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This Response to Comments document contains agency comments received during the public 

review period of the Lots 4-12 Oddstad Way project (proposed project) Initial Study/Mitigated 

Negative Declaration (IS/MND). 

  
BACKGROUND 

 

The City of Pacifica Planning Department, as lead agency, released the IS/MND for public review 

beginning on November 5, 2018 and ending on December 5, 2018, pursuant to California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15105. The IS/MND and supporting 

documents were made available at the public counter of the City of Pacifica Planning Department 

located at 1800 Francisco Boulevard, Pacifica, California 94044, and also online at the City’s 

website at http://www.cityofpacifica.org. According to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15073 and 

15074, the lead agency must consider the comments received during consultation and review 

periods together with the negative declaration. However, unlike with an Environmental Impact 

Report, comments received on a negative declaration are not required to be attached to the negative 

declaration, nor must the lead agency make specific written responses to public agencies. 

Nonetheless, the City has chosen to provide responses to the comments received during the public 

review process for the IS/MND. 

 
LIST OF COMMENTERS 

 

The City of Pacifica received seven comment letters during the open comment period on the 

IS/MND for the proposed project: 

  

Letter 1 ................................................................................................... Susan Miller, Resident 

Letter 2 ................................................................................................... Gillian Briley Resident 

Letter 3 ................................................ Gayle Totton, Native American Heritage Commission 

Letter 4 ..................................................................................................... Hal Bohner, Resident 

Letter 5 ................................................................................................ T Kevin Casey, Resident 

Letter 6 ................................................................................................ Joanne Wilson, Resident 

Letter 7 .................................................................................................... Ron Maykel, Resident 

 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

The Response to Comments below includes responses to the comment letters submitted regarding 

the proposed project. The letters are numbered and bracketed with assigned comment numbers. 

The bracketed comment letters are followed by numbered responses corresponding to each 

bracketed comment. Where revisions to the IS/MND text were made, new text is double 

underlined and deleted text is struck through.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
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All such revisions to the IS/ND are relatively minor, and do not affect the adequacy of the 

conclusions presented therein. CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5 states the following regarding 

recirculation requirements for negative declarations: 

 
(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. 

 

Based on the above, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5, recirculation of the IS/MND 

is not warranted. 

 

Appendices  

 

Appendix 1: Construction Noise Control 

Appendix 2: Supplemental Traffic Impact Analysis 

 

 



Responses to Comments 

Lots 4-12 Oddstad Way Project 

May 2020 

 

3 

1-1 

Letter 1 

1-2 



Responses to Comments 

Lots 4-12 Oddstad Way Project 

May 2020 

 

4 

LETTER 1:  SUSAN MILLER, NOVEMBER 15, 2018 

 

Response to Comment 1-1 

 

Buildout of the City of Pacifica, including the Rockaway Beach neighborhood, has been 

anticipated per the City’s 1980 General Plan and analyzed in the associated EIR.  

 

Issues related to drainage are discussed in Section IX, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the 

IS/MND. As noted therein, because the proposed project would comply with applicable C.3 

standards, the proposed project would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 

site or area in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site, create or contribute runoff 

water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems, or 

provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. With implementation of Mitigation 

Measure IX-1, impacts were determined to be less than significant.  

 

As noted on page 48 of the IS/MND, the proposed project would serve as an extension of the 

existing residential neighborhood, and would not substantially inhibit the movement of wildlife. 

The undeveloped areas to the west and south of the project site would continue to allow for 

movement of wildlife species, and would not be fragmented or degraded as a result of the 

project. Thus, impacts related to wildlife corridors were determined to be less than significant. 

Furthermore, as noted on page 55 of the IS/MND, with implementation of Mitigation Measure 

VI-1, impacts related to landslides would be less than significant. Mitigation Measure VI-1 

requires that all improvement and building plans are reviewed and approved by the City of 

Pacifica Building Division prior to issuance of grading and building permits to ensure that all 

geotechnical recommendations specified in the Geotechnical Investigation prepared for the 

proposed project, including the proposed debris walls, are properly incorporated and utilized in 

the project design. 

 

Response to Comment 1-2 

 

Issues related to wildfire hazards are discussed on pages 64 and 65 of the IS/MND. As noted 

therein, the IS/MND includes Mitigation Measure VIII-2, which requires that the proposed 

buildings comply with all applicable regulations and requirements within Chapter 7A, Materials 

and Construction Methods for Exterior Wildfire Exposure, of the California Building Code. In 

addition, Mitigation Measure VIII-3 requires that the project applicant and any/all subsequent 

owners and residents shall maintain 100 feet of ‘defensible space’ around all proposed structures, 

consistent with the requirements of the North County Fire Authority (NCFA). With 

implementation of Mitigation Measures VIII-2 and VIII-3, impacts related to exposure of people 

or structures to the risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires were determined to be 

less than significant. Furthermore, the proposed Oddstad Way roadway extension, which would 

provide primary access to the project site, would be 20 feet or greater in width, in compliance 

with the roadway access standards established in the 2019 California Fire Code. The project 

would also include a California Fire Code compliant fire apparatus turnaround. Thus, emergency 

vehicles, including fire trucks, would be provided unimpeded access to the proposed residence.    
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Letter 2 

2-1 
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LETTER 2:  GILLIAN BRILEY, NOVEMBER 16, 2018 

 

Response to Comment 2-1 

 

Issues related to emergency access are discussed on pages 95 through 97 of the IS/MND. As 

noted therein, circulation and access improvements associated with the proposed project would 

include extension of Oddstad Way to the project frontage. The extended roadway would be at 

least 20 feet wide, consistent with applicable 2019 California Fire Code standards, and would 

include an attached three-foot-wide sidewalk on the east side of the road. At the project frontage, 

the roadway would terminate in an inverted hammerhead, which would allow for turnaround of 

fire trucks and other emergency vehicles. All roadway improvements would be designed 

consistent with existing City standards and guidelines. Thus, sufficient emergency access would 

be provided for both the proposed project and the Westerly Lots.  

 

In addition, the proposed project and future development of the Westerly Lots would not alter the 

existing circulation system within the Rockaway Beach neighborhood. The construction of up to 

five single-family homes along the proposed Oddstad Way extension would not conflict with 

existing evacuation routes or otherwise impact emergency access for existing homes. 

Nonetheless, the commenter’s concerns related to existing emergency access issues within the 

Rockaway Beach neighborhood have been forwarded to the decision-makers for their 

consideration. 

 

It should be noted that the project applicant does not own any of the Westerly or Easterly Lots, 

and evidence does not exist to suggest that all of the lots along Oddstad Way would be 

developed immediately upon completion of the proposed project, or even within the reasonably 

foreseeable future after completion of the proposed project. Rather, the more likely scenario is 

that the Westerly and Easterly Lots would be developed one-by-one based on market trends, with 

each development subject to discretionary review by the City as part of its review of a Site 

Development Permit, which is a discretionary permit that must be approved prior to issuance of a 

building permit in the R-1-H zoning district. As such, the IS/MND, which provides analysis of 

buildout of the Westerly Lots in conjunction with the proposed project, provides a reasonable 

and conservative worst-case approach. 
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Letter 3 

3-1 

3-2 

3-3 

3-4 
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Letter 3 

cont’d 

3-5 
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Letter 3 

cont’d 

3-5 

cont’d 
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Letter 3 

cont’d 

3-5 

cont’d 
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Letter 3 

cont’d 

3-5 

cont’d 
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LETTER 3:  GAYLE TOTTON, NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION, 

NOVEMBER 21, 2018 

 

Response to Comment 3-1 

 

Issues related to tribal cultural resources are discussed in Section XVII of the IS/MND. Given 

that the consultation requirements of Assembly Bill (AB) 52 have been met for the proposed 

project, additional consultation outreach is not required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines. 

