitigation Measures: None Required.
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4.2.

AGRICULTURAL AND FORESTRY RESOURCES
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Would the project:

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland,
or Farmland of Statewide Importance
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources
Agency, to non-agricultural use?
b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural
use, or a Williamson Act contract?
c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland
(as defined by Public Resources Code section
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland
Production (as defined by Government Code
section 51104(g))?
d) Result in the loss of forest land or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?
e) Involve other changes in the existing
environment which, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland,
to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest
land to non-forest use?
Sources: City of Pacifica 1980 General Plan; California Division of Land Resource Protection, Farmland Mapping
and Monitoring Program. San Mateo County Important Farmland 2014.
ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp/FMMP/pdf/2014/smt14.pdf, Accessed December 2, 2016; City of Pacifica Zoning
Maps, Edited 2001. Zoning Map # 32. Prepared by the City of Pacifica Planning Department.

Agricultural Setting: The Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) designates the site
as “Other Land”. Therefore, the Project would not convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance to non-agricultural uses. The Project site is not under Williamson
Act Contract. No forest land uses are located on or in close proximity to the Project site. The adjacent
West Linda Mar neighborhood is primarily zoned R-1 (Single-Family Residential). There are no
portions of the proposed Project site that contain lands that are designated as farmlands or forest
lands.
Agricultural Resources Impact Discussion:
4.2(a-e) (Farmland and Forest Land) No Impact: The Project site does not include any
designated agricultural land, nor does the City of Pacifica contain any forestland or timberland within
its boundaries. The Project, as proposed, consists of the development on a site that is adjacent to
existing urban development. The proposed subdivision would not impact prime farmland, unique
farmland or farmland of statewide importance and would not interfere with Williamson Act contracts
or any existing agricultural uses. In the absence of forested lands there is no potential for the Project
to conflict with existing forested land zoning or encourage the loss or conversion of forested land to
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another use. As the Project is located within the Urban Growth Boundary outside of any designated
farmlands, it will not provide an impetus for the conversion of farmland or forestland to any
alternative use. Therefore, the Project will have no impacts associated with agricultural lands or
forestlands.
Mitigation Measures: None Required.
4.3.

AIR QUALITY
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Would the project:

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation
of the applicable air quality plan?
b) Violate any air quality standard or
contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation?
c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for which
the project region is in non-attainment
under an applicable federal or state ambient
air quality standard (including releasing
emissions which exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone precursors)?
d) Exposure of sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations?
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people?
Sources: City of Pacifica 1980 General Plan; “San Pedro Terrace Residential Development Community Risk
Assessment,” prepared by Illingworth & Rodkin, Inc., April 13, 2017; 2017 BAAQMD Clean Air Plan; BAAQMD 2014
Network Plan; and BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines 2011.

Air Quality Setting: The proposed Project is located at the end of San Pedro Terrace Road in the
City of Pacifica, San Mateo County, California. The subject site is a vacant, level lot located in an area
bordered by open space to the south and west, the San Pedro Creek to the north and the Linda Mar
Rehabilitation Facility to the east. Across San Pedro Creek from the subject site, to the north lies the
Linda Mar residential neighborhood which consists of mostly single-family dwellings. Highway 1 is
located approximately 400 feet west of the site. The Project site is located in San Mateo County,
which is in the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. Ambient air quality standards have been established
at both the State and federal level. The Bay Area meets all ambient air quality standards with the
exception of ground-level ozone, respirable particulate matter (PM10), and fine particulate matter
(PM2.5).
High ozone levels are caused by the cumulative emissions of reactive organic gases (ROG) and
nitrogen oxides (NOx). These precursor pollutants react under certain meteorological conditions to
form high ozone levels. Controlling the emissions of these precursor pollutants is the focus of the
Bay Area’s attempts to reduce ozone levels. The highest ozone levels in the Bay Area occur in the
eastern and southern inland valleys that are downwind of air pollutant sources. High ozone levels
aggravate respiratory and cardiovascular diseases, reduced lung function, and increase coughing and
chest discomfort.
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Particulate matter is another problematic air pollutant of the Bay Area Air Basin. Particulate matter
is assessed and measured in terms of respirable particulate matter or particles that have a diameter
of 10 micrometers or less (PM10) and fine particulate matter where particles have a diameter of 2.5
micrometers or less (PM2.5). Elevated concentrations of PM10 and PM2.5 are the result of both
region-wide (or cumulative) emissions and localized emissions. High particulate matter levels
aggravate respiratory and cardiovascular diseases, reduce lung function, increase mortality (e.g.,
lung cancer), and result in reduced lung function growth in children.
Toxic air contaminants (TAC) are a broad class of compounds known to cause morbidity or mortality
(usually because they cause cancer) and include, but are not limited to, the criteria air pollutants.
TACs are found in ambient air, especially in urban areas, and are caused by industry, agriculture,
fuel combustion, and commercial operations (e.g., dry cleaners). TACs are typically found in low
concentrations, even near their source (e.g., diesel particulate matter [DPM] near a freeway).
Because chronic exposure can result in adverse health effects, TACs are regulated at the regional,
State, and federal level.
Diesel exhaust is the predominant TAC in urban air and is estimated to represent about threequarters of the cancer risk from TACs (based on the Bay Area average). According to the California
Air Resources Board (CARB), diesel exhaust is a complex mixture of gases, vapors, and fine particles.
This complexity makes the evaluation of health effects of diesel exhaust a complex scientific issue.
Some of the chemicals in diesel exhaust, such as benzene and formaldehyde, have been previously
identified as TACs by the CARB, and are listed as carcinogens either under the State's Proposition 65
or under the Federal Hazardous Air Pollutants programs.
CARB has adopted and implemented a number of regulations for stationary and mobile sources to
reduce emissions of DPM. Several of these regulatory programs affect medium and heavy duty diesel
trucks that represent the bulk of DPM emissions from California highways. These regulations include
the solid waste collection vehicle (SWCV) rule, in-use public and utility fleets, and the heavy-duty
diesel truck and bus regulations. In 2008, CARB approved a new regulation to reduce emissions of
DPM and nitrogen oxides from existing on-road heavy-duty diesel fueled vehicles. The regulation
requires affected vehicles to meet specific performance requirements between 2014 and 2023, with
all affected diesel vehicles required to have 2010 model-year engines or equivalent by 2023. These
requirements are phased in over the compliance period and depend on the model year of the vehicle.
The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) is the regional agency tasked with
managing air quality in the region. At the State level, the CARB (a part of the California Environmental
Protection Agency [EPA]) oversees regional air district activities and regulates air quality at the State
level. The BAAQMD published California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Air Quality Guidelines
were used in this assessment to evaluate air quality impacts of projects.
In June 2010, BAAQMD adopted thresholds of significance to assist in the review of projects under
CEQA. These thresholds were designed to establish the level at which BAAQMD believed air pollution
emissions would cause significant environmental impacts under CEQA and were posted on BAAQMD’s
website and included in the Air District's updated CEQA Guidelines (updated May 2011). The
significance thresholds identified by BAAQMD and used in this analysis are summarized in Table 1
below.
The BAAQMD’s adoption of significance thresholds contained in the 2011 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines
was called into question by an order issued March 5, 2012, in California Building Industry Association
(CBIA) v. BAAQMD (Alameda Superior Court Case No. RGI0548693). The order requires the BAAQMD
to set aside its approval of the thresholds until it has conducted environmental review under CEQA.
The ruling made in the case concerned the environmental impacts of adopting the thresholds and
how the thresholds would indirectly affect land use development patterns. In August 2013, the
Appellate Court struck down the lower court’s order to set aside the thresholds (Cal. Court of Appeal,
First Appellate District, Case Nos. A135335 & A136212). CBIA sought review by the California
AUGUST 2017 | m-group.us

P A G E | 35

PACIFICA| SAN PEDRO TERRACE SUBDIVISION
Packet Pg.

Attachment: Attachment G - Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) (2446 : San Pedro Terrace Road - 6 Unit Subdivision)

1.g

187

Supreme Court on three issues, including the appellate court’s decision to uphold the BAAQMD’s
adoption of the thresholds, and the Court granted review on just one. In December 2015, the
Supreme Court determined that an analysis of the impacts of the environment on a project – known
as “CEQA-in-reverse” – is only required under two limited circumstances: (1) when a statute provides
an express legislative directive to consider such impacts; and (2) when a proposed project risks
exacerbating environmental hazards or conditions that already exist (Cal. Supreme Court Case No.
S213478). The Supreme Court reversed the Court of Appeal’s decision and remanded the matter
back to the appellate court to reconsider the case in light of the Supreme Court’s ruling. Because the
Supreme Court’s holding concerns the effects of the environment on a project (as contrasted to the
effects of a proposed project on the environment), and not the science behind the thresholds, the
significance thresholds contained in the 2011 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines are applied to this Project.
The significance thresholds identified by BAAQMD and used in this analysis are summarized in Table
1.
Table 1: Air Quality Significance Thresholds
Construction Thresholds
Pollutant

Average Daily
Emissions
(lbs./day)

Average Daily Emissions
(lbs./day)

Criteria Air Pollutants
ROG
NOx
PM10
PM2.5
CO

Operational Thresholds

54
54
82
54
Not Applicable

Annual Average
Emissions
(tons/year)

54
10
54
10
82
15
54
10
9.0 ppm (8-hour average) or 20.0 ppm (1hour average)

Construction Dust Ordinance
or other Best Management
Not Applicable
Practices
Single-Source Health Risks and Hazards for New Sources or New Receptors
Excess Cancer
> 10.0 per one million
Risk
Chronic or
Acute Hazard
> 1.0
Index
Incremental
annual average
> 0.3 µg/m3
PM2.5
Cumulative Health Risks and Hazards for Sensitive Receptors
Excess Cancer
> 100.0 per one million
Risk
Chronic Hazard
> 10.0
Index
Annual Average
> 0.8 µg/m3
PM2.5
Fugitive Dust

Source: BAAQMD’s 2011 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines
Note: ROG = reactive organic gases, NOx = nitrogen oxides, PM10 = course particulate matter or particulates with
an aerodynamic diameter of 10 micrometers (µm) or less, PM2.5 = fine particulate matter or particulates with an
aerodynamic diameter of 2.5µm or less; and GHG = greenhouse gas.
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4.3(a) (Conflict With Applicable Air Quality Plan) No Impact: The BAAQMD adopted the Bay
Area 2017 Clean Air Plan (CAP) on April 19, 2017 to comply with state air quality planning
requirements set forth in the California Health & Safety Code. The 2017 CAP includes a wide range
of control measures designed to decrease emissions of the air pollutants that are most harmful to
Bay Area residents, such as particulate matter (PM), ozone (O3), and toxic air contaminants (TACs);
to reduce emissions of methane and other “super-greenhouse gases (GHGs)” that are potent climate
pollutants in the near-term; and to decrease emissions of carbon dioxide by reducing fossil fuel
combustion.
The proposed control strategy for the 2017 CAP consists of 85 distinct measures targeting a variety
of local, regional and global pollutants. The control measures have been developed for stationary
sources, transportation, energy, buildings, agriculture, natural and working lands, waste
management, water, and super-GHG pollutants. Implementation of some of the control measures
could involve retrofitting, replacing, or installing new air pollution control equipment, changes in
product formulations, or construction of infrastructure that have the potential to create air quality
impacts. Measures to implement control strategies include the use of clean and efficient vehicles,
Green Construction Fleets, enhanced bicycle and pedestrian access, energy efficiency, and others.
The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines set forth criteria for determining consistency with the CAP. In general,
a project is considered consistent if a) the project supports the primary goals of the CAP, b) includes
control measures and c) does not interfere with implementation of the CAP measures. The proposed
Project would not conflict with the latest Clean Air planning efforts since, 1) the proposed Project
would introduce less intensive land uses compared to the intensity considered in the City’s adopted
General Plan; 2) the Project would have emissions below the BAAQMD criteria pollutant thresholds
(see Section 4.3(b-c) below); and 3) the Project, at six (6) new single-family residences, would not
exceed any of the criteria pollutant significance thresholds. As such, the Project is not required to
incorporate Project-specific transportation control measures listed in the latest Clean Air Plan.
Therefore, the Project will have no impacts due to a conflict with the regional air quality plan.
4.3(b-c) (Violate Air Quality Emission Standards) Less Than Significant Impact with
Mitigation: A Project specific Community Risk Assessment (CRA) was conducted by Illingworth and
Rodkin that quantified the emission levels projected to be generated from construction of the six new
single-family lots and buildings.
The Bay Area is considered a non-attainment area for ground-level ozone and PM2.5 under both the
Federal Clean Air Act and the California Clean Air Act. The area is also considered non-attainment for
PM10 under the California Clean Air Act, but not the federal act. The area has attained both State
and federal ambient air quality standards for carbon monoxide. As part of an effort to attain and
maintain ambient air quality standards for ozone and PM10, the BAAQMD has established thresholds
of significance for these air pollutants and their precursors. These thresholds are for ozone precursor
pollutants (ROG and NOx), PM10, and PM2.5 and apply to both construction period and operational
period impacts.
The California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) Version 2016.3.1 was used to estimate
emissions from construction and operation of the site assuming full build-out of the Project. The
Project land use types and size, and anticipated construction schedule were input to CalEEMod.
Operational Period Emissions
Direct emissions are those that are emitted on a site and include stationary sources and on-site
mobile equipment. Examples of land uses and activities that generate direct emissions are industrial
operations and sources subject to an operating permit by the BAAQMD. Indirect emissions come from
mobile sources that access the Project site but generally emit off site. For many types of land-use
development projects, the principal sources of air pollutant emissions are the motor vehicle trips
generated by the project.
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Operational emissions associated with the ultimate development and operation of the proposed
Project would result primarily from increased vehicular trips to and from the proposed single-family
homes. The proposed Project would result in a minimal increase in daily vehicle trips (58 daily vehicle
trips); therefore, Project operations would not generate emissions (ROG: 0.1043 ton/year, NOx:
0.0681 tons/year, or PM10: 0.0485 tons/year) that would exceed BAAQMD-recommended annual
emissions thresholds as outlined in Table 1 above. Therefore, regional emissions associated with the
proposed Project operations would be less than significant.
Construction Period Emissions
CalEEMod provided annual emissions for construction. CalEEMod provides emission estimates for
both on-site and off-site construction activities. On-site activities are primarily made up of
construction equipment emissions, while off-site activity includes worker, hauling, and vendor traffic.
A construction build-out scenario, including equipment list and schedule, was based on information
provided by the Project applicant. The proposed Project land uses were input into CalEEMod, which
included: six (6) dwelling units entered as “Single-Family Housing” on a 2.42-acre site.
Approximately 400 cubic yards (cy) of soil export is anticipated during site preparation and 1,250 cy
of soil export is anticipated during grading, and was entered into the model. Demolition of 40 tons
of pavement is anticipated as a measure of the hard surfaces that will be removed from the site. The
40 tons is a maximum in the range to ensure that the Project sufficiently takes account of the likely
pavement removal and emission can be calculated accordingly and was entered into the model.
Additionally, 110 cement truck round-trips during building construction and 20 paving roundtrips are
expected and were entered into the model. Site clearing for this Project is expected to generate
about 20 truck trips which was added to the building construction truck trips. Modeling assumed 16
cy/truck and 20 tons/truck.
The construction schedule assumes that the Project would be built out over a period of approximately
12 months, or an estimated 260 construction workdays (assuming an average of 260 construction
days per year). Average daily emissions were computed by dividing the total construction emissions
by the number of construction days. Table 2 shows average daily construction emissions of ROG,
NOX, PM10 exhaust, and PM2.5 exhaust during construction of the Project. As indicated in Table 2,
predicted construction period emissions would not exceed the BAAQMD significance thresholds.
Table 2: Construction Period Emissions

Construction emissions (tons)
Average daily emissions (pounds)
BAAQMD Thresholds (pounds per day)
Exceed Threshold?
Notes: Assumes 260 workdays

ROG
0.36 tons
2.8 lbs.
54 lbs.
No

NOx
2.26 tons
17.4 lbs.
54 lbs.
No

PM10
Exhaust
0.12 tons
0.9 lbs.
82 lbs.
No

PM2.5
Exhaust
0.12 tons
0.9 lbs.
54 lbs.
No

Construction activities, particularly during site preparation and grading, would temporarily generate
fugitive dust in the form of PM10 and PM2.5. Sources of fugitive dust would include disturbed soils
at the construction site and trucks carrying uncovered loads of soils. Unless properly controlled,
vehicles leaving the site would deposit mud on local streets, which could be an additional source of
airborne dust after it dries. The BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines consider these impacts to be
less than significant if best management practices are implemented to reduce these emissions.
Mitigation Measure AQ-1 would implement BAAQMD-recommended best management practices.
Therefore, the Project’s potential impacts due to violation of air quality emission standards during
construction and operational activities would be reduced to levels below significance with mitigation.
4.3(d) (Exposure sensitive receptors to Pollutant Concentrations) Less Than Significant
Impact with Mitigation: Project impacts related to increased community risk can occur by

AUGUST 2017 | m-group.us

P A G E | 38

PACIFICA| SAN PEDRO TERRACE SUBDIVISION
Packet Pg.

Attachment: Attachment G - Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) (2446 : San Pedro Terrace Road - 6 Unit Subdivision)

1.g

190

introducing a new sensitive receptor, such as a residential use, or by introducing a new source of
TACs with the potential to adversely affect existing sensitive receptors in the Project vicinity. The
Project would introduce new sensitive receptors (residences). The BAAQMD recommends using a
1,000-foot screening radius around a Project site for purposes of identifying community health risk
from siting a new sensitive receptor or a new source of TACs. Construction activity would generate
dust and equipment exhaust on a temporary basis that could affect nearby sensitive receptors.
Operational Community Risk Impacts
Community health risk assessments typically look at all substantial sources of TACs that can affect
sensitive receptors that are located within 1,000 feet of a Project site. These sources include freeways
or highways, busy surface streets and stationary sources identified by BAAQMD. Traffic on high
volume roadways is a source of TAC emissions that may adversely affect sensitive receptors in close
proximity to the roadway. For local roadways, BAAQMD considers roadways with traffic volumes of
over 10,000 vehicles per day to have a potentially significant impact on a proposed project. A review
of the Project area indicates that traffic on Highway 1 (Cabrillo Highway) is the only substantial
source of mobile TAC emissions within 1,000 feet of the Project site. A review of BAAQMD’s Google
Earth map tool did not identify any stationary source with the potential to affect the Project site.
BAAQMD provides a Highway Screening Analysis Google Earth Map tool to identify estimated risk and
hazard impacts from highways throughout the Bay Area. Cumulative risk, hazard and PM2.5 impacts
at various distances from the highway are estimated for different segments of the highways. The
tool uses the average annual daily traffic (AADT) count, fleet mix and other modeling parameters
specific to that segment of the highway. Impacts from Link 788 (6 feet elevation) California State
Highway 1 (Highway 1), which is about 400 feet west of the Project, were identified at the nearest
Project receptor, using this tool. The cancer risk at the nearest sensitive receptor was found to be
2.6 in a million. The PM2.5 concentration was found to be less than 0.04 μg/m3 and the hazard index
(HI) was computed as less than 0.01. Therefore, Highway 1 would have a less than significant impact
on new sensitive receptors onsite.
Project Construction Activity
Construction activities, particularly during site preparation and grading would temporarily generate
fugitive dust in the form of respirable particulate matter (PM10) and PM2.5. Sources of fugitive dust
would include disturbed soils at the construction site and trucks carrying uncovered loads of soils.
Unless properly controlled, vehicles leaving the site would deposit mud on local streets, which could
be an additional source of airborne dust after it dries. The BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines
consider these impacts to be less than significant if best management practices are employed to
reduce these emissions. Mitigation Measure AQ-1 would implement BAAQMD-required best
management practices.
Construction equipment and associated heavy-duty truck traffic generates diesel exhaust, which is a
known TAC. As discussed above, construction exhaust air pollutant emissions would not contribute
substantially to existing or projected air quality violations. However, construction exhaust emissions
may still pose community risks for sensitive receptors such as existing nearby residents and patients
at the Linda Mar Rehabilitation Facility adjacent to the Project site. The primary community risk
impact associated with construction emissions are cancer risk and exposure to PM2.5. Diesel exhaust
poses both a potential health and nuisance impact to nearby receptors. A community risk assessment
of the Project construction activities was conducted that evaluated potential health effects of sensitive
receptors at these existing nearby residences from construction emissions of DPM and PM2.5. The
closest sensitive receptors to the Project site are the Linda Mar Rehabilitation Center to the east and
the single-family residences to the north (across San Pablo Creek). Dispersion modeling was
conducted to predict the off-site DPM concentrations resulting from Project construction, so that
lifetime cancer risks and non-cancer health effects could be evaluated.
On-Site Construction TAC Emissions
Construction period emissions were computed using CalEEMod along with projected construction
activity, as described above. The CalEEMod model provided total annual PM10 exhaust emissions
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(assumed to be DPM) for the off-road construction equipment used for construction of the Project
and for the exhaust emissions from on-road vehicles (haul trucks, vendor trucks, and worker
vehicles) of 0.12 tons (240 pounds) over the construction period. A trip length of one-half mile was
used to represent vehicle travel while at or near the construction site. For modeling purposes, it was
assumed that these emissions from on-road vehicles would occur at the construction site. Fugitive
dust PM2.5 emissions were also computed and included in this analysis. The model predicts emissions
of 0.03 tons (60 pounds) of fugitive PM2.5 over the construction period.
Dispersion Modeling
The U.S. EPA ISCST3 dispersion model was used to predict concentrations of DPM and PM2.5
concentrations at sensitive receptors (residences and rehabilitation center) in the vicinity of the
Project construction area. The ISCST3 dispersion model is a BAAQMD-recommended model for use
in modeling analysis of these types of emission activities for CEQA projects. For each phase of
construction, the ISCST3 modeling utilized two area sources to represent the on-site construction
emissions, one for exhaust emissions and one for fugitive dust emissions. To represent the
construction equipment exhaust emissions, an emission release height of 6 meters (19.7 feet) was
used for the area source. The elevated source height reflects the height of the equipment exhaust
pipes plus an additional distance for the height of the exhaust plume above the exhaust pipes to
account for plume rise of the exhaust gases. For modeling fugitive PM2.5 emissions, a near-ground
level release height of 2 meters (6.6 feet) was used for the area source. Emissions from the
construction equipment and on-road vehicle travel were distributed throughout the modeled area
sources. Construction emissions were modeled as occurring daily between 7 a.m. to 4 p.m., when
the majority of construction activity would occur.
The modeling used a 5-year meteorological data set (2001-2005) from the Fort Funston
meteorological station prepared for use with the ISCST3 model by the BAAQMD. Annual DPM and
PM2.5 concentrations from construction activities during the 2017-2018 period were calculated using
the model. DPM and PM2.5 concentrations were calculated at nearby sensitive receptor locations.
Receptor height of 1.5 meters (4.9 feet) was used to represent the breathing height of residents in
nearby single-family homes.
Cancer Risks
Results of this assessment indicate that the maximum excess residential cancer risks would be 33.0
in one million for an infant exposure and 0.7 in one million for an adult exposure. The maximum
excess cancer risk at the Linda Mar rehabilitation center was computed as 9.8 for infant exposure
and 0.2 in one million for adult exposure. The maximum residential excess cancer risk for infant
exposure would be greater than the BAAQMD significance threshold of 10 in one million.
Implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2 would reduce this impact to a level of less
than significant by controlling exhaust emissions. MM AQ-1 would achieve a 5 percent reduction in
exhaust and MM AQ-2 would further limit exhaust emission. With mitigation, the Cancer Risks would
be reduced to 7.6 in one million, which is below the BAAQMND significance threshold.
Predicted Annual PM2.5 Concentration
The maximum-modeled annual PM2.5 concentration, which is based on combined exhaust and
fugitive dust emissions, was 0.4 μg/m3. The maximum annual PM2.5 concentration at the MEI
residential receptor location would exceed the BAAQMD significance threshold of 0.3 μg/m3.
Implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2 would reduce this impact to a level of less
than significant by controlling exhaust emissions. MM AQ-1 would achieve a 5 percent reduction in
exhaust and MM AQ-2 would further limit exhaust emission. With mitigation, the PM2.5
concentrations would be reduced to 0.1 μg/m3, which is below the significant threshold.
Non-Cancer Hazards
The maximum modeled annual residential DPM concentration (i.e., from construction exhaust) was
0.237 μg/m3. The maximum computed HI based on this DPM concentration is 0.04, which is much
lower than the BAAQMD significance criterion of a HI greater than 1.0. Therefore, DPM concentration
impacts would be less than significant.
AUGUST 2017 | m-group.us

P A G E | 40

PACIFICA| SAN PEDRO TERRACE SUBDIVISION
Packet Pg.

Attachment: Attachment G - Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) (2446 : San Pedro Terrace Road - 6 Unit Subdivision)

1.g

192

Cumulative Construction Risk Assessment
Community health risk assessments typically look at all substantial sources of TACs that can affect
sensitive receptors that are located within 1,000 feet of a Project site. These sources include freeways
or highways, busy surface streets and stationary sources identified by BAAQMD. Traffic on high
volume roadways is a source of TAC emissions that may adversely affect sensitive receptors in close
proximity to the roadway. For local roadways, BAAQMD considers roadways with traffic volumes of
over 10,000 vehicles per day to have a potentially significant impact on a proposed Project. A review
of the Project area indicates that traffic on Highway 1 (Cabrillo Highway) is the only substantial
source of mobile TAC emissions within 1,000 feet of Project site. A review of BAAQMD’s Google Earth
map tool did not identify any stationary source with the potential to affect the Project site. Cumulative
risk impacts from onsite construction and Highway 1 emission sources upon the MEI are reported in
Table 3.
BAAQMD provides a Highway Screening Analysis Google Earth Map tool to identify estimated risk and
hazard impacts from highways throughout the Bay Area. Cumulative risk, hazard and PM2.5 impacts
at various distances from the highway are estimated for different segments of the highways. The
tool uses the average annual daily traffic (AADT) count, fleet mix and other modeling parameters
specific to that segment of the highway. Impacts to existing sensitive receptors from Link 788 (6
feet elevation) Hwy. 1, which is about 760 feet west of the PM2.5 MEI and 860 feet west of the
cancer risk MEI, were identified using this tool. Therefore, any impacts due to exposure of toxic air
contaminants will be less than significant for all sources combined.
Table 3: Cumulative Construction Risk Assessment
Maximum
Maximum
Annual PM2.5
Cancer Risk
Concentrati
Source
(per million)
on (µg/m3)
Unmitigated Project Construction
33.1
0.42
Highway 1 (Cabrillo Highway)
1.64
<0.03
Cumulative Total
34.7
<0.45
BAAQMD Threshold – Cumulative Sources
>100
>0.8
Significant?
No
No

Maximum
Hazard
Index
0.04
<0.01
<0.05
>10.0
No

4.3(e) (Objectionable Odors) Less Than Significant Impact: There may occasionally be
localized odors during site development associated with construction equipment, paving and the
application of architectural coatings. Any odors generated during construction would be temporary
and not likely to be noticeable beyond the immediate construction zone. As a single-family residential
development, operation of the Project will not create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people. Therefore, the Project will have less than significant impacts to air quality due to
objectionable odors.
Mitigation Measures:
AQ-1: Include basic measures to control dust and exhaust during construction. During any
construction period ground disturbance, the applicant shall ensure that the Project contractor
implement measures to control dust and exhaust. Implementation of the measures
recommended by BAAQMD and listed below would reduce the air quality impacts associated
with grading and new construction to a less than significant level. The contractor shall
implement the following best management practices that are required of all projects:
1. All exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas, soil piles, graded areas, and
unpaved access roads) shall be watered two times per day.
2. All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material off-site shall be covered.
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3. All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads shall be removed using wet
power vacuum street sweepers at least once per day. The use of dry power sweeping is
prohibited.
4. All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 miles per hour (mph).
5. All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved shall be completed as soon as
possible. Building pads shall be laid as soon as possible after grading unless seeding or
soil binders are used.
6. Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or
reducing the maximum idling time to 5 minutes (as required by the California airborne
toxics control measure Title 13, Section 2485 of California Code of Regulations [CCR]).
Clear signage shall be provided for construction workers at all access points.
7. All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance with
manufacturer’s specifications. All equipment shall be checked by a certified mechanic and
determined to be running in proper condition prior to operation.
AQ-2: Selection of equipment during construction to minimize emissions. The Project shall develop
and implement a plan demonstrating that the off-road equipment used on-site to construct
the Project would achieve a fleet-wide average 69 percent reduction in PM2.5 exhaust
emissions or more. One feasible plan to achieve this reduction would include the following:
1. All mobile diesel-powered off-road equipment larger than 25 horsepower and operating
on the site for more than two days continuously shall meet, at a minimum, U.S. EPA
particulate matter emissions standards for Tier 2 engines or equivalent; and
2. All diesel-powered portable equipment (i.e., aerial lifts, air compressors, concrete and
industrial saws, forklifts, and generators) operating on the site for more than two days
shall meet U.S. EPA particulate matter emissions standards for Tier 4 engines or
equivalent. Note that the construction contractor could use other measures to minimize
construction period DPM emission to reduce the predicted cancer risk below the
thresholds. The use of equipment that includes CARB-certified Level 3 Diesel Particulate
Filters or alternatively-fueled equipment (i.e., non-diesel) would meet this requirement.
Other measures may be the use of added exhaust devices, or a combination of measures,
provided that these measures are approved by the City and demonstrated to reduce
community risk impacts to less than significant.
4.4.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Would the project:

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a) 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 California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (Formerly Fish
and Game) or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
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b) 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 California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (formerly Fish
and Game) or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited
to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption,
or other means?
d) Interfere substantially with the movement of
any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use
of native wildlife nursery sites?
e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?
f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?
Sources: City of Pacifica 1980 General Plan; “Biological Assessment: San Pedro Terrace,” prepared by Toyon
Consultants, April 6, 2017; “San Pedro Terrace Final Wetland Delineation Report,” Toyon Consultants, January 17,
2017; “San Pedro Terrace Restoration Mitigation and Monitoring Plan,” Toyon Consultants, September 15, 2016;
Arborist Report, Kielty Arborist Service, LLC, July 11, 2017.

Biological Resources Setting: Biological resources are protected by numerous statutes including
the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA), the California Endangered Species Act (CESA), the Clean
Water Act (CWA), and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). These regulations provide the legal
protection for plant and animal species of concern and their habitat at the Federal and State levels.
The following discussion is based on a Biological Assessment: San Pedro Terrace; San Pedro Terrace
Final Wetland Delineation Report; and San Pedro Terrace Restoration Mitigation and Monitoring Plan,
prepared for the proposed project by Toyon Consultants and subsequently peer-reviewed by Coast
Ridge Ecology.
The triangular shaped Project site (APN 023-075-050) occupies 2.42-acres and is located north of
where San Pedro Terrace Road terminates in the West Linda Mar neighborhood, in the City of Pacifica,
San Mateo County, California. The Project site is located within the southwestern portion of the City
limits, and outside of the Coastal Zone. The site is situated at the edge of an established residential
neighborhood of single-family homes and at the edge of the City’s urban development footprint. The
Project site is bounded by Caltrans right-of-way property, agricultural uses, in addition to open space
to the south and west; San Pedro Creek to the north; and the Linda Mar Rehabilitation Facility to the
east. The subject site is also located adjacent to a pedestrian/bicycle path that runs from the end of
San Pedro Terrace Road to Highway 1. Across San Pedro Creek north of the Project site lies the Linda
Mar residential neighborhood made up with mostly single-family dwellings. State Highway 1 is located
on a hillside approximately 400 feet south of the Project site. An existing paved pedestrian and
bicycle path adjacent to the Project site extends from the termination of San Pedro Terrace Road and
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connects to State Highway 1 west of the Linda Mar Shopping Center. Approximately 1.1 acres along
the north-northeastern section of the parcel abuts the San Pedro Creek and has a bank with a 35%
slope with a depth of approximately 15 feet. The lower edge of this bank is the ordinary high water
mark. Further north-northeast of this bank is a second bank, that defines the normal creek channel.
There is a terrace that retains high water flows, between the two banks. The remaining 1.3 acres of
the parcel is flat and outside of the normal floodplain of the San Pedro Creek. No additional
jurisdictional wetlands were observed on the project site. The wetland delineation was confirmed by
Army Corps of Engineers during their site visit, during which the entire parcel was visited.
The proposed Project would subdivide the subject lot into six (6) new lots. For analysis purposes
under CEQA, the Project considers the construction of six (6) new single-family homes to be
developed on the flat 1.3-acre section of the subject site. The houses will be served by a private
street with a cul-de-sac for a fire truck turnaround. Utilities are available at the site to serve the
development. A public water main will be extended from the end of the existing San Pedro Terrace
Road. Electric and cable are available via the adjacent joint pole on San Pedro Terrace Road. There
is an existing private sanitary sewer main on the lot which the development will connect too (see
Figure 9: Existing Conditions). A new storm drain outfall to the creek is also proposed as part of
the Project. While the site is 2.42 acres, approximately 1.31 acres will be disturbed as part of the
new construction of the single-family homes.
A new storm drain outfall is proposed as part of an overflow for the stormwater management plan
for the site, which will drain directly into the adjacent San Pedro Creek. The new outfall comprises
approximately 18 linear feet (lf) of 24-inch reinforced concrete pipe storm drain and rip-rap 1 energy
dissipation structure. The rip-rap for the energy dissipater is non-grouted and has a minimum riprap diameter of 200 mm. Approximately 3.1 cubic yards (cy) of soil needs to be removed to install
the rip-rap. A layer of geotextile fabric will separate the rip-rap from the native soil. Approximately
5.8 cys of soil within the bank of the creek is required to be excavated to install the new outfall pipe.
The rip-rap will have a footprint of approximately 10 feet x 5 feet. The outfall pipe is angled at 30
degrees to the direction of flow to reduce turbulence. The approximate area disturbed for the outfall
within the creek bank is approximately 85 square feet. The placement of the outfall pipe will impact
an 85 sq. ft. section of wetland. See Figure 10: Storm Drain Outfall Details.
A site specific Biological Assessment (BA), Wetland Delineation Report, and Restoration Mitigation
and Monitoring Plan were prepared by Toyon Consultants. On December 28, 2015, Joe Rigney from
Toyon Consultants visited the site of the proposed Project in order to evaluate potential biological
impacts from the Project. A second site visit occurred on June 30, 2016 in order to assess potential
impacts to the riparian habitat from the Project. An additional visit occurred on March 17, 2017. Plant
species observed were noted during all visits. The California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB
2017) records were queried to determine special-status species documented in the surrounding area.
Additional data regarding the potential occurrence of special-status species were gathered from other
sources, including the Special Animals List (CDFW 2016), the Special Vascular Plants, Bryophytes,
and Lichens List (CDFW 2016), and the List of Vegetation Alliances and Associations (CDFG 2010).
According to anecdotal information provided to Toyon Consultants, the site has a history of
disturbance, including the placement of fill. This conformed to observances made during the site
visits, as well as with aerial photos from 2002, 2004, and 2007. In particular, the aerial photo from
2004 indicates the extensive changes that have occurred on the subject parcel. Almost the entire
area appears to have been cleared up to the edge of the creek, and the berm that was noted during
the site visit appears to have been constructed around this time.
In 2000, earthwork and planting was completed on a combination stream restoration and flood
protection project on former California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) property east of
Highway 1 and adjacent to the Project site. The restoration and flood protection project established
more natural channel geometry and increased channel-floodplain connectivity to provide additional
1