Nonetheless, the commenter’s concerns have been forwarded to the decision-makers for their 

consideration. 

 

Response to Comment 3-2 

 

As noted on page 51 of the IS/MND, the Historical Resources Study conducted by Tom Origer 

and Associates for the proposed project included a field survey of the project site, in addition to 

archival research and literature review. The Historical Resources Study and the accompanying 

analysis presented in Sections V and XVII of the IS/MND were made available during the public 

review period for the IS/MND. 

 

Response to Comment 3-3 

 

Mitigation Measures V-1 and V-2 in the IS/MND specifically address potential impacts to 

Native American remains and grave goods, as well as prehistoric and historic artifacts. As noted 

within Section XVII, Tribal Cultural Resources, of the IS/MND, with implementation of both 

mitigation measures, impacts to tribal cultural resources were determined to be less than 

significant. Thus, modification of either mitigation measure is not necessary. 

 

Response to Comment 3-4 

 

In response to the commenter’s concerns, Mitigation Measure V-1 on page 51 of the IS/MND is 

hereby revised as follows: 

 
V-1. In the event of the accidental discovery or recognition of any human 

remains, further excavation or disturbance of the find or any nearby area 

reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent human remains shall not occur 

until compliance with the provisions of CEQA Guidelines Section 

15064.5(e)(1) and (2) has occurred. The Guidelines specify that in the 

event of the discovery of human remains other than in a dedicated 

cemetery, no further excavation at the site or any nearby area suspected 

to contain human remains shall occur until the County Coroner has been 

notified to determine if an investigation into the cause of death is 

required. If the Coroner determines that the remains are Native 

American, then, within 24 hours, the Coroner must notify the Native 

American Heritage Commission, which in turn will notify the most likely 

descendants who may recommend treatment of the remains and any 

grave goods. If the Native American Heritage Commission is unable to 
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identify a most likely descendant or most likely descendant fails to make 

a recommendation within 2448 hours after notification by the Native 

American Heritage Commission, or the landowner or his authorized 

agent rejects the recommendation by the most likely descendant and 

mediation by the Native American Heritage Commission fails to provide 

a measure acceptable to the landowner, then the landowner or his 

authorized representative shall rebury the human remains and grave 

goods with appropriate dignity at a location on the property not subject 

to further disturbances. If human remains are encountered, a copy of the 

resulting County Coroner report noting any written consultation with the 

Native American Heritage Commission shall be submitted as proof of 

compliance to the City of Pacifica Planning Department. 

 

The foregoing revision amends the requirements of Mitigation Measure V-1, but does not alter 

the conclusions presented in the IS/MND.  

 

Response to Comment 3-5 

 

The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the IS/MND. 
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Letter 4 

4-1 

4-2 
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Letter 4 

cont’d 

4-2 

cont’d 

4-3 
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Letter 4 

cont’d 

4-4 

4-5 

4-6 

4-7 

4-8 

4-9 
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Letter 4 

cont’d 

4-10 

4-11 

4-12 
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Letter 4 

cont’d 

4-13 

4-14 

4-15 

4-16 
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Letter 4 

cont’d 

4-16 

cont’d 

4-17 
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Letter 4 

cont’d 

4-18 

4-19 

4-20 
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Letter 4 

cont’d 

4-21 

4-22 

4-23 
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Letter 4 

cont’d 

4-23 

cont’d 

4-24 

4-25 
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Letter 4 

cont’d 

4-25 

cont’d 
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Letter 4 

cont’d 

4-26 
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LETTER 4:  HAL BOHNER, DECEMBER 4, 2018 

 

Response to Comment 4-1 

 

The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the adequacy of the IS/MND.  

 

Response to Comment 4-2 

 

Without referencing any supporting evidence, the comment voices disagreement with the 

conclusions presented in the IS/MND related to noise, air quality, and aesthetics. It should be 

noted that the comment quotes text from the City’s 2017 letter to the project applicant, 

explaining the reasons why City staff was not comfortable finding the proposed project exempt 

from CEQA, and why it believed that preparation of an Initial Study was needed to determine 

whether an ND, MND or EIR was required. While the letter identified potential issue areas 

related to the proposed project, the letter did not include any formal significance determinations 

regarding such issues. The 2017 letter was based on staff’s preliminary analysis, and predated the 

much more in-depth technical studies and analysis later summarized in the IS/MND. Responses 

to specific issues raised by the commenter are addressed below. 

 

Response to Comment 4-3 

 

The comment introduces the following comments. 

 

Response to Comment 4-4 

 

As noted on page 75 of the IS/MND, operational traffic associated with the proposed project 

would be limited to one peak hour trip and 10 daily trips, while future development of the 

Westerly Lots would generate an estimated 38 total daily trips, with three trips during the AM 

peak hour and four trips during the PM peak hour. Such relatively modest increases in vehicle 

traffic would not result in a substantial long-term increase in ambient noise levels, and the 

commenter has not provided any substantial evidence to the contrary.  

 

As noted on page 79 of the IS/MND, the proposed construction activities would result in a 7 dB 

increase in peak hour traffic noise levels and a 3 dB increase in average daily traffic noise levels 

along Rockaway Beach Avenue, and construction traffic noise levels would exceed the 

established General Plan noise level threshold of 60 Ldn dB for residential single-family land 

uses. However, the project would not result in substantially more severe construction traffic 

noise beyond what has been previously anticipated by the City. Furthermore, Mitigation Measure 

XII-2 from the IS/MND includes standards to reduce construction noise to the maximum extent 

feasible. Thus, as noted on page 82 of the IS/MND, with implementation of Mitigation Measure 

XII-2, impacts related to construction noise were determined to be less than significant.  
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Response to Comment 4-5 

 

The comment references the Draft General Plan Update exterior noise level criteria. Given that 

the Draft General Plan Update has not been adopted by the City of Pacifica at this time, the noise 

level criteria and associated standards provided therein are not applicable to the proposed project. 

Such standards were discussed in the Noise Analysis prepared for the proposed project, but were 

not incorporated into the IS/MND. Similarly, the IS/MND does not refer to the City’s 1980 

General Plan noise standards as “suggested”. Operational noise level increases associated with 

the proposed project were determined to be less than significant, and temporary construction 

noise is mitigated to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure 

XII-2.  

 

Response to Comment 4-6 

 

It is assumed that the commenter is referring to Table 8, Significance of Changes in Noise 

Exposure, of the Noise Analysis prepared for the proposed project by j.c. brennan & associates, 

Inc., the results of which are incorporated into Section XII, Noise, of the IS/MND. With regard 

to construction traffic noise, please see Responses to Comments 4-4 and 4-5 above. 

 

Response to Comment 4-7 

 

Please see Response to Comment 4-4 above. 

 

Response to Comment 4-8 

 

Page 82 of the IS/MND states the following regarding construction noise impacts: 

 
Project-generated construction traffic on Oddstad Way would not exceed any applicable 

noise-level thresholds. However, project construction traffic on Rockaway Beach 

Avenue, combined with existing traffic volumes, could result in noise levels exceeding 

the established 60 Ldn dB standard for single-family residential uses. In addition, on-site 

operation of heavy-duty construction equipment could generate excessive noise level 

increases at nearby residences. Furthermore, while specific construction-related noise 

levels cannot be estimated at this time in the absence of detailed development plans, 

future development of the Westerly Lots could generate excess noise levels associated 

with construction traffic and on-site operation of heavy-duty construction equipment. 

 

With regard to construction traffic noise on Rockway Beach Avenue east of Buel Avenue, as 

shown in Table 10 of the IS/MND, the 60 dB Ldn Existing Plus Project noise contour (i.e., the 

distance at which construction traffic noise would comply with the City’s 60 dB Ldn threshold) is 

located approximately 16 feet from the roadway centerline. The exteriors of the existing 

residences located along the segment of Rockaway Beach Avenue east of Buel Avenue in the 

project vicinity are generally located further from 16 feet from the roadway centerline. 

Therefore, the City has concluded that with implementation of Mitigation Measure XII-2, which 

requires construction equipment to be equipped with functioning mufflers, in addition to 

imposed limits on idling, further mitigation is not necessary in order to meet the City’s 60 dB Ldn 

standard at the existing residences along Rockaway Beach Avenue.  
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With regard to construction noise associated with on-site operation of heavy-duty construction 

equipment for the proposed project, as well as construction traffic and on-site operation of 

heavy-duty construction equipment associated with future development of the Westerly Lots, 

Mitigation Measure XII-2 has been included in the IS/MND to ensure that such construction 

noise is reduced to a less-than-significant level. In response to the commenter’s concerns, 

Mitigation Measure XII-2 on page 83 of the IS/MND is hereby revised as follows, consistent 

with the recommendations of j.c. brennan & associates, Inc. (see Appendix 1):1  
 

Proposed Project and Westerly Lots 

 

XII-2.  The following criteria shall be included in the grading plana 

Construction Management Plan, to be submitted by the project 

applicants for review and approval by the City of Pacifica Planning 

Department prior to issuance of grading permits: 

 

• All equipment driven by internal combustion engines shall be 

equipped with mufflers which are in good working condition and 

appropriate for the equipment; 

• The construction contractor shall utilize “quiet” models of air 

compressors (i.e., electric powered, rotary screw compressors 

such as the Eagle Silent Series Compressors or similar) and 

other stationary noise sources where the technology exists; 

• At all times during project grading and construction, stationary 

noise-generating equipment shall be located as far as practical 

from noise-sensitive receptors; 

• Use of jackhammers and vibratory compactors shall be 

prohibited. All compaction shall be performed with hand rollers; 

• Use of the most noise-intensive pieces of equipment shall be 

staggered when being used in the vicinity of noise-sensitive 

receptors, so that multiple noise-intensive pieces of equipment 

do not operate simultaneously; 

o Excavation of Foundations and Building Footprints: 

backhoes, dump trucks, and flat-bed trucks shall not 

operate simultaneously for more than eight hours per 

day. 

o Foundation Framing: pneumatic equipment (impact 

equipment, nail guns), compressors, and delivery trucks 

shall not operate simultaneously for more than two 

hours per day. Alternatively, if an exhaust muffler is 

used for the compressed air exhaust and pneumatic tools 

are equipped with tool mufflers and/or jackets, such 

equipment may operate simultaneously for up to eight 

hours per day. 

o Concrete Pours: compressors, concrete mixing trucks, 

and concrete pump trucks shall not operate 

simultaneously for more than seven hours per day. 

o Residential Framing: pneumatic equipment (impact 

 
1  j.c. brennan & associates, Inc. Oddstad Way Construction Noise Control. May 9, 2020. 
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equipment, nail guns), compressors, cranes, delivery 

trucks, and other equipment such as table saws, shop 

saws, and sawzalls shall not operate simultaneously for 

more than one hour per day. Alternatively, if an exhaust 

muffler is used for the compressed air exhaust and 

pneumatic tools are equipped with tool mufflers and/or 

jackets, such equipment may operate simultaneously for 

up to eight hours per day. 

o Final Grading: delivery trucks, front end loaders, and 

tractors shall not operate simultaneously for more than 

four hours per day. Alternatively, a tractor may be 

operated alone for four hours per day, with other 

equipment (front end loaders and delivery trucks) 

operating for an additional four hours, so long as 

tractor operations do not overlap with front end loader 

and delivery truck operations. 

• Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines shall be 

prohibited; 

• A noise barrier shall be constructed around all stationary noise 

sources associated with construction, consisting of either hay 

bales stacked two feet above each of the pieces of equipment on 

three sides or a similar barrier of sufficient effectiveness to 

reduce noise levels by 7 dB; 

• Eight-foot-tall sound blankets (SONEX Curtains or similar 

technology) shall be installed along the edge of the on-site 

excavation areas located closest to the existing residences in the 

project area, as well as along the property lines of the existing 

residences located adjacent to the proposed roadway extension; 

• All construction activities shall be limited to a total of eight 

hours per day; 

• Construction crews shall not arrive at the project site or off-site 

improvement areas before 7:00 AM; 

• Owners and occupants of residential properties located with 

1,000 feet of the construction site shall be notified of the 

construction schedule in writing; and 

• The construction contractor shall designate a “noise disturbance 

coordinator” who shall be responsible for responding to any 

local complaints about construction noise. The disturbance 

coordinator would determine the cause of the noise complaint 

(e.g., starting too early, bad muffler, etc.) and institute 

reasonable measures as warranted to correct the problem. A 

telephone number for the disturbance coordinator shall be 

conspicuously posted at the construction site. 

 

Through implementation of the measures listed above, the Construction 

Management Plan shall demonstrate project compliance with the City’s 

60 decibel (dB) noise level standard at nearby sensitive receptors during 

construction activities. 
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The foregoing revisions provide additional specificity to the requirements of Mitigation Measure 

XII-2, but do not affect the overall analysis or conclusions within the IS/MND. Per j.c. brennan 

& associates, Inc., based on modeling of the noise control measures included in Mitigation 

Measure XII-2, as revised, all potential construction noise would comply with the City's 60 dB 

Ldn noise level standard at the nearest residences. 

 

Response to Comment 4-9 

 

Potentially significant effects associated with construction noise and operational noise are 

discussed throughout Section XII, Noise, of the IS/MND and in Responses to Comments 4-3 

through 4-8 above. The noise analyses prepared for the proposed project by j.c. brennan and 

associates, Inc. supports the conclusions presented therein.  

 

Response to Comment 4-10 

 

With regard to the Easterly Lots, page 20 of the IS/MND states the following: 

 
[…] this IS/MND will consider certain project-level impacts wherever possible for 

development of the Westerly Lots; will consider certain cumulative impacts where it is 

not possible to consider project-level impacts for development of the Westerly Lots; and, 

will not consider project-level or cumulative impacts from development of the Easterly 

Lots because such impacts are speculative and not as reasonably foreseeable/probable as 

the Westerly Lots.  

 

Based on the above, analysis of aesthetic impacts associated with development of the Easterly 

Lots is not presented in the IS/MND and is not required per the CEQA Guidelines. With regard 

to project-level analysis of aesthetic impacts associated with future development of the Westerly 

Lots, page 104 of the IS/MND states the following: 

 
Because development plans for the Westerly Lots are not currently available, a project-

level analysis of the remaining CEQA issue areas cannot be provided. Rather, for such 

issue areas, including aesthetics, a program-level analysis is included herein with the 

knowledge that additional environmental analysis would be conducted prior to issuance 

of building permits for the Westerly Lots. 

 

Thus, the photo simulation presented in Figures 7 and 9 of the IS/MND do not reflect buildout of 

the Westerly Lots. Future environmental analysis would account for removal of vegetation 

required to develop the Westerly Lots when the details of such development are known with 

greater certainty, including but not limited to the extent of any parcel consolidation undertaken to 

comply with existing General Plan density standards or the size of proposed structures.  Until 

such time, attempting to ascertain potential aesthetic impacts would be speculative. 