A “rip-rap” is loose stone used to form a foundation for a breakwater or other structure.
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flood storage. The restoration and flood protection project was implemented with federal assistance
from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. It is one part of a multi-phase effort intended to reduce flood
risks, improve channel stability, and restore ecosystem functioning along San Pedro Creek. The
restoration and flood protection project provides multiple benefits, including the restoration of habitat
for several listed species, including steelhead salmon and red-legged frogs. The 1998 project
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and subsequent 2007 Mitigation Monitoring Report, were
considered as part of this CEQA review.
Biological Resources Impact Discussion:
4.4(a-b) (Adverse Effects to Sensitive Species and Habitats) Less Than Significant with
Mitigation: The Project site is located in the southwestern portion of the City of Pacifica. The Project
site is outside of the Coastal Zone and situated at the edge of an established residential neighborhood
of single-family homes and at the edge of the City’s urban development footprint. The vacant
property (APN 023-075-050) is located at the termination of San Pedro Terrace Road northwest of
the Linda Mar Rehabilitation Facility within the West Linda Mar neighborhood. State Highway 1 is
located to the west of the Project site. The majority of the vacant triangular parcel is flat containing
soil, vegetation, and mature trees mostly concentrated along San Pedro Creek and the eastern
property line. The northern property line of the parcel abuts San Pedro Creek, which has a bank with
an approximate 35% slope, and a depth of approximately 15 feet.
Habitat
The section of the property through which San Pedro Creek runs consists of Willow Riparian Habitat,
dominated by Salix laevigata and Salix sitchensis (Sitka willow). Salix laevigata is a habitat of concern
(CDFG 2010). The even spacing and the growth patterns of the willows indicated that they had been
planted at some point in the past. In 2000, earthwork and planting was completed on a combination
stream restoration and flood protection project on former California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans) property east of Highway 1 and adjacent to the Project site. Willows are a common plant
used in habitat restoration projects involving riparian areas due to their ease of establishment on
disturbed sites. Several invasive exotic species were observed, including Eucalyptus globulus (blue
gum eucalyptus), Genista monspessulana (French broom), Cortaderia jubata (pampas grass), and
Delairea odorata (Cape ivy). An evaluation of the success of this planting was required by the
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program which was undertaken in 2007 identified that planting
as being successful with native vegetation within the riparian forest exceeding the performance
standards and canopy cover just under the performance standards.
Placement of the stormwater overflow outfall within the creek will cause 0.003 acres (135 sq. ft.) of
impact to the Salix laevigata alliance. Individual Salix sitchensis and Salix laevigata plants may be
removed as part of the development of the overflow outfall. The Project’s tentative subdivision map
(Figure 4) shows that the boundary of the willow riparian edge, with a second line indicating a 25foot setback from the riparian corridor. The 25-foot riparian setback will be placed on the lots for this
Project based on that line. Removal of vegetation, excavation or ground disturbance, and impervious
surfaces would not be allowed within the riparian setback. The bank of the perennial creek bed to
the edge of the proposed Project building footprints is approximately 45 feet. Removal of Salix
laevigata alliance habitat is a potentially significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measure
BIO-1, which requires a 3:1 replacement of affected riparian habitat, will reduce potential impacts
to levels below significance.
The upper section of the San Pedro Creek bank and the area immediately adjacent to the bank are
dominated by Baccharis pilularis (coyote bush) and non-native species such as Cortaderia jubata
(pampas grass), Conium maculatum (poison hemlock), and Acacia dealbata (silver wattle). The
dominant presence of these species is further demonstration of the disturbed nature of this site, as
both Baccharis pilularis and Cortaderia jubata are typical early establishment species found on
disturbed site. The soil in this area likely includes fill dirt. The flat section of this habitat area (where
the majority of development is proposed) continues to experience disturbance, primarily periodic
mowing. A recent photo shows that the site has only limited growth of shrub species such as
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Baccharis pilularis. The upper portion of the berm within this habitat area (i.e. the portion
immediately adjacent to the Salix laevigata Alliance habitat area) does include shrub species
including Baccharis pilularis and Genista monspessulana. No burrowing mammal activity was
observed in this area.
The western edge and center of the property contains non-native grassland dominated by a number
of species, including Phalaris aquatica (Harding grass), Avena barbata (slender wild oat), and
Helminthotheca echioides (bristly ox-tongue). There were few native species observed in this habitat,
and the soil in this area likely includes fill dirt. No burrowing mammal activity was observed in this
area. The majority of impacts to habitat are on the flat area outside of the floodplain.
The entire Phalaris aquatica - Avena barbata and Eucalyptus globulus alliances will be removed.
Sixty-five percent (65%) of the Baccharis pilularis alliance will be removed. Of this, 0.002 acres (85
sq. ft.) is within the undisturbed habitat on the slope adjacent to the riparian area, while the
remainder is within the disturbed area on the flat section of the property. In and of itself, removal of
these habitat areas will have a less than significant impact since they are considered non-native
grasslands. However, removal may impact specific sensitive species, as described below.
The eastern edge of the property consists of a grove of Eucalyptus globulus (blue gum eucalyptus)
and Hesperocyparis macrocarpa (Monterey cypress) trees intermixed. Although H. macrocarpa is
native to California, it is not native to Pacifica. Both of these trees have naturalized on the site, and
so both planted and wild plants were observed.
The Federal Migratory Bird Act protects certain bird nests and eggs from collection and destruction.
For construction projects, this typically is of concern when trees are removed. Lots 1 and 2 will
require the removal of several blue gum eucalyptus and Monterey cypress trees. In the event that
nesting migratory birds are using any of these trees during tree removal, a violation of the Act could
occur. Removal of trees containing nesting birds protected under the migratory bird act is a
potentially significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-3, which requires avoidance
of construction during the nesting season or pre-construction nesting bird surveys if construction
occurs during the nesting season, will reduce potential impacts to nesting birds to levels below
significance.
Yellow Warbler (Dendroica petechia brewsteri)
Yellow Warblers are a Species of Special Concern for the California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW), and so must be considered under CEQA. None were observed during the site visits. The bird
spends the breeding season in thickets and other disturbed or regrowing habitats, particularly along
streams and wetlands. They are often found among willows. The site is within the summer breeding
range of this species and contains potential breeding habitat.
Although the Yellow Warbler was not observed onsite, the willows along San Pedro Creek provide
potential breeding habitat. In the event that this species is nesting within the riparian habitat during
construction, then disturbance and possible nest abandonment could occur, which would be
considered a potentially significant impact. Furthermore, removal of willows during construction of
the stormwater overflow outfall pipe could decrease available breeding habitat for the species. In
order to ensure that potential impact to warblers are minimized and offset, Mitigation Measure BIO2 requires avoidance of construction during the nesting season or pre-construction nesting bird
surveys, establishment of an appropriate buffer around active nests and non-disturbance until
completion of nesting as determined by a qualified ornithologist. With implementation of BIO-2
potential impacts will be reduced to levels below significance.
San Francisco Garter Snake (Thamnophis sirtalis ssp. terataenia)
San Francisco garter snake (SFGS) is listed as “endangered” under the Federal Endangered Species
Act (FESA). Take of a listed species is illegal under FESA unless allowed under a permit issued by the
US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). The species is also listed as a “Fully Protected Species” by the
state of California under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA). Take is not allowed for
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species with this classification. “Take” includes not only the direct killing of individuals, but impacts
to habitat as well.
SFGS preferred habitat is a densely vegetated pond near an open hillside where they can sun
themselves, feed, and find cover in rodent burrows. Temporary ponds and other seasonal freshwater
bodies are also used. SFGS avoid brackish marsh areas because their preferred prey (California redlegged frogs) cannot survive in saline water. Emergent and bankside vegetation are preferred and
used for cover. The area between stream and pond habitats and grasslands or bank sides is used for
basking, while nearby dense vegetation or water often provide escape cover. SFGS also use floating
algal or rush mats, if available. Adult snakes sometimes estivate (enter a dormant state) in rodent
burrows during summer months when ponds dry out. On the coast, snakes hibernate during the
winter, but further inland, if the weather is suitable, snakes may be active year-round. Recent studies
have documented San Francisco garter snake movement over several hundred yards away from
wetlands to hibernate in upland small mammal burrows. The site contains potential habitat for SFGS.
Removal of willows during construction of the stormwater overflow outfall pipe could potentially affect
SFGS if they are present in the area, which could lead to a take of the species. Due to their propensity
to stay near bodies of water, this impact is considered most likely during winter rains, when creek
levels are highest. Construction of the stormwater outfall will have a potentially significant impact on
SFGS if snakes are present in the area. The lack of burrowing mammal holes in the upland habitat
areas indicates that SFGS would not be using these areas as hunting or estivation habitat. Removal
of the B. pilularis and P. aquatica – A. barbata alliance will have no significant impact on SFGS.
In order to ensure that potential impacts to the Garter Snake are avoided Mitigation Measure BIO-4
requires that the stormwater outfall be constructed during the dry season and that pre-construction
surveys for SFGS occur not more than 48 hours in advance. Additionally, BIO-4 provides procedures
in the event that SFGS are identified or occupy the area during construction. With implementation of
BIO-4 potential impacts will be reduced to levels below significance.
Western Pond Turtle (Actinemys marmorata)
The western pond turtle (WPT) is a Species of Special Concern for the CDFW, and so must be
considered under CEQA. No turtle occurrences are evident within a ten-mile radius per the CNDDB,
however San Pedro Creek is within the range of this species and so it may be present. WPT are found
in permanent and intermittent waters of rivers, creeks, small lakes and ponds, marshes, irrigation
ditches and reservoirs. Turtles bask on land or near water on logs, branches or boulders. In some
populations, males may be found on land for some portion of ten months annually, while females
can be found on land during all months of the year due to nesting and overwintering (a form of
hibernation). WPT turtles can be found overwintering more than 1,500 feet from aquatic habitat, as
well as migrating over half a mile. Mating typically occurs in late April or early May. Females emigrate
from their aquatic habitat to an upland location to nest and deposit eggs. Females may lay more
than one clutch a year, but they most commonly deposit eggs between May and August. WPT typically
nest on sandy banks near water or in fields with sunny spots up to a few hundred feet from water.
No turtles were observed on the Project site during any of the visits by the biologist. The site contains
both potential breeding and upland habitat.
Removal of willows during construction of the stormwater overflow outfall pipe could potentially affect
WPT present in the area. This is particularly true if work is performed during the rainy season when
water is at its highest. Removal of willows during construction of the stormwater outfall and removal
of grassy habitat areas containing nesting WPT are potentially significant impacts. Removal of grassy
habitat in both the B. pilularis and P. aquatica – A. barbata alliance could also impact this species if
it is nesting within the area.
In order to ensure that potential impacts to the WPT are avoided Mitigation Measure BIO-5 requires
that the stormwater outfall be constructed during the dry season and that pre-construction surveys
for WPT occur not more than 48 hours in advance. Additionally, BIO-5 provides procedures in the
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event that WPT are identified or occupy the area during construction. With implementation of BIO-5
potential impacts to WPT will be reduced to levels below significance.
California Red-legged Frog (Rana draytonii)
California red legged frogs (CRLF) are listed as “threatened” under the Federal Endangered Species
Act (FESA). Take of a listed species is illegal under FESA unless allowed under a permit issued by the
US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). “Take” includes not only the direct killing of species, but
impacts to habitat as well. CRLF are listed as a “species of special concern” according to the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife. Species of special concern are subject to CEQA and should be
considered during the environmental review process. The proposed Project is within 500 feet of
federally designated critical habitat for CRLF. CRLF utilizes both water (aquatic) and upland
(terrestrial) components. Habitat areas include nearly any area within 1-2 miles of a breeding site
that stays moist and cool through the summer; this includes non-breeding aquatic habitat in pools
of slow-moving streams, perennial or ephemeral ponds, and upland sheltering habitat such as rocks,
small mammal burrows, logs, densely vegetated areas, and man-made structures (i.e. culverts,
livestock troughs, spring-boxes, abandoned sheds).
CRLF in the Central Coast region begin breeding after the onset of winter rains, typically November
through March. Breeding sites are generally found in deep, still or slow moving water (greater than
2.5 feet) and can have a wide range of edge and emergent cover amounts. They can breed at sites
with dense shrubby riparian or emergent vegetation, or can proliferate in ponds devoid of emergent
vegetation and any apparent vegetative cover (i.e., stock ponds).
California red-legged frogs enter a dormant state during summer or dry weather (estivate) in small
mammal burrows and moist leaf litter. They have been found up to 100 feet from water in adjacent
dense riparian vegetation. CRLF is known to utilize San Pedro Creek as breeding habitat, and the
Project is adjacent to “critical habitat” as designated by USFWS (USFWS 2006, 2008). The site vicinity
contains both potential breeding and upland habitat. Riverine wetlands along San Pedro Creek also
provide habitat for the threatened California red-legged frog.
Removal of willows and undisturbed upland habitat during construction of the stormwater overflow
outfall pipe could have a potentially significant impact on CRLF if they are present in the area, which
could lead to a take of the species. Construction of the stormwater outfall will have a potentially
significant impact on CRLF if present in the area.
Construction of the outfall will likely require the removal of both S. laevigata alliance and undisturbed
B. pilularis alliance habitat. Removal of these areas will decrease potential habitat for CRLF, which
would be considered a take of the species. Removal of S. laevigata alliance and undisturbed B.
pilularis alliance habitat will have a potentially significant impact.
The disturbed area of B. pilularis alliance habitat does not have sufficient cover of leaf litter for CRLF
to use the area as upland estivation habitat. The lack of burrowing mammal holes in the upland
habitat areas is further indication that CRLF would not use this area as estivation habitat. However,
given that CRLF are known to move within upland habitat during rainy months, there is a potential
that there would be a take of CRLF if they were present within the upland habitat areas during
construction. Removal of the B. pilularis and P. aquatica – A. barbata alliance will have a potentially
significant impact if frogs are present during construction.
In order to ensure that potential impacts to the CRLF are avoided Mitigation Measure BIO-6 requires
that the stormwater outfall be constructed during the dry season or that exclusionary fencing be
installed and that pre-construction surveys for CRLF occur not more than 48 hours in advance.
Additionally, BIO-6 provides procedures in the event that CRLF are identified or occupy the area
during construction. With implementation of BIO-6 potential impacts to CRLF will be reduced to levels
below significance.
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Steelhead Salmon (Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus)
Steelhead found within the Central Coast Evolutionary Significant Unit (ESU) is listed under the FESA
as Threatened. Take of a listed species is illegal under FESA unless allowed under a permit issued by
the National Marine Fisheries Service. Steelhead are known to occur within San Pedro Creek, and the
creek is considered Critical Habitat for the Central Coast ESU (NMFS 2005). The placement of the
storm water drain into San Pedro Creek may have an impact on steelhead.
Construction of the stormwater overflow outfall pipe could potentially affect steelhead salmon if work
is performed during the rainy season when water is at or near the ordinary high water mark (Toyon
Consultants 2017). These impacts could be direct through direct killing of fish, or indirect through
sedimentation. Construction of the stormwater outfall will have a potentially significant impact on
steelhead salmon if work is performed during the rainy season.
Subdivision of the Project site and buildout construction could potentially affect salmon in the creek.
The Project includes a detention pipe that will restrict flow to 0.66 cubic feet per second (cfs) during
a 100-year storm event. This is equal to the pre-development flow from the site. The volume of
water during that time frame is 1,100 cubic feet, but the detention pipe can hold 800 cubic feet, so
the creek will only receive 300 cubic feet at the peak of the storm. The remaining 800 cubic feet will
be discharged after the peak of the storm has subsided.
Since the stormwater detention system has been specifically designed to mimic the predevelopment
flow from the site, no significant stormwater discharge is expected into the creek from the Project.
The overall water volume discharge into the creek will not substantially change.
In order to ensure that potential impacts to the Steelhead are avoided, Mitigation Measure BIO-7
requires that the stormwater outfall be constructed during the dry season and that best management
practices to protect stormwater runoff from entering the creek are implemented. Contruction of the
outfall will require approval from the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). With implementation
of BIO-7 potential impacts to Steelhead will be reduced to levels below significance.
Monarch Butterfly (Danaus plexippus)
Monarch butterflies are proposed for listing under FESA. Monarchs aggregate in clusters at sites
scattered along 1,000 km (620 miles) of the Pacific coast from California’s Mendocino County to Baja
California, Mexico. The distribution of monarchs among overwintering sites changes over the season
and annually, based on regional and individual site conditions. Coastal California provides the mild
climatic conditions that monarchs need to survive the winter in western North America. The majority
of overwintering sites are located within 2.4 km (1.5 miles) of the Pacific Ocean or San Francisco Bay
which moderates temperatures. Sites are typically found at low elevations (60–90 m [200–300 feet])
and situated on slopes oriented to the south, southwest, or west which provide the most solar
radiation or in shallow canyons or gullies.
Monarchs require very specific microclimatic conditions at overwintering sites including dappled
sunlight, high humidity, fresh water, and an absence of freezing temperatures or high winds. Fall- or
winter-blooming flowers provide nectar which may be needed to maintain lipid levels necessary for
spring migration. Monarchs begin to arrive at overwintering sites along the Pacific coast in September
and the first half of October, forming fall aggregations. By mid-November, they have formed more
stable aggregations that persist through January or into February. The butterflies cluster in dense
groups on the branches, leaves, and occasionally, the trunks of trees. In February and March, the
surviving monarchs breed at the overwintering site before dispersing.
The trees most commonly used for roosting are the nonnative blue gum eucalyptus (E. globulus),
and the native Monterey pine (Pinus radiata) and Monterey cypress (C. macrocarpa). Clusters are
also found on nonnative red gum eucalyptus (E. camadulensis), and the native western sycamore
(Platanus racemosa), coast redwood (Sequoia sempervirens), coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia), and
suitable microclimate conditions are often found at sites consisting of roost trees, in which monarchs
cluster, surrounded by a larger grove or windrow of trees. Two clusters of roosting monarchs are
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listed within a ten-mile radius of the Project site according to the CNDDB. Potential overwintering
habitat occurs on the Project site.
Although not observed on the site, the E. globulus grove could act as roosting habitat for
overwintering monarch butterflies. Removal of this area during the roosting season would likely kill
any butterflies using the habitat. Removal of the E. globulus habitat area during the overwintering
season would be a potentially significant impact to monarch butterflies if the species is present.
In order to ensure that potential impacts to the Monarchs are avoided Mitigation Measure BIO-8
requires that tree removal occur outside the overwintering season. With implementation of measure
BIO-8 potential impacts to Monarchs will be reduced to levels below significance.
Summary of Impacts
In order to avoid potential impacts due to construction of the new private street, new lots and six
single-family residences, a Restoration and Mitigation Monitoring Plan shall be submitted to and
approved by the Pacifica Planning Department, in accordance with Mitigation Measure BIO-1. With
measure BIO-1, the Project would be required to replace any willows removed as part of construction
at a 3:1 ratio to avoid potential impacts to the riparian corridor. Implementation of this mitigation
would reduce impacts to habitat to a less than significant level. With the implementation of
Mitigation Measures BIO-2, BIO-3, BIO-4, BIO-5, BIO-6, BIO-7 and BIO-8, impacts on any
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species will be reduced to less than
significant levels. Therefore, with implementation of mitigation measures the Project will have less
than significant impacts to biological resources.
4.4(c) (Adverse Effects to Jurisdictional Waters) Less Than Significant Impact: The
Biological Assessment describes the majority of the Project site as being a highly-disturbed habitat.
A Biological Assessment (Toyon Consultants 2016) was developed for this Project, which found that
there was potential for dredge and fill in wetlands that could be considered Waters of the US under
the Federal Clean Water Act. Such an action requires a 401/404 Permit to be issued by the U.S Army
Corps of Engineers (USACE). Based on the vegetation found on the site, along with aerial photos of
the past history, the Biological Assessment concluded that the riparian woodland was likely part of a
creek habitat restoration project. The uniform slope leading from the top of the Project site down to
the potential wetland was likely constructed at some point in the past. While these are considered
“abnormal circumstances,” the continued presence of wetland vegetation along with soil and
hydrological indicators is sufficient to delineate the wetland on this site.
Two sampling points were taken on the Project site to delineate the wetland. The flat area
encompassed between San Pedro Creek itself and the sloped area on the northeast portion of the
property has been determined to qualify as a wetland under the federal definition. Sampling point
SPT-1, which was located within this area, shows indicators for vegetation, soil, and hydrology.
Sampling point SPT-2 was situated on the sloped area, and it showed no indicators for wetlands. No
additional dredging or filling of wetlands are proposed for this Project besides what is associated with
the storm water drain. Impacts to Army Corps of Engineers jurisdictional wetlands occur within
wetland habitat and below the ordinary high water mark, but no impacts occur within the perennial
section of San Pedro Creek. Therefore, the proposed Project would require a Nationwide Permit 7
from the Army Corps of Engineers. This permit is required for outfall structures and associated intake
structures.
Activities related to the construction or modification of outfall structures and associated intake
structures, where the effluent from the outfall is authorized, conditionally authorized, or specifically
exempted by, or otherwise in compliance with regulations issued under the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System Program (Section 402 of the Clean Water Act). The construction of
intake structures is not authorized by the Nationwide Permit 7, unless they are directly associated
with an authorized outfall structure. Work under this permit requires that Pre-Construction
Notification be provided to the Army Corps of Engineers. Work cannot begin on the outfall until a
response has been received on the Pre-Notification application.
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Construction of the proposed Project and associated outfall structure would not result in a significant
impact to waters of the United States. Therefore, impacts to waters covered by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act will be less than significant.
4.4(d) (Adverse Effect to Wildlife Movement) Less Than Significant with Mitigation: San
Pedro Creek provides a potential wildlife movement corridor for native species as well as local, urbanadapted wildlife such as raccoons, skunks, opossums, and black-tailed deer that move through the
area. Development of the site will not interfere with the movement of any native resident or wildlife
species and will not impede established wildlife corridors because the Project will have limited impacts
to the riparian corridor (limited to the introduction of a storm drain outfall). Although the upland
portion of the Project site has limited habitat value, introduction of the stormdrain could potentially
affect wildlife within the riparian corridor.
In order to avoid potential impacts due to construction of the new private street and six single-family
residences, a Restoration and Mitigation Monitoring Plan has been prepared for approval by the
Pacifica Planning Department, in accordance with Mitigation Measure BIO-1. With measure BIO1, the Project would be required to replace any willows removed as part of construction at a 3:1
ratio, which would be adequate to offset potential impacts to the riparian corridor.
4.4(e) (Conflict with Local Ordinances) Less Than Significant Impact: In general, the
proposed Project would conform with local policies and ordinances related to protection of biological
resources. Most of the relevant policies from the City of Pacifica General Plan are general in nature,
calling for retention of open space, preservation of creeks, and protection of trees and other
resources. As currently proposed and described in the Project specific Biological Assessment, the
Project would require removal of the blue gum eucalyptus and Monterey cypress trees on the site.
The submitted Arborist Report evaluating the existing trees on the Project site shows three protected
trees which are identified as Monterey cypress trees #1, #4 and #5. All three trees meet the
definition of a Heritage tree under the City’s Municipal Code Sec. 4-12.04, which would require
approval for their removal. These trees are not native to the site, but could support active nests or
other important wildlife habitat values. These trees were evaluated in an arborist report during an
onsite survey and their health and condition summarized in a report prepared by Kielty Arborist
Services LLC dated July 11, 2017. The arborist concluded that the majority of these trees were in
“poor” to “fair” condition as a result of the suppressed conditions created by the large number of
eucalyptus trees. All of the Monterey cypress trees are growing underneath the canopies of the
eucalyptus trees. As a result, the cypress trees are growing wider instead of taller in order to find
sunlight. This has created large lateral limbs that are prone to failure. Impacts related to conflicts
with local policies would be less than significant.
4.4(f) (Conflicts with Habitat Conservation Plans) No Impact: The proposed six new singlefamily lot subdivision will not conflict with the provisions of any Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan or any other state habitat conservation plan because the site is not
within any habitat conservation areas. No impact would result and no further analysis of this issue is
required.
Mitigation Measures:
BIO-1:
Salix laevigata Alliance Habitat
1. Prior to the initiation of construction, the construction manager shall flag or otherwise note
the location of all areas to be disturbed within the riparian area; this area shall be surveyed
by the Project Biologist prior to construction.
2. Any willows removed during the course of construction shall be replaced at a 3:1 ratio
from locally collected cuttings.
3. The Restoration and Mitigation Monitoring Plan for the Project shall be submitted to and
approved by the Pacifica Planning Department for restoration of the S. laevigata area. The
restoration plan shall require the removal of invasive exotic species within the riparian
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area on the bench between the bank and the lower creek area, adjacent to the proposed
Project. The plan shall include a five-year mitigation monitoring and reporting plan with
defined success criteria.
BIO-2:
Yellow Warbler
1. Not more than one week prior to construction, a qualified biologist shall conduct a preconstruction survey for nesting Yellow Warblers within the S. laevigate alliance habitat
area, if construction will occur during the breeding season (typically April 1 through July
31).
2. If nesting Yellow warblers are found, a construction buffer of 50 feet (or as otherwise
directed by a qualified ornithologist) shall be established around each active nest.
3. No work shall occur within the construction buffer for the duration of the breeding season
or until a qualified ornithologist has confirmed that all young have fledged and are
independent.
BIO-3:
Migratory Birds
1. A qualified biologist shall conduct a pre-construction survey for tree-nesting birds in all
trees to be removed within 15 days of the onset of ground disturbance, if such disturbance
will occur during the breeding season typically (February 1 through August 31).
2. If nesting raptors are detected on the site during the survey, a construction buffer of 300
feet (or as otherwise directed by a qualified ornithologist) shall be established around each
active nest.
3. If other nesting migratory birds are found, a construction buffer of 50 feet (or as otherwise
directed by a qualified ornithologist) shall be established around each active nest.
4. No work shall occur within the construction buffer for the duration of the breeding season
or until a qualified ornithologist has confirmed that all young have fledged and are
independent.
BIO-4:
San Francisco Garter Snake
1. All grading, dredging, and construction activity related to the outfall shall be conducted
during the dry season, generally between May 1 and October 15, or before the onset of
the rainy season, whichever occurs first.
2. No sooner than 48 hours prior to the beginning of construction of the outfall, a preconstruction survey will be conducted by a qualified biologist to ensure that no SFGS are
present in the construction area. In the event that SFGS are present, the snake(s) shall
be allowed to leave the Project site of their own volition. The qualified biologist shall be
responsible for determining when construction activities can begin.
3. At all times, if SFGS are observed within the active construction area, all work shall cease
until such a time that the snake leaves the construction area of its own volition.
4. Any erosion control fabric or matting used on the site shall be tightly woven fiber netting
or similar material to ensure that SFGS do not get trapped. Plastic monofilament netting,
rolled erosion control products or similar material shall not be used at the Project site
because red-legged frogs and other species may become entangled or trapped in it.
5. In the event that a SFGS is injured or killed, all construction activities shall cease, and
USFWS and CDFW shall be immediately notified. Construction shall not resume until
further instruction has been received from USFWS and CDFW.
BIO-5:
Western Pond Turtle
1. All grading, dredging, and construction activity related to the outfall shall be conducted
during the dry season, generally between May 1 and October 15, or before the onset of
the rainy season, whichever occurs first.
2. No sooner than 48 hours prior to the beginning of grading of the upland habitat areas, a
pre-construction survey will be conducted by a qualified biologist to determine if turtles
are using the area for nesting.
3. In the event that nesting turtles are observed, a construction buffer of 50 feet (or as
otherwise directed by a qualified biologist) shall be established around each active nest.
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4. No work shall occur within the construction buffer for the duration of the breeding season
or until it has been confirmed that all turtles have left the nest.
BIO-6:
California Red-Legged Frogs
1. All grading activity shall be conducted during the dry season, generally between May 1
and October 15, or before the onset of the rainy season, whichever occurs first, unless
exclusion fencing is utilized.
2. Construction that commences in the dry season may continue into the rainy season if
exclusion fencing is placed between the construction site and San Pedro Creek to keep the
frog from entering the construction area. Exclusion fencing will be erected around the
Project boundary prior to the onset of construction activities. Fencing will be a minimum
of 3 feet in height and buried in the soil to inhibit California red-legged frogs from entering
the Project area.
3. After the exclusion fence is installed, but no sooner than 48 hours prior to the beginning
of construction, a pre-construction survey will be conducted by a qualified biologist to
ensure that no California red-legged frogs are present in the construction area. In the
event that red-legged frogs are present, an appropriate section of the exclusion fencing
shall be removed and the frog(s) shall be allowed to leave the Project site of their own
volition. The qualified biologist shall be responsible for determining when construction
activities can begin.
4. Construction surveys for CRLF shall be conducted each day prior to the start of
construction during grading and periods of non-vertical construction activities.
Construction surveys shall be conducted weekly during vertical construction. If CRLF are
observed in the construction area or access areas, they shall be removed from the area
by a USFWS permitted biologist and temporarily relocated to nearby suitable aquatic
habitat.
5. At all times, if CRLF are observed within the active construction area, all work shall cease
until such a time that either the frog leaves the construction area of its own volition or the
frog is moved by a USFWS permitted biologist and temporarily relocated to nearby suitable
aquatic habitat.
6. Any erosion control fabric or matting used on the site shall be tightly woven fiber netting
or similar material to ensure that CRLF do not get trapped. Plastic monofilament netting,
rolled erosion control products or similar material shall not be used at the Project site
because red-legged frogs and other species may become entangled or trapped in it.
7. In the event that a CRLF is injured or killed, all construction activities shall cease, and
USFWS shall be immediately notified. Construction shall not resume until further
instruction has been received from USFWS.
8. The Restoration and Mitigation Monitoring Plan shall be submitted to and approved by the
Pacifica Planning Department for restoration of the B. pilularis alliance habitat area
disturbed by the construction of the stormwater outlet. The restoration plan shall require
the planting of native species in the disturbed area. The plan shall include a five-year
mitigation monitoring and reporting plan with defined success criteria.
9. Additional items are to be implemented as required by the USFWS Programmatic Biological
Opinion for construction of the stormwater outlet.
BIO-7:
Steelhead Salmon
1. All grading, dredging, and construction activity related to the outfall shall be conducted
during the dry season, generally between May 1 and October 15, or before the onset of
the rainy season, whichever occurs first.
2. All work on the outfall shall occur only when dry conditions are present and no water from
San Pedro Creek is flowing or likely to flow in the Project impact area.
3. Follow Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) Best Management Practices (BMPs)
during all construction activities.
BIO-8:
Monarch Butterfly
1. All tree removal shall occur outside of the monarch overwintering season (typically
September 15-February 15).
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1.g
CULTURAL RESOURCES
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Would the project:

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a historical resource as
defined in § 15064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to § 15064.5?
c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?
d) Disturb any human remains, including
those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?
Sources: City of Pacifica 1980 General Plan; “Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact
Statement - San Pedro Creek Flood Control Project”, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers San Francisco District &
City of Pacifica, January 1998.

Cultural Resources Setting:
The San Pedro Terrace Subdivision Project site is located within the central coast region of California.
The environment in this region has changed considerably during the Holocene (the last 10,000 years)
due to natural processes such as climatic and sea level change, as well as relatively recent human
impacts such as draining and ﬁlling of wetlands. These changes have in turn affected both prehistoric
and historic patterns of human land use and settlement. The Project site is a natural site for sediment
accumulation.
The archaeological record has reported prehistoric sites as old as 8,000 years B.P. in the region.
However, the number of older prehistoric sites is expected to be very low based on the sparse
distributions of these sites throughout California during the period from approximately 8,000 to 2,000
years ago. If any such sites exist near the Project site they would be expected to be buried under
natural sediment, as well as historic-era ﬁll in the wetland area at the mouth of San Pedro Creek.
The name Ohlone is used to represent all the groups of people that are indigenous to the area now
occupied by San Francisco, Alameda, and Santa Clara counties, as well as portions of Marin and San
Mateo counties. These peoples were called "Costanoan" by the Spanish missionaries. Scholars have
determined that the area inhabited by the Ohlone people at the time of Spanish colonization was
approximately 5,000 square miles.
The Ohlone lifestyle and economy were well adapted to the local environment. They gathered plants
and shellﬁsh, hunted for animals and birds, and ﬁshed. Most groups were semi-nomadic (moving
among several established use sites over the course of a year), but those with lakeshore and coastal
settings, such as in San Pedro Valley, generally were year-round inhabitants at a single settlement.
Up into the historic period, there was a large (20-acre) coastal lagoon (called Lake Matilda by Anglo
settlers) at the mouth of San Pedro Creek, west of the Project site. This lagoon was surrounded by
extensive wetland and riparian forest vegetation. Due to the rich and varied food supplies that
presumably would have been available in such an environment. Specific evidence of the existence of
“historically significant” cultural materials have been identified within 2000 feet of the site at 1335
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Adobe Drive which lies adjacent to San Pedro Creek. The Archeo-Tec 2015 report analysis produced
findings that show this site as being typical of Ohlone Habitation sites formed in the vicinity of this
lagoon. The Ohlone village of Pruristac was located on the site of 1335 Adobe Drive with subsequent
settlements and activity to the present day. The San Pedro Valley provided the Ohlones with an
abundance of food and raw materials. Hunters and gatherers, they used tools made from stone,
shell, wood and plant fibers. They built dwellings of willow poles covered by tule. In 1786, padres
found it difficult to grow enough food at Mission Dolores. They created an asistencia in the San Pedro
Valley named San Pedro y San Pablo. This mission outpost was a support farm where crops such as
corn and wheat were grown. The asistencia building included living quarters for the padres, a chapel,
workrooms and storage for grain. Food production slowed after an epidemic in 1792. Archeological
excavations in 1978 and 1990 uncovered the foundations of the asistencia building.
The Ohlone lived in groups generally referred to as tribelets, all of whom shared a common language
family and lived in relatively close proximity to one another. The tribelet populations ranged from
about 50 to 500 people, averaging 200, each of which had a permanent village and some of which
had additional special use sites.
The Ohlone ensured sustainable plant and animal yields by carefully managing the land. Controlled
burning helped regulate the growth of brush as well as the accumulation of dead plant material,
which can eventually pose a serious ﬁre hazard if left unmanaged. It also increased the availability
of grazing material for deer, elk, antelope, and waterfowl, and prompted the ripening of acorns. The
Ohlone people utilized not only large mammals such as deer, elk, sea lion, and whale, but also small
mammals such as squirrel, woodrat, mouse, rabbit, and wildcat. Waterfowl were important birds in
the Ohlone diet. Geese and ducks were often lured with decoys of tule or bird skin. The Ohlone also
ate quail, dove, hawk, and other bird species that they trapped in specialized cages. Various species
of ﬁsh were important in their diet, especially steelhead trout, salmon, sturgeon, and lamprey.
A common dwelling was a thatched dome structure made from materials such as tule, grass, wild
clover, fern, and willow. Tule balsas were used as watercraft for transportation, ﬁshing, and waterfowl
hunting. The Ohlone used nets and basket traps made from roots and tule. Stone and minerals were
used to produce tools and pigments. Cordage was made from ﬁbers of the milkweed, hemp, and
nettle, and blankets were woven of sea otter, rabbit, and duck skin. Tule mats and animal skins
served as bedding. Most Ohlone basketry was twined from willow, rush, tule, and/or grass roots.
Baskets were used for storage as well as food preparation, water carrying, cradles, and medicine
preparation.
The Ohlone believed that plants possessed powers that could be used for healing, and they used
numerous species of plants for medicinal purposes. Not only were the roots and leaves of plants
used, but tree bark was utilized to set broken bones and sprains, and rotted wood mixed with
powdered willow bark served as a poultice for burns.
The ﬁrst European visitors to California’s central coast did not keep detailed records about the people
they encountered. Early reports on coastal dwelling peoples were recorded by crew members of
sailing ships. By the late 1760s, the ﬁrst Spanish explorers had charted local trails and had become
familiar with most of the coastal area. The ﬁrst Spanish expeditions in this part of California took
place along the coast, most notably that of Gaspar de Portola and Father Juan Crespi, who recorded
the route to Monterey Bay. Portola, on his quest for Monterey Bay in 1769, passed within a quarter
mile of the location of the proposed Project. The Portola expedition "camped near the San Pedro
Creek, where there was an Indian Village".
Seven missions were eventually established within Ohlone territory during the period from 1770 to
1797. The Ohlone were gradually converted to Christianized laborers at these missions, with the
resultant loss of much of their culture. Meanwhile, Spanish (and later, Mexican) colonization of the
Bay Area proceeded. An outpost of Mission Dolores was established in San Pedro Valley, and farms
in the valley provided food for the mission. In later periods, soldiers were sent into the interior to
recover stolen livestock and punish "hostile" native peoples that resisted missionization. The
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secularization of the missions in 1834 condemned the surviving missionized Indians to be employed
as virtual slave labor on haciendas (large land grants owned by inﬂuential Mexican families).
One mile east of California Highway 1 in Paciﬁca is the State Historic Landmark Sanchez Adobe.
Sanchez Adobe was the home of Francisco Sanchez (1805-1862), the Alcalde of San Francisco and
Commandante of Militia under Mexican rule. In 1839, Sanchez requested a land grant from the
governor of Alta California, Juan B. Alvarado. The governor awarded Sanchez 8,926 acres of land,
called Rancho San Pedro, in what is now Paciﬁca. Sanchez began building his two-story adobe house
at Rancho San Pedro in 1842 and completed it in 1846. It is believed that the adobe was built on the
former site of the chapel of the decayed Mission Dolores outpost. Sanchez took part in many of the
military and civic events in early California. He died in 1862 as one of the ten richest men in the
United States at that time.
Subsequent Anglo colonization of the San Pedro Valley led to widespread agricultural development
in the late 19th and early 20th centuries. After the end of World War II, agricultural lands in the
valley were gradually converted to urban uses. Meanwhile, some of the Ohlone survived Spanish and
Anglo colonization, and today several thousand people in the Bay Area and central California can
trace their ancestry back to the Ohlone.
Two cultural resource sites were identiﬁed in the Project vicinity, CA-SMA-163 and CA-SMA- 173,
and are described below.
CASMA-163
CA-SMA-163 is located 100 meters east of Highway 1 at San Pedro Road, and extends west about
20 meters from the highway. It is bordered on the north by San Pedro Creek and on the south by
San Pedro Terrace Road. This site was ﬁrst surveyed by qualiﬁed archaeologists under contract with
the U.S. Army Corp of Engineers. No prehistoric site was identiﬁed, nor were cultural materials
identiﬁed.
As part of the Devil’s Slide bypass project proposed by Caltrans, the cultural inventory report
identiﬁed CA SMA-163 as a possible "Indian occupation site” containing numerous pieces of marine
shell, historic-age cultural materials and evidence of several houses. The report considered the
possibility that the shellﬁsh remains were brought to the location by the former residents.
Another study, undertaken by Caltrans archaeologist Cindy Desgrandchamp in 1978, recorded the
site as a possible midden containing ﬁre cracked rock, chert ﬂakes, and shell remains.
Degrandschamp recommended the site be tested further but also noted that the chert ﬂakes may
have been a result of ﬁll or disposal materials from the recycling center construction in the area.
A study performed by Caltrans archaeologist David Mayﬁeld (1982) reported that shell remains, ﬁre
cracked rock, and chert ﬂakes of possible aboriginal derivation were scattered over a signiﬁcantly
disturbed area (currently occupied by the recycling center) of about 300 square meters. Findings
showed the shell was limited to the surface only and no other prehistoric resources were present.
Based on the known record, CA-SMA-163 does not represent a prehistoric human occupation site.
The area has been greatly disturbed, with quantities of ﬁll used to cover the original grade to a depth
of several feet. Cultural materials found on the site may have been brought there with this ﬁll.
However, it is well known that the general area was occupied by Costanoan peoples and it is possible
that beneath the ﬁll material there are buried prehistoric cultural resources.
CA-SMA-173
Site CA-SMA-173 was recorded as a possible shell midden due to many fragments of glass and shell,
as well as plastic, shoes, and nails, yet no prehistoric artifacts were seen. The site was revisited by
Mayﬁeld (1982) during a Caltrans survey and only historic debris mixed with possible prehistoric
shell remains were detected. Although the shell remains may be of prehistoric origin, this is recorded
as being unlikely due to the presence of historic debris. According to interviews with the property
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owner, a residence was once located where the pasture is now; the shell remains may have been
associated with the inhabitants and therefore be historic in origin. Mayﬁeld also recorded information
(1982) stating that the shell deposits did not represent a prehistoric resource. In 1985, Caltran’s
Miley Holman conducted an auguring program at this site that encountered marine shells and dark
soils combined with historic deposits. It was concluded that no prehistoric resources were within the
project area.
In 1986, the Army Corps of Engineers, San Francisco District, Environmental Branch prepared a
cultural resource assessment for an emergency ﬂood control project along San Pedro Creek west of
Highway 1. During this assessment, Patricia Duff conducted a ﬁeld visit and concluded that no
impacts to prehistoric resources would occur. Assessment ﬁles indicate that the State Historic
Preservation Ofﬁce (SHPO) concurred.
In 1987, the Corps performed an additional cultural resources assessment for the reconnaissance
phase of the current San Pedro Creek ﬂood control study. Allan Bramlette executed a ﬁeld
reconnaissance study and found a few marine shells present near probable historic features. Shovel
tests provided no prehistoric materials.
Cultural Resources Impact Discussion:
4.5(a) (Historic Resources) No Impact: According to the Pacifica 1980 General Plan, the only
federal and state listed historic resource within the Pacifica area is the Historic Sanchez Adobe,
located approximately 0.5 miles southeast of the Project site. The Project site is not located within a
designated historic district and it does not contain any known historically significant resources, nor
does it constitute a historic site. Therefore, in the absence of historic resources within or near the
Project site boundaries, the proposed Project would not adversely affect or result in a substantial
change to the significance of any identified historically significant resources as described in Section
15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. There would be no impact under this criterion.
4.5(b) (Archeological Resources) Less Than Significant with Mitigation: Based on the San
Pedro Creek Flood Control Project EIR, CA-SMA-173 falls outside the proposed Project boundaries
and site CA-SMA 163 is located in and around the Project site. As discussed above, CA-SMA-163
does not represent a prehistoric human occupation site. The area has been greatly disturbed, with
quantities of ﬁll used to cover the original grade to a depth of several feet. Cultural materials found
on the site may have been brought there with this ﬁll. However, it is well known that the general
area was occupied by Costanoan peoples and it is possible that beneath the ﬁll material there are
prehistoric cultural resources. Excavation work at the Project site is expected to be limited to
foundation excavations and trenching for utilities.
In order to mitigate potential impacts to archaeological resources, Mitigation Measure CUL-1
requires that in the event of accidental discovery construction activities be halted and a qualified
archaeologist who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards be retained to assess the value of
the resource. This measure ensures that any discovered cultural resources onsite are properly
evaluated and considered for inclusion on the California Register of Historical Resources under
Criterion 4 in that the historical resource has yielded or may be likely to yield information important
to the prehistory or history of the local area, California or the nation. CUL-1 provides that in the
event of accidental discovery buried cultural resources are protected, evaluated, and treated based
on their identified value. Therefore, impacts associated with any buried cultural resource encountered
would be reduced to less than significant levels.
4.5(c) (Paleontological Resources) Less Than Significant with Mitigation: The City of Pacifica
1980 General Plan does not identify the presence of any paleontological or unique geological
resources within the city limits. As the Project site is comprised of a previously disturbed land, with
no known past discovery of paleontological resources onsite, there is little expectation that such
resources are present onsite. Nonetheless, there is a potential (albeit limited) that excavation onsite
could encounter paleontological resources. Because the potential for inadvertent discovery of
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paleontological or unique geological resources exists, Mitigation Measure CUL-2, as set forth
below, shall be implemented to ensure that proper procedures are followed in the event of discovery;
thereby reducing potential impacts to paleontological resources to less than significant levels.
4.5(d) (Discovery of Human Remains) Less Than Significant with Mitigation: Although no
human remains are known to have been found on the Project site, it is possible that unknown human
remains could be encountered during Project construction, particularly during ground-disturbing
activities such as excavation and grading. However, in the event that during ground disturbing
activities human remains are discovered to be present, all requirements of state law pursuant to the
California Health and Safety Code Section (CA HSC) Section 7050.5 shall be duly complied with, as
set forth in Mitigation Measure CUL-3 below. This measure includes the immediate cessation of
ground disturbing activities near or in any area potentially overlying adjacent human remains and
contacting the San Mateo County Coroner. Implementation of Measure CUL-3 ensures that in the
event of the accidental discovery of buried human remains, potential adverse impacts to such
remains will be less than significant levels.
Mitigation Measures:
CUL-1:

A qualified archaeological monitor shall be present during any and all ground-disturbing
activities that occur in association with the proposed Project, including any utility and
sewer hookups within the public streets.
If during the course of ground disturbing activities, including, but not limited to,
excavation, grading and trenching, a historic or prehistoric archaeological indicator or
potentially significant prehistoric or historic resource is encountered within any portion of
the site, all work within a 100 foot radius of the find shall be suspended for a time deemed
sufficient for a qualified archeologist to adequately evaluate and determine the significance
of the discovered resource and provide treatment recommendations. Should a significant
archeological resource be identified, the qualified archaeologist shall prepare a resource
mitigation plan and monitoring program to be carried out during all construction activities.
The archeologist shall provide the City of Pacifica Planning Department with a report
detailing the results for review and approval by City Planning staff prior to occupancy.

CUL-2:

In the event that paleontological resources, including individual fossils or assemblages of
fossils, are encountered during construction activities all ground disturbing activities shall
immediately halt and a qualified paleontologist shall be procured to evaluate the discovery
and make treatment recommendations. The qualified paleontologist shall provide the City
of Pacifica Planning Department with a report detailing the results for review and approval
by City Planning staff prior to occupancy.

CUL-3:

In the event that human remains are uncovered during earthmoving activities, all
construction and excavation activities shall be suspended and the following measures shall
be undertaken:
1. The San Mateo County Coroner shall be contacted to determine that no investigation
of the cause of death is required. The City of Pacifica Planning Department shall also be
notified.
2. If the coroner determines the remains to be Native American the coroner shall contact
the Native American Heritage Commission within 24 hours.
3. The Project sponsor shall retain a City-approved qualified archaeologist to provide
adequate inspection, recommendations and retrieval, if appropriate.
4. The Native American Heritage Commission shall identify the person or persons it
believes to be the most likely descended from the deceased Native American, and shall
contact such descendant in accordance with state law.
5. The Project sponsor shall be responsible for ensuring that human remains and
associated grave goods are reburied with appropriate dignity at a place and process
suitable to the most likely descendent.
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1.g
TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Would the project:

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a) Would the project cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a tribal
cultural resource, defined in Public Resources
Code section 21074 as either a site, feature,
place, cultural landscape that is
geographically defined in terms of the size
and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or
object with cultural value to a California
Native American tribe, and that is:
i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources, or in a local
register of historical resources as defined in
Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or
ii) A resource determined by the lead agency,
in its discretion and supported by substantial
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria
set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources
Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria
set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource
Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall
consider the significance of the resource to a
California Native American tribe.

Source: City of Pacifica 2035 General Plan Update

Tribal Cultural Resources Setting:
Tribal Cultural Resources are defined as follows:
1. Sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, or objects with cultural value to a
California Native American tribe that are either (A) included or determined to be eligible for
inclusion in the CRHR, or (B) included in a local register of historical resources as defined in
subdivision (k) of §5020.1.; or,
2. A resource that the lead agency chooses, in its discretion and supported by substantial
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of §5024.1 taking into account the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe.
As part of the General Plan update process, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC)
conducted a record search of the sacred lands file in 2009. The search did not indicate the presence
of additional Native American cultural resources within the Planning Area. The NAHC response listed
six tribes that may have historic ties to the Planning Area, and letters of inquiry were sent to the six
tribal representatives; however, no responses were received.
Tribal Cultural Resources Impact Discussion:
4.6(a.i) (Listed or Eligible for Listing) No Impact: No Tribes have requested consultation under
AB 52 from the City of Pacifica to indicate the presence of a Native American Sacred Site within its
boundaries. Therefore, the Project would have no impact on a tribal cultural resource that is listed
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or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical
resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k).
4.6(a.ii) (Significant Resource) No Impact: No tribal cultural resources have been identified
within the City of Pacifica and there are no concerns associated with the proposed Project impacting
tribal cultural resources. Therefore, the proposed Project would have no impact on Tribal Cultural
Resources.
Mitigation Measures: None required.
4.7.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS
Potentially
Significant
Impact

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

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

ii.

Strong Seismic ground shaking?

iii.

Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

iv.

Landslides?

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss
of topsoil?
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is
unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in
on or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or
property?
e) Have soils incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative waste water disposal systems
where sewers are not available for the disposal
of waste water?
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Sources: City of Pacifica 1980 General Plan; “Geotechnical Engineering Study” Prepared by GeoForensics, Inc.,
February 2016 and April 2017; Montara Mountain Quadrangle, California 7.5 Minute Series (Topographic),”
prepared by the Resources Agency Department of Conservation, 1982.

Geology and Soils Setting: The Project site is currently a vacant lot overgrown with small to
medium bushed, small to large trees, and various native plants and pampas grasses. The Project site
has a history of ground disturbance, including the placement of fill. An asphalt pedestrian and bicycle
pathway boarders the site on the south and west within the San Pedro Terrace right-of-way and
extends from the end of San Pedro Terrace Road and continues south of the Project site, with a
portion of the walkway extending up towards the southern perimeter of the property. The ground
surface in the site vicinity has an overall slope down towards the west. At the site, the ground slopes
gently down towards the south and west. Surface gradients range from level to 20:1
(horizontal:vertical, H:V). During previous disturbance of the Project site, it appears that at least 5.5
feet of fill was placed in order to create the existing level pad.
Geologic Setting
The GeoForensics, Inc. reviewed historic photos of the subject site that showed some grading work
has been performed at the Project site in the past. GeoForensics, Inc. also reviewed aerial photos
from Google Maps dated July 1993, October 2002, May 2003, December 2003, and September 2004.
Photos suggested that some grading work was performed just prior to October 2002 to after
December 2003. By September 2004, the Project site grades appear to be more or less the same as
it does today.
The GeoForensics, Inc. Geotechnical Report conducted in February and April 2017 indicates that the
Project site is underlain by Younger Alluvial Fan Deposits, and on the border of Artificial Fill. In the
western two-thirds of the property (Borings 1 and 2) GeoForensics subsurface exploration
encountered some artificial fill materials, over clay and sand materials which were judged to be
consistent with the Younger Alluvial Fan Deposit mapping. In the eastern one-third of the property,
borings (Borings 3 and 4) encountered clay and sand materials were judged to be consistent with
the Younger Alluvial Fan Deposits.
Boring 1 first penetrated 3.5 feet of firm silty clay with sand and gravels over a 1 foot layer of
gravels. At 4.5 feet, the boring encountered stiff fine sandy silt which graded to a firm silty clay by
a depth of 11 feet. At 14.5 feet, the boring encountered gravelly coarse sand down to the terminated
boring depth of 17.5 feet.
Boring 2 penetrated 5.5 feet of silty clay and sand with varying amounts of gravel and broken up
pieces of concrete (fill). This fill was underlain by firm to stiff silt with varying amounts of sand,
decomposed granite, and rock fragments to a depth of 15.5 feet. Below this was silty sandy clay
which graded to a silty sand with decomposed granite and some clay by a depth of 18 feet. At 19
feet, the boring encountered firm silty clay down to the terminated boring depth of 19.5 feet.
Borings 3 and 4 encountered stiff silty clay with varying amounts of sand, gravel, decomposed
granite, and rock fragments down to the terminated boring depths of 13.5 and 15.5 feet.
Initially, groundwater was encountered at depths of 14.5 feet (Boring 1 and Boring 2), 10 feet (Boring
3), and 11.5 feet (Boring 4) during the drilling of the holes. In Boring 1, the level of the water rose
to a depth of 13.5 feet after approximately 2.5 hours. In Boring 2, the level of the water rose to 13.5
feet after 1.5 hours. In Boring 2, the level of the water rose to 11 feet after 1 hour. However, during
periods of heavy rain or late in the winter, groundwater seepage may exist at even shallower depths.
Seismicity
The nearest active fault is the San Gregorio fault, located approximately 1.7 miles west of the site.
The greater San Francisco Bay Area is recognized by Geologists and Seismologists as one of the most
active seismic regions in the United States. Several major fault zones pass through the Bay Area in
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a northwest direction which have produced approximately 12 earthquakes per century strong enough
to cause structural damage. The faults causing such earthquakes are part of the San Andreas Fault
System, a major rift in the earth's crust that extends for at least 700 miles along western California.
The San Andreas Fault System includes the San Andreas, San Gregorio, Hayward, Calaveras Fault
Zones, and other faults.
During 1990, the U.S. Geological Survey cited a 67 percent probability that an earthquake of Richter
magnitude 7, similar to the 1989 Loma Prieta Earthquake, would occur on one of the active faults in
the San Francisco Bay Region in the following 30 years. Recently, this probability was increased to
70 percent, as a result of studies in the vicinity of the Hayward Fault. A 23 percent probability is still
attributed specifically to the potential for a magnitude 7 earthquake to occur along the San Andreas
Fault by the year 2020.
The lack of mapped active fault traces through the site suggests that the potential for primary rupture
due to fault offset on the property is low. The subject site is likely to be subject to very strong to
violent ground shaking during its life span due to a major earthquake in one of the above-listed fault
zones.
On April 10, 2017, a total of three (3) Cone Penetration Test (CPT) soundings were advanced around
the site. The CPT soundings were hydraulically advanced pushing a 1.4-inch diameter cone-tipped
probe into the ground. Gauges in the probe measured both tip resistance and frictional resistance
(along with pore water pressures) to provide engineering information used to assess soil type and
strength characteristics. The accumulated data was computer processed to provide further
information on liquefaction potential and settlement potentials associated with liquefaction. The CPT
soundings indicated that the site is generally underlain by clays and silty clays which extend to depths
of 30 to 45 feet below grade (there is a thin roughly 2-foot-thick layer of sand in CPT 2 at a depth of
4 feet). Sandy soils were generally encountered at depths below 28 feet.
The Geotechnical Investigation determined that there is a potential for liquefaction (FS<1) to occur
in various soil layers, with shallower depths to liquefiable layers in CPT-1 with progressively greater
depths to liquefiable soils progressively to the west (towards CPT-3) where liquefaction was generally
confined to depths below 28 feet. The settlement analysis indicated that the site soils may experience
settlements between about 1.5 and 4 inches across the Project site, with less than 1 inch occurring
in the upper 20 feet. This suggests that differential settlements due to liquefaction are likely to be
felt as more regional tilts over larger areas, than as abrupt differences in elevation over short
distances.
Although the soil can be determined to have a potential to liquefy (FS<1), the relative probability of
liquefaction occurring is based upon the value of the factor of safety as well as the depth at which
the liquefaction is potentially occurring. Values below 5 indicate that there is a low risk of these
materials experiencing liquefaction. Values between 5 and 15 indicate a high risk, and over 15 is a
very high risk of the soils liquefying. Calculated values on these 3 CPT soundings resulted in generally
low to moderate risk levels. Again, the values were low to depths of over 20 feet, suggesting that
differential movements at the site are likely to be expressed as overall tilts, rather than abrupt
changes in elevation.
In summary, the design earthquake has a relatively low (10 percent) probability of occurring during
the next 50 years. Even if the maximum seismic event occurs, there is less than a 10 to 15 percent
chance that liquefaction will occur at most of the CPT locations. Although this represents a very low
probability that liquefaction will occur at the site, the potential ramifications are likely to be significant
and should be addressed by the use of appropriate foundation elements.
Liquefaction and Lateral Spreading
Liquefaction most commonly occurs during earthquake shaking in loose fine sands and silty sands
associated with a high ground water table. The subsurface investigation encountered materials
located at depth of about 6 to 15 feet that would be potentially subject to liquefaction during a major
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earthquake, although only the soils from 13.5 to 15 feet were saturated. In addition, studies have
found that when liquefiable soils are covered by at least 10 feet (3 meters) of non-liquefiable soils,
the impacts of the liquefaction tend to be regional movements, rather than more dramatic localized
problems.
Ground subsidence may occur when poorly consolidated soils densify as a result of earthquake
shaking. Lateral spreading may occur when a weak layer of material, such as a sensitive silt or clay,
loses its shear strength as a result of earthquake shaking. Overlying blocks of competent material
may be translated laterally towards a free face. Free face conditions are not present proximate to
the site, hence, the hazard due to lateral spreading is considered to be low.
During the April 2017 site visit for the CPT testing, GeoForensics, Inc. measured the creek channel
at several points along the Project’s northern border and found that the depth of the channel below
the site grade ranges from 6 to 8 feet. This is above the elevation of the water table, and above the
elevation of anticipated liquefaction projected by the CPT data. Further, the high variability in the
boring and CPT data suggests that any shallow potentially liquefiable layers are unlikely to be laterally
continuous, reducing the potential for lateral spreading further. However, the Geotechnical modeling
assumes lateral continuity and includes this shallow “free face” in the computer analysis to provide
potential lateral deformations associated with liquefaction.
Geology and Soils Impact Discussion:
4.7(a.i) (Faults) Less Than Significant Impact: The Project site is not located within an AlquistPriolo Earthquake fault zone and no identified active faults traverse the site. The nearest active
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone is the San Gregorio fault, a branch of the San Andreas Fault
zone, located approximately 1.7 miles west of the site. Although close in proximity, it is not
anticipated that a fault-related ground rupture during an earthquake would occur within the limits of
the Project site. Therefore, impacts associated with an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake fault zone surface
fracture onsite would be less than significant.
4.7(a. ii-iii) (Ground-Shaking and Ground Failure) Less Than Significant Impact: There are
no known earthquake faults on the site or within 50 feet of the subject site. The San Andreas fault
is the most likely to produce the greatest intensity during a seismic event. This fault is located
approximately 4 miles to the northeast and produced an estimated magnitude of 8.3 earthquake in
1906 which lasted between 40 and 60 seconds. Other faults that have the potential to produce a
significant seismic event are the San Gregorio fault mapped approximately 1.7 miles to the southwest
and the Hayward fault mapped approximately 22 miles to the northeast. Current building code design
standards will be followed by the structural engineer to minimize damages due to seismic shaking,
using the following input parameters from the USGS Java Ground Motion Parameter Calculator based
upon ASCE 7-10 design parameters:
Site Class - D

SMS = 2.171

SM1 = 1.396

SDS = 1.447

SD1 = 0.930

Conformance with standards and requirements set forth in the Building Code of Regulations, Title
24, Part 2 (the California Building Code 3.7-20 Chapter 3: Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
[CBC]) and the California Public Resources Code, Division 2, Chapter 7.8 (the Seismic Hazards
Mapping Act) will ensure that potential impacts from seismic shaking remain at less than significant
levels.
4.7(a. iv) (Landslide) Less Than Significant Impact: The susceptibility of landslides is
dependent on the slope and geology as well as the amount of rainfall, excavation, or seismic
activities. A landslide is a mass of rock, soil, or debris displaced down-slope by sliding, flowing, or
falling. Areas most susceptible to landslides are characterized by steep slopes and down-slope creep
of surface materials. Landslides are known to occur around slopes steeper than 15% and have
demonstrated stability problems in the past. The subject site and the surrounding area are generally
level. Therefore, the hazard due to seismically-induced landsliding is very low for the site. Due to the
AUGUST 2017 | m-group.us

P A G E | 63

PACIFICA| SAN PEDRO TERRACE SUBDIVISION
Packet Pg.

Attachment: Attachment G - Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) (2446 : San Pedro Terrace Road - 6 Unit Subdivision)

1.g

215

relative flat topography of the Project area and the sufficient distance to any sloped terrain, the
landslide potential is considered low, and therefore less than significant.
4.7(b) (Erosion) Less Than Significant Impact: The Project site is currently vacant. However,
the topsoil has been previously removed or covered and is no longer in a natural undisturbed
condition. The proposed development will not substantially alter the current condition of the topsoil.
The Geotechnical Report concludes that due to the lack of topography on the site, the development
should not result in substantial soil erosion if proper drainage is used. As part of the plan check
process and prior to building permit issuance, the Building Official will ensure that the proper drainage
methods are used for the Project. Based on the results of the borings and other field investigations,
recommendations for the seismic, foundation and drainage design have been identified in the
Geotechnical Report. However, the Building Official will review the final plans during plan check and
based on a geotechnical review of the subject site and the proposed construction, the Building Official
will make the final determination on the appropriate type of foundation and other construction related
issues. The proposed Project would be required to comply with the City of Pacifica Chapter 12
Municipal Code – Storm Water Management and Discharge Control Ordinance. Therefore, the Project
will not substantially alter the condition of the topsoil and impacts due to loss of topsoil are considered
to be less than significant.
4.7(c) (Unstable Geologic Unit) Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation: Lateral
spreading, lurching and associated ground failure can occur during strong ground shaking on certain
soil substrate typically on slopes. Lurching generally occurs along the tops of slopes where stiff soils
are underlain by soft deposits or along steep channel banks whereas lateral spreading generally
occurs where liquefiable deposits flow towards a “free face”, such as channel banks, during an
earthquake. Conditions susceptible to lurching exist along the southern margin of Project site at the
slope of the San Pedro Creek.
Although liquefaction is unlikely to have a significant effect on the subject property, the proposed
rigid foundation should help to minimize any movements even further. Therefore, the potential for
any severe damages or collapse due to liquefaction at the site are low with the proper foundations
for small structures. Since the proposed building site is underlain at shallow depths by resistant
materials, the hazard due to ground subsidence is considered to be low.
The analysis projects that lateral movements on the order of 3.5 and 10 inches may occur at the
site, but across a very thin seam (at 11 to 13 feet below grade). GeoForensics, Inc. proposes a waffle
style foundation for the single-family residences that would be adequate to address the spreading
and confine the ground surface distortions under the residences. Mitigation Measure GEO-1
requires compliance with the recommendation of the Geotechnical Study to address any issues
associated with unstable geologic units. With GEO-1 potential impacts due to unstable soil conditions
would be reduced to levels below significance.
4.7(d) (Expansive Soils) Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation: Due to the relatively
non-expansive nature of the site materials, low liquefaction potential in the area of the site and
implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1, potential impacts due to unstable soil conditions
would be reduced to levels below significance.
4.7(e) (Septic Tanks) No Impact: The proposed Project would connect to the existing sanitary
sewer system that would convey effluent to the City’s wastewater treatment facility. There are no
onsite septic tanks or alternative wastewater treatment facilities proposed as part of the Project.
Therefore, there would be no impacts due to the disposal of wastewater where sewers are not
available.
Mitigation Measures:
GEO-1.

The Geotechnical Report recommended mitigation measures to reduce the potential adverse
effect related to unstable geologic units. The applicant will be required to comply with the
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measures identified to ensure that any impact is reduced to less than significant levels.
These measures include the following:

4.8.

•

Construction of the single-family residences shall include a waffle style foundation. This
foundation type should be adequate to address the spreading and confine the ground
surface distortions under the residence.

•

Any vegetation and organically contaminated soils should be cleared from the building
area. All holes resulting from removal of tree stumps and roots, or other buried objects,
should be overexcavated into firm materials and then backfilled and compacted with
native materials.

•

The placement of fills at the site is expected to include: utility trench backfill, slab
subgrade materials, and finished drainage and landscaping grading. These and all other
fills should be placed in conformance with the following guidelines:
o

Fills may use organic-free soils available at the site or import materials. Import soils
should be free of construction debris or other deleterious materials and be nonexpansive. A minimum of 3 days prior to the placement of any fill, the consulting
geotechnical engineer should be supplied with a 30-pound sample (approximately a
full 5 gallon bucket) of any soil or baserock to be used as fill (including native and
import materials) for testing and approval by the Building Official.

o

All areas to receive fills should be stripped of organics and loose or soft near-surface
soils. Fills should be placed on level benches in lifts no greater than 6 inches thick
(loose) and be compacted to at least 90 percent of their Maximum Dry Density
(MDD), as determined by ASTM D-1557. In pavement (concrete or asphalt) areas to
receive vehicular traffic, all baserock materials should be compacted to at least 95
percent of their MDD. Also, the upper 6 inches of soil subgrade beneath any
pavements should be compacted to at least 95 percent of its MDD.

•

Surface Drainage - Adjacent to any buildings, the ground surface should slope at least
5 percent away from the foundations within 5 feet of the perimeter. Impervious surfaces
should have a minimum gradient of 2 percent away from the foundation.

•

Footing Drain - Due to the potential for changes to surface drainage provisions, it will
be required to install a perimeter footing drain to intercept water attempting to enter
the crawlspace, or under the floor slabs.

•

Additionally, the applicant shall submit the Project grading plans to the City for review
and approval, including peer review as necessary, to ensure adequate soil stability.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Would the project:

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions,
either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?
b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or
regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse
gases?
Sources: City of Pacifica 1980 General Plan; BAAQMD 2017 Clean Air Plan; BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines 2010 and
2017; City of Pacifica Climate Action Plan, July 14, 2014.
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Greenhouse Gas Setting: Greenhouse gases (GHGs) are generated from natural geological and
biological processes and through human activities including the combustion of fossil fuels and
industrial and agricultural processes. GHGs include carbon dioxide (CO2), nitrous oxide (N2O),
methane (CH3), chlorofluorocarbons, hydrofluorocarbons and perfluorocarbons.
While GHGs are emitted locally they have global implications. GHGs trap heat in the atmosphere,
which heats up the surface of the Earth. This concept is known as global warming and is contributing
to climate change. Changing climatic conditions pose several potential adverse impacts including sea
level rise, increased risk of wildfires, degraded ecological systems, deteriorated public health, and
decreased water supplies.
To address GHG’s at the State level, the California legislature passed the California Global Warming
Solutions Act in 2006 (Assembly Bill 32), which requires that statewide GHG emissions be reduced
to 1990 levels by 2020. Executive Order S-3-05 provides the California Environmental Protection
Agency with the regulatory authority to coordinate the State’s effort to achieve GHG reduction
targets. S-3-05 goes beyond AB 32 and calls for an 80 percent reduction below 1990 levels by 2050.
Senate Bill 375 has also been adopted, which seeks to curb GHGs by reducing urban sprawl and
vehicle miles traveled.
In June 2010, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) adopted CEQA Guidelines to
assist local jurisdictions and lead agencies in complying with the requirements of CEQA regarding
potentially adverse impacts to air quality. These CEQA Guidelines included thresholds of significance.
The Guidelines were further updated in May 2011. Due to a court order, BAAQMD is no longer
recommending that the Thresholds be used as a generally applicable measure of a project’s
significant air quality impacts. Lead agencies will need to determine appropriate air quality thresholds
of significance based on substantial evidence in the record. Lead agencies, however, may rely on
BAAQMD’s CEQA Guidelines.
For the greenhouse gas emissions analysis, an inventory of citywide GHG emission in 2005 and
forecasts of citywide GHG emission in 2020 and 2035 were conducted. Both the inventory and the
forecast were calculated using the Statewide Energy Efficiency Collaborative (SEEC) model. The SEEC
model is a tool from the International Council for Environmental Initiatives (ICLEI), and is frequently
used to produce community emissions inventories and forecasts. The SEEC model incorporates the
effects of the Renewable Portfolio Standards (RPS) for electricity supply and AB 1493 for fuel
economy in emissions forecasts. Other state actions that reduce GHG emissions not accounted for in
the SEEC model include the Low Carbon Fuel Standard (part of AB 32) and the CALGreen building
efficiency code (Title 24, for new construction). The 2005 citywide inventory tallies emissions from
residential, commercial, industrial, transportation and solid waste sectors based on the activity levels
for each sector, such as electricity and natural gas used, vehicle miles traveled and solid waste
generated. The 2035 community forecast uses the SEEC model for the same sectors from the 2005
inventory as an initial value. The predicted General Plan growth in each sector was added to the
model to project future emission. The growth in residential demand for energy and natural gas was
assumed to follow population growth, as well as solid waste generation. Commercial growth was
assumed to follow job projections. Industrial growth is assumed to track industrial job growth.
Transportation emissions are forecast using the modeled vehicle miles travelled (VMT) projections
from DKS Associates in 2035, which incorporate the effects of the Circulation goals and policies in
the General Plan. Using the combination of these inputs and growth rates, the SEEC model produces
a communitywide emissions forecast for the years 2020 and 2035. These forecast emissions for 2020
and 2035 were then compared to the targets set by CARB and the BAAQMD to determine if GHG
emissions impacts are significant.
City of Pacifica Climate Action Plan (CAP)
The City of Pacifica CAP seeks to reduce the City operation’s overall carbon footprint through the
year 2020. The CAP presents a preliminary baseline greenhouse gas inventory, energy consumption,
emissions forecast, reduction targets, and climate action strategies to meet the reduction targets.
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4.8(a) (Generate GHG Emissions) Less Than Significant Impact: GHG emissions associated
with development of the proposed Project would occur over the short-term from construction
activities, consisting primarily of emissions from equipment exhaust and worker and vendor trips.
The Project would have temporary construction emissions. The CalEEMod (California Emissions
Estimator Model, Version 2013.2.2) model (CAPCOA 2013) was used to quantify GHG emissions
associated with Project construction activities. CalEEMod computes emissions for both onsite and
offsite construction activities. GHG emissions during the construction phase show that annual
emissions would be well below the lowest project emission threshold considered by BAAQMD in their
2017 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines.
There would also be long-term operational emissions associated with vehicular traffic from new
residents, energy and water usage, and solid waste disposal. Minimal population growth is projected
in the General Plan, and therefore the proposed six new single-family dwellings subdivision Project
would not generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment over current projections. Based on the above, the proposed
six new single-family residences would result in less than significant impacts on greenhouse gas
emissions.
4.8(b) (Conflict with GHG Plan) Less Than Significant Impact: The Project is subject to local
policies related to GHG emissions including the City of Pacifica CAP and the General Plan. As
proposed, the Project is consistent with all the applicable local plans, policies, and regulation and
does not conflict with the stipulations of AB 32, the applicable air quality plan, or any other State or
regional plan, policy, or regulation of an agency for the purpose of reducing greenhouse gas
emissions. Accordingly, the subject San Pedro Terrace Subdivision Project is considered to be
consistent with the CAP. The Project does not conflict with a local plan adopted for the purpose of
reducing GHG emissions. Therefore, impacts due to a conflict would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures: None Required.
4.9.

HAZARDS/HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Would the project:

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a) Create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials?
b) Create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous materials
into the environment?
c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within one-quarter
mile of an existing or proposed school?
d) Be located on a site that is included on a
list of hazardous materials sites compiled
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pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5 and, as a result, would create a
significant hazard to the public or the
environment?
e) For a project located within an airport
land use plan or, where such a plan has not
been adopted, within two miles of a public
airport of public use airport, would the
project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area?
f) For a project within the vicinity of a
private airstrip, would the project result in a
safety hazard for people residing or working
in the project area?
g) Impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation
plan?
h) Expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or
where residences are intermixed with
wildlands?
Sources: City of Pacifica 1980 General Plan; California Department of Toxic Substances Control, EnviroStor.
City of Pacifica, San Mateo County. http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov, Accessed April 20, 2017.

Hazardous Material Setting: The California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC)
defines a hazardous material as: “a substance or combination of substances that, because of its
quantity, concentration or physical, chemical, or infectious characteristics, may either: 1) cause, or
significantly contribute to an increase in mortality or an increase in serious, irreversible, or
incapacitating illness; or 2) pose a substantial present or potential hazard to human health or the
environment when improperly treated, stored, transported, disposed of, or otherwise managed.”
Regulations governing the use, management, handling, transportation and disposal of hazardous
waste and materials are administered by Federal, State and local governmental agencies. Pursuant
to the Planning and Zoning Law, DTSC maintains a hazardous waste and substances site list, also
known as the “Cortese List.”
Hazards/Hazardous Materials Impact Discussion:
4.9(a-b) (Routine Transport, Upset and Accident Involving Release) Less Than Significant
Impacts: The proposed Project would involve a six (6) single-family dwelling unit subdivision. Site
preparation and construction activities would result in the temporary presence of potentially
hazardous materials including, but not limited to fuels and lubricants, paints, solvents, insulation,
electrical wiring, and other construction related materials onsite. Prior to the commencement of site
preparation, a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that includes Best Management
Practices (BMPs) would be prepared and implemented during all construction activities. This includes
good housekeeping of construction equipment, stockpiles and active construction areas, ensures that
spill and leak prevention procedures are established, and that clean up kit and materials are readily
available for use.
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The proposed six single-family dwelling unit subdivision is not expected to create a significant hazard
to the public or the environment through construction, routine transport, use, release or disposal of
hazardous materials. Minor amounts of hazardous materials might be used during construction,
including paints, solvents, pesticides and herbicides. However, use and disposal of such materials in
compliance with the State Health and Safety Code, Pacifica Municipal Code, and the Uniform Fire
Code would be required. In addition, the completed Project would routinely handle and use small
quantities of commercially available hazardous materials, such as household cleaning and
landscaping supplies. These materials would not be expected to be used in large quantities or
contrary to normal use, and therefore would not pose a threat to human health or the environment.
Compliance with all existing Federal, State, and local safety regulations governing the transportation,
use, handling, storage, and disposal of potentially hazardous materials ensure that impacts due to
temporary construction would be less than significant. Compliance with required regulations
governing hazardous materials would ensure that potential hazards to the public or the environment
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials at Project operation will be
less than significant.
4.9(c) (Emit or Handle Hazardous Materials Within ¼ Mile of School) Less Than Significant
Impact: Children are more susceptible to health effects from exposure to hazardous materials than
adults. Hazardous materials use near schools and day care centers must consider potential health
effects to these populations. The Project site is located approximately 0.4 miles from the Linda Mar
Elementary School at 830 Rosita Road. The school no longer functions as an elementary school.
However, the elementary school is currently being utilized with daycare, 4-H, and other activities
that involve children presence on the site. No significant quantities of hazardous materials are
expected to be used, emitted, or stored during construction or operation of the Project that could
pose a significant hazard to human health and therefore impacts would be less than significant.
The Project contractors are required to follow the San Mateo County Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Program Best Management Practices during construction. These regulations would apply to this
Project just as they would in every similar development. Compliance with required regulations
governing hazardous materials and wastes will ensure that potential hazards to nearby schools at
Project operation will be less than significant.
4.9(d) (Existing Hazardous Material Sites) No Impact: A government database search was
performed in order to identify any sites in the Project vicinity, including the Project site, listed as a
Cortese site or as a hazardous materials site. The Project site is not included on a list of hazardous
materials site nor are there other listed sites in the Project vicinity that would affect the Project site
based on distance, media affected, direction relative to groundwater gradient or case status. The
Project will not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment by virtue of it being
located on an identified Cortese site or identified as a hazardous materials site. Therefore, there will
be no impacts associated with development of a Project site included on a Cortese list or affected by
a nearby Cortese property.
4.9(e-f) (Public and Private Airport Land Use Plans) No Impact: The City of Pacifica does not
contain any airports or private airstrips. SFO is the closest airport to the City of Pacifica, located
approximately 16 miles east of the City. The City of Pacifica is located within the San Francisco
International Airport (SFO) Influence Area A, which includes the entire county, all of which is
overflown by aircraft flying to and from SFO at least once per week at altitudes of 10,000 feet or less
above mean sea level (MSL). Influence Area A requires a real estate disclosure involving a statement
that must be included in the notice of intention to offer the property for sale. The City of Pacifica is
not located within a noise or safety compatibility area. Therefore, the Project would not result in
impacts associated with airport-related hazards.
4.9(g) (Impair Emergency Response Plan) Less Than Significant Impact: The proposed six
single-family dwelling unit subdivision is not expected to impair the implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. The Project
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includes emergency vehicle access by incorporating an emergency vehicle access road within the
proposed private street. This new private street will allow a full access driveway that is accessible to
fire engines, ambulances and other emergency vehicles and would not interfere with implementation
of the City of Pacifica’s Emergency Operations Plan. The proposed Project will retain sufficient
emergency vehicle access throughout all phases of construction.
The State Office of Emergency Services (OES) employs a Hazardous Materials (Haz Mat) Division, which
enforces multiple programs that address hazardous materials. There are no aspects of the proposed
Project that will interfere with an adopted emergency or evacuation plan. Therefore, impacts will be
less than significant as a result of the proposed Project.
4.9(h) (Wildland Fire Hazards) No Impact: The Project site is located adjacent to an urban area
of the City of Pacifica and is bounded by existing development to the north, south and east. There
are no wildlands located within or adjacent to the Project site. According to the Association of Bay
Area Government (ABAG) Resiliency Program, the Project site and all of Pacifica is located within a
Wildland-Urban Interface (WUI). The WUI depicts communities within 1.5 miles of a potential wildfire
source. Based on an analysis of data on wildfires during the past 130 years, only 0.24% of the areas
mapped as an extreme wildfire threat have burned, 22.8% of those mapped as very high, and 18.5%
of those mapped as high. In addition, 4.5% of the areas in wildland-urban interface fire threat areas
have burned. Thus, the probability of the areas mapped as very high hazard on the wildfire threat
has traditionally been much greater than those mapped on the wildland-urban-interface fire threat
map. Therefore, no impacts related to the exposure of people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires are expected due to Project implementation.
Mitigation Measures: None Required.
4.10. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Would the project:

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?
b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater
table level (e.g., the production rate of preexisting nearby wells would drop to a level which
would not support existing land uses or planned
uses for which permits have been granted)?
c) Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern on the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a
manner that would result in substantial erosion
or siltation on- or off-site?
d) Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern on the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or
substantially increase the rate or amount of
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surface runoff in a manner, which would result in
flooding on- or off-site?
e) Create or contribute runoff water that would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?
f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard
area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other
flood hazard delineation map?
h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area
structures that would impede or redirect flood
flows?
i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk
of loss, injury or death involving flooding,
including flooding as a result of the failure of a
levee or dam?
j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?
Sources: City of Pacifica 1980 General Plan; City of Pacifica 2035 Draft General Plan and EIR; City of Pacifica Annex
to 2010 Association of Bay Area Governments Local Hazard Mitigation Plan; “Geotechnical Engineering Study”
Prepared by GeoForensics, Inc., February 2016 and April 2017; “Biological Assessment” San Pedro Terrace, Toyon
Consultants, January 18, 2017; “San Pedro Terrace Final Wetland Delineation Report,” Toyon Consultants, January
17, 2017; “San Pedro Terrace Restoration Mitigation and Monitoring Plan,” Toyon Consultants, September 15, 2016.