 

As discussed previously, the project applicant does not own any of the Westerly or Easterly Lots, 

and evidence does not exist to suggest that all of the lots along Oddstad Way would be 

developed immediately upon completion of the proposed project, or even within the reasonably 

foreseeable future after completion of the proposed project. Rather, the more likely scenario is 

that the Westerly and Easterly Lots would be developed one-by-one based on market trends, with 
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each development subject to discretionary review by the City as part of its review of a Site 

Development Permit, which is a discretionary permit that must be approved prior to issuance of a 

building permit in the R-1-H zoning district. As such, the IS/MND, which provides analysis of 

buildout of the Westerly Lots in conjunction with the proposed project, provides a reasonable, 

worst-case approach. 

 

Response to Comment 4-11 

 

In the absence of specific development plans for the Westerly Lots, any attempt to provide a 

project-level analysis of aesthetic impacts associated with such development at this time would 

be inherently speculative. Rather, as noted in Response to Comment 4-10 above, additional 

environmental analysis, including analysis of issues related to aesthetics, would be conducted 

prior to issuance of building permits as part of the Site Development Permit and potential 

General Plan Amendment review processes for the Westerly Lots. A program-level analysis of 

potential impacts to aesthetic resources associated with buildout of the Westerly Lots is provided 

on page 104 of the IS/MND. Furthermore, given that the project area was anticipated for 

development with residential uses per the 1980 General Plan, the City has previously considered 

potential impacts to aesthetic resources at a program level. 

 

As noted previously, future development of the Easterly Lots is not analyzed in the IS/MND, as 

such development is speculative and not as reasonably foreseeable or probable as the Westerly 

Lots. 

 

Response to Comment 4-12 

 

With regard to photo simulations for future development of the Westerly Lots, please see 

Response to Comment 4-11 above. The size of the proposed project has been evaluated 

throughout the IS/MND, and is reflected in the photo simulations presented in Figures 7 and 9. 

 

Response to Comment 4-13 

 

The photo simulations presented in Figure 7 and Figure 9 of the IS/MND account for all tree 

removal activity that would occur as a result of development of the proposed project, including 

removal of heritage trees. The site plans shown in Figure 3 and Figure 4 of the IS/MND were 

used to determine which trees would be removed. 

 

Response to Comment 4-14 

 

While the proposed project would require removal of approximately eight of the existing heritage 

trees in order to construct the on-site improvements, as well as the off-site roadway and 

infrastructure improvements, a number of existing trees on the project site would be retained as 

part of the proposed project, including 12 heritage trees and various other trees not protected by 

the City’s Municipal Code. Tree removal and landscaping associated with the proposed project 

has been analyzed throughout the IS/MND. 
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As noted on page 26 of the IS/MND, implementation of the proposed project would result in 

noticeable changes to the visual character of the area; however, modifications to the visual 

character of the site and surrounding area as a result of the proposed project would not constitute 

a substantial degradation of such character. The proposed project would be consistent with the 

level of development anticipated for the site per the City’s 1980 General Plan. With 

implementation of Mitigation Measure I-1, impacts related to degradation of visual character and 

quality were determined to be less than significant. 

 

With regard to photo simulations for future development of the Westerly Lots, please see 

Response to Comment 4-11. 
 

Response to Comment 4-15 

 

The comment disagrees with the quoted statement, but does not specifically provide a comment 

on the adequacy of the IS/MND or any substantial evidence of the commenter’s claimed 

significant traffic impacts. As noted on page 95 of the IS/MND, the proposed project would not 

cause any of the study intersections to exceed any applicable City, County, or State standards. In 

addition, the proposed project is consistent with the General Plan land use and zoning 

designations for the site. As such, buildout of the site has already been assumed in cumulative 

buildout traffic forecasts that have been used in the design of roadway and freeway facilities in 

the area. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, 

policy or congestion management plan for the area related to traffic. 

 

Response to Comment 4-16 

 

As noted on page 90 of the IS/MND, the number of vehicle trips that would be generated by the 

proposed single-family residence would be relatively low (one peak hour trip and 10 daily trips). 

As such, during operation, project-related traffic would not adversely affect streets and 

intersections in the project vicinity. However, vehicle trips would be generated during 

construction of the proposed project, consisting primarily of vehicle truck trips associated with 

site preparation and grading activities. It should be noted that existing traffic conditions, such as 

existing congestion along State Route 1, are considered part of the CEQA baseline. The focus of 

the IS/MND is whether traffic generated by the proposed project, combined with existing traffic 

volumes, would result in new conflicts with applicable operations standards. 

 

The analysis of traffic impacts presented in the IS/MND is based primarily on the Traffic Impact 

Analysis of Construction Truck Trips prepared for the proposed project by Omni-Means 

Engineers & Planners in September 2017. During construction, up to three truck trips plus two 

additional employee trips were assumed during the peak hour for the site clearing and excavation 

process (five vehicles total). The level of service (LOS) operations analysis treated the trucks as 

the equivalent of two passenger vehicles (six trips), due to their size and slower acceleration 

characteristics, for a total of eight peak hour trips.   

 

The traffic volume counts used for the operations analysis were conducted at the SR 1/Fassler 

Avenue intersection in 2017 (2,510 AM and 3,497 PM peak hour trips). LOS calculations based 

on those volumes identified LOS C conditions. The calculations are based on volumes. However, 
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other factors influence vehicle delays; most notably vehicle queues along the SR 1 corridor. As a 

result, operating conditions/delays at the SR 1/Fassler Avenue intersection, and other 

intersections along the SR 1 corridor, can fluctuate from relatively efficient traffic flows (LOS 

C) to stop-and-go conditions (LOS F).  

 

A previous LOS analysis was conducted of the SR 1/Fassler Avenue intersection a number of 

years earlier by Caltrans as part of the “State Route 1/Calera Parkway/Highway 1 Widening 

Project DEIR” (dated 2011). The operating conditions based on the volumes and queuing 

conditions obtained at that time reflected LOS F conditions. Given that the Draft Environmental 

Impact Report/Environmental Assessment for State Route 1/Calera Parkway/Highway 1 

Widening Project was released in August 2011, approximately six years prior to preparation of 

the aforementioned Traffic Impact Analysis for the proposed project, the existing intersection 

LOS operations presented in the IS/MND provide a more recent representation of current traffic 

conditions at the Fassler Avenue/SR-1 intersection.  

 

Nonetheless, in order to provide a conservative, worst-case analysis, GHD has provided an 

updated Supplemental Traffic Impact Analysis (see Appendix 1) that analyzes effects of the 

project’s construction trips during prevailing conditions reflecting increased congestion with 

lower flow rates and longer delays,2 based on volume counts derived from the State Route 

1/Calera Parkway Project Final Traffic Operations Report prepared by Fehr & Peers in 2008, 

which included traffic volumes based on 2007 counts. The volumes surveyed at that time (3,883 

AM and 4,264 PM peak hour trips) are higher than the traffic volumes counted for the 2017 

Traffic Impact Analysis prepared for the proposed project. In addition, the LOS calculations 

were calibrated based on travel-time surveys to reflect lower traffic flow rates resulting from 

vehicle queuing through the SR 1 corridor. Based on the counts and calibrations utilized at that 

time, the SR 1/Calera Parkway Traffic Operations Report identified existing LOS conditions at 

the SR 1/Fassler Avenue intersection of LOS F (with 195 seconds of delay) during the AM peak 

hour, and LOS F (with 117 seconds of delay) during the PM peak hour. 

 

The table below provides a summary of intersection operations under “Existing” conditions 

(based on the March 2007 traffic volumes), as well as operations with the addition of 

construction traffic associated with the proposed project. As shown in the table, Existing 

conditions at the SR 1/Fassler Avenue intersection match the previous report, operating at LOS F 

with 195 seconds delay during the AM period and 117 seconds during the PM period. The 

Fassler Avenue/Rockaway Beach Avenue intersection operates at LOS B and the Rockaway 

Beach Avenue/Buel Avenue intersection operates at LOS A during both peak hours under 

Existing conditions. 

 

The LOS delays with the addition of the proposed project’s eight (adjusted) peak hour 

construction trips would remain unchanged during the AM peak hour and would increase by one 

second during the PM peak hour. The project’s contribution of trips to the SR 1/Fassler Avenue 

intersection during construction would represent a contribution of 0.2 percent to the intersection 

volumes. The changes in vehicle delays and the percent contribution of the project trips to the 

 
2  Supplemental Traffic Impact Analysis of Construction Truck Trips for the Proposed Oddstad Way Residential 

Project, Pacifica, CA. May 4, 2020. 
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overall volumes at the SR 1/Fassler Avenue intersection indicate the project trips would not have 

a significant impact at the intersections, whether traffic flows are relatively efficient or congested 

on the SR 1 corridor. Accounting for the potential variation in conditions on SR 1, the project 

trips would not result in a substantial increase in delay. It should be noted that if the SR 1/Calera 

Parkway improvements are implemented, LOS and delays at Fassler Avenue and other 

intersections through the SR1 corridor will improve compared to Existing conditions.  

 

Intersection LOS: Existing Plus Project Construction Traffic 

State Route 1/Calera Parkway Project Final Traffic Operations Report Volumes 

Intersection Condition 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

LOS Delay LOS Delay 

1. Fassler Ave/SR 1 
Existing F 195 F 117 

Existing Plus Project F 195 F 118 

2. Fassler Ave/Rockaway 

Beach Ave 

Existing B 14 B 11 

Existing Plus Project B 14 B 11 

3. Rockaway Beach 

Ave/Buel Ave 

Existing A 7 A 7 

Existing Plus Project A 7 A 7 
Notes: 

• Listed LOS represents vehicle delay expressed in seconds. 

• Existing volumes and delays based on State Route 1/Calera Parkway Project Final Traffic Operations Report 

(July, 2008) 
 

Source: GHD, 2020. 

 

With regard to queue lengths, page 92 of the IS/MND states the following: 

 
The TIA included a vehicle queuing analysis of the three area intersections based on the 
LOS calculations. Currently, westbound Fassler Avenue has a calculated 95th percentile 
queue length during the AM peak hour of approximately six cars (125 feet). The 
southbound Rockaway Beach Avenue approach to Fassler Avenue has a calculated queue 
length of approximately two vehicle lengths (39 feet), and the Rockaway Beach Avenue 
approaches to Buel Avenue have a calculated queue length of one to two cars (22 to 47 
feet). 

 

As noted on page 94 of the IS/MND, vehicle queues at the study intersections with the added 

construction trips would remain essentially unchanged from existing conditions. Specifically, 

during the AM peak hour, the westbound Fassler Avenue approach to SR 1 would remain 

approximately six cars long. As such, construction traffic associated with the proposed project 

would not substantially contribute to the existing congestion issues north and south of the Fassler 

Avenue/SR 1 intersection. The southbound Rockaway Beach Avenue queue from Fassler 

Avenue would remain approximately two cars long. The Rockaway Beach Avenue/Buel Avenue 

intersection approach queues would remain approximately one to two vehicles long. 

 

Based on the above, the IS/MND contains an appropriate level of detail regarding potential 

vehicle queuing impacts. 
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Response to Comment 4-17 

 

The referenced text from the IS/MND reflects the fact that the 1980 General Plan accounted for 

buildout of the project area, including general roadway facilities. Given that traffic volumes 

within the City have changed substantially since adoption of the General Plan, the IS/MND 

acknowledges that project-level analysis of roadway facilities is necessary in order to 

appropriately plan for trips occurring during construction and operation of the proposed project. 

Thus, the ability of local roadway facilities to accommodate traffic from the proposed project, in 

addition to existing traffic volumes, is evaluated throughout Section XVI, Transportation and 

Circulation, of the IS/MND.  

 

Response to Comment 4-18 

 

Per the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(3), mitigation is only required when a potentially 

significant impact has been identified for a proposed project. As noted on page 95 of the 

IS/MND, the proposed project would not conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, policy or 

congestion management plan for the area related to traffic, and a less-than-significant impact 

would occur. Thus, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(3), mitigation to limit 

hauling activity is not required in the IS/MND. Such restrictions may be considered by the City 

as a condition of approval for the proposed project, and will be forwarded to the decision-

makers. 

 

Response to Comment 4-19 

 

The IS/MND does not disregard the requirements of Section 4-12.07 of the Municipal Code 

related to protection of Heritage Trees. The proposed project’s compliance with such 

requirements is discussed in the responses below. 

 

Response to Comment 4-20 

 

Mitigation Measure IV-6 in the IS/MND requires the project applicant to prepare and submit a 

tree protection plan prior to the approval of tree removal permits in accordance with the City 

Municipal Code, Sections 4-12.02 through 4-12.11. In addition, prior to commencement of any 

construction activity, the project applicant is required to implement any tree protection measures 

identified to protect trees which will not be removed during construction. Implementation of 

Mitigation Measure IV-6 would ensure that any heritage trees to be preserved would be protected 

from the proposed development activity. 

 

However, Mitigation Measure IV-6 does not reflect the correct procedure for review of a tree 

protection plan and authorization of heritage tree removal for the proposed project.  Pursuant to 

the City Municipal Code, Section 4-12.07 et seq., any development proposal which requires a 

discretionary permit as set forth in Title 9 of the Municipal Code and which also includes a 

proposal to remove or engage in construction within the drip line of a heritage tree, must be 

accompanied by a tree protection plan which shall insure the preservation of trees where possible 

and the protection of trees during construction so as to maximize the chances for their survival.  

Projects which require a discretionary permit are exempt from obtaining a separate tree removal 
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permit, and instead the body authorized to grant the underlying discretionary permit shall 

implement the provisions related to authorizing heritage tree removal and protection of heritage 

trees during construction. 

 

Therefore, in order to include the appropriate procedure for matters related to heritage trees, 

Mitigation Measure IV-6 on page 49 of the IS/MND is hereby revised as follows, consistent with 

Section 4-12.07 et seq. of the Municipal Code: 

 
IV-6. Prior to issuance of a grading permit or building permit, the project 

applicant shall obtain approval of a tree protection plan and 

authorization for heritage tree removal permits from the City of Pacifica 

Planning Commission as required by City Municipal Code Section 4-

12.07 et seqDepartment for any heritage trees to be removed.  

 

 pPrior to commencement of any construction, and throughout the 

duration of construction activity, the project applicant shall implement 

any tree protection measures identified in the approved tree protection 

plan to protect trees which will not be removed during construction. 

 

 Prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy, the project applicant 

shall complete planting of any replacement trees required as part of the 

tree protection plan or any other condition of approval imposed by the 

Planning Commissionremoval permit. In addition, the project applicant 

shall prepare and submit a tree protection plan prior to the approval of 

tree removal permits in accordance with the City Municipal Code, 

Sections 4-12.02 through 4-12.11, and prior to commencement of any 

construction activity shall implement any tree protection measures 

identified to protect trees which will not be removed during construction. 

 

Response to Comment 4-21 

 

As noted above, per Mitigation Measure IV-6, the project applicant would be required to submit 

and obtain approval of a tree protection plan prior to the removal of any heritage trees. Receipt of 

authorization from the Planning Commission to remove heritage trees is required prior to 

issuance of a grading permit or building permit. Therefore, contrary to the commenter’s 

assertion, the IS/MND does not defer preparation of a tree protection plan until the 

commencement of construction. Rather, the City’s Municipal Code specifically requires the tree 

protection plan to be prepared prior to approval of the proposed project by the Planning 

Commission. It should be noted that a tree protection plan has already been submitted by the 

project applicant as part of the project application process. 