Hydrology and Water Quality Setting: While the Project site is 2.42 acres, approximately 1.31
acres will be disturbed as part of the new construction of the new single-family homes and private
street. A new storm drain outfall is proposed as part an overflow for the stormwater management
plan for the site, which will drain directly into the adjacent San Pedro Creek. The new outfall
comprises approximately 18 linear feet (lf) of 24-inch reinforced concrete pipe storm drain and riprap 2 energy dissipation structure. The rip-rap for the energy dissipater is non-grouted and has a
minimum rip-rap diameter of 200 mm. Approximately 3.1 cubic yards (cy) of soil needs to be
removed to install the rip-rap. A layer of geotextile fabric will separate the rip-rap from the native
soil. Approximately 5.8 cy of soil within the bank of the creek is required to be excavated to install
the new outfall pipe. The rip-rap will have a footprint of approximately 10 feet x 5 feet. The outfall
pipe is angled at 30 degrees to the direction of flow to reduce turbulence. The approximate area
disturbed for the outfall within the creek bank is approximately 85 square feet.
San Pedro Creek is a key watershed along this portion of the coast because it has perennial flow that
supports anadromous steelhead trout, which are listed under the federal Endangered Species Act.
This creek also has one of the only functioning estuaries between the Devil’s Slide area and the
Golden Gate Bridge. Riverine wetlands along San Pedro Creek also provide habitat for the threatened
California red-legged frog. The upper watershed, which is outside the City of Pacifica, extends into
the (Golden Gate National Recreation Area GGNRA) and is largely undeveloped. The lower portion
within the City is highly developed with residential uses and commercial shopping centers near
Highway 1.
Direct alterations and changing hydrology from urban development have resulted in a deeply incised
channel with steep banks in much of the main channel of San Pedro Creek. Channel downcutting and
2

A “rip-rap” is loose stone used to form a foundation for a breakwater or other structure.
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erosion throughout the reach has threatened roads and residential lots and structures adjacent to
the creek. Various types of formal and informal bank stabilization techniques have been installed
over the years to protect banks. The City of Pacifica and its partners have implemented several
restoration projects along San Pedro Creek since the mid-1990s. The mouth of San Pedro Creek has
been restored to its historic form as a tidally-influenced estuary. The restoration project acquired
creekside property and removed fill west of Highway 1.
The San Pedro Creek Flood Control Project undertaken in 2000, included earthwork and planting that
was completed on a combination stream restoration and flood protection project on former California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) property east of Highway 1 and adjacent to the Project site.
The restoration and flood protection project established more natural channel geometry and
increased channel-floodplain connectivity to provide additional flood storage. The restoration and
flood protection project was implemented with federal assistance from the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers. It is one part of a multi-phase effort intended to reduce flood risks, improve channel
stability, and restore ecosystem functioning along San Pedro Creek. The restoration and flood
protection project provides multiple benefits, including the restoration of habitat for several listed
species, including steelhead trout and red-legged frogs.
San Pedro Creek is listed on the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board’s (RWQCB)
2006 303(d) list of impaired waters for high coliform bacteria. Impaired water bodies refer to those
that do not meet one or more of the water quality standards established by the state. A Total
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) for coliform bacteria in San Pedro Creek will be established by 2019.
TMDL refers to the maximum amount of a pollutant that a water body can receive and still meet
water quality standards.
Flood hazards exist along most of the creeks in Pacifica. Broad flood inundation is relatively common
in several low-lying areas, including the Linda Mar neighborhood along San Pedro Creek. In much of
the City, however, the creeks are confined within deeply incised channels, limiting potential flooding
in these areas. The broadest mapped flood hazard areas are located along San Pedro Creek, covering
much of the Linda Mar area north of the creek extending down to the coast. A broad 0.2 percent
annual chance flood area is mapped at the confluence of the main stem with the North Fork of the
San Pedro Creek.
San Pedro Creek has a history of substantial flooding in the Linda Mar area. The low area of Linda
Mar has pump systems providing drainage to the ocean, but these systems can be overwhelmed
during high flow/tide events. Substantial flooding in this area occurred in 1955, 1962, 1972, 1982,
1997, and 1998. The 1982 flood damaged more than 300 homes. One home was eventually lost,
and two homes and a restaurant remained threatened by storm surges and erosion. Following the
1982 flood, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the City's Flood Control Committee supported
proposals to further harden and channelize the creek to reduce the risk of flooding. In addition, many
ongoing improvements to flood protection infrastructure by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and
the City's Flood Control Committee, for example, to areas of San Pedro Creek and the Sharp Park
Golf Course, should help to minimize areas subject to flooding.
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permits
The 1972 amendments to the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, later referred to as the Clean
Water Act (CWA), prohibit the discharge of any pollutant to navigable waters of the United States
from a point source unless the discharge is authorized by a National Pollution Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) Permit. While the original CWA focused on point source discharges (defined pipes
and outfalls), stormwater discharges were added to the scope of the law by Congress in 1987. The
EPA adopted final regulations that established Phase I stormwater discharge control requirements
for the NPDES program in 1990. These regulations required large municipalities and specific industrial
sites to obtain stormwater discharge permits under the NPDES program. In addition, these
regulations required that stormwater discharge permits be issued to large construction activities
consisting of five acres or more of land. In 2003, the Phase II NPDES program requirements took
effect, regulating nonpoint source discharges from all construction sites one acre or more in size and
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expanding the permit requirements to smaller municipalities. In California, the NPDES program is
administered by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRQB) through the nine Regional Water
Control Boards (RWQCBs). The San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board has jurisdiction
over the Bay area, including the City of Pacifica.
In 1992, the California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) adopted the General
Construction Activity Storm Water Permit (GCASWP) which is “...required for all stormwater
discharges associated with construction activity where clearing, grading, and excavation results in a
land disturbance of 5 or more acres.”
The General Permit requires all owners of land where construction activities occur (i.e., dischargers)
to:
• Eliminate or reduce non-stormwater discharges to storm sewer systems and other waters of
the nation;
• Develop and implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP); and
• Perform inspections of stormwater pollution prevention measures (control practices).
The General Permit authorizes the discharge of stormwater associated with construction activity from
construction sites. However, it prohibits the discharge of materials other than stormwater and all
discharges which contain hazardous substances in excess of reportable quantities established at Title
40 Code of Federal Regulations Sections 117.3 or 302.4 unless a separate NPDES permit has been
issued to regulate those discharges. The General Permit requires development and implementation
of a SWPPP, emphasizing Best Management Practices (BMPs), which is defined as “schedules of
activities, prohibitions of practices, maintenance procedures, and other management practices to
prevent or reduce the pollution of waters of the United States.”
The SWPPP has two major objectives:
• To help identify the sources of sediment and other pollutants that affect the quality of
stormwater discharges; and
• To describe and ensure the implementation of practices to reduce sediment and other
pollutants in stormwater discharges.
In addition, dischargers are required to conduct inspections before and after storm events and to
annually certify that they are in compliance with the General Permit.
San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program (STOPP)
The San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program (STOPPP) maintains
compliance with the NPDES Storm Water Discharge Permit and promotes stormwater pollution
prevention within that context. Compliance with the NPDES Permit is mandated by State and federal
statutes and regulations and the STOPPP requirements are outlined in the Stormwater Management
Plan (SWMP). Participating agencies (including the City of Pacifica) must comply with the provisions
of the County permit by ensuring that new development and redevelopment mitigate, to the
maximum extent practicable, water quality impacts to stormwater runoff both during construction
and operation periods of projects. The City of Pacifica’s Storm Water Management and Discharge
Control Ordinance (Chapter 12, Article 2) further addresses these requirements. Private property
owners are responsible for implementing an Operation and Maintenance (O&M) Verification Program
that meets the requirements of 3C Provisions of the NPDES Permit program.
From 2002 to 2004, STOPPP conducted bioassessment and collected water quality grab samples
throughout the San Pedro Creek watershed. The results of the bioassessment generally confirmed
that the portions of the creek that are higher in the watershed and do not receive as much runoff
from developed lands support greater species richness and diversity. The elevation and substrate
quality did not appear to influence species richness and diversity, indicating that poor water quality
was the main driver that reduced the health of the benthic macroinvertebrate community in San
Pedro Creek.
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The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) oversees and administers the National Flood
Insurance Program (NFIP) pursuant to the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968. Flood hazard areas
identified on the Flood Insurance Rate Map are identified as a Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA).
Areas of special flood hazard are those subject to inundation by a 100-year flood that are identified
by FEMA through Flood Insurance Rate Maps. The majority of the Project site is located in Zone X
(unshaded) as shown on Flood Insurance Rate Map Panel 109 of 510. Zone X is the area determined
to be outside the 500‐y ea r flood a n d p rotecte d b y lev e e from 1 0 0 ‐ y ea r flood . The areas adjacent
to the Project site and portions of the Project site along San Pedro Creek are labeled Zone A, which
the SFHA defines as the area that will be inundated by a flood event having a 1-percent chance of
being equaled or exceeded in any given year. The 1-percent annual chance flood is also referred to
as the base flood or 100-year flood. No structures would be built within the areas of the Project site
located on Zone A.
Hydrology and Water Quality Impact Discussion:
4.10(a) (Violations of Water Quality Standards) Less Than Significant Impact: Construction
of the proposed Project will include excavation, grading, trenching and other activities that would
result in the introduction of impervious surfaces on more than one acre. As such, the Project must
comply with the C.3 requirements in the California Regional Water Quality Control Boards’ Municipal
Regional Permit and the NPDES. Construction activities have the potential to result in runoff that
contains sediment and other pollutants that could degrade water quality if not properly controlled.
Sources of potential pollution associated with construction include fuel, grease, oil and other fluids,
concrete material, sediment, and litter. These pollutants have the potential to result in impacts due
to chemical contamination from the release of construction equipment and materials that could pose
a hazard to the environment or degrade water quality if not properly managed.
Construction will be completed with conventional construction equipment. Blades and scrappers will
be utilized to rough grade the site. A small backhoe will be sufficient to trench for foundations and
utilities, including the outfall. Fine grading will be completed with a skip loader. There are no proposed
changes in streambed slope or cross sectional or dimensional area. The outfall structure will be 50
sq. ft., and will be built below the ordinary high water mark. The placement of the outfall pipe will
impact an 85 sq. ft. section of wetland. The proposed changes to the surface area include planting
additional willow trees and removing invasive plant species as part of the Restoration and Mitigation
and Monitoring Plan. Work performed below the ordinary high water mark will be performed during
the dry season when surface water is only found in the perennial channel of San Pedro Creek.
Groundwater was encountered at more than 10 feet below ground surface during the soils
investigation. Given the shallow excavations proposed for the Project, it is not anticipated that
dewatering will be required.
Construction of the proposed outfall would be limited to between April 15 and October 15 (dry
season). The proposed new street is designed with parking on only one side to reduce the total
impervious area. Stormwater runoff will be treated by a bioretention planter that meets C.3
requirements prior to being discharged to San Pedro Creek. All hardscape surfaces other than
driveways, the new private road and sidewalks will be pervious material. The proposed Project will
provide a 25-foot buffer to the existing willow trees. Thus, the Project will not violate any water
quality standards or waste discharge requirements and impacts would be less than significant.
In order to avoid potential impacts due to construction of the new private street, six single-family
residences and outfall, a Restoration and Mitigation Monitoring Plan shall be submitted to and
approved by the Pacifica Planning Department, in accordance with Mitigation Measure BIO-1. With
measure BIO-1, the Project would be required to replace any willows removed as part of construction
at a 3:1 ratio to avoid potential impacts to the riparian corridor. A detention system is included as
part of the Project so that the post-construction runoff rate is less than or equal to the preconstruction runoff rate.
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4.10(b) (Groundwater Supply and Recharge) Less Than Significant Impact: A significant
impact would occur if the Project depleted groundwater supplies through extraction and use of
groundwater for water supply, and if the Project substantially interfered with groundwater recharge
by reducing recharge through the construction of impervious surfaces. The Project would not use
groundwater during the construction or post-construction phases. The Project would not use
groundwater for water supply during the operational phase, as water supply for the Project would be
provided by the North Coast County Water District. According to the Water District’s Urban Water
Management Plan, the Water District obtains all of its water from the San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission regional system; this supply originates primarily from the Sierra Nevada, and is
delivered through the Hetch Hetchy aqueducts. Local groundwater is not considered to be of adequate
quality or quantity to be a viable augmenting resource for water supply, and has not been developed
as a water supply source by the Water District. Therefore, impacts related to the potential for the
Project to deplete groundwater supply or substantially interfere with groundwater recharge would be
less than significant.
4.10(c-e) (Drainage Pattern, Runoff and Storm Drain Capacity) Less Than Significant
Impact: A significant impact would occur if the Project altered the site drainage pattern through
grading during construction, and through alteration of the rate, volume, and/or duration of
stormwater runoff during the operational phase resulting from an increase in impervious surfaces.
Implementation of the Project would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern at the
proposed Project site. The construction of the proposed Project would, however, increase impervious
cover at the Project site. The proposed Project includes on-site water detention features (as described
above) which would provide temporary storage of runoff generated by the developed site.
A significant impact would occur if the Project increased the peak discharge rate of surface runoff
such that it exceeded the capacity of the City’s stormwater drainage system and if the construction
and operation of the Project would provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. The
Project includes a detention pipe that will restrict flow to 0.66 cubic feet per second (cfs) during a
100-year storm event. This is equal to the pre-development flow from the site. The volume of water
during that time frame is 1,100 cubic feet, but the detention pipe can hold 800 cubic feet, so the
creek will only see 300 cubic feet at the peak of the storm. The remaining 800 cubic feet will be
discharged after the peak of the storm has subsided. Release of stormwater is controlled by a
stormwater regulator pipe designed within the stormwater outfall, with stormwater capacity provided
within the proposed ‘oversized’ pipe associated with the system. The total impervious area of the
proposed Project is 35,449 sq. ft and the total pervious area is 69,966 sq. ft. The backyards of the
houses are required to be entirely pervious, so any pavement would be required to be pervious
materials. The street will include 13,550 sq. ft. of impervious asphalt. Since the stormwater detention
system has been specifically designed to mimic the predevelopment flow from the site, no significant
change is expected to San Pedro Creek as a result of construction of the proposed Project. Therefore,
the proposed subdivision and construction of the six single-family lots is expected to have a less than
significant impact on drainage pattern, runoff and storm drain capacity.
4.10(f) Otherwise Degrade Water Quality) No Impact: The proposed Project would be served
by the City’s wastewater collection system. There are no septic systems or other alternatives
wastewater treatment facilities proposed as part of the Project. All wastewater would be collected
and conveyed via existing sanitary sewer pipelines to the wastewater treatment plant. The Project’s
wastewater would not result in any impacts to water quality. There are no other aspects of the Project
that would result in substantially degradation to water quality. Therefore, the Project would have no
impacts under this criterion.
4.10(g-h) (Flood Hazards) Less Than Significant Impact: In 2000, earthwork and riparian
planting was completed on a combination stream restoration and flood protection project on former
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) property east of Highway 1 and adjacent to the
Project site. The restoration and flood protection project established more natural channel geometry
and increased channel-floodplain connectivity to provide additional flood storage capacity. The
restoration and flood protection project was implemented with federal assistance from the U.S. Army
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Corps of Engineers. It is one part of a multi-phase effort intended to reduce flood risks, improve
channel stability, and restore ecosystem functioning along San Pedro Creek. The restoration and
flood protection project provides multiple benefits, including the restoration of habitat for several
listed species, including steelhead salmon and red-legged frogs.
The San Pedro Creek is located adjacent to the northeastern property line. A significant impact would
occur if the Project is located within a Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA) as designated by FEMA. The
areas of the Project site where the single-family residential structures are proposed to be built are
not within the Zone A 100-year hazard area. The areas of the Project site where the single-family
structures would be built are located in Zone X (unshaded), which is defined as an area of minimal
flood hazard and are outside the SFHA and higher than the elevation of the 0.2-percent-annualchance (or 500-year) flood. As such, the Project would not impede nor redirect floods via floodplain
encroachment. Therefore, impacts to new single-family residences due to flooding would be less than
significant.
4.10(i-j) (Levee Dam, Seiche, Tsunami, Mudflow) Less Than Significant Impact: A significant
impact would occur if the Project was located in an area that could be inundated, including inundation
due to failure of a levee or dam. There are no levees in the Project vicinity, which could put people
or structures at risk. In addition, the Project is not located within a dam failure inundation hazard
area as determined by the California Office of Emergency Services and mapped by the Association
of Bay Area Governments. As discussed above under “9g” and “9h”, impacts related to other types
of flooding were found to be less than significant. Therefore, this impact related to risk of loss, injury
or death involving flooding is also less than significant.
A significant impact would occur if the Project would be exposed to coastal hazards such as sea level
rise and tsunamis, and/or at risk from inundation from a seiche (standing wave). With respect to
tsunamis, the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) prepared a multi jurisdictional Local
Hazard Mitigation Plan that identifies nine natural hazards that impact the Bay Area. Five are related
to earthquakes (faulting, shaking, earthquake-induced landslides, liquefaction, and tsunamis) and
four are related to weather (flooding, landslides, wildfires, and drought). All of these hazards could
impact the City of Pacifica. The City of Pacifica examined the hazard exposure of City urban land,
infrastructure, and critical facilities based on the ABAG information and in 2005, the City prepared
an "Annex" to ABAG's Local Hazard Mitigation Plan. The Pacifica Annex discusses the hazards as they
specifically relate to the City. The Annex Plan was updated to reflect any code revisions, amendments,
or other actions related to the plan that the City of Pacifica undertook between the 2005 Annex and
the 2010 Annex. It was determined that a major update was not necessary because most of the
information was still accurate.
According to the Annex document "based on an approximate wave run-up height of 42 feet, there
are approximately 900 existing dwelling units within Pacifica's tsunami run-up area. In addition to
the dwellings, some important community services and facilities are within the run-up area: two
schools, a convalescent home, shopping center, City Council Chambers, and library. Significant
property damage could occur within the areas indicated on the flood hazard maps."
While the City has undertaken a number of hazard mapping activities since its first Safety element
was prepared, the City maps are less detailed and not as current as those provided on the ABAG
website at www.resilience.abag.ca.gov/tsunamis/. The Tsunamis Inundation Map for Emergency
Planning from the ABAG website depicts the area of tsunami hazard within the Project vicinity. The
Project area is located within the mapped tsunami hazard area.
Although a potentially damaging tsunami is considered a rare occurrence along the San Mateo County
coast, the County of San Mateo and coastal cities in the County have established Tsunami Standard
Operating Procedures (SOP) as described in detail in Tsunami Procedures SOP 1.10, revised
December 2004. The document includes a tsunami watch list and describes procedures to be used
in the event a tsunami notification warning is issued by one or more of the following: Alaska Tsunami
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Warning Center, the California Office of Emergency Services Warning Center, or the California Coastal
Region Office of Emergency Services.
Additionally, the City has recently installed three tsunami warning sirens (West Sharp Park, West
Rockaway Beach, Linda Mar State Beach) that will be used to better alert residents of any impending
danger. Although a damaging tsunami in the area remains a remote possibility, the proposed Project
could be subject to significant property damage by a tsunami. Regardless of the type of use the
building or land sustains, it remains in a tsunami hazard zone.
The proposed Project would expose more people to the potential threat of a tsunami by bringing
residents and visitors to an area that has potential for tsunami hazard. However, the potential risk
has been determined to be less than significant due to the remoteness of occurrence, the presence
of shore protection, and the standard operating procedures for tsunami warnings that the City has
in place. The standard operating procedures would assure that the people living at or visiting the
new single-family homes would be moved away from danger. The Project site is approximately 2,000
feet from the ocean and adjacent to Highway 1 which would make it easier to evacuate the site.
Mitigation Measures: None required.
4.11. LAND USE AND PLANNING
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Would the project:

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a) Physically divide an established
community?
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan,
policy, or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project (including, but
not limited to the general plan, specific plan,
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance)
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?
c) Conflict with any applicable habitat
conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan?
Sources: City of Pacifica 1980 General Plan; City of Pacifica 2001 Zoning Map and Ordinance.

Land Use and Planning Setting: The triangular shaped Project site (APN 023-075-050) occupies
2.42-acres and is located north of where San Pedro Terrace Road terminates in the West Linda Mar
neighborhood, in the City of Pacifica, San Mateo County, California. The Project site is located within
the southwestern portion of the City limits, and outside of the Coastal Zone. The site is situated at
the edge of an established residential neighborhood of single-family homes and at the edge of the
City’s urban development footprint. The Project site is bounded by Caltrans right-of-way property,
agricultural uses, in addition to open space to the south and west; San Pedro Creek to the north;
and the Linda Mar Rehabilitation Facility to the east. Across San Pedro Creek north of the Project site
lies the Linda Mar residential neighborhood made up with mostly single-family dwellings. State
Highway 1 is located west of the Project site on a hillside approximately 500 feet above the property.
An existing paved pedestrian and bicycle path adjacent to the Project site runs extends from the
termination of San Pedro Terrace Road and connects to State Highway 1 west of the Linda Mar
Shopping Center.
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The West Linda Mar neighborhood is in the lower portion of the San Pedro Creek Valley and on the
hillsides to the north. West Linda Mar has two access points to Highway 1, at Crespi Drive and Linda
Mar Boulevard. Linda Mar Shopping Center, Pacifica’s largest, is at the junction of Linda Mar
Boulevard and Highway 1. A variety of uses, including a hotel, multi-family housing, service
commercial and small retail centers, Cabrillo Elementary School, the Pacifica Community Center,
including Senior Services, and a post office, are clustered along lower Crespi Drive.
Project entitlements include General Plan and Zoning Amendments since the Project, as proposed, is
not consistent with current land use and zoning standards. The Project site currently has a General
Plan Land Use designation of High Density Residential (HDR) per the City’s 1980 General Plan and
the draft 2035 General Plan Update, which allows for a density up to 21 dwelling units per acre. The
General Plan states that High Density Residential uses are appropriate here as long as development
meets the constraints of the area and the appropriate level of public safety and access is provided.
The Project applicant is requesting a General Plan Amendment to change the land use designation
from HDR to Low Density Residential (LDR) designation. LDR is intended for single-family housing
development ranging from three to nine dwelling units per gross acre. Residential care facilities,
schools, and community uses are also permitted within the LDR Land Use. Clusters of small-lot
development as well as standard subdivisions will be allowed within the LDR land use designation.
The proposed 6-lot subdivision, located on the 2.42-acre parcel has a density buildout of
approximately six (6) units per gross acre. The General Plan Amendment to LDR identifies a site
density of an average of 3-9 dwelling units per acre. When considering net developable area, the
General Plan states “the proportion of a site determined by a geologist to remain usable throughout
the design life of the project and determined to be adequate to withstand a 100-year hazard event.”
Given the site-specific circumstances at this site, and the 100-year flood risk associated with the San
Pedro Creek, these elements result in a site density equal to approximately six (6) units per acre.
The Project site is currently designated as a Service Commercial Zoning District (C-3) per the City’s
Zoning Map (February 2001). The C-3 district zoning designation permitted uses consists of mostly
light industrial uses. The Project applicant is requesting a Zoning Amendment to change the zoning
designation from a C-3 District to a Single-Family Residential District (R-1). The adjacent West Linda
Mar neighborhood is almost entirely developed with single-family houses and has a Zoning
Designation of R-1.
Land Use and Planning Impact Discussion:
4.11(a) (Divide An Established Community) No Impact: Division of an established community
typically occurs when a new physical feature, in the form of an interstate or railroad, physically
transects an area, thereby removing mobility and access within an established community. The
division of an established community can also occur through the removal of an existing road or
pathway, which would reduce or remove access between a community and outlying areas.
The Project proposes development on a vacant parcel that is located adjacent to the single-family
West Linda Mar neighborhood. Project construction would not introduce or remove/relocate any road
or pathway nor would it introduce a new roadway that provides for through traffic (the new private
road would terminate in a cul-de-sac for access to the proposed residences only) thereby changing
access or mobility in the Project vicinity. The adjacent pedestrian path would not be impacted by the
development of the subdivision. There are no aspects of the Project that would substantially reduce
mobility, access or otherwise preclude continuity of the established neighborhood. Therefore, the
Project would have no impact due to the physical division of an established community.
4.11(b) (Land Use Plan, Policy, Regulation Conflict) Less Than Significant Impact: The
Project site is located in the southern portion of the City of Pacifica, south of San Pedro Creek across
from the West Linda Mar neighborhood consisting of single-family dwellings. The subdivision Project
would not physically divide an established community. However, the proposal to subdivide the parcel
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into six single-family lots as allowed by the Zoning designation is inconsistent with the General Plan
designation of High Density Residential as previously described. The proposed residential subdivision
is currently in conflict with the 1980 General Plan and draft General Plan Update land use designation
and 2001 Zoning Map designation of High Density Residential. A General Plan and Zoning Amendment
will be necessary to change the land use designation of the site from High Density Residential to Low
Density Residential. Upon approval of the General Plan and Zoning Amendments, the Project would
be consistent with the General Plan and Zoning Map.
A significant impact may occur if a project conflicted with any applicable land use plan, policy or
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. As stated in
4.10(a) above, the Project proposes General Plan Land Use and Zoning Map Amendments, as well
as other City approvals. However, zoning or General Plan conflicts in and of themselves are not
considered environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(a). CEQA requires
consideration be given to whether a proposed Project may conflict with any applicable land use plans,
policies, or regulations including, but not limited to the General Plan, Specific Plan, or Zoning
Ordinance. This environmental determination differs from the larger policy determination of whether
a proposed Project is consistent with a jurisdiction’s General Plan. The former determination (that
intended for consideration in a CEQA document) is limited to a review and analysis, and is made by
the preparers of the CEQA document. The later determination by comparison, is made by the
decision-making body of the jurisdiction and is based on a jurisdiction’s broad discretion to assess
whether a proposed Project conforms to the policies and objectives of its General Plan as a whole.
The determination that the proposed Project is consistent or inconsistent with the General Plan
policies is at the discretion of the City of Pacifica decision makers.
The Project as proposed includes a General Plan Land Use and Zoning Map amendment, which would
change the Land Use Designation onsite from High Density Residential to Low Density Residential
and would change the zoning from C-3 (Service Commercial District) to R-1 (Single-Family
Residential District). The proposed project would result in a more consistent Land Use and Zoning
Designation relative to existing conditions and would be compatible with the existing single-family
development pattern of the adjacent West Linda Del Mar neighborhood.
Some of the General Plan policies include: 1) Provide safe and consistent access for the development
(Circulation Element #4); 2) Ensure adequate off-street parking (Circulation Element #14); 3)
Promote orderly growth in land uses and circulation (Circulation Element #15); 4) Prohibit
development in hazardous areas (Safety and Seismic Safety #1) 5) Establish and enforce noise
emission standards for Pacifica which are consistent with the residential character of the City and
environmental, health, and safety needs of the residents; 6) Place the priority on residential infilling
(Housing Element #4) and 7) New development shall be compatible with existing development and
shall have safe access (Housing Element #5). The proposed Project is consistent with the General
Plan policies enumerated above and it is predominantly consistent with the remaining policies set
forth in the City of Pacifica 1980 General Plan. Therefore, impacts are considered less than significant
and no mitigation is required.
4.11(c) (Habitat Conservation Plan) No Impact: The Project site is not located within an area
governed by a habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan. The Project site is
within an already developed urban area, and does not contain any identified biological resources onsite that would interfere with a conservation plan. Therefore, the Project will have no impact on any
adopted conservation plan or natural community plan.
Mitigation Measures: None Required.

AUGUST 2017 | m-group.us

P A G E | 79

PACIFICA| SAN PEDRO TERRACE SUBDIVISION
Packet Pg.

Attachment: Attachment G - Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) (2446 : San Pedro Terrace Road - 6 Unit Subdivision)

1.g

231

1.g
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Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a) Result in the loss of availability of a
known mineral resource that would be of
value to the region and the residents of the
state?
b) Result in the loss of availability of a
locally-important mineral resource recovery
site delineated on a local general plan,
specific plan or other land use plan?
Sources: City of Pacifica 1980 General Plan and EIR.

Mineral Resources Impact Discussion:
4.12(a-b) (Mineral Resources or Resource Plans) No Impact: There are no known mineral
resources at or near the Project site. The Pacifica Quarry and Mori Point were designated in 1987 as
an area of regional mineral significance. This is the only area of the City with such a designation, and
it is not located on or near the Project site. There are no known mineral resources within the Project
site boundaries and the 1980 Pacifica General Plan does not identify any minerals of local importance
proximate to the site. Soil studies conducted as part of the geotechnical investigation did not reveal
the presence of any valuable mineral resources onsite. Thus, the proposed Project would not result
in the loss or availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the
residents or the state. Therefore, the proposed Project will have no impacts due to the loss of
availability of mineral resources.
Mitigation Measures: None Required.
4.13. NOISE
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Would the project result in:

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of
noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of
other agencies?
b) Exposure of persons to or generation of
excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?
c) A substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project?
d) A substantial temporary or periodic
increase in ambient noise levels in the
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project vicinity above levels existing without
the project?
e) For a project located within an airport
land use plan or, where such a plan has not
been adopted, within two miles of a public
airport or public use airport, would the
project expose people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise levels?
f) For a project within the vicinity of a
private airstrip, would the project expose
people residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels?
Sources: City of Pacifica 1980 General Plan; City of Pacifica 2035 Draft General Plan Update and Draft EIR;
“San Pedro Terrace Subdivision Noise and Vibration Assessment” prepared by Illingworth & Rodkin, Inc., April
11, 2017.

Noise Setting: Per the 1980 General Plan, the primary source of noise in Pacifica is the
arterial/collector street system. Highest levels, 75 dB, are generated by Highway 1. No stationary
noise sources have been identified, since Pacifica has no significant industrial areas where fixed noise
sources are usually located. When looking at the number of people exposed to higher noise levels
(above 60 dB), the 1980 General Plan shows that 79 percent of the population lives in a relatively
quiet environment. Of the remaining 21 percent, 13 percent are subject to 60-65 dB, seven percent
are subject to 65-70 dB, and less than one percent are subject to over 70 dB. Per the draft 2035
General Plan Update, the existing ambient noise levels at the Project site range between 60-65 dB.
The greatest potential for noise intrusion from airports occurs when aircraft land, take off, or run
their engines while on the ground. San Francisco International Airport (SFO) is located approximately
four miles east of Pacifica. Noise contours developed for SFO show noise levels elevated above 60
dB extending over approximately 117 acres in the northern portion of the City, in the Fairmont
neighborhood, including 88 acres of residential land. The Fairmont neighborhood is located
approximately 6 miles north of the project site.
The City of Pacifica’s General Plan has not been comprehensively updated since its adoption in 1980,
and the Noise Element does not contain quantitative noise thresholds. The City has proposed a
General Plan Update, and the noise thresholds established in the Draft General Plan Update will be
used as the noise thresholds in this analysis as no other standards are available to ensure reasonable
exposure classification for noise levels. The City of Pacifica’s draft General Plan Update Noise Section
sets forth policies and programs to mitigate potential impacts through both preventative and
responsive measures. The applicable General Plan policies were presented in detail in the Regulatory
Background section and are summarized below for the proposed Project:
•

The City’s normally acceptable exterior noise level standard is 65 dBA CNEL or less for
residential land uses.

•

The City’s normally acceptable interior noise level standard is 45 dBA CNEL or less for
residential land uses.

Existing Noise Environment
The Project site is located at the north end of San Pedro Terrace Road in the City of Pacifica. The
Project site is primarily surrounded by Caltrans right-of-way property, agricultural uses, in addition
to open space. The Linda Mar Rehabilitation building is located approximately 10 feet to the southeast
and residential land uses are located approximately 100 feet to the northeast.
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A noise monitoring survey was made between Monday, February 13, 2017 and Wednesday, February
15, 2017. The noise monitoring survey included one long-term noise measurement (LT-1) and two
short-term noise measurements (ST-1 and ST-2). The noise environment at the site and at the
nearby residential land uses in the site vicinity results primarily from vehicular traffic along Peralta
Road and U.S. Highway 1 (Highway 1).
Short-term noise measurement ST-1 was made in front of 1391 Peralta Road, approximately 25 feet
east of the Peralta Road centerline. The 10-minute average noise level measured at this location
between 1:20 p.m. and 1:30 p.m. on Monday, February 13, 2017 was 61 dBA Leq and the estimated
community noise equivalent level was 64 dBA CNEL. Short-term noise measurement ST-2 was made
in front of 1416 Flores Drive, approximately 15 feet west of the Flores Drive centerline. The 10minute average noise level measured at this location between 1:40 p.m. and 1:50 p.m. on Monday,
February 13, 2017 was 16 dBA Leq and the estimated community noise equivalent level was 55 dBA
CNEL.
Long-term noise measurement LT-1 was made in a tree on the adjacent site to the south west at the
mid-point of the application site at the north end of San Pedro Terrace Road. Hourly average noise
levels at this location typically ranged from 45 to 66 dBA Leq during the day and from 39 to 51 dBA
Leq at night. Between the 9:00 a.m. and 1:00 p.m. hours on Tuesday, February 14th, there were
instances where the average hourly noise levels were 5 to 10 dB higher than the typical noise levels
at similar times on the other days, which could have been due to tree trimming noise in the area
observed during the study. Adjustments were made to exclude the non-typical data to reflect typical
noise levels. The adjusted day-night average noise level on Tuesday, February 14, 2017 was 52 dBA
CNEL.
The future noise environment at the Project site would continue to result primarily from vehicular
traffic along Highway 1 and Peralta Road. The draft General Plan Update Noise Section provided
existing and future noise contours in the Project vicinity. According to these figures, existing noise
levels at the Project site and surrounding areas are between 55 and 60 dBA CNEL, and would continue
to be 55 and 60 dBA CNEL in the future. In addition, the proposed six single-family residences would
generate up to 6 trips during the peak hours and approximately 58 daily trips. The relatively low
volume of additional traffic along roadways serving the site would not measurably increase the
ambient noise environment on an hourly average or daily average basis. Therefore, as a credible
worst-case estimate, the future noise level increase would be 1 dBA CNEL and the future noise
environment would be 56 dBA CNEL at the Project site.
Future Exterior Noise Environment
As noted above, the City’s acceptable exterior noise level standard is 65 dBA CNEL or less. The future
exterior noise exposure at the site would be considered compatible with the proposed residential land
uses as noise levels are calculated to reach 56 dBA CNEL, and would not exceed the 65 dBA CNEL
threshold.
Future Interior Noise Environment
The City of Pacifica requires that residential interior noise levels be maintained at 45 dBA CNEL or
less. Assuming a 1 dBA increase in noise levels in the Project vicinity, and due to the distance between
the major road noise sources and intervening existing buildings, the future exterior traffic noise
exposure at the single-family residences would be up to 56 dBA CNEL.
Interior noise levels would vary depending upon the design of the buildings (relative window area to
wall area) and the selected construction materials and methods. Standard residential construction
provides approximately 15 dBA of exterior to interior noise reduction, assuming the windows are
partially open for ventilation. Standard construction with the windows closed provides approximately
20 to 25 dBA of noise reduction in interior spaces. Where exterior noise levels range from 60 to 65
dBA CNEL, the inclusion of adequate forced-air mechanical ventilation is often the method selected
to reduce interior noise levels to acceptable levels by closing the windows to control noise.
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For this Project, the set-backs from Peralta Road and Highway 1, as well as the acoustical shielding
provided by the intervening building between the site and Peralta Road, is sufficient to ensure that
the interior noise level standard would be met assuming standard construction methods with the
windows open for ventilation. No additional noise insulation features (e.g., sound-rated construction
methods) would be required.
Noise Impact Discussion:
4.13(a) (Noise Standards) Less Than Significant Impact: Section 8-1.08: Amendments:
Section 105.8 of the City’s Municipal Code establishes allowable hours of construction for any project
for which a building permit is required shall be limited to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. on
Monday through Friday. The hours of construction shall be limited to 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on
Saturday and Sunday. This analysis assumes that construction activities will occur between 7:00
a.m. and 7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday and not on weekends. Project construction will be
consistent with the code limits and the impact is less-than-significant.
4.13(b) (Groundbourne Vibration and Noise) Less Than Significant with Mitigation: The
construction of the Project may generate vibration when heavy equipment or impact tools (e.g.
jackhammers, hoe rams) are used. Construction activities would include grading, foundation work,
paving, and new building framing and finishing. This analysis is based on the proposed Project’s use
of the waffle foundation and would not require pile driving, which can cause excessive vibration.
For structural damage, the California Department of Transportation recommends a vibration limit of
0.5 in/sec PPV for buildings structurally sound and designed to modern engineering standards, 0.3
in/sec PPV for buildings that are found to be structurally sound but where structural damage is a
major concern, and a conservative limit of 0.08 in/sec PPV for ancient buildings or buildings that are
documented to be structurally weakened. No known ancient buildings or buildings that are
documented to be structurally weakened adjoin the Project area. Therefore, conservatively, groundborne vibration levels exceeding 0.3 in/sec PPV would have the potential to result in a significant
vibration impact.
Project construction activities, such as drilling, the use of jackhammers, rock drills and other highpower or vibratory tools, and rolling stock equipment (tracked vehicles, compactors, etc.), may
generate substantial vibration in the immediate vicinity. Jackhammers typically generate vibration
levels of 0.035 in/sec PPV, and drilling typically generates vibration levels of 0.09 in/sec PPV at a
distance of 25 feet. Vibration levels would vary depending on soil conditions, construction methods,
and equipment used.
The nearest receptor is the adjacent Linda Mar Rehabilitation building approximately 10 feet
southeast of the Project property line. At this distance, unmitigated vibration levels at the
rehabilitation building would be up to 0.575 in/sec PPV, which exceeds the 0.3 in/sec PPV threshold.
The remaining receptors are the single-family residences 100 feet northeast of the Project property
line. At this distance, vibration levels would be at or below 0.046 in/sec PPV, which would be below
the 0.3 in/sec PPV threshold. While the single-family residences to the northeast would not be
exposed to vibration levels exceeding the 0.3 in/sec PPV threshold, the adjacent rehabilitation
building to the southeast would at times be exposed to vibration levels that would potentially exceed
the threshold where vibration levels could cause cosmetic damage to the building. This is a potentially
significant impact. However, with implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1 vibration impacts
from construction activities would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.
4.13(c) (Increase Ambient Noise Levels) Less Than Significant Impact: A significant noise
impact would occur if traffic generated by the Project would substantially increase noise levels at
sensitive receptors in the Project vicinity. A substantial increase would occur if: a) the noise level
increase is 5 dBA CNEL or greater, with a future noise level of less than 60 dBA CNEL, or b) the noise
level increase is 3 dBA CNEL or greater, with a future noise level of 60 dBA CNEL or greater. The
nearest noise-sensitive receptor is approximately 10 feet to the southeast of the Project site where
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the ambient noise levels are below 60 dBA DNL; therefore, a significant impact would occur if Projectgenerated traffic would permanently increase noise levels by 5 dBA CNEL. For reference, traffic
volumes would have to double for noise levels to increase by 3 dBA CNEL.
Traffic noise levels from Peralta Road and Highway 1 dominate the noise environment in the area.
The Project’s traffic analysis provided trip generation estimates for Project traffic along San Pedro
Terrace Road. These trip generation estimates were reviewed to calculate the permanent noise
increase attributable to Project-generated traffic. The modeled traffic noise level attributable to
Projects trips is calculated to be 50 dBA CNEL at receptors along San Pedro Terrace Road and Peralta
Road. As shown from LT-1, the community noise equivalent level at receptor at the end of San Pedro
Terrace Road is 52 dBA CNEL. Although the individual car pass-bys will be audible, the relatively low
volume of additional traffic along roadways serving the site would not measurably increase the
ambient noise environment on a daily average basis. Therefore, future noise level generated by
traffic will continue to be less than 60 dBA CNEL and the noise level increase attributable to the
Project will be less than 5 dBA CNEL. This is a less-than-significant impact.
4.13(d) (Temporary or Periodic Noise Increase) Less Than Significant Impact: Noise
impacts resulting from construction depend upon the noise generated by various pieces of
construction equipment, the timing and duration of noise-generating activities, and the distance
between construction noise sources and noise-sensitive areas. Construction noise impacts primarily
result when construction activities occur during noise-sensitive times of the day (e.g., early morning,
evening, or nighttime hours), the construction occurs in areas immediately adjoining noise-sensitive
land uses, or when construction lasts over extended periods of time.
Where noise from construction activities exceeds 60 dBA Leq and exceeds the ambient noise
environment by at least 5 dBA Leq at noise-sensitive residential uses in the Project vicinity for a period
exceeding one year, the impact would be considered significant. Additionally, the City’s Municipal
Code sets limits in which construction activities must occur between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. on
weekdays, and between 9:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. on weekends.
Construction activities generate considerable amounts of noise, especially during earth-moving
activities when heavy equipment is used. Hourly average noise levels generated by excavation
equipment associated with the Project are calculated to range from 71 to 89 dBA Leq measured at a
distance of 50 feet. Construction-generated noise levels drop off at a rate of about 6 dBA per doubling
of the distance between the source and receptor. Shielding by buildings or terrain often result in
lower construction noise levels at distant receptors.
Construction for the proposed Project is expected to last approximately one year if all six singlefamily buildings are built concurrently. The construction time period could be longer than one year if
the unfinished lots are sold to individuals for custom homes at different times. Typically, small
construction projects do not generate significant noise impacts when the duration of the noise
generating construction period is limited to one year or less. Construction noises associated with
projects of this type are disturbances that are necessary for the construction or repair of buildings
and structures in urban areas. Reasonable regulation of the hours of construction, as well as
regulation of the arrival and operation of heavy equipment and the delivery of construction materials,
are necessary to protect the health and safety of persons, promote the general welfare of the
community, and maintain the quality of life. Limiting the hours when construction can occur to
daytime hours is often a simple method to reduce the potential for noise impacts. In areas
immediately adjacent to construction, controls such as constructing temporary noise barriers and
utilizing “quiet” construction equipment can also reduce the potential for noise impacts. Project
construction is expected to last approximately one year; therefore, the temporary noise impact
resulting from Project construction activities would be considered less-than-significant.
4.13(e-f) (Airport Noise) No Impact: As previously discussed in Section 4.8: Hazards/Hazardous
Materials, The City of Pacifica does not contain any airports or private airstrips. The closest airport
to the City of Pacifica is the San Francisco International Airport (SFO), located approximately 16
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miles east of the City. The City of Pacifica is located within SFO Influence Area A, which includes the
entire county, all of which is overflown by aircraft flying to and from SFO at least once per week at
altitudes of 10,000 feet or less above mean sea level (MSL). Influence Area A requires a real estate
disclosure involving a statement that must be included in the notice of intention to offer the property
for sale. The City of Pacifica is not located within a noise or safety compatibility area. Therefore, the
Project is not located within the boundaries of an airport land use plan or located in direct proximity
to a private airstrip. As such, no impacts associated with airport-related hazards would occur.
Mitigation Measures:
NOI-1:

Prohibit the use of heavy vibration-generating construction equipment, such as
vibratory rollers or excavation using clam shell or chisel drops, and avoid dropping heavy
objects or equipment within 25 feet of any adjacent sensitive receptors.