 

Response to Comment 4-22 

 

Please see Response to Comment 4-21 above. 
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Response to Comment 4-23 

 

City of Pacifica Ordinance Number 636-C.S. prohibits logging operations unless one of the 

following conditions is met: 

 

(a) Said operations are in conjunction with a city permit(s) requiring Planning Commission 

and/or City Council approval, at which time said operations shall be evaluated and 

approved or denied at a duly noticed public hearing by the commission and/or council, 

concurrently with the other permit(s). 

(b)  Said operations are necessary immediately for the safety of life or property, as 

determined by the director of Public Works or his/her designee. 

(c)  Said operations occur on city-owned property and are necessary immediately to maintain 

public health and safety. 

 

It should be noted that the intent of Ordinance Number 636-C.S. was to prohibit extensive tree 

removal activities that had not been subject to review by the City, rather than to limit tree 

removal occurring in conjunction with a development proposal. Based on the above, given that 

the proposed tree removal activity would occur in conjunction with a City permit requiring 

Planning Commission approval, the proposed project is exempt from the logging prohibitions 

established by Ordinance Number 636-C.S. The proposed tree removal activity would be 

evaluated and approved or denied by the City concurrently with other permits requested for the 

proposed project. Similar review would be required for future development of the Westerly Lots 

if such development surpassed the threshold for tree removal contained in Ordinance Number 

636-C.S.  

 

Response to Comment 4-24 

 

Mitigation Measures IV-5(a), (b), and (c) provide specific timelines for implementation. Each 

mitigation measure would be implemented prior to initiation of construction activities associated 

with the proposed project. In addition, each of the aforementioned mitigation measures includes 

specific performance standards that specify what the mitigation would achieve, as well as the 

types of potential actions that can feasibly achieve the performance standards. Therefore, 

consistent with the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1)(B), the IS/MND does not 

inappropriately defer mitigation. Nevertheless, Mitigation Measures IV-5(b) and (c) are hereby 

revised as follows for clarification purposes. 

 
IV-5(a) Notify USACE. Prior to initiation of construction activities, the applicant 

shall obtain permit authorization to fill wetlands under Section 404 of 

the federal CWA (Section 404 Permit) from USACE. The Section 404 

Permit application shall include an assessment of directly impacted, 

avoided, and preserved acreages to waters of the U.S. Mitigation 

measures shall be developed as part of the Section 404 Permit to ensure 

no net loss of wetland function and values. Mitigation for direct impacts 

to waters of the U.S. associated with the proposed outfall structure at 

Rockaway Creek would occur at a minimum of 1:1 ratio for direct 

impacts; however, final mitigation requirements shall be developed in 

consultation with USACE. In addition, a Water Quality Certification or 
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waiver pursuant to Section 401 of the CWA must be obtained for Section 

404 permit actions.  

 

IV-5(b) Notify Regional Water Quality Control Board. Prior to initiation of 

construction activities, the project applicant shall submit to the San 

Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board an application for 

Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification and/or Waste 

Discharge Requirements for Projects Involving Discharge of Dredged 

and/or Fill Material to Waters of the State. Written verification of the 

Section 404 permit and the Section 401 water quality certification shall 

be submitted to the City of Pacifica. The project applicant shall be 

responsible for conducting all project activities in accordance with the 

permit provisions outlined in the applicable San Francisco Water Board 

permit. 

 

IV-5(c) Notify CDFW. The CDFW maintains jurisdiction over the bed and bank 

of the bed, channel, and banks of any river, stream, or lake (Fish and 

Game Code Section 1602) and impacts to these areas may require a 

Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement. Prior to initiating construction 

activities, the project applicant shall notify CDFW of the intentions of the 

project to determine if a Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement is 

required. The information provided shall include a description of all of 

the activities associated with the proposed project, not just those closely 

associated with the drainages and/or riparian vegetation. Impacts shall 

be outlined in the application and are expected to be in substantial 

conformance with the impacts to biological resources outlined in this 

IS/MND. Impacts for each activity shall be broken down by temporary 

and permanent, and a description of the proposed mitigation for 

biological resource impacts shall be outlined per activity and then by 

temporary and permanent. Information regarding project-specific 

drainage and hydrology changes resulting from project implementation 

shall be provided as well as a description of stormwater treatment 

methods. Minimization and avoidance measures shall be proposed as 

appropriate and may include: preconstruction species surveys and 

reporting, protective fencing around avoided biological resources, 

worker environmental awareness training, seeding disturbed areas 

adjacent to open space areas with native seed, and installation of 

project-specific stormwater BMPs. The project applicant shall be 

responsible for conducting all project activities in accordance with the 

permit provisions outlined in the applicable CDFW Lake or Streambed 

Alteration Agreement. 

 

The foregoing revisions do not affect the analysis or conclusions presented in the IS/MND. 

 

Response to Comment 4-25 

 

Regarding logging operations, see Response to Comment 4-23.  
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The referenced EIR analyzes extensive forest thinning and removal of understory vegetation on a 

61-acre open space reserve; analysis of such a large tree removal operation is on a scale much 

larger than the proposed single-family residential home located on the 38,928-square foot (0.894 

acres) project site that is the subject of the IS/MND. CalEEMod inherently accounts for site 

clearing and grubbing associated with construction activities, including tree removal. However, 

given the relatively modest scale and intensity of the proposed residential development, effects 

of the proposed project on carbon sequestration would be insignificant. In addition, the project 

would include the planting of replacement trees, which would provide on-site carbon 

sequestration as the trees mature.  

 

Response to Comment 4-26 

 

The comment is a concluding statement requesting preparation of an EIR. Per the CEQA 

Guidelines, an EIR is only required when a project’s potentially significant impacts cannot be 

mitigated to a less-than-significant level. The IS/MND includes feasible and detailed mitigation 

measures sufficient to reduce all potential impacts to less-than-significant levels, and provides 

full public disclosure and substantial evidence to document the conclusions presented therein. 

The comment does not make a fair argument supported by substantial evidence to demonstrate 

that one or more of the project’s potentially significant impacts will not be reduced to a less-

than-significant level in support of the request that the City prepare an EIR.  Thus, an EIR is not 

required, and the comment does not address the adequacy of the IS/MND.  

 

It should be noted that Letter 4 includes two attachments (Exhibits A and B). Neither attachment 

is specific to the IS/MND and all comments referencing those Exhibits have been adequately 

responded to above. 
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LETTER 5:  T KEVIN CASEY, DECEMBER 4, 2018 

 

Response to Comment 5-1 

 

The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the adequacy of the IS/MND. 

Responses to the commenter’s specific concerns are provided below. 

 

Response to Comment 5-2 

 

The comment relates to a planning issue, and does not address the adequacy of the IS/MND. The 

commenter’s concern and request have been forwarded to the decision-makers for their 

consideration. 

 

Response to Comment 5-3 

 

Pages 66 and 67 of the IS/MND state the following regarding treatment of stormwater runoff: 

 
All municipalities within San Mateo County (and the County itself) are required to 
develop surface water control standards for new development projects to comply with 
Provision C.3 of the RWQCB Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit order No. 
R2-2015-0049. The San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program 
developed a C.3 Stormwater Technical Guidance document for implementing the 
RWQCB Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit C.3 requirements, known as 
the C.3 Standards. The City of Pacifica has adopted the County C.3 Standards as part of 
the City’s NPDES General Permit requirements, which require new development and 
redevelopment projects that create or alter 10,000 or more square feet of impervious area 
to contain and treat all stormwater runoff from the project site. Given that the proposed 
project would create approximately 15,952 square feet of impervious area, the project 
would be considered a C.3-regulated project and would be subject to the requirements of 
the RWQCB’s C.3 Standards.  

 

Based on the above, provision of stormwater treatment is necessary in order for the proposed 

project to comply with the applicable C.3 standards. 