4.14. POPULATION AND HOUSING:
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Would the project:

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a) Induce substantial growth in an area,
either directly (for example, by proposing
new homes and businesses) or indirectly
(for example, through extension of roads or
other infrastructure)?
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing
housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?
c) Displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?
Sources: City of Pacifica 1980 General Plan; City of Pacifica 2035 Draft General Plan Update; Association of
Bay Area Governments (ABAG). 2010, 2009 Projections. Available:
http://www.abag.ca.gov/planning/currentfcst/; US Census 2010 factfinder.census.gov

Population and Housing Setting: The City of Pacifica currently has approximately 14,520
residential units with a population of approximately 37,230 people according to the 2010 US Census
Bureau data. The General Plan Update proposes development of approximately 1,000 additional
residential units and a buildout population of approximately 39,760 residents. The 2,520 to 4,520
additional residential units anticipated in the 1980 General Plan was assumed to result in a holding
capacity of 41,300 to 46,800 residents. This population was anticipated to be achieved in the year
2000. The Pacifica 1980 General Plan assumed a household size of 2.76 persons per household. The
2035 Draft General Plan Update assumes a household size of 2.7 persons per household. The Project
would add six (6) new single-family dwelling units as part of the subdivision Project, which would
increase the Pacifica population by approximately 17 residents.
Population and Housing Impact Discussion:
4.14(a) (Substantial Growth) Less Than Significant Impact: The property is bounded by an
approximately 15 feet deep creek channel to the north, undeveloped areas to the south and west,
the Linda Mar Rehabilitation facility to the east, and San Pedro Terrace Road to the south. The Project
site is across the San Pedro Creek from the West Linda Mar neighborhood at the edge of the City
boundaries. The undeveloped area to the south of the Project site is within San Mateo County. The
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Project site is well served by existing services and infrastructure and will not require the expansion
or construction of new utilities to provide adequate service. There are no other elements of the
Project that would induce growth at levels beyond what has been anticipated by the City’s Planning
documents.
The proposed Project consists of six new single-family residences. New residential uses would
increase the City population. The proposed Project would be expected to accommodate
approximately 17 new residents. The minimal increase in population would not exceed the City’s
population projections. Therefore, the Project will have a less than significant impact, directly or
indirectly, related to growth inducement.
4.14(b-c) (Housing or Person Displacement) No Impact: The Project site is currently vacant
land and would not displace any housing units or people, and it would not necessitate the construction
of any replacement housing. The Project implements the City’s Housing Element by creating six new
single-family dwelling subdivision to the existing housing stock within the City of Pacifica. Therefore,
the Project will result in no impacts due to the displacement of people or existing housing.
Mitigation Measures: None Required.
4.15. PUBLIC SERVICES:
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Would the Project:

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project result in substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered governmental
facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of
which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or other
performance objectives for any of the public
services:
a) Fire protection?
b) Police protection?
c) Schools?
d) Parks?
e) Other public facilities?
Sources: City of Pacifica 1980 General Plan; City of Pacifica 2035 Draft General Plan Update and Draft EIR.

Public Services Setting: The cities of Brisbane, Daly City, and Pacifica are contributing members
of the North County Fire Authority (NCFA), a Joint Powers Authority established in 2003. The Fire
Authority provides both emergency response and non-emergency public safety services to the three
cities and their 185,000 people in its service area. Two of the Authority’s 10 stations are in Pacifica.
Fire Station 71, at 616 Edgemar Avenue, serves the north end of Pacifica, while Fire Station 72, at
1100 Linda Mar Boulevard, serves the south end.
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The Pacifica Police Department responds to public safety calls, provides traffic safety and security for
public events, and handles calls for assistance (some 20,000 annually). The Department handles
dispatch services on evenings and weekends for the Department of Public Works and the North Coast
County Water District (NCCWD), and participates when needed in the Northern San Mateo County
Gang Task Force and the San Mateo County Narcotics Task Force. It has assigned officers to schools
to help strengthen the relationship between schools, students, and the police. The Police Department
serves the City from its station at 2075 Coast Highway.
Pacifica School District (PSD) currently operates two K-5 elementary schools, Sunset Ridge and
Ortega, three K-8 schools, Ocean Shore, Vallemar, and Cabrillo, and one middle school, Ingrid B.
Lacy. The Linda Mar Education Center provides pre-school and Kindergarten classes, special
education, and support space for home-schooled children. PSD closed several schools in the 1980s
and 1990s, and currently has three school buildings not being used as full school sites (Linda Mar,
Fairmont, and Oddstad). As of 2010-2011, the District enrolled 3,164 students in kindergarten
through 8th Grade. Enrollment has held nearly steady since 2001-2002, with variations of only 30 to
50 students annually, with slow growth in the most recent years. Overall, schools are at 97 percent
of capacity.
Jefferson Union High School District (JUHSD) enrolls 4,960 high school and high-school equivalent
students in Brisbane, Colma, Daly City, and Pacifica. The district has two high schools in Pacifica.
Terra Nova High School, in the Park Pacifica neighborhood, had an enrollment of 1,249 students for
the 2010-2011 school year. Oceana High School, in East Sharp Park, had 552 students in an
alternative college preparatory program. JUHSD offers open enrollment at all schools, allowing
students to enroll at the school of their choice. Students from outside Pacifica attend high school in
Pacifica, and Pacifica students also attend high school in Daly City. Both Oceana and Terra Nova high
schools have large campuses (56 acres and 43 acres, respectively) with football and soccer fields,
baseball diamonds, tracks, tennis courts, and auditoriums. The facilities are adequate to handle
current enrollment, and significant excess capacity exists at Oceana.
There are three private schools in the Planning Area. Alma Heights Christian Academy, in the Linda
Mar neighborhood, was founded in 1950. The school expanded to a second campus across Linda Mar
Boulevard in the 1970s, and added a high school in the late 1980s. Approximately 300 students are
enrolled as of 2009. Good Shepherd School was established in 1968 by Good Shepherd Catholic
Church in East Sharp Park, and today enrolls 260 students in grades K-8. Montessori School of Linda
Mar was started in 1977, and serves some 50 pre-school-aged children.
Pacifica has one park whose size and range of amenities translates to a service area larger than the
immediate neighborhood. Frontierland Park, at the eastern edge of the Park Pacifica neighborhood,
comprises 63 acres. It features a picnic area with ten tables, a prep counter, and two large barbeque
pits. The park also has sports fields, a children’s play area, and undeveloped hillside land. Pacifica
has six neighborhood parks ranging in size from about four to 20 acres for a total of 55 acres. These
parks are, from north to south, Fairmont West Park, Fairmont Park, Imperial Park, Fairway Park,
Oddstad Park, and Sanchez Park. Pacifica also has 11 small parks with playlots or public use areas
serving the immediate vicinity. Edgemar Park, Skyridge Park, and Pomo Park are the largest of these,
at one to two acres each. Other pocket parks include the City-owned Horizon, Brighton, Palmetto,
and Portola Mini-Parks, and privately-developed mini-parks in the Timber Hill, Connemara, Cypress
Walk, and Timber Hill subdivisions and on Monterey Road.
Public Services Impact Discussion:
4.15(a-b) (Fire & Police Protection) Less Than Significant Impact: The Project site is located
in the West Linda Mar neighborhood that is well served by all public services. The increase in residents
resulting from the proposed six single-family dwelling unit subdivsion Project will minimally increase
demands for police and fire services. However, new demands on fire and police service have been
previously anticipated as part of General Plan buildout. The Project will be required to pay
development impacts fees, which will be sufficient to accommodate incremental increase in fire and
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police service demands generated by the subject developments. Therefore, the Project will have less
than significant impacts to police and fires protection services.
4.15(c) (Schools) Less Than Significant Impact: The Project will not result in any substantial
adverse physical impacts to schools or require the construction of new school facilities. Increased
student enrollment as a result of the Project would not exceed the existing capacity of public schools
within the area, as Project population growth within the City has already been anticipated under the
General Plan. Payment of development impacts fees will be sufficient to offset the incremental
increase in demand for school services generated by the Project. Therefore, the proposed Project will
have less than significant physical impact to schools.
4.15(d) (Parks) Less Than Significant Impact: A substantial adverse impact to park facilities is
not expected to occur from implementation of the six-single-family dwelling unit subdivision Project.
There are no other aspects of the Project that would result adverse impact to park or necessitate
additional park development. Payment of development impacts fees will be sufficient to offset the
incremental increase in demand for park services generated by the Project. Therefore, impacts to
parks as a result of Project implementation will be less than significant.
4.15(e) (Other Public Facilities) No Impact: The Project will not result in substantial adverse
impacts associated with any other public facilities. The Project site is within an already developed
area and is well served by existing public services. The Project will not generate a substantial increase
in demands that warrant the expansion or construction of new public facilities. Therefore, no impacts
related to other public facilities will occur.
Mitigation Measures: None Required.
4.16. RECREATION
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Would the project:

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a) Would the project increase the use of
existing neighborhood and regional parks or
other recreational facilities such that
substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be accelerated?
b) Does the project include recreational
facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities which
might have an adverse physical effect on
the environment?
Sources: City of Pacifica 1980 General Plan; City of Pacifica 2035 Draft General Plan Update and Draft EIR.

Recreation Setting: City parks and school playfields provide active use areas and areas for local
passive enjoyment for Pacifica residents. The City of Pacifica has five categories of recreation
facilities: district parks, neighborhood parks, pocket parks, special facilities, and school grounds.
Pacifica's City parks and school grounds total approximately 250 acres, providing 6.5 acres per 1,000
Pacifica residents in 2010. The Project site is also located adjacent to a pedestrian/bicycle path that
runs from the end of San Pedro Terrace Road west to Highway 1.
District Parks
Pacifica has one park whose size and range of amenities translates to a service area larger than the
immediate neighborhood. Frontierland Park, at the eastern edge of the Park Pacifica neighborhood,
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comprises 63 acres. It features a picnic area with ten tables, a prep counter, and two large barbeque
pits. The park also has sports fields, a children’s play area, and undeveloped hillside land.
Neighborhood Parks
Pacifica has six neighborhood parks ranging in size from about four to 20 acres for a total of 55 acres.
These parks are, from north to south, Fairmont West Park, Fairmont Park, Imperial Park, Fairway
Park, Oddstad Park, and Sanchez Park.
Pocket Parks
Pacifica also has 11 small parks with playlots or public use areas serving the immediate vicinity.
Edgemar Park, Skyridge Park, and Pomo Park are the largest of these, at one to two acres each.
Other pocket parks include the City-owned Horizon, Brighton, Palmetto, and Portola Mini-Parks, and
privately-developed mini-parks in the Timber Hill, Connemara, Cypress Walk, and Timber Hill
subdivisions and on Monterey Road.
Special Facilities
Sharp Park Beach Promenade is located above the seawall in the West Sharp Park neighborhood. It
is served by public parking, and is popular for walking and jogging.
The Promenade provides picnic tables and access to the Pacifica Pier and Sharp Park Beach. Pacifica
Municipal Pier, built in 1973, is one of the Bay Area’s most popular places to fish. No fishing license
is needed, and several types of fish can be caught from the pier. The pier is adjacent to the
promenade and picnic area along Beach Boulevard. A café is located at the foot of the pier.
The Grace McCarthy Vista Point, on Sharp Park Road, features a sheltered viewpoint with benches
overlooking the Sharp Park neighborhood, the Pier, and the Ocean.
Pacifica Skate Park opened in 2005, the result of a successful community effort over many years.
The skate park is located adjacent to the Pacifica Community Center on Crespi Drive.
School Playfields
Schools also provide recreational resources used by the community, providing about 112 acres of
grounds, including playing fields, at nine sites. With the exception of the Oceana High School pool,
the City does not have a joint-use agreement with either JUHSD or PSD to operate fields on evenings
or weekends. However, other than the Fairmont School site, the grounds are generally available for
community use after school hours.
Recreation Impact Discussion:
4.16(a) (Deterioration of Parks) Less Than Significant Impact: Project implementation would
result in increased use of the City’s parks, beaches, and recreational facilities. However, any increase
in use of existing facilities would be minimal since the Project is anticipated to increase the City’s
population by only 17 residents. Implementation of the proposed Project would not, therefore, cause
substantial physical deterioration of existing facilities. Since the Project is not expected to
substantially increase the use of existing parks or other recreational facilities, impacts to these
amenities would be less than significant.
4.16(b). (Additional Recreational Facilities) Less Than Significant Impact: The Project does
not include active recreational facilities and does not require the construction or expansion of
recreation facilities. The adjacent pedestrian/bicycle path would not be impacted and user access
would not be impeded by the construction and operation of the proposed Project. There are no other
aspects of the Project that would result adverse impacts to recreational facilities. Therefore, the
Project is not expected to result in any adverse impacts related to the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities.
Mitigation Measures: None Required.
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1.g

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Would the project:

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or
policy establishing measures of effectiveness for
the performance of the circulation system, taking
into account all modes of transportation including
mass transit and non-motorized travel and
relevant components of the circulation system,
including but not limited to intersections, streets,
highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle
paths, and mass transit?
b) Conflict with an applicable congestion
management program, including, but not limited
to level of service standards and travel demand
measures, or other standards established by the
county congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways?
c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns,
including either an increase in traffic levels or a
change in location that results in substantial
safety risks?
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?
e) Result in inadequate emergency access?
f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or
programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the
performance or safety of such facilities?
Sources: City of Pacifica 2035 General Plan Update and Draft EIR; ITE Trip Generation by Kimley-Horn, dated
February 17, 2017.

Transportation and Circulation Setting: Three major transportation routes connect Pacifica to
the rest of the region. Highway 1 traverses the City from north to south, connecting Pacifica to Daly
City and San Francisco to the north, and to Half Moon Bay and the San Mateo County coastline to
the south. SR 35 (or Skyline Boulevard) generally runs along the eastern edge of Pacifica, and is a
major north-south route connecting to Santa Clara County and San Francisco. Sharp Park Road
follows a southwest-northeast route through the center of Pacifica, connecting SR 1 (Highway 1) with
SR 35 (Skyline Boulevard). It continues east of SR 35 in South San Francisco as Westborough
Boulevard. Each of these major roadways intersects with I-280, an eight-lane major regional freeway
on the Bay peninsula located to the east of Pacifica.
Pacifica’s roadway network is comprised of freeways and multi-lane highways, two-lane highways,
arterials, collectors, and pedestrian priority zones, as described below. Each classification reflects the
character of the roadway as well as its function within the context of the entire circulation system.
Each classification has standards that take into account a facility’s relation to surrounding land uses,
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existing right-of-way, accessibility via other roadways, and appropriate travel speeds. It prioritizes
travel modes for each road, and how to accommodate multiple travel modes.
The Project site is accessed via San Pedro Terrace Road, classified as a local street, which terminates
south of the Project site. San Pedro Terrace Road connects with Peralta Road, a collector street,
southeast of the Project site. Peralta Road connects with Linda Mar Boulevard, an arterial street,
northeast of the Project site. Linda Mar Boulevard connects with Highway 1 north of the Project site.
The majority of the streets in the Linda Mar neighborhood are considered local streets.
Pedestrian Facilities
Most arterial and residential streets have sidewalks. Sidewalks are not present along major roadways
including Highway 1, Highway 35, and Sharp Park Road. Where sidewalks are present, they are
generally between 6 and 10 feet wide and in good condition. Crosswalks are provided at most
intersections with appropriate striping and, where appropriate, pedestrian signals.
In the vicinity of the Project, San Pedro Terrace Road contains a sidewalk on the northeast side of
the street. Once the street connects with Peralta Road in the Linda Mar neighborhood, sidewalks are
present on both sides of the streets within the neighborhood. There are existing permanent bollards
where San Pedro Terrace Road terminates adjacent to the Project site. At this point the street turns
into a paved pedestrian and bicycle path that runs northwest from the Project and connects with
Highway 1. The pedestrian and bicycle path continues north along the eastern side of State Route 1.
Bicycle Facilities
The City has two main bikeways. The first primarily runs north-south parallel to and along Highway
1. The northern segment includes a Class III facility (a signed bike route) along Esplanade Avenue,
a Class II facility (bike lane) along Palmetto Avenue, and another stretch of Class III bike route on
Francisco Boulevard to Mori Point Road and Highway 1. At this point, the bikeway becomes a Class I
facility (bike path) between Mori Point Road and Reina del Mar. From here, the north-south bike
route has two branches: a new Class I facility along Calera Creek through the Rockaway Quarry site
to Rockaway Beach, followed by a second bike path over the Headlands and along the dunes from
Rockaway Beach to Pacifica State Beach; and an unofficial route with a 9- foot-wide striped lane
along Highway 1. The second bikeway in Pacifica is a Class II (striped bike lane) and Class III (signed
bike route) facility running east-west along Sharp Park Road between Highway 1 and Highway 35.
Sharp Park Road has a continuous eastbound bike lane; the westbound bike lane currently exists
only between College Drive and State Highway 35. There is an existing Class II facility along San
Pedro Terrace Road which continues into a Class I trail where the road terminates south of the Project
site.
Transit Service
The San Mateo County Transit District (SamTrans) provides bus service throughout San Mateo
County and into San Francisco and Palo Alto. SamTrans provides local service in Pacifica as well as
service to and from BART and Caltrain stations.
Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) provides heavy rail rapid transit to Alameda, Contra Costa, San
Francisco, and San Mateo Counties. The Colma, Daly City, San Bruno, and South San Francisco BART
stations are accessible to Pacifica residents via bus connections or by car.
Caltrain is a passenger rail line providing commuter service over a 77-mile route between downtown
San Francisco and Gilroy, through San Jose and along the San Francisco Peninsula. Service is
provided with headways between 5 and 20 minutes during the peak hours, 30 minutes during offpeak hours during weekdays, and one hour on weekends. The San Bruno station is approximately
eight miles east of Pacifica, while the Hillsdale station in San Mateo is approximately 20 miles away,
a 30-minute drive. It can also be reached via Half Moon Bay using SamTrans route 294.
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4.17(a-b) (Conflicts with Plans, Policies, Ordinances, or Congestion Programs) Less Than
Significant Impact: According to the ITE Trip Generation performed by Kimley-Horn as shown in
Table 4, below the Project will generate an average of 58 trips per day including 5 trips during the
AM peak hour and 6 trips during the PM peak hour.

Land Use
Single Family
Detached
Housing
(ITE Code 210)
Total
Notes:
1.
2.
3.
4.
Source:

Table 4: Project Trip Generation
San Pedro Terrace – Trip Generation Analysis
Daily Trips
AM Peak Hour
Rate
Rate
Units
(trips/unit)
Trip
(trips/unit)
Trip
6

9.57

58
58

0.75

4.5
5

PM Peak Hour
Rate
(trips/unit)
Trip
1.01

6.06
6

Trips are rounded up to the nearest whole number.
AM Peak Hour = 7 AM – 9 AM
PM Peak Hour = 4 PM – 6 PM
Trip generation rate taken from the Institute of Transportation Engineers, 9th Edition.
ITE Trip Generation by Kimley-Horn, dated February 17, 2017

The proposed Project will not conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy or interfere with an
applicable congestion management program. In summary, the proposed residential development
would generate an additional 5 vehicle trips during the AM peak hours and 6 vehicle trips during the
AM peak hour. This would represent a minimal increase in vehicle trips in the vicinity of the Project
site. Therefore, nearby intersection would continue to operate at acceptable levels and the Project
would not result in exceedance of level of service standards at any nearby intersection. Key nearby
intersections that will most likely be utilized by the Project’s additional trips are San Pedro
Terrace/Peralta, and Linda Mar/Peralta. The additional traffic due to the Project will have negligible
effect on traffic operations at these two intersections.
The Project site is located approximately 0.4 miles from the Linda Mar Elementary School at 830
Rosita Road. The school no longer functions as an elementary school. However, the elementary
school is currently being utilized with daycare, 4-H, and other activities that involve children presence
on the site. The site is measured as an operational elementary school however it is likely due to its
current alternate use that the traffic intensity of the former school facility has been reduce. Therefore,
the Project would have less than significant impacts to traffic and circulation.
4.17(c) (Air Traffic Patterns) No Impact: There are no airports in the vicinity of the Project that
would be affected by the proposed development. The Project will have no impact on air traffic
patterns, given the nature and location of the proposed subdivision development, which is well
outside of the established airport flight pattern.
4.17(d) (Design Feature Hazard) Less Than Significant Impact: No impacts to access and
circulation are anticipated since the Project is proposing to construct a new private road to access
the Project site near the termination point of San Pedro Terrace Road, where the road turns into a
pedestrian pathway. The new private road would be engineered and constructed to City standards
and would not create a hazard. No features of the proposed new private road would introduce hazards
due to design features associated with the Project and new road. Therefore, the Project will have a
less than significant impact due to inadequate site access and internal circulation.
4.17(e) (Emergency Access) Less Than Significant Impact: Emergency vehicle access (EVA)
is provided to the Project site from San Pedro Terrace Road and the proposed private road to access
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the Project site. The proposed EVA access driveway is 25’ wide and narrows to 20’ in width at the
entrance to the site. All proposed structures will be single-story. As such, the Project proposes access
that will provide adequate emergency vehicle access. Therefore, impacts due to inadequate
emergency vehicle access will be less than significant.
4.17(f) (Transit, Bicycle, Pedestrian Facilities) Less Than Significant Impact: There are Class
II bike lanes and parking along San Pedro Terrace Road, and directly adjacent to the Project site is
a Class I trail with a connection to Highway 1. The new private road to the Project site would be
designed and approved in consultation with the Pacifica Public Works Department to accommodate
pedestrian and bicycle traffic to and from the trail. The addition of the 58 daily trips, will have a
negligible effect on the pedestrian and bicycle traffic.
The Project will construct necessary on-site sidewalks, walkways, bicycle parking, and other
amenities in compliance with adopted policies, plans and programs; thus, the Project’s impact on
transit, pedestrian or bicycle facilities is determined to be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures: None required.
4.18. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Would the project:

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a) Exceed wastewater treatment
requirements of the applicable San Francisco
Bay Regional Quality
Control Board?
b) Require or result in the construction of new
water or wastewater treatment facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?
c) Require or result in the construction of new
storm water drainage facilities or expansion
of existing facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental effects?
d) Have sufficient water supplies available to
serve the project from existing entitlements
and resources, or are new or expanded
entitlements needed?
e) Result in a determination by the
wastewater treatment provider which serves
or may serve the project that it has adequate
capacity to serve the project’s projected
demand in addition to the provider’s existing
commitments?
f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient
permitted capacity to accommodate the
project’s solid waste disposal needs?
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g) Comply with federal, state, and local
statutes and regulations related to solid
waste?
Sources: City of Pacifica 1980 General Plan; City of Pacifica 2035 Draft General Plan Update and Draft EIR;
North Coast County Water District, Urban Water Management, 2006-2010, December 2005; San Mateo
Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program. Annual Report, 2007-08. August 29, 2008.

Utilities and Service Systems Setting: The City of Pacifica provides the following utility and
service systems: potable water, wastewater, and solid waste.
Water Supply Services
The North Coast County Water District (NCCWD) supplies water to Pacifica and part of San Bruno.
NCCWD is an independent water district, not affiliated with the City of Pacifica and not within the
City’s permitting authority. The district gets virtually all of its water from the San Francisco Public
Utilities Commission (SFPUC) and the Hetch Hetchy system. The District has rights to the use of a
limited amount of surface water from the South Fork of San Pedro Creek for six months of the year,
accounting for one to two percent of the District’s water use. Pacifica’s water is pumped from San
Andreas Lake and the Harry Tracey Water Treatment Plant in Millbrae via a main distribution line
under Skyline Boulevard, to the Milagra Ridge storage tank. From there, water for northern Pacifica
is pumped to the Christian Hill tank on Skyline Boulevard and then distributed by gravity to smaller
tanks and to customers. Water for southern Pacifica is piped from the Milagra Ridge tank to the Royce
tank, off Fassler Avenue, and then to smaller tanks and to customers. Overall, the system is divided
into 34 pressure zones, each separated by pressure-reducing valves.
Wastewater
The City operates a wastewater treatment plant, sewage lift stations, and stormwater pump stations,
as well as the citywide system of sewer mains and lateral pipes that connect to homes and
businesses. Waste water flows through some 82 miles of main pipes to six sewer pump stations, and
on to the Calera Creek Water Recycling Plant (CCWRP). The City’s topography prevents gravity flow
to the plant, and requires pumping stations at Linda Mar and Sharp Park.
The CCWRP, located on the south flank of Mori Point, is a tertiary treatment plant, brought online in
2000 to replace the old Wastewater Treatment Plant in West Sharp Park. The new plant was among
the first in California to use ultraviolet disinfection, which allows effluent to be released to wetlands
without residual chlorine. The plant has facilitated the creation and restoration of wetlands along
Calera Creek, bringing year-round flow to a naturalized stream channel. When the North Coast
County Water District’s landscape irrigation water recycling project is completed, the CCWRP will also
be the source for a portion of Pacifica’s irrigation water.
Stormwater
Pacifica’s storm drainage system consists of a collection system and two pump stations. This drainage
system acts to convey drainage to area creeks or the ocean. Two areas in the City, Linda Mar (outside
the Project site) and lower Sharp Park, are too low to allow drainage to a creek or the ocean, and
are served by pump stations to prevent street flooding. The City’s system services 178 curb miles of
roads, and 986 inlets.
San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program
The San Mateo County Water Pollution Prevention Program (SMCWPPP) was established in 1990 with
the assistance of the San Mateo County City/County Association of Governments. The primary goal
of the SMCWPPP is to reduce pollution carried by stormwater throughout San Mateo County into local
creeks, San Francisco Bay, and the Pacific Ocean, and to maintain compliance with the National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. The program is managed and maintained
by San Mateo County and the 21 participating cities, including Pacifica.
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San Pedro Creek/Linda Mar Storm Drain Treatment/Diversion Project
In 2004, the City completed the Pacifica State Beach Improvement Project, a complex initiative
requiring the cooperation of many agencies and funding sources. Among the project’s key elements
was the diversion of stormwater from the Anza and Linda Mar pump stations to two constructed
wetland treatment swales. The Division project has successfully redirected polluted water from firstflush release into the ocean, and together with other elements, has resulted in improved water
quality.
Stormwater Management and Site Planning
Site planning covers issues concerning the ground on which buildings sit. Key principles of site
planning generally include minimizing disturbance to native vegetation and drainage, and minimizing
the use of impervious surfaces so that water can drain naturally. Many aspects of sustainable site
planning pertain to stormwater management and water use. Stormwater should be allowed to drain
on-site to the greatest extent possible, using “Low Impact Development” (LID) measures like
permeable paving and rainwater harvesting. LID requirements have been built into the Municipal
Regional Permit governing stormwater drainage in Pacifica. Water use, meanwhile, can be reduced
by planting native and low-water use plants, grouped based on their water requirements, using
automated watering systems, and limiting the use of turf grass. These and other measures are part
of the State’s Model Water Efficient Landscaping Ordinance, which is being implemented by the City
of Pacifica.
Solid Waste
Solid waste collection and recycling services in Pacifica are provided by Recology of the Coast, a
division of Recology. Recology, based in San Francisco, operates a number of landfills, waste transfer
and materials recovery facilities, including the recycling yard at 1046 Palmetto Avenue in Pacifica.
Recology emphasizes waste reduction and diversion, and is the largest compost facility operator by
volume in the United States. In Pacifica, Recology of the Coast currently provides curbside pick-up
of garbage, recyclables, and green waste for both residential and commercial customers. The City
has enacted an ordinance requiring all food vendors to use biodegradable or compostable service
ware. Both Pacifica and San Mateo County have recycling divisions that provide information to help
residents and businesses reduce and divert waste from landfills.
Gas and Electricty
Gas and Electricity Electricity
Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E) provides gas and electric services to Pacifica homes and businesses.
With energy obtained from power plants, natural gas fields, and renewable energy sources in
northern California. The availability of electricity and gas services is not expected to become an issue
during the planning horizon. However, electricity and natural gas use account for 40 percent of
greenhouse gas emissions in Pacifica. Thus, while supply is not anticipated to be an issue in Pacifica,
reducing demand for these resources will help reduce carbon emissions.
Natural Gas
PG&E provides local natural gas service to the Pacifica. One natural gas transmission line feeds into
the City.
Utilities and Service Systems Impact Discussion:
4.18(a) (Exceed Wastewater Treatment Requirements) Less Than Significant Impact: The
Project is not expected to exceed wastewater treatment requirements set forth by the Regional Water
Quality Control Board, nor necessitate the expansion or construction of wastewater treatment
facilities. The estimated wastewater generation of the proposed Project falls within the capacity of
the existing sanitary sewer lines and wastewater treatment plant. The Project does not propose any
industrial uses that would generate wastewater requiring special treatment nor would it contain
constituents exceeding applicable standards. Therefore, the Project would not exceed wastewater
treatment requirements and impacts would be less than significant.
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4.18(b) (New On-Site Water or Wastewater Treatment Facilities) Less Than Significant
Impact: The primary water treatment facility that would serve the Project site is the San Francisco
Public Utility Commission’s (SFPUC) Harry Tracy Water Treatment Plant (HTWTP). Currently, the
HTWTP is undergoing an expansion to increase capacity to 160 million gallons per day (mgd). The
proposed six new single-family residences would generate minimal water demand. This would
represent less than 0.01 percent increase of the HTWTP’s capacity upon completion of the expansion
project. The City of Pacifica’s Caldera Creek Water Recycling Plant (CCWRP) treats wastewater within
the City and currently has a capacity of 20 mgd. The CCWRP currently treats approximately 4.0 mgd.
As such, adequate capacity is available at the CCWRP to serve the increase in demand resulting from
the proposed Project. It is, therefore, anticipated that the increase in demand for water and
wastewater treatment would adequately met. Impacts would be less than significant.
4.18(c) (Require New Stormwater Facilities) Less Than Significant Impact: The Project
includes a detention pipe that will restrict flow to 0.66 cubic feet per second (cfs) during a 100-year
storm event. This is equal to the pre-development flow from the site. The volume of water during
that time frame is 1,100 cubic feet, but the detention pipe can hold 800 cubic feet, so the creek will
receive 300 cubic feet at the peak of the storm. The remaining 800 cubic feet will be discharged after
the peak of the storm has subsided. The total impervious area of the proposed Project is 35,449 sq.
ft and the total pervious area is 69,966 sq. ft. Since the stormwater detention system has been
specifically designed to mimic the predevelopment flow from the site, no significant change is
expected to San Pedro Creek as a result of construction of the proposed Project. Therefore, the
proposed subdivision and construction of the six single-family lots is expected to have a less than
significant impact on drainage pattern, runoff and storm drain capacity.
The proposed Project is not expected to significantly increase runoff relative to the existing condition
since the Project site will be improved with an onsite storm drain system that conveys runoff to
existing storm drain system with sufficient capacity. Therefore, the Project is expected to result in
less than significant impacts due to the expansion of existing storm water drainage facilities or
construction of new facilities.
4.18(d) (Sufficient Water Supplies) Less Than Significant Impact: Water service at the Project
site and in the Project area is provided through the North Coast County Water District (NCCWD). The
water supply provided to NCCWD is subject to an agreement with the SFPUC. The most recent Urban
Water Management Plan (UWMP) prepared by the NCCWD indicates that under the current terms of
the contract with the SFPUC, the NCCWD’s maximum supply (maximum wholesale allocation) is 3.84
mgd (4,301.04 acre feet per year). This existing allocation is sufficient to meet the NCCWD’s needs
from present time through 2030. Changes in water demand presented as discussed in the UWMP are
based on growth projections set forth in the City’s General Plan. According to the UWMP,
approximately 44 new connections per year, 220 new water connections by 2010, and approximately
1,100 by 2030 would result. Since the proposed Project would introduce less density than the current
land use designations set forth in the City of Pacifica 1980 General Plan, it has been accounted for in
the NCCWD’s UWMP and could be adequately served by existing water entitlements. Therefore,
impacts to water supplies as a result of the Project will be less than significant.
4.18(e) (Wastewater Treatment Capacity) Less Than Significant Impact: The Project is a
residential subdivision development of the type and density anticipated in the General Plan. The
Project’s contribution to wastewater flows were anticipated in the 1980 General Plan and have been
considered for operating capacity of the water treatment plant. The addition of six (6) dwelling units
onsite is well within the flow capacity analyzed as part of the General Plan. The proposed Project will
not generate wastewater that exceeds the capacity of wastewater treatment plant when added to
existing and projected commitments in the service area. Collection and treatment capacity is
sufficiently below maximum capacity to serve development within the service area. Therefore, the
Project will have less than significant impacts related to the adequacy or capacity of wastewater
treatment facilities.
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4.18(f-g) (Landfill Capacity) Less Than Significant Impact: The Project is expected to generate
solid waste typical of the proposed use. The Project applicant will be required to adhere to all federal,
state, and local regulations governing the disposal of solid waste. Solid waste generated by users at
the Project site and surrounding area is disposed of at the Ox Mountain Sanitary Landfill. Construction
related waste will be reduced through the development of a construction waste management plan.
Although the waste stream generated by the Project is expected to increase during construction, it
is not expected to exceed landfill capacity and is not expected to result in violations of federal, state,
or local statutes and regulations related to solid waste. Therefore, implementation of the Project will
result in less than significant impacts to the local landfill’s permitted capacity for solid waste disposal,
as well as federal, state, and local statutes and regulations.
Mitigation Measures: None Required.
4.19. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE (CAL. PUB. RES. CODE §15065)
A focused or full environmental impact report for a project may be required where the project has a
significant effect on the environment in any of the following conditions:
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Would the project:

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade
the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species,
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below
self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant
or animal community, reduce the number or
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or
animal or eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history or prehistory?
b) Does the project have impacts that are
individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the
incremental effects of a project are considerable
when viewed in connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current projects, and
the effects of probable future projects)?
c) Does the project have environmental effects,
which will cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly?
Mandatory Findings Discussion:
4.19(a) (Degrade the Environment): Less Than Significant Impact: The Project is located
within the City of Pacifica General Plan boundaries, on a parcel that is currently underutilized. The
existing environmental conditions indicate that the Project site has potential to contain biological
resources. Impacts to biological resources will be avoided through the project design and through
the proposed mitigation measure (See Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-8), which will reduce
potential biological impacts to less than significant levels.
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The site is located in adjacent to an urban environment and surrounded by other urban uses, open
space and riparian. A portion of the Project site includes a segment of the San Pedro Creek, which
contains a narrow riparian corridor along the northern site boundary before the creek undergrounds
under Highway 1. Other than a stormdrain outfall, no Project improvements are proposed to occur
in the channel of San Pedro Creek. In order to ensure that the Project does not impact biological
resources associated with the San Pedro Creek, mitigation measures set forth herein require preconstruction surveys, protection of habitat during construction and native plantings near the creek
to replace removal of riparian habitat.
Evidence of cultural resources have been identified within the project vicinity, however there are no
known cultural resources onsite. Additionally, activities of the San Pedro Creek Flood Control involved
disturbance along the creek and the introduction of ﬁll, which was used to cover the original grade
to a depth of several feet. As discussed above in the Cultural Resources section, there is a potential
for the site to contain buried cultural resources, which could be unearthed during project
construction. Mitigation Measures Cul-1 through Cul-3 shall be implemented and assure that potential
impacts to cultural resources as a result of the project are reduced to less than significant levels.
With implementation of mitigation measures set forth herein, the Project’s potential impacts to
biological and cultural resources would be reduced to levels below significance. As a result, the Project
will not degrade the quality of the environment, reduce habitat, or affect cultural resources.
Therefore, the Project will have less than significant impacts due to degradation of the environment.
4.19(b) (Cumulatively Affect the Environment) Less Than Significant Impact: The proposed
Project is consistent with the City’s General Plan growth projections. The Project will not promote
further development beyond what is called for by the City’s General Plan and EIR.
The Project is consistent with the surrounding land uses and implements the intent of the General
Plan through the development of an underutilized parcel adjacent to the existing urbanized area.
Public utilities exist at and surrounding the Project site and service providers will be capable of serving
the Project with existing or planned facilities. Potential environmental impacts are expected to remain
at, or be mitigated to, less than significant levels. The Project does not increase the severity of any
of the cumulatively considerable impacts from the levels identified and analyzed in the General Plan
EIR. There are no other components of the Project that would result in cumulative impacts not
previously considered in the General Plan EIR. Therefore, the Project’s cumulative impacts will be
less than significant.
4.19(c) (Substantial Adverse Effect on Humans) Less Than Significant Impact: The Project
has the potential to result in adverse impacts to air quality, biological resources, cultural resources,
geology and soils, hydrology, land use, water quality and noise that has the potential to either directly
or indirectly affect human beings. With mitigation measures set forth above, the Project will have
less than significant environmental effects that would directly or indirectly impact human beings
onsite or in the Project vicinity. Therefore, the Project will have less than significant impacts due to
substantial adverse environmental effects.
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Technical Appendices
The following resources were prepared in order to further identify Project specific parameters. Copies
of these technical documents are incorporated herein by reference and are available for review during
normal business hours at the City of Pacifica, Planning Department 1800 Francisco Blvd.
1. Tentative Subdivision Map Plans Set, dated July 4, 2017.
2. California Division of Land Resource Protection, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program. San
Mateo County Important Farmland 2014.
ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp/FMMP/pdf/2014/smt14.pdf, Accessed December 2, 2016.
3. “San Pedro Terrace Residential Development Community Risk Assessment,” prepared by
Illingworth & Rodkin, Inc., April 13, 2017.
4. California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines, prepared by the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District, May 2017.
5. California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines, prepared by the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District,” May 2011.
6. Recommended Methods for Screening and Modeling Local Risks and Hazards, prepared by the
Bay Area Air Quality Management District, May 2011.
7. “Biological Assessment: San Pedro Terrace,” prepared by Toyon Consultants, April 6, 2017
8. “San Pedro Terrace Final Wetland Delineation Report,” prepared by Toyon Consultants, January
17, 2017
9. “San Pedro Terrace Restoration Mitigation and Monitoring Plan,” prepared by Toyon Consultants,
September 15, 2016.
10. Arborist Report, Kielty Arborist Service, LLC, July 11, 2017.
11. “Geotechnical Engineering Study,” prepared by GeoForensics, Inc., February 2016 and April 2017
12. Montara Mountain Quadrangle, California 7.5 Minute Series (Topographic), prepared by the
Resources Agency Department of Conservation, 1982.
13. Bay Area 2017 Clean Air Plan, prepared by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District,
Associate of Bay Area Governments, Bay Conservation and Development Commission, and the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission, April 2017.
14. “San Pedro Terrace Subdivision Noise and Vibration Assessment” prepared by Illingworth &
Rodkin, Inc., April 11, 2017.
15. “ITE Trip Generation,” prepared by Kimley-Horn, dated February 17, 2017.
Other Documents Referenced - City of Pacifica Documents
16. “City of Pacifica 1980 General Plan,” prepared by the City of Pacifica, 1980.
17. “City of Pacifica Draft 2035 General Plan Update,” prepared by the City of Pacifica, 2014.
18. “City of Pacifica 2035 General Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)” (SCH No.
2012022046), prepared by the City of Pacifica, March 2014.
19. “City of Pacifica Housing Element of the General Plan 2015-2023,” prepared by the City of Pacifica,
May 2015.
20. “Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement - San Pedro Creek Flood
Control Project”, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers San Francisco District & City of Pacifica, January
1998.
21. “City of Pacifica Climate Action Plan,” adopted by City of Pacifica July 14, 2014.
22. “City of Pacifica 2001 Zoning Map and Ordinance,” prepared by the City of Pacifica, 2001.
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This document provides a response to comments received on the Public Draft Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) for the San Pedro Terrace Subdivision project.
Responses provided herein clarify and bolster the analysis and evidence provided in the IS/MND.
In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 (as amended)
(California Public Resources Code 21000 et. seq.), the IS/MND was circulated for a 30-day public
review and comment period from August 21, 2017 to September 19, 2017, and subsequent
extension of the comment period through September 29, 2017.
1.1. CEQA REQUIREMENTS
CEQA Guidelines Section 15074 identifies the responsibilities of the Lead Agency when considering
the adoption of a Negative Declaration or Mitigated Negative Declaration:
(a) Any advisory body of a public agency making a recommendation to the decision-making
body shall consider the proposed negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration
before making its recommendation.
(b) Prior to approving a project, the decision-making body of the lead agency shall consider the
proposed negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration together with any
comments received during the public review process. The decision-making body shall adopt
the proposed negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration only if it finds on the
basis of the whole record before it (including the initial study and any comments received),
that there is no substantial evidence that the project will have a significant effect on the
environment and that the negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration reflects the
lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis.
Consistent with CEQA requirements, the City of Pacifica has reviewed and considered all comments
received on the IS/MND. The City of Pacifica has prepared this document to fully disclose public
and agency comments received and to provide responses to those comments.
2. PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
The City received public comment letters from Todd Greene, President of the Lower San Pedro
Creek Homeowners Association (HOA), Leslie Gabbert, a resident, and three members of the Creek
Watershed Coalition, Jerry D. Davis, Roger Mascio, and Paul Jones. Issues raised in the comment
letters primarily relate to the potential impacts to the adjacent San Pedro Creek riparian corridor
that could occur as a result of the proposed Project.
Agencies, organizations and individuals that have submitted written comments to the City
regarding the San Pedro Terrace Subdivision Project are listed below.
A. Todd Greene, President of Lower San Pedro Creek HOA
B. Leslie Gabbert, Resident
C.
Creek Watershed Coalition
I. Jerry D. Davis, San Pedro Creek Watershed Coalition
II. Roger Mascio, San Pedro Creek Watershed Coalition
III. Paul Jones, San Pedro Creek Watershed Coalition
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The comments submitted by Todd Greene of the Lower San Pedro Creek HOA identify concerns
regarding possible impacts to the physical environment of the San Pedro Creek riparian corridor.
He asked if there were any specific design provisions that will be put in place to assure no creek
access for the six residential units (especially lots 4, 5 and 6), to preserve the 25-foot riparian
corridor setback, and protect the riparian corridor by preventing access through installation of a
non-climbable fence with no gates. He also requested to be copied on the annual Mitigation
Monitoring Report that will be due by December 15 for each of the first five years.
R ESPO NSE
C ORRID OR

TO

CO MME NTS

ON

PO TE NT IAL

I MPA CTS

TO

TH E

R I PAR IAN

The IS/MND fully evaluates potential impacts associated with the proposed subdivision including
the adjacent sensitive habitat of the San Pedro Creek riparian corridor. Specifically checklist item
4.4b (starting on page 45 of the Draft IS/MND) characterizes the San Pedro Creek habitat and
species, describes past restoration activities conducted along the creek, and analyzes impacts of
the subject project. Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-8 provide avoidance, protection and
procedures to ensure that potential impacts to biological resources from construction of the
proposed project are reduced to less than significant levels.
In an effort to specifically address concerns raised regarding accessibility of the creek at
occupancy, Special Condition was added as a condition of approval and states:
“a wooden split-rail fence consisting of two (2) horizontal members at 24-inches and
48-inches above finished grade shall be constructed along the 25-foot riparian
setback alignment across Lots 4, 5 and 6 prior to issuance of a Certificate of
Occupancy on these lots. Only periodic weed maintenance for fire abatement shall
be allowed within the setback area up to the dripline of the riparian willow tree
canopy.”
The provision for a wooden fence at the 25-foot setback along the rear property line ensures that
access into the San Pedro Creek riparian corridor is precluded. This condition of approval restricts
direct access from new residential lots into the adjacent riparian corridor at occupancy.
No additional analysis or change to the MND conclusions are required. There are no aspects of the
proposed Project that conflict with the policies, plans or programs of protecting the San Pedro
Creek riparian habitat. As such, impacts to the San Pedro Creek riparian corridor would be less
than significant with mitigation as concluded in the IS/MND.
2.2.

LESLIE GABBERT, RESIDENT COMMENT LETTER AND RESPONSE

Ms. Gabbert expressed concern about the removal of three (3) heritage trees as part of the
proposed project and the potential impacts to nesting birds.
R ESPO NSE T O COMME NTS O N I MPAC TS TO TR EES A ND NEST ING BI RDS
Section 4.4: Biological Resources of the IS/MND (pages 44-52) provides an analysis of the
proposed removal of the Heritage Trees and potential impacts to nesting birds. The following are
excerpts from Section 4.4 of the IS/MND:
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proposed and described in the Project specific Biological Assessment, the Project would require
removal of the blue gum eucalyptus and Monterey cypress trees on the site. The submitted
Arborist Report evaluating the existing trees on the Project site shows three protected trees
which are identified as Monterey cypress trees #1, #4 and #5. All three trees meet the
definition of a Heritage tree under the City’s Municipal Code Sec. 4-12.04, which would require
approval for their removal. These trees are not native to the site, but could support active nests
or other important wildlife habitat values. These trees were evaluated in an arborist report
during an onsite survey and their health and condition summarized in a report prepared by
Kielty Arborist Services LLC dated July 11, 2017. The arborist concluded that the majority of
these trees were in “poor” to “fair” condition as a result of the suppressed conditions created by
the large number of eucalyptus trees.
All of the Monterey cypress trees are growing
underneath the canopies of the eucalyptus trees. As a result, the cypress trees are growing
wider instead of taller in order to find sunlight. This has created large lateral limbs that are
prone to failure.”
“The Federal Migratory Bird Act protects certain bird nests and eggs from collection and
destruction. For construction projects, this typically is of concern when trees are removed. Lots
1 and 2 will require the removal of several blue gum eucalyptus and Monterey cypress trees. In
the event that nesting migratory birds are using any of these trees during tree removal, a
violation of the Act could occur. Removal of trees containing nesting birds protected under the
migratory bird act is a potentially significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO3, which requires avoidance of construction during the nesting season or pre-construction
nesting bird surveys if construction occurs during the nesting season, will reduce potential
impacts to nesting birds to levels below significance.”
Trees and vegetation may potentially support listed species, including migratory birds. Since
construction activities will involve tree and vegetation removal, which could result in a potential
impact if migratory birds or other protected bird species nesting in these area, mitigation measure
BIO-3 requires construction activities to occur outside of the nesting season or that tree removal
and vegetation clearing only occur following completion of a nesting bird survey performed by a
qualified biologist.
“BIO-3: Migratory Birds
1. A qualified biologist shall conduct a pre-construction survey for tree-nesting birds in
all trees to be removed within 15 days of the onset of ground disturbance, if such
disturbance will occur during the breeding season typically (February 1 through
August 31).
2. If nesting raptors are detected on the site during the survey, a construction buffer of
300 feet (or as otherwise directed by a qualified ornithologist) shall be established
around each active nest.
3. If other nesting migratory birds are found, a construction buffer of 50 feet (or as
otherwise directed by a qualified ornithologist) shall be established around each active
nest.
4. No work shall occur within the construction buffer for the duration of the breeding
season or until a qualified ornithologist has confirmed that all young have fledged and
are independent.”
Section 4-12.02 of the Pacifica Municipal Code defines a Heritage Tree as follows: “All trees within
the City of Pacifica, exclusive of eucalyptus, which have a trunk with a circumference of fifty (50″)
inches (approximately sixteen (16″) inches in diameter) or more, measured at twenty-four (24″)
inches above the natural grade.” Section 4-12.04 “Permits required to remove or destroy trees”
sets forth the requirement to obtain a tree removal permit for a Heritage Tree, and Section 4-12.05
“Applications for granting of tree removal permits” identifies the procedures for applying and
OCTOBER 2017
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The project proposes the removal of two (2) Monterey cypress trees (Tree No. 5 being identified as
being on City Property and subsequently being removed due to its poor condition) that are defined
as Heritage Trees denoted as Trees No. 1 and 4 in the arborist report prepared by Kielty Arborist
Services LLC. Tree No. 1 (40.1-inches DBH or diameter at breast height) is located on the
southwestern property line near the proposed street entrance. Tree No. 4 (25-inches DBH) is
located within the interior cluster of eucalyptus trees in the southerly portion of the site.
The arborist conducted an onsite survey of the trees on July 11, 2017, and determined that the
“majority of the trees surveyed on the site are in poor condition with the exception of Monterey
cypress Tree No. 2 that is in fair condition” (Tree No. 2 is not a Heritage Tree due to its size). The
report concludes that “These trees are in poor condition as a result of the suppressed conditions
created by the large number of eucalyptus trees. All of the Monterey cypress trees are growing
underneath the canopies of the eucalyptus trees. As a result, the cypress trees are growing wider
instead of tall in order to find sunlight. This has created large lateral limbs that are prone to
failure. All of the cypress trees on site have a history of limb loss, as seen throughout the
canopies.” Due to the poor health and condition of these trees staff is recommending their removal
and replacement.
The proposed Project includes the planting of seven (7) new 24-inch box size Coastal Live Oak
trees as replacements for the Monterey cypress tree removals. The new trees are proposed to be
planted at roughly equivalent intervals in the front yards of the lots. In addition, eight (8) new 24inch box size Red Alder trees are proposed on the opposite side of the private street along the
western boarder of the site. Ornamental street plantings are proposed consisting of Calistoga,
Snow Canyon, Walkers Low, Blue Riding, Bee’s Bliss, De La Mina, Select Mattole and Coral Glow.
In order to provide a visual buffer from the home located on Lot 6 and the pedestrian trail that
extends along the western boarder of the lot. As a condition of approval, the Project is required to
plant additional landscaping to screen and buffer the adjoining Lot 6 building from the trail with a
Special Condition added as a condition of approval that states:
“A landscaped buffer shall be installed on Lot 6 to screen the proposed home from the adjoining
pedestrian trail system (within the San Pedro Terrace Road). The landscape screening and
maintenance plan shall be subject to the review and approval of the Planning Director prior to
issuance of a Building Permit for the residence on Lot 6.”
For the purposes of the subject San Pedro Creek Subdivision, the IS/MND and associated MMRP
contains a sufficient level of detail to fulfill the requirements under CEQA by identifying impacts and
mitigation measures that would effectively avoid, minimize or offset impacts to natural habitat and
nesting birds to levels below significance.
2.3. JERRY D. DAVIS, ROGER MASCIO, AND PAUL JONES; SAN PEDRO CREEK
WATERSHED COALITION COMMENT LETTER AND RESPONSE
The comments submitted by Jerry D. Davis, Roger Mascio, and Paul Jones present specific concerns
regarding potential impacts to the physical environment of the San Pedro Creek riparian corridor.
Specifically, “Twenty feet from the creek in the flood control project is likely going to be susceptible
to flooding, and water quality and disturbance issues should be considered.” Additionally,
commenters assert that a negative declaration is inappropriate.
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R ESPO NSE T O COMME NTS O N F LOOD ING A ND WA TER QUA LITY
Flooding, water quality and disturbance to creek riparian habitat are all specifically addressed in the
IS/MND. In regard to flooding the IS/MND provides a summary of the creek widening project that
occurred during the 1990’s and 2000’s, which was undertaken to holistically address flooding
concern along San Pedro Creek. The result of that effort yielded revisions to the FEMA flood map
that removed the subject project site and properties adjacent to the San Pedro Creek from the
floodplain. The project site and existing residences along the creek as part of the Linda Mar
neighborhood are within Zone X, which is identified as an area of minimal flooding and is outside
both the 100- year and the 500 year flood event. As concluded in the IS/MND the proposed
subdivision is located in an area that is outside of the Special Flood Hazard Area or areas subject to
the 100 or 500-year flood event. Therefore, the project would have a less than significant impact
associated with flooding.
Water quality of San Pedro creek is disclosed in the IS/MND and potential impacts from the subject
subdivision is evaluated. Page 74 of the IS/MND discusses potential water quality impacts
associated with construction activities and identifies regulatory requirements that protect water
quality. Adherence with NPDES, C.3, and San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Program requirements ensure that temporary disturbance associated with construction will not
result in adverse impacts to water quality.
See responses above (2.1 and 2.2) regarding concerns associated with disturbance to the San
Pedro Creek riparian corridor.
The commenters assertion that a negative declaration is inappropriate for the project do not raise
issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the MND or state a specific question
regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures contained in the MND. The
comments do not provide any factual information contrary to or inconsistent with the conclusions
presented in the MND; therefore, no revisions to the MND analysis or conclusions are required.
However, the points raised in these comments will be transmitted to City decision-makers and will
be considered during the proposed project’s decision making process.
3. REVISIONS TO THE IS/MND
No modifications to the Draft IS/MND have been made as a result of the comments received and
the responses provided. This Response to Comments document provides additional information and
analysis to support the conclusion made in the IS/MND.
4. SUMMARY
The City of Pacifica has considered comments raised and reviewed information developed through
the responses-to-comments process, and has determined that the project does not meet any of the
conditions under CEQA Section 15073.5, as outlined below.
15073.5. RECIRCULATION OF A NEGATIVE DECLARATION PRIOR TO ADOPTION.
a) A lead agency is required to recirculate a negative declaration when the document must be
substantially revised after public notice of its availability has previously been given pursuant
to Section 15072, but prior to its adoption. Notice of recirculation shall comply with Sections
15072 and 15073.
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2) The lead agency determines that the proposed mitigation measures or project
revisions will not reduce potential effects to less than significance and new measures
or revisions must be required.
c) Recirculation is not required under the following circumstances:
1) Mitigation measures are replaced with equal or more effective measures pursuant to
Section 15074.1.
2) New project revisions are added in response to written or verbal comments on the
project’s effects identified in the proposed negative declaration which are not new
avoidable significant effects.
3) Measures or conditions of project approval are added after circulation of the negative
declaration which are not required by CEQA, which do not create new significant
environmental effects and are not necessary to mitigate an avoidable significant
effect.
4) New information is added to the negative declaration which merely clarifies,
amplifies, or makes insignificant modifications to the negative declaration.
d) If during the negative declaration process there is substantial evidence in light of the whole
record, before the lead agency that the project, as revised, may have a significant effect on
the environment which cannot be mitigated or avoided, the lead agency shall prepare a
draft EIR and certify a final EIR prior to approving the project. It shall circulate the draft EIR
for consultation and review pursuant to Sections 15086 and 15087, and advise reviewers in
writing that a proposed negative declaration had previously been circulated for the project.
Therefore, the recirculation of a revised IS/MND or the preparation of an Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) is not required. Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines, the added information contained
herein clarifies and bolsters the analyses in the IS/MND.
The City of Pacifica will consider the Draft IS/MND, together with this Response to Comments
document, prior to taking action on the proposed San Pedro Terrace Subdivision.
ATTACHMENTS
A. TODD GREENE, LOWER SAN PEDRO CREEK HOA COMMENT LETTER (EMAIL), SEPTEMBER
15, 2017
B. LESLIE GABBERT, RESIDENT COMMENT LETTER, AUGUST 23, 2017
C. JERRY D. DAVIS, ROGER MASCIO, AND PAUL JONES; SAN PEDRO CREEK WATERSHED
COALITION COMMENT LETTER (EMAILS), SEPTEMBER 19-20, 2017
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Mike O'Connell
900 Rosita Road
Pacifica, California 94044
Re:

Riparian Setback for San Pedro Terrace Project
APN: 023-075-050

December 28, 2017
Dear Mr. O’Connell,
At your request I am writing to explain the reason that a 25-foot setback from the edge the
willows is sufficient to protect the riparian habitat adjacent to proposed project at San Pedro
Terrace.
Riparian areas are naturally vegetated areas that run adjacent to streams and creeks, and which
periodically flood due to seasonal changes in rainwater. San Pedro Creek, which lies to the
north-eastern border of the project, includes riparian habitat along the length of the creek.
Riparian areas provide several important functions, including:
 Erosion control - One of the most important functions of riparian buffers is enhanced
infiltration of surface runoff. Riparian vegetation in the buffer surrounding a waterbody
increases surface roughness and slows overland flows. Water is more easily absorbed
and allows for groundwater recharge.
 Water quality – An additionally important function of riparian vegetation removes
nitrogen and phosphorous, pesticides, and other contaminants.
 Habitat – Several rare and sensitive species occur within riparian habitat areas. The
maintenance of these areas are critical to the survival of such species.
On the site of the proposed project on San Pedro Terrace, several limits have been identified
that should be considered as part of the riparian habitat.
 Top of Low Flow Channel Bank: This is the top of the active water channel where water
flows year round
 Ordinary High Water Mark: This was determined as part of the project’s wetland
delineation report, and indicates the typical limit of active flow during the rainy season
 Wetland Limit: This was also determined as part of the wetland delineation report, and
indicates the limit of Army Corps of Engineers jurisdiction for the project; this is
approximately half way up the slope of the levee between the ordinary high water mark
and the top of bank
 Top of Bank: Approximate top of the water channel during the design flow of the levee

309 Seabright Ave
Santa Cruz, CA 95062
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Willow Dripline: This is the true edge of the Riparian Habitat Area, as the willow plants
on the site delimit the edge of the riparian area

The riparian habitat area of San Pedro Creek is itself an unnatural, human managed system. The
flood control project that was built on this stretch of creek was designed specifically to
constrain the flow of the creek. A levee system was constructed on this portion of the creek
which limits the ability of the active channel to meander outside of the levees. A habitat
restoration element was included that provided for the planting of willows and other riparian
species. The restoration that as completed as part of the creek widening project has since seen
significant growth of invasive exotic plant species.
The proposed project provides several elements designed to protect and enhance the riparian
functions of San Pedro Creek.








Final grade to slope away from Riparian Habitat Area: The final grade of the parcel
ensures that water will not flow directly into San Pedro Creek, but rather will flow
directly into the storm water detention system. This design element will minimize both
pollutants and sediment from entering into the creek.
Storm water detention system: The Regional Water Control Board (RWQCB)
requirements for post-construction storm water plans are designed to stop the
movement of sediment and pollutants off of new developments. The proposed project
incorporates over five hundred feet of detention pipe into the development plan
specifically designed to retain storm water, sequestering sediment and other pollutants
on the project site and hence protecting the creek.
Minimization of impacts to riparian habitat: Other than the storm water overflow, no
work is being proposed within the riparian corridor of San Pedro Creek. As such, the
project will not affect the reduction of flood impacts nor will it change the stabilization
of the banks. This work requires the issuance of a Section 404/401 Clean Water Act
Permit by the Army Corps of Engineers and a Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement
by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife. The permitting process has provided
ample opportunity for federal and state agencies to review, comment on, and require
mitigations to minimize any impacts to the habitat areas and the associated species.
Through minimizing impacts, the project ensures that habitat values for sensitive
species will be protected.
Willow planting within storm water detention system outfall: As required by the
RWQCB, willows will be planted within the rip rap associated with the storm water
outfall. The inclusion of these willows will ensure that there is no loss of riparian habitat
area due to the inclusion of the storm water outfall, thus ensuring that habitat remains
available for sensitive species.
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Habitat enhancement within Riparian Habitat: In order to provide mitigation for the
potential impacts caused by the building of the storm water outfall, the project owner
has agreed to enhance the riparian habitat within San Pedro Creek by removing and
controlling invasive exotic species found within the project parcel that are growing
within the riparian habitat area. Since the flood control project included no defined
success criteria as part of the restoration plan, invasive plants have established a
foothold within this section of the creek. The removal of these species will benefit
riparian wildlife and plants, as it will increase native vegetation within the creek
Fence/monolith along easement boundary and buffer: The inclusion of a fence along the
City’s flood control easement will ensure that local residents do not encroach within the
riparian habitat area, thus protecting all of the functions of the creek.

Besides the elements of the project listed above designed to specifically protect and enhance
the riparian habitat area within San Pedro Creek, the owner proposes to include a 25-foot
setback from the willow dripline. Within this setback, locally appropriate native plants will be
provided for the landscape. This setback provides additional protection to the riparian habitat
area, as follows:




Erosion control: Due to the very flat slope of the development parcels the overland flow
will be very slow. The type of soil affects how quickly water can be absorbed. Soils that
are high in clay are less permeable and may have greater runoff. On the other hand,
soils that are largely made up of sand may drain water so rapidly into the groundwater
that roots are not able to effectively trap pollutants. The previous creek widening
project included engineered fills the soil is high in sands and gravels intermixed so the
water will infiltrate better than most sites underlain only by clay. The particle
distribution report in the soils report had almost 80% sand and gravel and only 20% clay
so these soils are more permeable which promotes infiltration and reduces runoff. The
25 foot vegetated buffer will sufficiently slow the overland flow, allowing native
vegetation to remove sediment while water infiltrates rather than entering the creek.
Water quality: As slope increases, the speed at which water flows over and through the
buffer increases. Therefore, the steeper the land within the buffer, the wider it needs to
be to have time to slow the flow of water and absorb the pollutants and sediments
within it. It is important to note that when the water gets to the treatment area the
slope becomes 0%, allowing it to pond and infiltrate through the treatment matrix.
Deep rooted native plants within the 25-foot setback will increase infiltration rates of
pollutants, thus decreasing their intrusion into San Pedro Creek. Because of the flat
shape of the site, a 25-foot setback will be sufficient for this function.
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Habitat: The planting of locally appropriate native shrubs within the setback will provide
upland habitat for animals living in the riparian area. As the existing upland area is of
poor habitat quality (as explained in the project’s biological assessment), landscaping
improvement within the proposed setback will add to the habitat value of the site.
Native shrubs placed into the setback area will provide additional habitat to birds,
amphibians, and other animals that may use the site. In particular, the addition of these
plants will help support wildlife potentially found in San Pedro Creek.

According to the current Parcelization Layout plan sheet (attached), the 25-foot setback from
the dripline of the willow riparian habitat provides the following setback distances:
 Top of Low Flow Channel Bank: 52.95 ft. (minimum) to 79.87 ft. (maximum)
 Ordinary High Water Mark: 26.06 ft. (minimum) to 47.83 ft. (maximum)
Within the 25 ft. setback, no development is proposed to occur. As indicated on the current Site
Plan (attached), the nearest that any building comes to the setback is between 2.48 ft.
(minimum) and 67.15 ft. (maximum). The extra area allows for potential project impacts to be
further minimized, providing additional protection beyond the 25-foot setback to San Pedro
Creek.
While several jurisdictions around California have statutory requirements concerning riparian
setbacks, the City of Pacifica has no such requirements. The decision on whether or not to
require a setback, and what distance to require, is made on a case-by-case basis by the City.
Based on the elements of the project designed to directly protect the riparian habitat, the
inclusion of a 25-foot buffer provides additional protection that should be deemed sufficient by
the City.
The city has in fact approved many projects that have impinged much further into the wetland
setback area. For instance, the Biological Evaluation report submitted as part of the
development at 725 Oddstad Boulevard, written November 2009, indicates that the approved
project will have a 38 ft. setback, however it allowed a paved access road and a parking lot to
be built within 10 ft. of the riparian edge because the project included pervious surfaces and a
stormwater catchment system.
Clearly the proposed project at San Pedro Terrace provides significantly better protection of the
riparian habitat at San Pedro Creek than the previously approved project at Oddstad Boulevard
did, since the current proposed project will not have any development within 27.48 ft
(minimum) to 92.15 ft. (maximum) of the willow dripline, and the open space within the 25 ft.
buffer will in fact be enhanced with the planting of locally native plants.
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In conclusion I would point out that on August 18, 2017, the National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS) submitted a Concurrence Letter to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers as part of the
404/401 Permit Application for this project. After a thorough review of the project (which
included the 25 ft. setback on the plan sheets), NMFS concluded that “…. The proposed action
is not likely to adversely affect CCC steelhead and their designated critical habitat.”
Although the final Biological Opinion from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for this permit has
not yet been finalized, at no time has the Service questioned the adequacy of the proposed
setback or asked for additional distance from the riparian habitat area. Furthermore, the
RWQCB has also reviewed the project as part of the 401 Certification process for this project,
and no comment concerning the size of the setback has been made, nor has there been a
request to increase the size of the setback from the Board.
If you have any questions, or require any additional information concerning this analysis, please
do not hesitate to contact me.
Regards,

Joe Rigney
Environmental Consultant
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Date:

January 5, 2018

To:

Robert Smith, City of Pacifica
Assistant Planner

From:

Brett Bollinger, M-Group
Senior Planner

Subject:

Minor Changes to the Proposed San Pedro Terrace Subdivision Project IS/MND

The San Pedro Terrace Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) was circulated for a 30-day
public review period from August 21, 2017 to September 19, 2017, pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), and subsequent extension of the comment period through September 29, 2017. The
IS/MND was also submitted to the State Clearinghouse for the same time period to provide for a 30-day
public review period for State and Federal agencies. Comment letters on the Public IS/MND were received
and a response to comments document was prepared, dated October 27, 2017. The Planning Commission
considered the project at public hearing on November 20, 2017 and the item was continued.
In response to concerns raised by the public regarding proximity of the adjacent San Pedro Creek, the
project applicant has proposed minor changes to the tentative subdivision map lot layout to increase the
setback from the Creek. The minor changes proposed to the site layout are limited to the configuration of
the proposed tentative subdivision map and private access road. There are no changes to the intensity of
development. As the proposed modifications to the subdivision map are fully contained within the
development footprint analyzed in the IS/MND, there would be no new impacts and no changes to the
significance findings or significance determination. Therefore, the minor modifications to the proposed
tentative subdivision map do not warrant additional environmental analysis pursuant to CEQA.
The project site is a vacant triangular-shaped lot located along the southerly bank of San Pedro Creek in
the West Linda Mar neighborhood at the western terminus of San Pedro Terrace Road, Pacifica (APN 023075-050). The proposed changes to the tentative subdivision map provide for an increase in the setback
from San Pedro Creek by orientating the six single-family lots in a north-south configuration with the private
access road located along the southern property line. The revised subdivision configuration proposed to
replace the cul-de-sac at the end of the private road with a hammerhead turnaround for fire truck access.
The development area for the single-family residences would be located furthest from San Pedro Creek just
north of the private road. The minor changes to the subdivision provide for an enhanced setback from San
Pedro Creek and do not introduce any new or different environmental impacts relative to what was analyzed
in the IS/MND.

Attachment: Attachment L - CEQA Revised Proposal Memo (2446 : San Pedro Terrace Road - 6 Unit Subdivision)

MEMORANDUM

As with the previous subdivision layout, the proposed Project is requesting changes to the General Plan
Land Use Designation from High Density Residential to Low Density Residential, a rezone from the C-3
(Service Commercial) zoning district to the R-1 (Single Family Residential) zoning district, and subdividing
the existing 2.42-acre lot into six residential lots ranging in size from 9,379 to 34,145 square feet (sf) for
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While the proposed subdivision lot layout has changed, the construction and operational impacts disclosed
in the IS/MND would not change from what was previously analyzed. The minor changes proposed would
not result in any new significant effects and no new or different mitigation measures are warranted. No new
substantial changes would occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project will be
undertaken. The mitigation measures and determinations of significance for impacts included in the IS/MND
continue to be valid and no supplemental environmental review is required. The revisions to the subdivision
lot layout would neither cause new significant impacts nor result in the substantial increase in the severity
of previously identified significant impacts. Therefore, the analysis contained in the IS/MND remains an
appropriate evaluation of the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed San Pedro
Terrace Subdivision Project.