 

Response to Comment 5-4 

 

The comment discusses existing sediment build-up issues within Rockaway Creek, but does not 

address the adequacy of the IS/MND.  The project would discharge stormwater downstream of 

the referenced culvert where the commenter has observed sediment build-up, and the proposed 

project would not affect the existing condition described in the comment. 

 

Response to Comment 5-5 

 

The comment relates to a planning issue, and does not address the adequacy of the IS/MND. The 

commenter’s request has been forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 
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Response to Comment 5-6 

 

The comment relates to a planning issue, and does not address the adequacy of the IS/MND. The 

commenter’s request has been forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 

 

Response to Comment 5-7 

 

The comment alleges existing hazards associated with a eucalyptus tree near the commenter’s 

property. The comment relates to a planning issue, and does not address the adequacy of the 

IS/MND. Furthermore, the identified hazard is considered a part of the CEQA baseline, and 

would not be exacerbated by development of the proposed project. As noted on page 97 of the 

IS/MND, the proposed project and future development of the Westerly Lots would not 

substantially increase hazards due to design features. The commenter’s concerns and suggestions 

for tree removal have been forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 

 

Response to Comment 5-8 

 

Existing issues related to street cleaning are not the purview of CEQA. Thus, the comment does 

not address the adequacy of the IS/MND. However, the commenter’s concerns have been 

forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 

 

Response to Comment 5-9 

 

Issues related to roadway hazards are discussed within Section XVI, Transportation and 

Circulation, of the IS/MND. Nonetheless, the commenter’s concerns have been forwarded to the 

decision-makers for their consideration. 

 

As discussed on page 95 of the IS/MND, all roadway improvements associated with the 

proposed project would be designed consistent with existing City standards and guidelines. 

Compliance with such standards would ensure that the proposed roadway extension would not 

result in a traffic safety hazard for existing uses along Oddstad Way.  

 

Response to Comment 5-10 

 

All utility improvements required to serve the proposed single-family home would be 

undergrounded along the proposed Oddstad Way extension.  

 

The proposed project would not obstruct access to existing residences along Oddstad Way. In 

addition, as noted on page 14 of the IS/MND, upon completion of the proposed Oddstad Way 

extension, construction employees would park on-site or along the extended roadway so as to 

avoid obstruction of the existing roadway network. Thus, use of street parking along Oddstad 

Way and Rockaway Beach Avenue would be limited to the maximum extent feasible.  
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Response to Comment 5-11 

 

As discussed on page 24 of the IS/MND, private views are not typically considered to be 

protected under the CEQA Guidelines. Thus, the IS/MND is not required to analyze potential 

impacts to views from private residences along local roadways. Furthermore, as noted 

previously, the proposed extension of Oddstad Way has been previously anticipated per the 

City’s 1980 General Plan. Thus, the City has accounted for changes to the visual character and 

quality of the area associated with the extension. Additionally, issues related to project-generated 

noise have been evaluated in Section XII, Noise, of the IS/MND. As noted therein, all identified 

impacts would be reduced to less-than-significant levels with implementation of mitigation. 

Nonetheless, the commenter’s concerns have been forwarded to the decision-makers for their 

consideration. 

 

Response to Comment 5-12 

 

The comment relates to a planning issue, and does not address the adequacy of the IS/MND. 

Furthermore, because Oddstad Way currently exists, the naming of the roadway is considered 

part of the CEQA baseline. Nonetheless, the commenter’s concerns and suggestions are 

appreciated, and have been forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 

 

Response to Comment 5-13 

 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the IS/MND.  
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LETTER 6:  JOANNE WILSON, DECEMBER 4, 2018 

 

Response to Comment 6-1 

 

The comment is an introductory statement related to analysis of the Westerly and Easterly Lots 

discussed in the IS/MND. Responses to specific issues raised by the commenter are provided 

below. 

 

Response to Comment 6-2 

 

The requirement to obtain a General Plan Amendment to develop new residences within the 

Westerly Lots or the Easterly Lots does not necessarily render such lots valueless; rather, at such 

time as development is proposed, the process allows the City to ensure that the lots are 

developed consistent with desired community outcomes and development patterns in the project 

area. While the City may choose to deny a specific request for a General Plan Amendment, such 

a denial would not preclude any development of the subject property.  Rather, a denial would 

necessitate alterations to the requested Amendment and a subsequent request to the City for 

approval. Additionally, the uncertainty surrounding approval of a General Plan Amendment may 

incentivize the consolidation of lots by a single owner in order to comply with applicable density 

standards, as with the proposed project, which would eliminate the need for a General Plan 

Amendment. It should be noted that any such General Plan Amendment, as a discretionary 

action, would trigger the need for additional environmental analysis under CEQA.  

 

Furthermore, as stated on page 17 of the IS/MND, even if development of all four Westerly Lots 

was reasonably foreseeable, the details of each such development are unknown because of the 

discretionary permit process which they must undergo and because of the site-specific factors 

such as but not limited to biology, topography, and soils which must be evaluated prior to any 

permit approval and which would ultimately affect project design.  The proposed project does 

not include removal of existing vegetation, grading activities, or any other activity preparatory to 

development on any of the Western Lots.  The proposed project also does not include 

construction of sewer or water laterals needed to serve the Westerly Lots from the proposed 

utility extensions. Therefore, while future development of the Westerly Lots with up to four 

additional single-family residences has been anticipated by the City, the potential for the 

proposed project to directly enable such development is speculative, rather than a foregone 

conclusion. 

 

As discussed on page 19 of the IS/MND, the proposed project would not provide a direct 

roadway or utilities connection to any of the Easterly Lots but rather would reduce the cost of 

ultimately reaching any of the lots with a roadway and utilities by some incremental amount.  It 

is beyond the scope of this IS/MND to consider potential permitting and construction costs of the 

additional roadway and utilities extensions necessary to reach each of the lots, and then to 

perform financial modeling to determine at which point these lots would be induced to develop 

in consideration of these costs which were reduced in some incremental amount by the proposed 

project’s roadway and utilities extensions. Rather, it is most appropriate to limit the analysis of 

impacts to that development which has the potential to be induced by the direct connection to 
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roadway and utilities improvements associated with the proposed project, which would be 

limited to such improvements abutting the Westerly Lots only. 

 

Based on the above, the justification provided on pages 18 through 20 of the IS/MND regarding 

analysis of the Westerly and Easterly Lots remains valid. Specifically, the IS/MND considers 

certain project-level impacts wherever possible for development of the Westerly Lots; and 

considers certain cumulative impacts where it is not possible to consider project-level impacts 

for development of the Westerly Lots. The IS/MND does not consider project-level or 

cumulative impacts from development of the Easterly Lots because such impacts are speculative 

and not as reasonably foreseeable/probable as the Westerly Lots.  

 

Response to Comment 6-3 

 

The last residence to be constructed along the western section of Oddstad Way was developed in 

1990, shortly after construction of the existing Oddstad Way roadway segment. Thus, it is 

reasonable to conclude that development within the vicinity of the existing Oddstad Way stub 

has been limited by the availability of infrastructure, specifically, roadway access. Were it not 

for the substantial cost necessary to further extend Oddstad Way beyond its existing terminus, 

additional residences would likely have been developed along the planned roadway alignment by 

this time. Therefore, upon completion of the proposed extension, any future development of the 

Easterly Lots would similarly require considerable investment in infrastructure, as well as 

additional environmental review to evaluate the potential impacts associated with construction of 

such infrastructure (as well as, potentially, a General Plan Amendment as discussed under 

Response to Comment 6-2). In addition, as discussed in the IS/MND, development of the 

Easterly Lots has been previously anticipated per the City’s 1980 General Plan and public right-

of-way has been available to access the Easterly Lots, either from Rockaway Beach Avenue or 

Troglia Terrace, since their original subdivision in 1908.  Thus, even if the Easterly Lots are 

developed at some point in the future, such development would not necessarily be a direct 

consequence of, or triggered by, the proposed project. 