Attachment: Attachment L - CEQA Revised Proposal Memo (2446 : San Pedro Terrace Road - 6 Unit Subdivision)

future single-family residential development, 15,742 sf private street, and, authorizing the removal and
replacement of heritage trees.
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PLANNING COMMISSION
Staff Report
Scenic Pacifica
Incorporated Nov. 22, 1957

DATE: January 16, 2018

FILE: UP-090-17
CDP-383-17

ITEM: 2

PUBLIC NOTICE: Notice of Public Hearing was published in Pacifica Tribune on January
3, 2018, and mailed to approximately 200 surrounding property owners and occupants
and interested parties.
APPLICANT/
OWNER:

LOCATION:

Dan Mackowski
106 Bella Vista Avenue
Pacifica, CA 94044

106 Bella Vista Avenue (APN 016-021-300)

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The project includes construction of a new dwelling unit with
attached garage to create a two-family dwelling group.
SITE DESIGNATIONS:

General Plan: Medium Density Residential – West Sharp Park
Zoning: R-2/C-Z (Two-Family Residential District/ Coastal Zoning
Combining District)

CEQA STATUS: Class 3 Categorical Exemption, CEQA Guidelines Section 15303(a), New
Construction or Conversion of Small Structures
ADDITIONAL REQUIRED APPROVALS: City Council approval of one Residential Growth
Allocation.
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Approve as conditioned.
PREPARED BY: Bonny O‘Connor, Assistant Planner
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Table 1. Zoning Standard Conformance
Standards

Required

Existing

Proposed

Lot Size

5,000 sf (min)

7,700 sf

No change

Lot area per
dwelling

2,900 sf (min)

7,700 sf

3,850 sf

Lot Width

50’-0” (min)

50’-0”

No change

Lot Coverage

50% (max)

20.4%

38%

Landscaping

20% (min)

53.5%

35%

Setbacks (For New Dwelling Unit)
Front

15’-0” (min)

N/A

20’-0”

Side

5’-0” (min)

N/A

5’ (West), 52’ (East)

Rear

20’-0” (min)

N/A

20’-0”

Height

35’-0” (max)

N/A

23’-4”

Parking

2 garage spaces
(min)

N/A

2 garage spaces

A. STAFF NOTES
1. Project Description
The project includes construction of a 1,580-square foot (sf), two-story dwelling with an attached
garage on a 7,700 sf parcel zoned for two-family dwellings that has an existing 967 sf dwelling
and 604 sf detached garage present on site. The existing dwelling is generally located within the
eastern half of the property. The detached garage is oriented in the center rear (south) of the
property. The proposed dwelling would be generally located within the western half of the
property. The project does not include any changes to the existing dwelling or detached garage.
Floor Plan
The first floor of the new dwelling would be 716 sf and would include an entryway and closet,
half bathroom, dining room, kitchen and living room. Interior access to the attached 437 sf
garage would be provided on the north side of the entry way. The vehicle access to the garage
would be provided on the east elevation, which would result in a “swing” type parking
orientation.
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The second floor of the new dwelling would be 910 sf and would include one master suite, two
bedrooms, one bath, and laundry room. A balcony would be located off of the north elevation of
the building and would be accessible from the master suite.
Grading and Drainage
The property is generally flat. Two rain garden or bioretention systems would be installed on the
property to manage stormwater run-off at pre-construction conditions.
Landscaping and Hardscapes
A bulb-shaped asphalt driveway exists on the property, which provides access to the existing
detached garage and a portion of the west side of the property. The asphalt would be removed
and replaced with a pervious paver driveway, which would provide access to both the existing
detached garage and the new attached garage. The width of the driveway would generally be
17’ except in front of the new garage, where the width would expand to 25’ to allow for adequate
back up space. The driveway would extend beyond the front property line and into the public
right-of-way to connect to the developed street. The segment of driveway within the right-of-way
would be concrete.
New landscaping would be placed in the front and rear yard of the new dwelling. Landscaping
proposed would include mostly native and drought tolerant shrubs and grass. One red willow
(Salix laevigata) is proposed in the south west corner of the property, which would help provide
privacy from the western neighbor’s second story balcony.
A new concrete covered front porch, concrete walkway, and concrete back porch would be
provided on the east and south sides of the new dwelling. The new concrete areas would be
enclosed with a 5 foot wide fence. The perimeter of the property is surrounded by an existing 2’6” chainlinked fence along the front lot line and a partially non-conforming 5’ wood fence on the
side lot lines.
2. General Plan, Zoning, and Surrounding Land Uses
The General Plan land use designation for this property is Medium Density Residential and the
Zoning Classification is R-2/C-Z (Two-Family Residential District/Coastal Zoning Combining
District). The development is not located within the Coastal Commission appeal jurisdiction.
The surrounding land uses including single-family homes to the east and south, mixed use
commercial structures to the west, and Ingrid B. Lacy Middle School to the north.
3. Municipal Code
The Two-Family Residential District allows development of two-family dwelling groups (more
than one main building) as a conditional use subject to obtaining a Use Permit (PMC Sec. 94.501). Additionally, the property is located in the Coastal Zoning Combining District, which
requires any development to obtain a Coastal Development Permit (PMC Sec. 9-4.4303(a)).
The swing-type parking configuration proposed at the site would not require a site development
permit because it does not require a reduced front setback (PMC Sec. 9-4.2709(b)).
The findings required to approve each entitlement are discussed in Section A.4 of this this staff
report.
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4. Required Findings
a. Use Permit (UP-090-17) – Pursuant to PMC Section 9-4.3303, the Commission shall grant
a use permit upon making all of the following findings:
(i) That the establishment, maintenance, or operation of the use or building
applied for will not, under the circumstances of the particular case, be
detrimental to the health, safety, and welfare of the persons residing or
working in the neighborhood or to the general welfare of the City;
Discussion: The project site is designated in both the General Plan and Local
Coastal Plan to accommodate two dwelling units. The site is also zoned to allow twofamily dwelling groups upon approval of a use permit. (PMC Section 9-4.501(b)(1).)
A two-family dwelling group is a type of development similar to a two-family dwelling
(i.e., duplex), which is a permitted use in the R-2 zone. A duplex development is
where two attached dwelling units are constructed on a single parcel, whereas a twofamily dwelling group consists of two detached dwellings on a single parcel. (PMC
Section 9-4.234.)
The size of the property is nearly 50 percent larger than the minimum requirement for
the R-2 zoning district. The site also would result in one dwelling unit per 3,850 sf of
lot area, in excess of the R-2 zoning district requirement of 2,900 sf of lot area per
dwelling unit. The property is currently surrounded by single- and multi-family
dwellings, such that the in-fill project would not introduce a use that is more intensive
or otherwise is inconsistent with the neighboring parcels. Moreover, the site is large
enough to accommodate the additional dwelling without exceeding any of the
development standards for the site including setbacks, lot coverage, and height.
The type of development proposed has been contemplated in the City’s relevant
planning documents, would be consistent with surrounding uses and densities, and
therefore, would not be detrimental to the health, safety, and welfare of the persons
residing or working in the neighborhood or to the general welfare of the City.
(ii) That the use or building applied for is consistent with the applicable
provisions of the General Plan and other applicable laws of the City and, where
applicable, the local Coastal Plan; and
Discussion: The project site, in its existing condition, does not conform to R-2
zoning district standards. This is because the site consists of a single-family dwelling
on a 7,700 sf site, while PMC Section 9-4.501(b)(4) requires a use permit for singlefamily residences on lots greater than 5,800 sf in area, and the City has not
approved a use permit as required by the PMC. The proposed project, however,
would bring the property into compliance with R-2 zoning standards upon approval of
a use permit for a two-family dwelling group. A two-family dwelling group would also
be consistent with the General Plan and Local Coastal Plan as detailed below:
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General Plan
Medium Density Residential - Indicates an average of 10 to 15 dwelling units per
acre. Site conditions will determine specific density and building type. Site
conditions include slope, geology, soils, access, availability of utilities, public
safety, visibility, and environmental sensitivity. (Pages 32 and 72)
Discussion. The 0.17 acre site should have two to three dwellings on site based
on the General Plan land use designation. The addition of one dwelling unit to
the site with one existing dwelling unit as proposed in the project would bring the
property into compliance with the General Plan. Staff has not identified any
unique slope, geology, soils, access, utilities, public safety, visibility, or
environmental sensibility considerations which would alter the specific density or
building type appropriate for the site.
Criteria for in-fill development within existing residential areas should include:
1. Design and scale compatible with surrounding development.
2. Protection of the economic mix of housing opportunities.
3. Assurance of geologic stability, and
4. Minimal tree removal and replacement plantings as needed.
Special attention should be given to the design character of the old bungalow
style of housing; small one-story structures, wood siding, incorporation of small
porches, and the intimate detailing of window trim, planter boxes, fencing and
landscaping. Structures in these areas should be limited to two stories to
preserve intimacy and the appropriate scale of development. (Page 69/ C-37
LCLUP)
Discussion. The project would meet the criteria for an in-fill project as explained
below:
(1) The two-story, 1,580 sf home would be of appropriate scale with the
surrounding residences, which are comprised of one and two story homes,
ranging in approximate size from 950 sf to 2,000 sf. The proposed dwelling would
have a modern design, including a flat shed type roof, a mix of exterior materials
(siding, stucco), stainless steel railings for the balcony, and dark colored finishes.
The existing dwelling on the property has a bungalow style design, with a hip
roof, siding exterior, small front porch, and a light color. However, other
surrounding properties in the area include typical 1990’s style suburban homes
and mixed use buildings. The proposed dwelling does incorporate elements from
each of the surrounding buildings, which make the development compatible with
the surrounding developments; for example, stucco from the suburban homes,
siding from the existing dwelling on the property, and height from the mixed use
buildings. Consistent landscaping around the proposed dwelling and the existing
dwelling would improve the compatibility of the two structures; therefore
Condition of Approval 11 would require the applicant to landscape their entire
property.
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(2) The proposed project would not negatively impact the economic mix of
housing opportunities in the neighborhood because the project adds an
additional dwelling unit to a lot with only one existing dwelling unit, and the
addition is in keeping with the housing mix of the surrounding area. Therefore,
this project would enhance the economic mix of housing opportunities in the
neighborhood.
(3) The applicant submitted a geotechnical investigation for the development of
the property. The report concluded that the site was suitable for development
with the incorporation of their recommendations. Condition of Approval No. 5 will
require the applicant to incorporate the recommendations from the applicant’s
geotechnical report.
(4) Approximately two small, non-heritage trees would have to be removed
during construction; however the applicant would landscape the property, as
required by Condition of Approval No. 11.
As discussed above, the existing dwelling on the site is an old bungalow style
structure. The proposed dwelling is limited to two stories and will preserve
intimacy of the property and the appropriate scale of development.
Local Coastal Land Use Plan
Coastal Act Policy No. 23: New development, except as otherwise provided in
this policy, shall be located within, contiguous with, or in close proximity to,
existing developed areas able to accommodate it or, where such areas are not
able to accommodate it, in other areas with adequate public services and where
it will not have significant adverse effects, either individually or cumulatively, on
coastal resources... [the remainder of this policy pertains to major land divisions
other than condominiums and to visitor-serving facilities, neither of which are part
of the subject project.]
Discussion. The proposed dwelling is located within an existing developed area.
The surrounding neighborhood is substantially developed with residential and
neighborhood commercial uses. Therefore, development will not occur outside of
existing developed areas.
Coastal Act Policy 26. New development shall:
a) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood and fire
hazard.
b) Assure stability and structural integrity and neither create nor contribute
significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or
surrounding area or in any way require the construction of protective devices
that would substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs.
c) Be consistent with requirements imposed by an air pollution control district or
the State Air Resources Control Board as to each particular development.
d) Minimize energy consumption and vehicle miles traveled (VMTs).
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e) Where appropriate, protect special communities and neighborhoods which,
because of their unique characteristics, are popular visitor destination points
for recreational uses.
Discussion. The project would meet the criteria for Coastal Act Policy No. 26 as
explained below:
(a) The project site is not located in a high geologic, flood or fire hazard area
identified in the City’s General Plan and, therefore, the project would minimize
risks to life and property.
(b) Implementation of the recommendations of the geotechnical report prepared
by Earth Investigations Consultants, dated May 4, 2017, as required by Condition
of Approval No. 5, and obtainment of a building permit would assure stability and
structural integrity of the development.
(c) No specific requirements imposed by the Bay Area Air Quality Management
District (BAAQMD) were identified for this project. The project size (one dwelling
unit) is below applicable BAAQMD thresholds for potentially significant air quality
impacts.
(d) Development of a dwelling that is walkable to the existing Palmetto Avenue
commercial district and located near SAMTRANS transit options would minimize
energy consumption and VMTs. Additionally, the construction of the dwelling
would have to meet current California Residential Code requirements, which
include insulation and other energy efficiency requirements.
(e) The proposed project is not anticipated to have any negative impact on the
character of the community as the dwelling would be consistent with the design
and scale of the surrounding developments.
Housing: Encourage higher valued residential development in well-established
neighborhoods where the new development will reinforce the existing residential
character and not threaten the affordability or result in clearance of existing low
and moderate income units. (Page C-109)
Discussion. The new, modern dwelling would be located in a well-established
residential neighborhood, which will reinforce the existing residential character
and not threaten the affordability or remove an existing low or moderate income
unit.
(iii) Where applicable, that the use or building applied for is consistent with the
City's adopted Design Guidelines.
Discussion: The proposed dwelling would be consistent with the City’s adopted
Design Guidelines as further discussed below.
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Site Planning, Site Improvement. Locate site improvements such as building,
parking areas, and walkways to take advantage of desirable site features. […]
Site improvements should be designed to work with site features, not against
them. Lot grading should be minimized and disruption of natural features such as
trees, ground forms, rocks, and water courses should be avoided.
Discussion. The proposed dwelling would take advantage of the available vacant
space of the site. Minimal grading will be necessary for the development as the
site is generally flat. The site access would utilize a shared driveway in the
center of the site, thus minimizing additional disturbance and impervious surface
on the site.
Building Design, Scale. An important aspect of design compatibility is scale.
Scale is the measure of the relationship of the relative overall size of one
structure with one or more other structures. Scale is also used to refer to a group
of buildings, a neighborhood, or an entire city. A development can be “out of
scale” with its surroundings due to its relative height, bulk, mass, or density.
Discussion. The two-story, 1,580 sf home would be of appropriate scale with the
surrounding residences, which are comprised of one and two story homes,
ranging in approximate size from 950 sf to 2,000 sf.
Coastal Development, Weather. The coastal climate can be severe and must be
considered in the site planning and design of coastal development. Windblown
sand can compound weather related problems. (a) Corrosive resistant material
should be used with good quality roofing. […] Non protected metals exposed to
elements should be avoided. [...] (b) Entryways should be located away from
direct exposure to wind, or should be protected with screening and overhangs.
[…]
Discussion: (a) The proposed dwelling does include use of stainless steel railings
for the balcony. Stainless steel is a climate appropriate metal due to its corrosion
resistant properties. (b) The entry for the dwelling is located on the eastern
elevation of the structure, which would be protected from the direct onshore
winds from the west.
b. Coastal Development Permit (CDP-383-17) – The Commission shall grant a coastal
development permit only when all of the following findings are made:
(i) The proposed development is in conformity with the City’s certified Local
Coastal Program.
Discussion: The City’s certified Local Coastal Program includes a Local Coastal
Land Use Plan (LCLUP) that contains policies to further the City’s coastal planning
activities. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable policies and the
Local Coastal Land Use Plan as discussed above in Section A.4.a.i and A.4.a.ii. Of
note, the project would create additional housing opportunities without the loss of
existing housing units; would be energy efficient and located near existing

Packet Pg. 353

2

PC Staff Report
106 Bella Vista Avenue
January 16, 2018
Page 9

commercial services and transit access; would be located within an existing
developed area; and, would be consistent with surrounding land uses and densities.
(ii) Where the Coastal Development Permit is issued for any development between
the nearest public road and the shoreline, the development is in conformity
with the public recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act.
Discussion: The project is not located between the shoreline and the nearest public
road. Therefore, this finding does not apply to the project.
5. CEQA Recommendation
Staff analysis of the proposed project supports a Planning Commission finding that it qualifies
for a categorical exemption from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The project
qualifies as a Class 3 exemption under CEQA Guidelines Section 15303(a), as described
below:
15303. New Construction or Conversion of Small Structures
Class 3 consists of construction and location of limited numbers of new, small facilities or
structures; installation of small new equipment and facilities in small structures; and the
conversion of existing small structures from one use to another where only minor modifications
are made in the exterior of the structure. The numbers of structures described in this section
are the maximum allowable on any legal parcel. Examples of this exemption include, but are
not limited to:
a) One single-family residence, or a second dwelling unit in a residential zone. In
urbanized areas, up to three single-family residences may be constructed or
converted under this exemption.
The project includes construction of a 1,580 sf, two-story dwelling with an attached garage on a
7,700 sf property zoned for two-family dwellings that has an existing 967 sf dwelling and 604 sf
detached garage present on site. The project is within the scope of a Class 3 categorical
exemption as the one dwelling to be constructed would accommodate a single family.
Additionally, none of the exceptions to the exemptions in Section 15300.2 of the CEQA
Guidelines apply, as described below.


Sec. 15300.2(a): There is no evidence in the record that the project would impact an
environmental resource of hazardous or critical concern in an area designated, precisely
mapped, and officially adopted pursuant to law by federal, State, or local agencies.



Sec. 15300.2(b): There is no evidence in the record that cumulative projects of the same
type would occur within the same place to create a significant cumulative impact.



Sec. 15300.2(c): There is no evidence that the activity would have a significant effect on
the environment due to unusual circumstances.



Sec. 15300.2(d) through (f): The project is not proposed near an officially designated
scenic highway, does not involve a current or former hazardous waste site, and, does
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not affect any historical resources. Therefore, the provisions of subsections (d) through
(f) are not applicable to this project.
Because the project is consistent with the requirements for a Class 3 exemption and none of the
exceptions to the exemptions in Section 15300.2 apply; therefore, there is substantial evidence
in the record to support a finding that the project is categorically exempt from CEQA.
6. Staff Summary
The project would bring the property into compliance with the General Plan, Local Coastal Plan,
and zoning standards. The structure would comply with all development standards for the R-2
zoning district. The structure would be compatible in scale, use, and design with existing
development in the area. The in-fill project would add housing near a commercial district which
would encourage alternative transportation, such as walking and transit. The new, modern
dwelling would be located in a well-established residential neighborhood, which will reinforce the
existing residential character and not threaten the affordability or remove an existing low or
moderate income unit. Thus, staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve the
proposed project subject to the conditions attached.
B.

COMMISSION ACTION

MOTION FOR APPROVAL:
Move that the Planning Commission finds the project is exempt from the California
Environmental Quality Act; APPROVE Use Permit UP-090-17 and Coastal Development Permit
CDP-383-17, by adopting the resolution included as Attachment B to the staff report, including
conditions of approval in Exhibit A to the resolution; and, incorporate all maps and testimony
into the record by reference.
ATTACHMENT LIST:
Attachment A - Land Use and Zoning Exhibit
(PDF)
Attachment B - Draft Resolution and COAs (DOCX)
Attachment C - Project Plans (PDF)

Packet Pg. 355

2.a

Land Use & Zoning Exhibit
City of Pacifica Planning Department

Zoning Map Diagram
Zoning District: R-2, C-Z Two-Family Residential District/ Coastal Zoning Combining District

Attachment: Attachment A - Land Use and Zoning Exhibit (2456 : 106 Bella Vista Avenue)

General Plan Diagram
Neighborhood: West Sharp Park
Land Use Designation: Medium Density Residential

Attachment A
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A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF PACIFICA
APPROVING USE PERMIT UP-090-17 AND COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT
CDP-383-17, SUBJECT TO CONDITIONS, FOR CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW
DWELLING UNIT WITH ATTACHED GARAGE AT 106 BELLA VISTA AVENUE
(APN 016-021-300) TO CREATE A TWO-FAMILY DWELLING GROUP, AND
FINDING THE PROJECT EXEMPT FROM THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL
QUALITY ACT (CEQA).
______________________________________________________________________________
Initiated by: Dan Mackowski (“Applicant”).
WHEREAS, an application has been submitted to construct a second dwelling at 106
Bella Vista Avenue (APN 016-021-300) to create a two-family dwelling group;
WHEREAS, the project requires approval of a Use Permit because a two-family
dwelling group is a conditional use in the R-2 (Two-Family Residential District) zoning district
(Pacifica Municipal Code (PMC) Sec. 9-4.501);
WHEREAS, the project requires approval of a Coastal Development Permit because the
project involves development within the Coastal Zone (PMC Sec. 9-4.4303(a)); and, the project
does not qualify as a category of exempted or excluded development (PMC Sec. 9-4.4303(h) and
(i)); and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Pacifica did hold a duly noticed
public hearing on January 16, 2018, at which time it considered all oral and documentary
evidence presented, and incorporated all testimony and documents into the record by reference.
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Planning Commission of the
City of Pacifica as follows:
1. The above recitals are true and correct and material to this Resolution.
2. In making its findings, the Planning Commission relied upon and hereby incorporates
by reference all correspondence, staff reports, and other related materials.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of Pacifica
does hereby make the following findings pertaining to Use Permit UP-090-17:
(i) That the establishment, maintenance, or operation of the use or building applied
for will not, under the circumstances of the particular case, be detrimental to the
health, safety, and welfare of the persons residing or working in the neighborhood
or to the general welfare of the City;

Attachment: Attachment B - Draft Resolution and COAs [Revision 1] (2456 : 106 Bella Vista Avenue)

RESOLUTION NO.
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Discussion: The project site is designated in both the General Plan and Local Coastal
Plan to accommodate two dwelling units. The site is also zoned to allow two-family
dwelling groups upon approval of a use permit. (PMC Section 9-4.501(b)(1).) A
two-family dwelling group is a type of development similar to a two-family dwelling
(i.e., duplex), which is a permitted use in the R-2 zone. A duplex development is
where two attached dwelling units are constructed on a single parcel, whereas a twofamily dwelling group consists of two detached dwellings on a single parcel. (PMC
Section 9-4.234.)
The size of the property is nearly 50 percent larger than the minimum requirement for
the R-2 zoning district. The site also would result in one dwelling unit per 3,850 sf of
lot area, in excess of the R-2 zoning district requirement of 2,900 sf of lot area per
dwelling unit. The property is currently surrounded by single- and multi-family
dwellings, such that the in-fill project would not introduce a use that is more intensive
or otherwise is inconsistent with the neighboring parcels. Moreover, the site is large
enough to accommodate the additional dwelling without exceeding any of the
development standards for the site including setbacks, lot coverage, and height.
The type of development proposed has been contemplated in the City’s relevant
planning documents, would be consistent with surrounding uses and densities, and
therefore, would not be detrimental to the health, safety, and welfare of the persons
residing or working in the neighborhood or to the general welfare of the City.
(ii) That the use or building applied for is consistent with the applicable provisions of
the General Plan and other applicable laws of the City and, where applicable, the
local Coastal Plan; and
Discussion: The project site, in its existing condition, does not conform to R-2 zoning
district standards. This is because the site consists of a single-family dwelling on a
7,700 sf site, while PMC Section 9-4.501(b)(4) requires a use permit for single-family
residences on lots greater than 5,800 sf in area, and the City has not approved a use
permit as required by the PMC. The proposed project, however, would bring the
property into compliance with R-2 zoning standards upon approval of a use permit for
a two-family dwelling group. A two-family dwelling group would also be consistent
with the General Plan and Local Coastal Plan as detailed below:
General Plan
Medium Density Residential - Indicates an average of 10 to 15 dwelling units per
acre. Site conditions will determine specific density and building type. Site
conditions include slope, geology, soils, access, availability of utilities, public
safety, visibility, and environmental sensitivity. (Pages 32 and 72)
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Discussion. The 0.17 acre site should have two to three dwellings on site based on
the General Plan land use designation. The addition of one dwelling unit to the
site with one existing dwelling unit as proposed in the project would bring the
property into compliance with the General Plan. Staff has not identified any
unique slope, geology, soils, access, utilities, public safety, visibility, or
environmental sensibility considerations which would alter the specific density or
building type appropriate for the site.
Criteria for in-fill development within existing residential areas should include:
1. Design and scale compatible with surrounding development.
2. Protection of the economic mix of housing opportunities.
3. Assurance of geologic stability, and
4. Minimal tree removal and replacement plantings as needed.
Special attention should be given to the design character of the old bungalow
style of housing; small one-story structures, wood siding, incorporation of small
porches, and the intimate detailing of window trim, planter boxes, fencing and
landscaping. Structures in these areas should be limited to two stories to preserve
intimacy and the appropriate scale of development. (Page 69/ C-37 LCLUP)
Discussion. The project would meet the criteria for an in-fill project as explained
below:
(1) The two-story, 1,580 sf home would be of appropriate scale with the
surrounding residences, which are comprised of one and two story homes, ranging
in approximate size from 950 sf to 2,000 sf. The proposed dwelling would have a
modern design, including a flat shed type roof, a mix of exterior materials (siding,
stucco), stainless steel railings for the balcony, and dark colored finishes. The
existing dwelling on the property has a bungalow style design, with a hip roof,
siding exterior, small front porch, and a light color. However, other surrounding
properties in the area include typical 1990’s style suburban homes and mixed use
buildings. The proposed dwelling does incorporate elements from each of the
surrounding buildings, which make the development compatible with the
surrounding developments; for example, stucco from the suburban homes, siding
from the existing dwelling on the property, and height from the mixed use
buildings. Consistent landscaping around the proposed dwelling and the existing
dwelling would improve the compatibility of the two structures; therefore
Condition of Approval 11 would require the applicant to landscape their entire
property.
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(2) The proposed project would not negatively impact the economic mix of
housing opportunities in the neighborhood because the project adds an additional
dwelling unit to a lot with only one existing dwelling unit. Therefore, this project
would enhance the economic mix of housing opportunities in the neighborhood.
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(3) The applicant submitted a geotechnical investigation for the development of
the property. The report concluded that the site was suitable for development with
the incorporation of their recommendations. Condition of Approval No. 5 will
require the applicant to incorporate the recommendations from the applicant’s
geotechnical report.
(4) Approximately two small, non-heritage trees would have to be removed
during construction; however the applicant would landscape the property, as
required by Condition of Approval No. 11.
As discussed above, the existing dwelling on the site is an old bungalow style
structure. The proposed dwelling is limited to two stories and will preserve
intimacy of the property and the appropriate scale of development.
Local Coastal Land Use Plan
Coastal Act Policy No. 23: New development, except as otherwise provided in
this policy, shall be located within, contiguous with, or in close proximity to,
existing developed areas able to accommodate it or, where such areas are not
able to accommodate it, in other areas with adequate public services and where it
will not have significant adverse effects, either individually or cumulatively, on
coastal resources... [the remainder of this policy pertains to major land divisions
other than condominiums and to visitor-serving facilities, neither of which are
part of the subject project.]
Discussion. The proposed dwelling is located within an existing developed area.
The surrounding neighborhood is substantially developed with residential and
neighborhood commercial uses. Therefore, development will not occur outside of
existing developed areas.
Coastal Act Policy 26. New development shall:
a) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood and fire
hazard.
b) Assure stability and structural integrity and neither create nor contribute
significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or
surrounding area or in any way require the construction of protective devices
that would substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs.
c) Be consistent with requirements imposed by an air pollution control district or
the State Air Resources Control Board as to each particular development.
d) Minimize energy consumption and vehicle miles traveled (VMTs).
e) Where appropriate, protect special communities and neighborhoods which,
because of their unique characteristics, are popular visitor destination points
for recreational uses.

Attachment: Attachment B - Draft Resolution and COAs [Revision 1] (2456 : 106 Bella Vista Avenue)

Two-Family Dwelling Group in Coastal Zone
106 Bella Vista Avenue (APN 016-021-300)
January 16, 2018
Page 4

Packet Pg. 360

2.b

Two-Family Dwelling Group in Coastal Zone
106 Bella Vista Avenue (APN 016-021-300)
January 16, 2018
Page 5

(a) The project site is not located in a high geologic, flood or fire hazard area
identified in the City’s General Plan and, therefore, the project would minimize
risks to life and property.
(b) Implementation of the recommendations of the geotechnical report prepared
by Earth Investigations Consultants, dated May 4, 2017, as required by Condition
of Approval No. 5, and obtainment of a building permit would assure stability and
structural integrity of the development.
(c) No specific requirements imposed by the Bay Area Air Quality Management
District (BAAQMD) were identified for this project. The project size (one
dwelling unit) is below applicable BAAQMD thresholds for potentially
significant air quality impacts.
(d) Development of a dwelling that is walkable to the existing Palmetto Avenue
commercial district and located near SAMTRANS transit options would minimize
energy consumption and VMTs. Additionally, the construction of the dwelling
would have to meet current California Residential Code requirements, which
include insulation and other energy efficiency requirements.
(e) The proposed project is not anticipated to have any negative impact on the
character of the community as the dwelling would be consistent with the design
and scale of the surrounding developments.
Housing: Encourage higher valued residential development in well-established
neighborhoods where the new development will reinforce the existing residential
character and not threaten the affordability or result in clearance of existing low
and moderate income units. (Page C-109)
Discussion. The new, modern dwelling would be located in a well-established
residential neighborhood, which will reinforce the existing residential character
and not threaten the affordability or remove an existing low or moderate income
unit.
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Discussion: The proposed dwelling would be consistent with the City’s adopted
Design Guidelines as further discussed below.
Site Planning, Site Improvement. Locate site improvements such as building,
parking areas, and walkways to take advantage of desirable site features. […]
Site improvements should be designed to work with site features, not against
them. Lot grading should be minimized and disruption of natural features such as
trees, ground forms, rocks, and water courses should be avoided.
Discussion. The proposed dwelling would take advantage of the available vacant
space of the site. Minimal grading will be necessary for the development as the
site is generally flat. The site access would utilize a shared driveway in the center
of the site, thus minimizing additional disturbance and impervious surface on the
site.
Building Design, Scale. An important aspect of design compatibility is scale.
Scale is the measure of the relationship of the relative overall size of one structure
with one or more other structures. Scale is also used to refer to a group of
buildings, a neighborhood, or an entire city. A development can be “out of scale”
with its surroundings due to its relative height, bulk, mass, or density.
Discussion. The two-story, 1,580 sf home would be of appropriate scale with the
surrounding residences, which are comprised of one and two story homes, ranging
in approximate size from 950 sf to 2,000 sf.
Coastal Development, Weather. The coastal climate can be severe and must be
considered in the site planning and design of coastal development. Windblown
sand can compound weather related problems. (a) Corrosive resistant material
should be used with good quality roofing. […] Non protected metals exposed to
elements should be avoided. [...] (b) Entryways should be located away from
direct exposure to wind, or should be protected with screening and overhangs.
[…]
Discussion: (a) The proposed dwelling does include use of stainless steel railings
for the balcony. Stainless steel is a climate appropriate metal due to its corrosion
resistant properties. (b) The entry for the dwelling is located on the eastern
elevation of the structure, which would be protected from the direct onshore
winds from the west.

Attachment: Attachment B - Draft Resolution and COAs [Revision 1] (2456 : 106 Bella Vista Avenue)

(iii)Where applicable, that the use or building applied for is consistent with the City's
adopted Design Guidelines.

Packet Pg. 362

2.b

Two-Family Dwelling Group in Coastal Zone
106 Bella Vista Avenue (APN 016-021-300)
January 16, 2018
Page 7

(i) The proposed development is in conformity with the City’s certified Local Coastal
Program.
Discussion: The City’s certified Local Coastal Program includes a Local Coastal
Land Use Plan (LCLUP) that contains policies to further the City’s coastal planning
activities. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable policies and the
Local Coastal Land Use Plan as discussed above in in the findings for Use Permit
UP-090-17. Of note, the project would create additional housing opportunities
without the loss of existing housing units; would be energy efficient and located near
existing commercial services and transit access; would be located within an existing
developed area; and, would be consistent with surrounding land uses and densities.
(ii) Where the Coastal Development Permit is issued for any development between the
nearest public road and the shoreline, the development is in conformity with the
public recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act.
Discussion: The project is not located between the shoreline and the nearest public
road. Therefore, this finding does not apply to the project.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of Pacifica
does hereby make the following findings pertaining to the project:
That the project is exempt from the CEQA as a Class 3 exemption provided in Section
15303(a) of the CEQA Guidelines.
15303. New Construction or Conversion of Small Structures
Class 3 consists of construction and location of limited numbers of new, small
facilities or structures; installation of small new equipment and facilities in small
structures; and the conversion of existing small structures from one use to another
where only minor modifications are made in the exterior of the structure. The
numbers of structures described in this section are the maximum allowable on any
legal parcel. Examples of this exemption include, but are not limited to:
a) One single-family residence, or a second dwelling unit in a residential
zone. In urbanized areas, up to three single-family residences may be
constructed or converted under this exemption.
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Sec. 15300.2(a): There is no evidence in the record that the project would
impact an environmental resource of hazardous or critical concern in an
area designated, precisely mapped, and officially adopted pursuant to law
by federal, State, or local agencies.



Sec. 15300.2(b): There is no evidence in the record that cumulative
projects of the same type would occur within the same place to create a
significant cumulative impact.



Sec. 15300.2(c): There is no evidence that the activity would have a
significant effect on the environment due to unusual circumstances.



Sec. 15300.2(d) through (f): The project is not proposed near an officially
designated scenic highway, does not involve a current or former hazardous
waste site, and, does not affect any historical resources. Therefore, the
provisions of subsections (d) through (f) are not applicable to this project.

Because the project is consistent with the requirements for a Class 3 exemption and
none of the exceptions to the exemptions in Section 15300.2 apply; therefore, there is
substantial evidence in the record to support a finding that the project is categorically
exempt from CEQA.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Planning Commission
of the City of Pacifica approves Use Permit (UP-090-17) and Coastal Development Permit
(CDP-383-17) for construction of a 1,580 square foot, two story dwelling at 106 Bella Vista
Avenue (APN 016-021-300) to create a two family dwelling group, subject to conditions of
approval included as Exhibit A to this resolution.

*

*

*

*

*
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Passed and adopted at a regular meeting of the Planning Commission of the City of Pacifica,
California, held on the 16th day of January 2018.

NOES, Commissioners:
ABSENT, Commissioners:
ABSTAIN, Commissioners:

______________________________
John Nibbelin, Chair
ATTEST:

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

______________________________
Tina Wehrmeister, Planning Director

______________________________
Michelle Kenyon, City Attorney
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Exhibit A

Planning Commission Meeting of January 16, 2018
Planning Division of the Planning Department
1.

Development shall be substantially in accord with the plans entitled ““(N) Single Family
Home: Mackowski Residence 104 Bella Vista Avenue, Pacifica, CA” noted last revised
on 10/27/17 Planning Re-Submittal and received by the City of Pacifica on October 27,
2017, except as modified by the following conditions.

2.

The front setback to the new dwelling shall be 20 feet as scaled on the plans and not 10
feet as captioned on the plans (specifically on Sheet A1.1 Site Plan).

3.

New driveway pavers, as depicted on Sheet A1.1 Site Plan, shall be pervious pavers.

4.

The 12 inch drainage pipe shown on Sheet C-1 shall be extended to 66.3 linear feet
consistent with the Drainage Report 106 Bella Vista Pacifica California prepared by
Sigma Prime GeoSciences, Inc. and dated October 2017, unless the Building Official
determines the proposed 50 feet is adequate based on the building permit review.

5.

All recommendations detailed in the geotechnical investigation report entitled, “Proposed
Residential Development, 106 Bella Vista Avenue, Pacifica California”, prepared by
Earth Investigations Consultants, dated May 4, 2017 shall be incorporated into the
project.

6.

That the approval or approvals is/are valid for a period of one year from the date of final
determination. If the use or uses approved is/are not established within such period of
time, the approval(s) shall expire unless Applicant submits a written request for an
extension and applicable fee prior to the expiration date, and the Planning Director or
Planning Commission approves the extension request as provided below. The Planning
Director may administratively grant a single, one year extension provided, in the
Planning Director’s sole discretion, the circumstances considered during the initial
project approval have not materially changed. Otherwise, the Planning Commission shall
consider a request for a single, one year extension.

7.

Applicant shall maintain its site in a fashion that does not constitute a public nuisance and
that does not violate any provision of the Pacifica Municipal Code.

8.

All outstanding and applicable fees associated with the processing of this project shall be
paid prior to the issuance of a building permit.
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9.

Prior to issuance of a building permit, Applicant shall clearly indicate compliance with all
conditions of approval on the plans and/or provide written explanations to the Planning
Director’s satisfaction.

10.

The applicant shall indemnify, defend and hold harmless the City, its Council, Planning
Commission, advisory boards, officers, employees, consultants and agents (hereinafter
“City”) from any claim, action or proceeding (hereinafter “Proceeding”) brought against
the City to attack, set aside, void or annul the City‘s actions regarding any development
or land use permit, application, license, denial, approval or authorization, including, but
not limited to, variances, use permits, developments plans, specific plans, general plan
amendments, zoning amendments, approvals and certifications pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act, and/or any mitigation monitoring program, or brought
against the City due to actions or omissions in any way connected to the applicant’s
project, but excluding any approvals governed by California Government Code Section
66474.9. This indemnification shall include, but not be limited to, damages, fees and/or
costs awarded against the City, if any, and costs of suit, attorney fees and other costs,
liabilities and expenses incurred in connection with such proceeding whether incurred by
the applicant, City, and/or parties initiating or bringing such Proceeding. If the applicant
is required to defend the City as set forth above, the City shall retain the right to select the
counsel who shall defend the City.

11.

Prior to the issuance of a building permit, Applicant shall submit a final landscape plan
for approval by the Planning Director. The landscape plan shall show each type, size, and
location of plant materials, as well as the irrigation system. Landscaping materials
included on the plan shall be coastal compatible, drought tolerant and shall be
predominantly native, and shall include an appropriate mix of trees, shrubs, and other
plantings to soften the expanded structure. All landscaping shall be completed consistent
with the final landscape plans prior to occupancy. In addition, the landscaping shall be
maintained as shown on the landscape plan and shall be designed to incorporate efficient
irrigation to reduce runoff, promote surface filtration, and minimize the use of fertilizers,
herbicides, and pesticides. Landscaping on the site shall be adequately maintained in a
healthful condition and replaced when necessary as determined by the Planning Director.
The final landscaping plan shall show landscaping for the entire property, and not just the
front, west side, and rear yards of the proposed dwelling.

Building Division of the Planning Department
12.

The project requires review and approval of a building permit by the Building Official.
Applicant shall apply for and receive approval of a building permit prior to commencing
any construction activity.
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Wastewater Division of Public Works Department
13.

Applicant shall provide location and size of sewer laterals appurtenances and City
standard and specifications prior to issuance of building permit.
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14.

Construction shall be in conformance with the City of Pacifica Storm Water Management
and Discharge Control Ordinance and San Mateo Countywide Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Program. Best Management Practices shall be implemented and the
construction BMPs plans sheet from the Countywide program shall be included in the
project plans.

15.

Roadways shall be maintained clear of construction materials, equipment, storage, and
debris, especially mud and dirt tracked onto Bella Vista Avenue and Palmetto Avenue.
Dust control and daily road cleanup will be strictly enforced. A properly signed noparking zone may be established during normal working hours only.

16.

Existing curb, sidewalk or other street improvements adjacent to the property frontage
that are damaged or displaced shall be repaired or replaced as determined by the City
Engineer even if damage or displacement occurred prior to any work performed for this
project.

17.

All recorded survey points, monuments, railroad spikes, pins, cross cuts on top of
sidewalks and tags on top of culvert headwalls or end walls whether within private
property or public right-of-way shall be protected and preserved. If survey point/s are
altered, removed or destroyed, the applicant shall be responsible for obtaining the
services of a licensed surveyor or qualified Civil Engineer to restore or replace the survey
points and record the required map prior to occupancy of the first unit.

18.

Applicant shall submit to Engineering Division the construction plans and necessary
reports and engineering calculations for all on-site and off-site improvements to the
satisfaction of the City Engineer. Such plans and reports shall include but are not limited
to:
a.

b.

An accurate survey plan, showing:
(i) survey marks and identifying the reference marks or monuments used to
establish the property lines;
(ii) property lines labeled with bearings and distances;
(iii)edge of public right-of-way;
(iv) any easements on the subject property
A site plan, showing:
(i) the whole width of right-of-way of Bella Vista Avenue, including existing
and proposed improvements such as, but not limited to, pavement overlay,
under-sidewalk drain, driveway approach, sidewalk, curb & gutter, existing
underground utilities and trenches for proposed connections, boxes for
underground utility connections and meters, existing power poles and any
ground-mounted equipment, street monuments, any street markings and
signage;
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d.

(ii) the slope of Bella Vista Avenue at the centerline;
(iii)adjacent driveways within 25’ of the property lines
(iv) any existing fences, and any structures on adjacent properties within 10’ of
the property lines.
All plans and reports must be signed and stamped by a California licensed
professional.
All site improvements including utilities and connections to existing mains must be
designed according to the City Standards and to the satisfaction of the City
Engineer.

19.

An Encroachment Permit must be obtained for all work within public right-of-way. All
proposed improvements within public right-of-way shall be constructed per City
Standards.

20.

No private structures, including but not limited to walls or curbs, fences, mailboxes, or
stairs shall encroach into the public right-of-way.

21.

All utilities shall be installed underground from the nearest main or joint pole.

22.

Applicant shall install new driveway approach and must be ADA compliant with no more
than 2% cross slope for a width of at least 48 inches.

23.

Per the adopted City of Pacifica Complete Street Policy, development shall include but
not limited to pedestrian facilities. Prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy,
applicant shall install new sidewalk as shown in Figure 1 below or approved equal per
City Standards 101A across the entire frontage.

24.

The existing street pavement shall be cold-planed (ground) to a depth of 2” across the
entire frontage of the property and out to the centerline of Bella Vista Avenue, or to the
extent of the longest utility trench if beyond the centerline, and an overlay of Caltrans
specification ½” Type ‘A’ hot mix asphalt concrete shall be placed. If, in the opinion of
the City Engineer, damage to the pavement during construction is more extensive, a
larger area may have to be ground & overlaid.

25.

Prior to the issuance of a building permit, Applicant shall determine the domestic water
requirements in accordance with the Uniform Plumbing Code so that the NCCWD can
provide the properly sized domestic meter or meters. Applicant must complete a SingleFamily Residence Water Service Application and submit it to the District. Storage and
Transmission Fees, Administrative Fee, and Installation Deposit must be paid in
accordance with the District’s Rate and Fee Schedule before the District installs any
meters.
The application is available on the District’s website at
http://nccwd.com/images/PDFs/_WATER%20SERVICE%20APPLICATION.pdf.
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26.

The Applicant shall submit plans for the required fire sprinklers per 2016 CFC Chapter 9
and Pacifica Municipal Code at the same time or before they submit for a building
permit. Because the project requires fire sprinklers, the fire sprinkler designer and/or
owner/applicant may be required to have a fire flow test performed to ensure the system
is designed using accurate information. If a fire flow test is required, a fee and deposit is
required payable to the North Coast County Water District.

27.

Prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy, the fire sprinkler designer shall obtain
the latest version of the NCCWD’s Standard Specifications and Construction Details
(available online at http://nccwd.com/projects/standard-specifications-and-constructiondetails.html or may be purchased at the District Office) and shall design the sprinkler
system to meet NCCWD standards. The fire sprinkler designer must submit plans and
Hydraulic Fire Sprinkler Calculations approved and stamped by a registered Fire
Protection Engineer to the District for review along with the appropriate fees to cover
District costs related to plan review. The fire sprinkler plans and hydraulic calculations
must first obtain approval from the North County Fire Authority before submitting them
to the NCCWD.

28.

The Applicant shall provide clearly visible illuminated premises Identification (address)
per Pacifica Municipal Code 4-3.107.

29.

The Applicant shall install smoke detectors and CO monitors per 2016 CFC and 2016
CBC.

30.

The Applicant shall conform to 2013 CFC chapter 33 for fire safety during all
construction and demolition.

31.

The Applicant shall not begin construction or demolition without approved plans and a
permit on site at all times.
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(N) SINGLE FAMILY HOME: MACKOWSKI RESIDENCE
104 BELLA VISTA AVENUE, PACIFICA, CA

HANDICAP
HEADER
HARDWOOD
HEIGHT
HORIZONTAL
HOUR

INSUL
INT

INSULATION
INTERIOR

JT

JOINT OR JOINT TRENCH

LINEN
LAM
LAV
LT

LINEN CLOSET
LAMINATE
LAVATORY
LIGHT

MAX
MECH
MFR
MH
MIN
MISC
MLDG
MTD
MTL

MAXIMUM
MECHANICAL
MANUFACTURER
MANHOLE
MINIMUM
MISCELLANEOUS
MOULDING
MOUNTED
METAL

T&G
TBD
TEL
THK
TO
TOC
TOP
TOS
TOW
TP
TV
TYP

TILE, TREAD, TOP, OR
TRANSFORMER
TONGUE AND GROOVE
TO BE DETERMINED
TELEPHONE
THICK
TOP OF
TOP OF CURB
TOP OF PLATE
TOP OF SUBFLOOR
TOP OF WALL
TOP OF PAVEMENT
TELEVISION
TYPICAL

UNO

UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE

VERT

VERTICAL

W
W/
WC
WD
WH
WxH
WNDW
W/O
WP
WR
WT

WEST, WASHER, OR WATER
WITH
WATER CLOSET
WOOD
WATER HEATER
WIDTH BY HEIGHT
WINDOW
WITHOUT
WATERPROOF
WATER RESISTANT
WEIGHT

1

GRIDLINE IDENTIFICATION

BUILDING CODE DATA

DOWNSLOPE INDICATION

TYPE OF OCCUPANCY:
R3/U
CONSTRUCTION TYPE:
VB
BEARING AND NON-BEARING
WALLS (LESS THAN 5' FROM
PROPERTY LINE):
1-HOUR
OPENINGS NOT PERMITTED LESS THAN 3' FROM
PROPERTY LINE
NUMBER OF STORIES:
2
ALL WORK TO CONFORM TO 2016 CRC, CBC, CFC,
CPC, CMC, CEC, 2016 CALIFORNIA ENERGY CODE,
AND 2016 CGBC

SHOWER HEAD

COMPANY

CONTACT

TELEPHONE

APPLICANT / OWNER

-

DAN MACKOWSKI

(650) 359-2643

SURVEYOR

SAVIOR P. MICALLEF
LAND SURVEYING

SAVIOR MICALLEF

(805) 709-2423

DRAFTING/ DESIGN

BRIAN BRINKMAN
DRAFTING & DESIGN
ROUNDHOUSE
INDUSTRIES
EARTH INVESTIGATIONS
CONSULTANTS
NRG COMPLIANCE

BRIAN BRINKMAN

(650) 922-7993

MICHAEL O'CONNELL

(650) 303-0495

JOEL BALDWIN

(650) 557-0262

-

-

SOILS ENGINEER
TITLE 24

±3,287 SF / 7,700 SF = 42.69%

(N) PAVER DRIVEWAY

1,463 SF

(N) CONCRETE PORCH, PATIO,
AND WALKWAYS

SERVICE

±3,583 SF / 7,700 SF = 46.53%

(N) TOTAL IMPERVIOUS SURFACE

(E) CONCRETE AND WOOD
PORCHES AND WALKWAYS

PROJECT DIRECTORY

ENGINEER

(E) TOTAL IMPERVIOUS SURFACE

159 SF
404 SF

(E) HOUSE AREA / FOOTPRINT

967 SF

(CONDITIONED)

(E) DETACHED GARAGE AREA

604 SF

(UN-CONDITIONED)

PROPOSED HOME- FOOTPRINT

1,153 SF

(CONDITIONED)

PROPOSED HOME1ST FLOOR LIVING AREA

716 SF

(CONDITIONED)

PROPOSED HOME ATTACHED GARAGE AREA

437 SF

(UN-CONDITIONED)

PROPOSED HOME2ND FLOOR LIVING AREA

910 SF

(CONDITIONED)

PROPOSED HOMETOTAL LIVING AREA

716 + 864 = 1,580 SF

PROPOSED HOMEMASTER BEDROOM DECK AREA

119 SF

(CONDITIONED)

(UN-CONDITIONED)

PROJECT NOTES
* FIRE SPRINKLERS ARE REQUIRED FOR THE NEW STRUCTURE, UNDER A SEPARATE PERMIT. NO FIRE
SUPPRESSION SYSTEM CURRENTLY EXISTS AT THE (E) HOME ON THE PARCEL.

CALGREEN CONSTRUCTION REQUIREMENTS
* CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE, AT THE TIME OF FINAL INSPECTION, AN OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE MANUAL TO THE OWNER OR OCCUPANT,
ADDRESSING ITEMS 1 THROUGH 10 IN CALGREEN SECTION 4.410.1.
* PER CALGREEN SECTION 4.408.2, CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE AND SUBMIT A CONSTRUCTION WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN, DIVERTING A
MINIMUM OF 50% OF WASTE GENERATED AT THE SITE TO RECYCLE OR SALVAGE, TO THE BUILDING DEPARTMENT. THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION
SHALL BE PROVIDED IN THE PLAN:
·
IDENTIFY MATERIALS TO BE RECYCLED, REUSED, OR SALVAGED
·
SPECIFY IF MATERIALS WILL BE SORTED ON SITE OR MIXED FOR TRANSPORTATION
·
IDENTIFY THE DIVERSION FACILITY(IES) TO BE USED
·
IDENTIFY CONSTRUCTION METHODS TO BE USED TO LIMIT WASTE GENERATION
·
SPECIFY THAT THE AMOUNT OF MATERIALS DIVERTED ARE TO BE CALCULATED BY WEIGHT OR VOLUME
* AUTOMATIC IRRIGATION SYSTEMS CONTROLLERS INSTALLED AT THE TIME OF FINAL INSPECTION SHALL BE WEATHER-BASED.
* PROTECT ANNULAR SPACES AROUND PIPES, ELECTRIC CABLES, AND CONDUITS AT EXTERIOR WALLS AGAINST THE PASSAGE OF RODENTS.
* COVER DUCT OPENINGS AND OTHER RELATED AIR DISTRIBUTION COMPONENT OPENINGS DURING CONSTRUCTION.
* ADHESIVES, SEALANTS, AND CAULKS SHALL BE COMPLIANT WITH VOC AND OTHER TOXIC COMPOUND LIMITS.
* PAINTS, STAINS, AND OTHER COATINGS SHALL BE COMPLIANT WITH VOC LIMITS.
* AEROSOL PAINTS AND COATINGS SHALL BE COMPLIANT WITH PRODUCT WEIGHTED MIR LIMITS FOR ROC AND OTHER TOXIC COMPOUNDS.
VERIFICATION OF COMPLIANCE SHALL BE PROVIDED.
* CARPET AND CARPET SYSTEMS SHALL BE COMPLIANT WITH VOC LIMITS.
* MINIMUM OF 80% OF FLOOR AREA RECEIVING RESILIENT FLOORING SHALL COMPLY WITH SECTION 4.504.4.
* PARTICLEBOARD, MEDIUM DENSITY FIBERBOARD, AND HARDWOOD PLYWOOD USED IN INTERIOR FINISH SYSTEMS SHALL COMPLY WITH LOW
FORMALDEHYDE EMISSION STANDARDS.
* INSTALL CAPILLARY BREAK AND VAPOR RETARDER AT SLAB ON GRADE FOUNDATIONS.
* CHECK MOISTURE CONTENT OF BUILDING MATERIALS USED IN WALL AND FLOOR FRAMING BEFORE ENCLOSURE.
* EACH BATHROOM SHALL BE MECHANICALLY VENTILATED WITH AN ENERGY STAR EXHAUST FAN, AND FAN MUST BE CONTROLLED BY A HUMIDITY
CONTROL.
* DUCT SYSTEMS SHALL BE SIZED, DESIGNED, AND EQUIPMENT SELECTED PER SECTION 4.507.2. HVAC SYSTEM INSTALLERS MUST BE TRAINED
AND CERTIFIED AND SPECIAL INSPECTORS EMPLOYED BY THE ENFORCING AGENCY MUST BE QUALIFIED.

Attachment: Attachment C - Project Plans (2456 : 106 Bella Vista Avenue)

HC
HDR
HDWD
HT
HORIZ
HR

T

R-2 TWO FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

ZONING :

±2,950 SF / 7,700 SF = 38.31%

(N) 2-STORY HOME, SINGLE
FAMILY HOME WITH ATTACHED
2-CAR GARAGE

GAS
GAUGE
GALVANIZED
GENERAL CONTRACTOR
GARBAGE DISPOSAL
GLASS
GRADE
GYPSUM BOARD

016-021-300

104 BELLA VISTA AVENUE
PACIFICA, CA 94044

G
GA
GALV
GC
GD
GL
GR
GYP BD

SOUTH
SETBACK
SCHEDULE
SMOKE DETECTOR OR STORM DRAIN
SQUARE FEET OR SQUARE FOOT
SHOWER HEAD
SHEET
SHOWER
SHEATHING
SIMILAR
SLIDING
SPECIFICATION
SQUARE
SANITARY SEWER
STEEL
STORAGE
STRUCTURAL
SUBCONTRACTOR
SUBFLOOR
SHEAR WALL
SYMMETRICAL

(N) LANDSCAPED /
NATURALLY VEGETATED AREA

±4,117 SF / 7,700 SF = 53.47%

PROJECT SCOPE:

FORCED AIR UNIT
FLOOR AREA RATIO
FLOOR DRAIN
FINISHED FLOOR
FINISH
FLOOR
FLUORESCENT
FOUNDATION
FIREPLACE
FOOT OR FEET
FOOTING
FURNACE

S
SB
SCHED
SD
SF
SH
SHT
SHWR
SHTG
SIM
SL
SPEC
SQ
SS
STL
STOR
STRUCT
SUB
SUBFLR
SW
SYM

REVISION NUMBER

±563 SF

PROJECT ADDRESS:

FAU
FAR
FD
FF
FIN
FL
FLUOR
FOUND
FP
FT
FTG
FURN

RADIUS
RETURN AIR GRILLE
ROOF DRAIN
REFRIGERATOR
REINFORCED OR REINFORCEMENT
REQUIRED
REVISION
RADIANT HEATING BOILER
ROOM
ROUGH OPENING
RIGHT-OF-WAY

(E) LANDSCAPED /
NATURALLY VEGETATED AREA

±2,012 SF

PLANNING RE-SUBMITTAL

EXISTING
EACH
ELECTRICAL
ELEVATION
ENGINEER
EQUIPMENT
EXTERIOR

R
RAG
RD
REF
REINF
REQ'D
REV
RHB
RM
RO
ROW

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER:

(E) TOTAL HARDSCAPED AREA

967 + 604 + 1,153 = 2,724
2,724 SF / 7,700 SF = 35.38%

10/27/17

(E)
EA
ELEC
ELEV
ENG
EQPT
EXT

PLATE OR PROPERTY LINE
PLYWOOD
PAIR
POINT OR PRESSURE TREATED

PROJECT COMMON ADDRESS:
1

(N) LOT COVERAGE

(N) TOTAL HARDSCAPED AREA

REVISION CLOUD

104 BELLA VISTA AVENUE
PACIFICA, CA 94044

967 + 604 = 1,571
1,571 SF / 7,700 SF = 20.40%

TITLE SHEET
EXISTING SITE PHOTOS
EXISTING TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY
NEW SITE PLAN
NEW LANDSCAPE PLAN
GRADING, DRAINAGE, EROSION CONTROL PLAN
1ST AND 2ND FLOOR PLANS
ROOF PLAN
NEW FRONT AND LEFT ELEVATIONS
NEW REAR AND RIGHT ELEVATIONS

1

DRYER
DOUBLE
DEPARTMENT
DEGREES
DIAMETER
DIMENSION
DOWN
DOOR
DOWNSPOUT
DISHWASHER
DRAWING

PL
PLYWD
PR
PT

PLANNING DATA

(E) LOT COVERAGE

A0.0
A0.1
1 of 1
A1.1
A1.2
C-1
A2.1
A2.2
A3.1
A3.2

MACKOWSKI RESIDENCE

D
DBL
DEPT
DEG
DIA
DIM
DN
DR
DS
DW
DWG

OFF
OPNG
OH
O/H
OPP

DETAIL NUMBER
SHEET ON WHICH IT OCCURS

7,700 SF

PLANNING SUBMITTAL

CABINET
CATCH BASIN
CENTERLINE
CEILING
CLOSET
CONCRETE MASONRY UNIT
CLEAN OUT
COLUMN
CONCRETE
CONTINUOUS

OVEN
OVERALL
ON CENTER
OUTSIDE DIAMETER OR
OVERFLOW DRAIN
OFFICE
OPENING
OVERHANG
OVERHEAD
OPPOSITE

-

LOT SIZE

04/12/17

CAB
CB
CL
CLG
CLST
CMU
CO
COL
CONC
CONT

O
OA
OC
OD

SECTION CUT, DETAIL NUMBER
SHEET ON WHICH IT OCCURS

0

BUILDING
BLOCK
BLOCKING
BEAM
BOTTOM

-

(N) SINGLE FAMILY HOME:

BLDG
BLK
BLKG
BM
BOT

NEW 2-STORY SINGLE FAMILY HOME WITH ATTACHED
2-CAR GARAGE ON R-2 ZONED PARCEL. EXISTING
1-STORY SINGLE FAMILY HOME AND 2-CAR
DETACHED GARAGE TO REMAIN. EXISTING DRIVEWAY
TO BE MODIFIED AND SHARED BY BOTH RESIDENCES.

DESCRIPTION

ANCHOR BOLT
AIR CONDITIONER
ABOVE FINISHED FLOOR
APPROXIMATE
ABOVE SUBFLOOR
ABOVE SLAB

NORTH
NEW
NOT APPLICABLE
NOT AVAILABLE
NOT IN CONTRACT
NOMINAL
NON-RATED
NET SQUARE FEET
NOT TO SCALE

DRAWING INDEX

DATE

AB
A/C
AFF
APPROX
ASF
AS

N
(N)
N/A
NA
NIC
NOM
NR
NSF
NTS

PROJECT INFORMATION

REV

AT
NUMBER

SYMBOLS

PROJECT NAME:

@
#

PROJECT SCOPE

2% SLOPE

ABBREVIATIONS

SHEET TITLE:

TITLE SHEET

SHEET:

A0.0
Packet Pg. 372

PLANNING RE-SUBMITTAL

(N) 2-STORY HOME, SINGLE
FAMILY HOME WITH ATTACHED
2-CAR GARAGE

104 BELLA VISTA AVENUE
PACIFICA, CA 94044

Attachment: Attachment C - Project Plans (2456 : 106 Bella Vista Avenue)

PROJECT SCOPE:
PROJECT ADDRESS:

MACKOWSKI RESIDENCE

1

10/27/17

PLANNING SUBMITTAL
04/12/17
0

(N) SINGLE FAMILY HOME:

PROJECT NAME:

1
A0.1

2
A0.1

REV

VIEW FROM BELLA VISTA AVENUE
LOOKING SOUTH AT SUBJECT
PROPERTY

VIEW FROM BELLA VISTA AVENUE
LOOKING SOUTH AT EXISTING
DEVELOPMENT AT SUBJECT AND
EASTERN ADJECENT PROPERTY

DATE

DESCRIPTION

2.c

SHEET TITLE:

3
A0.1

VIEW FROM NORTHEASTERN CORNER
OF PROPERTY LOOKING TO THE
SOUTHWEST AT AREA OF PROPOSED
HOME AND WESTERN ADJACENT
DEVELOPMENT

4
A0.1

VIEW FROM FRONT PORCH OF EXISTING
HOME AT 106 BELLA VISTA LOOKING
NORTHWEST AT FRONT OF SUBJECT
PROPERTY, AND ACROSS BELLA VISTA
AVENUE AT EXISTING SCHOOL

EXISTING SITE
PHOTOS

SHEET:

A0.1
Packet Pg. 373

Attachment: Attachment C - Project Plans (2456 : 106 Bella Vista Avenue)

2.c

Packet Pg. 374

2.c

(N) Rear Yard Landscaping

20'
(N)
Concrete
Patio
FF = 104.50'

(N) GAS METER

PLANNING RE-SUBMITTAL
10/27/17
PROJECT SCOPE:

(N) 2-STORY HOME, SINGLE
FAMILY HOME WITH ATTACHED
2-CAR GARAGE

104 BELLA VISTA AVENUE
PACIFICA, CA 94044

(N) CABLE SERVICE

Garage
FF = 104.71'

(N) 200 AMP ELEC METER /
MAIN PANEL

29'-7"

10'

(N) U/G ELEC SERVICE

THE SUBJECT PROPERTY IS NOT LOCATED WITHIN A
FLOOD HAZARD AREA.

(N) Front Yard Landscaping

(N) DRIVEWAY APPROACH PER
CITY STANDARDS

PROJECT NAME:

18'

(N) 4"Ø SS LATERAL PER CITY
STANDARDS

(N) SINGLE FAMILY HOME:

(E) ASPHALT
DRIVEWAY TO
BE REMOVED

MACKOWSKI RESIDENCE

(N) WATER METER

(N)
Concrete
Driveway
Approach

PROJECT ADDRESS:

25'

Attachment: Attachment C - Project Plans (2456 : 106 Bella Vista Avenue)

REV

51'

1

5'

PLANNING SUBMITTAL

DESCRIPTION

26'-7"

04/12/17

(N)
Covered
Porch
FF = 104.71'

(N) 2-Story
Single Family
Home
FF = 105.00'

DATE

(N)
Paver
Driveway

106 BELLA VISTA
AVENUE

(N) Landscaping

104 BELLA VISTA
AVENUE

0

APN:
016-021-300

(E) ASPHALT DRIVEWAY AND
APRON TO BE REMOVED

(N) Landscaping

17'

(N) Landscaping

(N) Concrete Walkway

7'-5"

SHEET TITLE:

±151'-9"

1
A1.1

SITE PLAN
SCALE:

1/8" = 1'-0"

APPROXIMATE DISTANCE TO (E)
FIRE HYDRANT ON EASTERN
SIDE OF PALMETTO AVENUE,
NEAR INTERSECTION WITH
BELLA VISTA AVENUE.

SITE PLAN

SHEET:

A1.1
Packet Pg. 375

2.c

PLANT LIST

F
G

L

F

J

L

BOTANICAL NAME

COMMON NAME

PLANT TYPE

NATIVE?

DROUGHT
TOLERANT?

SOURCE??

IRRIGATION
METHOD

A

SALIX LAEVIGATA

RED WILLOW

TREE

X

X

SF BAY C.D.C.

DRIP

B

CEANOTHUS 'DARK STAR'

CALIFORNIA LILAC

SHRUB

X

X

BAY NATIVES

DRIP

C

ARCTOSTAPHYLOS DENSIFLORA 'SUNSET'

SUNSET MANZANITA

SHRUB

X

X

BAY NATIVES

DRIP

D

LUPINUS ALBIFRONS

SILVER BUSH LUPINE

SHRUB

X

X

SUNSET

DRIP

E

ERICAMERIA ERICOIDES

CALIFORNIA GOLDENBUSH

SHRUB

X

X

SUNSET

DRIP

F

SALVIA CHAMAEDRYOIDES 'BEE'S BLISS'

'BEE'S BLISS' SAGE

SHRUB

X

X

SUNSET

DRIP

G

CHONDROPETALUM TECTORUM

SMALL CAPE RUSH

GRASS

X

SAN MARCOS
GROWERS

DRIP

H

JUNCUS PATENS 'ELK BLUE'

'ELK BLUE' CALIFORNIA GREY RUSH

GRASS

X

X

CALFLORA
NURSERY

DRIP

I

GAMBELIA SPECIOSA

ISLAND BUSH SNAPDRAGON

SHRUB

X

X

SUNSET

DRIP

J

ARABIS BLEPHAROPHYLLA

COAST ROCK CRESS

PERENNIAL

X

X

SUNSET

DRIP

IRIS DOUGLASIANA 'CANYON SNOW'

CANYON SNOW IRIS

PERENNIAL

X

X

SUNSET

DRIP

A
I

H
J

(N)
Concrete
Patio
FF = 104.50'

E

SYMBOL

I

I

K
L

H

G

(N) Concrete Walkway

K
K

H

APN:
016-021-300

104 BELLA VISTA
AVENUE

H

PLANNING SUBMITTAL

DESCRIPTION

D

PLANNING RE-SUBMITTAL

H

10/27/17
PROJECT SCOPE:

(N) 2-STORY HOME, SINGLE
FAMILY HOME WITH ATTACHED
2-CAR GARAGE

PROJECT ADDRESS:

104 BELLA VISTA AVENUE
PACIFICA, CA 94044

H

(N) GAS METER
H

(N) CABLE SERVICE

Garage
FF = 104.71'

(N) 200 AMP ELEC METER /
MAIN PANEL

H
H

B

H

B

H

THE SUBJECT PROPERTY IS NOT LOCATED WITHIN A
FLOOD HAZARD AREA.

B

H

C

C

(N) U/G ELEC SERVICE

K
C

C

G

G

(N) WATER METER

PROJECT NAME:

(N)
Concrete
Driveway
Approach

(N) 4"Ø SS LATERAL PER CITY
STANDARDS

1
A1.2

NEW LANDSCAPE PLAN
SCALE:

1/8" = 1'-0"

(N) SINGLE FAMILY HOME:

D

MACKOWSKI RESIDENCE

K

Attachment: Attachment C - Project Plans (2456 : 106 Bella Vista Avenue)

REV

H
F

1

106 BELLA VISTA
AVENUE

H

DATE

(N)
Covered
Porch
FF = 104.71'

0

(N) 2-Story
Single Family
Home
FF = 105.00'

04/12/17

H

(N)
Paver
Driveway

SHEET TITLE:

NEW
LANDSCAPE
PLAN

SHEET:

A1.2
Packet Pg. 376
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2.c

Packet Pg. 377

2.c

MAX FLOW RATE OF SHOWERHEADS SHALL BE 2.0 GPM
MAX FLOW RATE OF LAVATORY FAUCETS SHALL BE 1.5 GPM
MAX FLOW RATE OF KITCHEN FAUCETS SHALL BE 1.8 GPM
ALL TOILETS SHALL BE MAX 1.28 GPF

WALL LEGEND
PROPOSED STUD WALL
PROPOSED 42" HIGH STUD WALL

AT LEAST ONE WINDOW IN EACH BEDROOM SHALL MEET THE
FOLLOWING REQUIREMENTS:
·
MIN. 5.7 SF IN OVERALL SIZE
·
MIN. 24" CLEAR OPENING HEIGHT
·
MIN. 20" CLEAR OPENING WIDTH
·
SILL A MAX. OF 44" ABOVE FINISHED FLOOR

PROPOSED 1-HR FIRE RATED
WALL
EXISTING / PROPOSED CONCRETE
WALL

21'
4'-6"

16'-6"

3016FX 6080 3020FX

3046SH
3026FX

3046SH
3030FX

(N) MODERN DOWNWARD LIGHTING WALL
SCONCE (TYP.x10 THIS LEVEL)

3046SH
3036FX

3046SH

16'-6"

2:12

13'

13'

(N) CERTAINTEED FLINTLASTIC SA BUILT UP,
SELF-ADHERING, MODIFIED BITUMEN ROOFING
SYSTEM, OR SIMILAR, AT ALL (N) ROOFS.

OUTLINE OF ROOF ABOVE (TYP.)

(N) VAULTED CEILING AT (N) LIVING ROOM

13'

13610FX

46'-9"

Half
Bath

F

3068

(N) 4" LED RECESSED CAN LIGHT FIXTURE
AT UNDERSIDE OF ROOF OR CANTILEVERED
FLOOR ABOVE (TYP.x6 THIS LEVEL)

2046SH

2868

16080

6016MU

1"
13'-62

1"
23'-22

W/C

Garage

2068

2046SH

2668

14'-10"

6046MU

6070

3'-3"

(N) 4" LED RECESSED CAN LIGHT FIXTURE
AT UNDERSIDE OF ROOF ABOVE
(TYP.x5 THIS LEVEL)
6046MU

2030SC

2030SC

2030SC

2030SC

3'-3"

Balcony

PROJECT NAME:

Master Bath

MACKOWSKI RESIDENCE

1"
8'-42

Laundry

(N) SINGLE FAMILY HOME:

2868

2046SH

6'-4"

2668

WH

2868

Walk-in
Closet

9'-11"

Attachment: Attachment C - Project Plans (2456 : 106 Bella Vista Avenue)

Entry
Coats

Front
Porch

9'-11"

46'-9"

(N) 2-STORY HOME, SINGLE
FAMILY HOME WITH ATTACHED
2-CAR GARAGE

59'-10"

2640FX

DN

UP

59'-10"

Open Below

2468

Bath #2

Closet

2%

2636SC

2668

5'-6"

9'-11"

4'-6"

104 BELLA VISTA AVENUE
PACIFICA, CA 94044

Closet

2640FX

Closet

REV

5068

5068

2868

13610FX

2868

3046SH

5068

PROJECT SCOPE:

Kitchen

PROJECT ADDRESS:

Dining

2046SH

2046SH

1"
13'-82

10/27/17

Bedroom #3

DATE

Bedroom #2

1"
13'-82

1

2046SH

2046SH

3046SH

1"
26'-82

PLANNING SUBMITTAL

2636SC

04/12/17

DESCRIPTION

2636SC

0

10'-10"

3046SH

11'-2"

PLANNING RE-SUBMITTAL

Living

22'

3070

·
·
·
·

SHEET TITLE:
21'
14'-8"

7'-4"
22'

2
A2.1

2ND FLOOR PLAN
SCALE:

1/4" = 1'-0"

(N) MIN 42" HIGH STAINLESS STEEL FRAME /
STEEL CABLE RAILING SYSTEM AT (N)
MASTER BEDROOM DECK. INSTALL PER
MANUFACTURER'S SPECIFICATIONS.

1
A2.1

1ST FLOOR PLAN
SCALE:

1/4" = 1'-0"

1ST AND 2ND
FLOOR PLANS

SHEET:

A2.1
Packet Pg. 378

2.c

PROPOSED STUD WALL
PROPOSED 42" HIGH STUD WALL
PROPOSED 1-HR FIRE RATED
WALL
EXISTING / PROPOSED CONCRETE
WALL

PLANNING SUBMITTAL

DESCRIPTION

PLANNING RE-SUBMITTAL

(N) ROOF BELOW (TYP.)

2:12

PROJECT SCOPE:

(N) 2-STORY HOME, SINGLE
FAMILY HOME WITH ATTACHED
2-CAR GARAGE

104 BELLA VISTA AVENUE
PACIFICA, CA 94044

2%

(N) CERTAINTEED FLINTLASTIC SA
BUILT UP, SELF-ADHERING, MODIFIED
BITUMEN ROOFING SYSTEM, OR
SIMILAR, AT ALL (N) ROOFS.

2:12

2%

MACKOWSKI RESIDENCE

2%

(N) SINGLE FAMILY HOME:

2%

PROJECT ADDRESS:

(N) MIN 22"x30" ATTIC ACCESS

Attachment: Attachment C - Project Plans (2456 : 106 Bella Vista Avenue)

10/27/17
1

0

04/12/17

2%

2:12

DATE

AT LEAST ONE WINDOW IN EACH BEDROOM SHALL MEET THE
FOLLOWING REQUIREMENTS:
·
MIN. 5.7 SF IN OVERALL SIZE
·
MIN. 24" CLEAR OPENING HEIGHT
·
MIN. 20" CLEAR OPENING WIDTH
·
SILL A MAX. OF 44" ABOVE FINISHED FLOOR

WALL LEGEND

REV

MAX FLOW RATE OF SHOWERHEADS SHALL BE 2.0 GPM
MAX FLOW RATE OF LAVATORY FAUCETS SHALL BE 1.5 GPM
MAX FLOW RATE OF KITCHEN FAUCETS SHALL BE 1.8 GPM
ALL TOILETS SHALL BE MAX 1.28 GPF

PROJECT NAME:

·
·
·
·

SHEET TITLE:

ROOF PLAN

1
A2.2

ROOF PLAN
SCALE:

1/4" = 1'-0"

SHEET:

A2.2
Packet Pg. 379

2.c

(N) 4" T&G CEDAR SIDING WITH NATURAL STAIN
(TYP.)

2

12

4'

(N) HIGHEST POINT OF ROOF (127.17')
(N) CERTAINTEED FLINTLASTIC SA BUILT UP,
SELF-ADHERING, MODIFIED BITUMEN ROOFING
SYSTEM, OR SIMILAR, AT (N) ROOFS.

(N) 2ND FLOOR T.O. PLATE (123.17')
(N) 2x8 REDWOOD FASCIA PAINTED BENJAMIN
MOORE 'MIDNIGHT OIL' (TYP. @ ALL EAVES)

8'

PROFILE OF (E) BUILDING
ON ADJACENT PROPERTY

(N) HARDIE PLANK LAP SIDING IN "NIGHT GRAY"
FINISH (TYP.)
(N) MIN 42" HIGH STAINLESS STEEL FRAME / STEEL
CABLE RAILING SYSTEM AT (N) MASTER BEDROOM
DECK. INSTALL PER MANUFACTURER'S
SPECIFICATIONS.

DESCRIPTION

(N) 2x12 REDWOOD FASCIA PAINTED BENJAMIN
MOORE 'MIDNIGHT OIL' (TYP. @ DECK)

(E) DETACHED GARAGE ON SITE

(N) MILGARD VINYL WINDOWS WITH "BRONZE"
FINISH SASH (TYP.)

9'-1"
(N) MIN 7/8" STUCCO SIDING WITH LA HABRA
COLOR 'SILVER GRAY' SMOOTH FINISH (TYP.)

PLANNING SUBMITTAL

(N) 1ST FLOOR T.O. PLATE (114.08')

PLANNING RE-SUBMITTAL

(N) 2ND FLOOR T.O. SUBFLOOR (115.17')
±1'-1"

(N) 1ST FLOOR T.O. SLAB (105.00')

PROJECT SCOPE:

(N) 2-STORY HOME, SINGLE
FAMILY HOME WITH ATTACHED
2-CAR GARAGE

PROJECT ADDRESS:

104 BELLA VISTA AVENUE
PACIFICA, CA 94044

4'

(N) 2ND FLOOR T.O. PLATE (123.17')
(N) 2x8 REDWOOD FASCIA PAINTED BENJAMIN
MOORE 'MIDNIGHT OIL' (TYP. @ ALL EAVES)

(E) BUILDING ON ADJACENT
PROPERTY (BEYOND)
8'

(N) HARDIE PLANK LAP SIDING IN "NIGHT GRAY"
FINISH (TYP.)
(N) MIN 42" HIGH STAINLESS STEEL FRAME / STEEL
CABLE RAILING SYSTEM AT (N) MASTER BEDROOM
DECK. INSTALL PER MANUFACTURER'S
SPECIFICATIONS.

(N) 1ST FLOOR T.O. PLATE (114.08')
(N) MILGARD VINYL WINDOWS WITH "BRONZE"
FINISH SASH (TYP.)
(N) 2x12 REDWOOD FASCIA PAINTED BENJAMIN
MOORE 'MIDNIGHT OIL' (TYP. @ DECK)

9'-1"
(N) MIN 7/8" STUCCO SIDING WITH LA HABRA
COLOR 'SILVER GRAY' SMOOTH FINISH (TYP.)

(N) 1ST FLOOR T.O. SLAB (105.00')
±1'-2"

(N) LOWEST ADJACENT GRADE (103.83')

PROJECT NAME:

(N) 2ND FLOOR T.O. SUBFLOOR (115.17')
±1'-1"

MACKOWSKI RESIDENCE

1/4" = 1'-0"

(N) SINGLE FAMILY HOME:

SCALE:

Attachment: Attachment C - Project Plans (2456 : 106 Bella Vista Avenue)

10/27/17
1

NEW FRONT (NORTH) ELEVATION

(N) CERTAINTEED FLINTLASTIC SA BUILT UP,
SELF-ADHERING, MODIFIED BITUMEN ROOFING
SYSTEM, OR SIMILAR, AT (N) ROOFS.
(N) HIGHEST POINT OF ROOF (127.17')
(N) 4" T&G CEDAR SIDING WITH NATURAL STAIN
(TYP.)

2
A3.1

0

REV

1
A3.1

04/12/17

(N) LOWEST ADJACENT GRADE (103.83')

DATE

±1'-2"

SHEET TITLE:

NEW FRONT
(NORTH) AND
LEFT (EAST)
ELEVATIONS

NEW LEFT (EAST) ELEVATION
SCALE:

1/4" = 1'-0"
SHEET:

A3.1
Packet Pg. 380

2.c

12

2

4'

(N) HIGHEST POINT OF ROOF (127.17')
(N) CERTAINTEED FLINTLASTIC SA BUILT UP,
SELF-ADHERING, MODIFIED BITUMEN ROOFING
SYSTEM, OR SIMILAR, AT (N) ROOFS.

(N) 2ND FLOOR T.O. PLATE (123.17')
(N) 2x8 REDWOOD FASCIA PAINTED BENJAMIN
MOORE 'MIDNIGHT OIL' (TYP. @ ALL EAVES)

8'

(N) MILGARD VINYL WINDOWS WITH "BRONZE"
FINISH SASH (TYP.)
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E
D
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E
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O
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(N) 2ND FLOOR T.O. SUBFLOOR (115.17')
±1'-1"

(N) 1ST FLOOR T.O. PLATE (114.08')

9'-1"
(N) MIN 7/8" STUCCO SIDING WITH LA HABRA
COLOR 'SILVER GRAY' SMOOTH FINISH (TYP.)

PLANNING RE-SUBMITTAL

2

PLANNING SUBMITTAL

12

DESCRIPTION

PROFILE OF (E) BUILDING
ON ADJACENT PROPERTY

(N) HARDIE PLANK LAP SIDING IN "NIGHT GRAY"
FINISH (TYP.)

(N) 1ST FLOOR T.O. SLAB (105.00')

PROJECT SCOPE:

(N) 2-STORY HOME, SINGLE
FAMILY HOME WITH ATTACHED
2-CAR GARAGE

PROJECT ADDRESS:

104 BELLA VISTA AVENUE
PACIFICA, CA 94044

NEW REAR (SOUTH) ELEVATION

(N) CERTAINTEED FLINTLASTIC SA BUILT UP,
SELF-ADHERING, MODIFIED BITUMEN ROOFING
SYSTEM, OR SIMILAR, AT (N) ROOFS.
(N) HIGHEST POINT OF ROOF (127.17')

4'

(N) HARDIE PLANK LAP SIDING IN "NIGHT GRAY"
FINISH (TYP.)

(N) 2ND FLOOR T.O. PLATE (123.17')
(N) MILGARD VINYL WINDOWS WITH "BRONZE"
FINISH SASH (TYP.)

8'

(N) 1ST FLOOR T.O. PLATE (114.08')

(E) DETACHED GARAGE ON SITE
(N) MIN 7/8" STUCCO SIDING WITH LA HABRA
COLOR 'SILVER GRAY' SMOOTH FINISH (TYP.)

9'-1"

PROJECT NAME:

(N) 2ND FLOOR T.O. SUBFLOOR (115.17')
±1'-1"

MACKOWSKI RESIDENCE

1/4" = 1'-0"

(N) SINGLE FAMILY HOME:

SCALE:

Attachment: Attachment C - Project Plans (2456 : 106 Bella Vista Avenue)

10/27/17
1

0

REV

1
A3.2

04/12/17

(N) LOWEST ADJACENT GRADE (103.83')

DATE

±1'-2"

SHEET TITLE:

(N) 1ST FLOOR T.O. SLAB (105.00')
±1'-2"

2
A3.2

(N) LOWEST ADJACENT GRADE (103.83')

NEW REAR
(SOUTH) AND
RIGHT (WEST)
ELEVATIONS

NEW RIGHT (WEST) ELEVATION
SCALE:

1/4" = 1'-0"
SHEET:

A3.2
Packet Pg. 381