 

Furthermore, the project applicant does not own any of the Westerly or Easterly Lots, and 

evidence does not exist to suggest that all of the lots along Oddstad Way would be developed 

immediately upon completion of the proposed project, or even within the reasonably foreseeable 

future after completion of the proposed project. Rather, the more likely scenario is that the 

Westerly and Easterly Lots would be developed one-by-one based on market trends, with each 

development subject to discretionary review by the City as part of its review of a Site 

Development Permit, which is a discretionary permit that must be approved prior to issuance of a 

building permit in the R-1-H zoning district. As such, the IS/MND, which excludes analysis of 

the Easterly Logs but provides analysis of buildout of the Westerly Lots in conjunction with the 

proposed project, provides a reasonable, worst-case approach. 
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Response to Comment 6-4 

 

No inconsistency exists between the General Plan land use and zoning designations for the 

Westerly Lots.  Pages 16 and 17 of the IS/MND discuss the General Plan land use and zoning 

designations applicable to the Westerly Lots.  Three General Plan land use designations – Open 

Space Residential (OSR), Very Low Density Residential (VLDR), and Low Density Residential 

(LDR) – are applicable to certain Westerly Lots.  All Westerly Lots are within the R-1-H 

(Single-Family Residential, Hillside) zoning district.  The R-1-H zoning district establishes a 

minimum lot size and minimum lot area per dwelling unit of 5,000 square feet in Municipal 

Code Section 9-4.953 (by reference to Municipal Code Section 9-4.402(a) and (b)).  The R-1-H 

zoning district does not include standards for maximum lot size or maximum lot area per 

dwelling unit. 

 

A General Plan standard requiring a more restrictive standard than the underlying zoning district 

is not inherently inconsistent.  The various General Plan land use designations applicable to the 

Westerly Lots set forth minimum densities of more than five acres per dwelling unit (OSR), 0.5 

acres per dwelling unit (VLDR), and 4,840 square feet per dwelling unit (LDR).  In the case of 

OSR and VLDR land use designations, the General Plan would require minimum lot sizes in 

excess of the 5,000 square feet required in the R-1-H zoning district in order for residential 

development to be consistent with the General Plan.  Because the lot sizes would be required to 

comply with the minimum General Plan and zoning standards for lot area per dwelling unit, there 

is not an inconsistency between the R-1-H zoning district and the OSR and VLDR General Plan 

land use designations.  A lot size of more than five acres (OSR) or more than 0.5 acres (VLDR) 

would both exceed the minimum 5,000 square foot requirement of the R-1-H zoning district. 

 

Regarding the LDR General Plan land use designation, development would be permissible with a 

lot area as small as 4,840 square feet, which is less than the R-1-H zoning district minimum of 

5,000 square feet.  Any such lot of less than 5,000 square feet would be considered 

nonconforming and development may be permitted when consistent with Municipal Code Title 

9, Chapter 4, Article 30 “Nonconforming Lots, Structures, and Uses” which requires, of note, 

approval of a Site Development Permit (and associated findings of General Plan consistency).  

Therefore, there is no inconsistency between the LDR land use designation in the General Plan 

and the R-1-H zoning district.  It is important to note, however, that all Westerly Lots are greater 

than 5,000 square feet as demonstrated in Table 1 on p. 17 of the IS/MND, meaning there are no 

nonconforming lots among the Westerly Lots.   

 

While all of the Westerly Lots comply with R-1-H minimum lot size and minimum lot area per 

dwelling unit standards, not all of the lots are large enough to achieve compliance with minimum 

density standards for residential development as set forth in their respective General Plan land 

use designations (see Table 1 on p. 17 of the IS/MND).  This existing condition was not caused 

by the proposed project, and the proposed project would not alter the land use or zoning 

designations of such lots in such a way that a new inconsistency would be created.  The comment 

contends that approval of the proposed project would lead to certain future residential 

development of the Westerly Lots, and thus, would cause a significant adverse environmental 

impact as described in Section X.b on p. 73 of the IS/MND for conflicts with applicable land use 

plans, policies, or regulations.  The comment is factually unsupported.  
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The comment summarily concludes that future development of the Westerly Lots would occur 

with the lots in their current configurations, without potential consolidation which could increase 

their areas to comply with General Plan density standards for residential development.  The 

comment also summarily concludes that future development would only be residential 

development, although other nonresidential land uses are permissible within the R-1-H zoning 

district pursuant to Municipal Code Section 9-4.952 (by reference to Municipal Code Section 9-

4.401), including but not limited to churches or schools, parks and playgrounds, crop and tree 

farming, and bed and breakfast inns.  None of these uses would include dwelling units and, thus, 

the minimum density standards would not apply.   

 

More importantly, the comment incorrectly implies that the proposed project includes approval 

for development of the Westerly Lots, which it does not.  Development of the Westerly Lots, 

while reasonably foreseeable as a result of the proposed project and thus analyzed to the 

maximum extent practicable in the IS/MND, is less than a certainty.  Any such future 

development would be subject to the discretionary review processes for a Site Development 

Permit and potentially a General Plan Amendment, and requisite CEQA analysis.  Because the 

configuration and uses associated with potential future development of the Westerly Lots is 

unknown, and because one or more discretionary approvals would be required prior to 

development of the Westerly Lots, there is no factual basis to support the comment’s contention 

that a significant adverse environmental impact would occur as described in Section X.b of the 

IS/MND.  

 

For reasons stated in the IS/MND, including but not limited to those on p. 18-20 of the IS/MND, 

potential impacts resulting from the development of the Easterly Lots have not been analyzed in 

the IS/MND because there is no factual basis to require performing such an analysis.  As such, 

there could not be a potentially significant environmental impact from their potential future 

development which is attributable to the proposed project. 

 

The 2008 lot line adjustment is unrelated to the proposed project or adequacy of the IS/MND.   

 

Response to Comment 6-5 

 

As discussed on page 104 of the IS/MND, because development plans for the Westerly Lots are 

not currently available, a project-level analysis of certain CEQA issue areas, including hydrology 

and water quality, cannot be provided. Rather, for such issue areas, a program-level analysis is 

included in the IS/MND. The IS/MND does not imply that development of the Westerly and 

Easterly Lots would not result in potential impacts related to hydrology and water quality, only 

that such impacts cannot be evaluated in the absence of project-specific information such as 

grading and drainage plans. The IS/MND acknowledges that further environmental review of 

hydrology and water quality issues would be conducted prior to issuance of building permits for 

the Westerly and Easterly Lots. Such review would include analysis of potential impacts, 

including erosion impacts, associated with increased stormwater discharge to Rockaway Creek. 

In addition, all future development would be required to comply with C.3 Standards related to 

water quality and flow control requirements, which would ensure that significant impacts to 

downstream waterways do not occur.   
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Response to Comment 6-6 

 

Given that the project applicant does not own and thus that biological assessments have not been 

prepared for the Westerly or Easterly Lots, comprehensive analysis of potential impacts to 

biological resources associated with development of such lots cannot be included in the IS/MND. 

In addition, because the proposed project does not include a proposal to develop the Westerly or 

Easterly Lots, preparation of biological assessments for such development is not required in 

conjunction with the current development proposal. Rather, further environmental review of 

issues related to site-specific biological resources would be conducted in conjunction with 

development proposed for the Westerly and Easterly Lots. In the absence of development plans 

for the Westerly and Easterly Lots, a meaningful analysis of potential impacts to biological 

resources associated with buildout of the lots cannot be provided at this time. In addition, 

conditions at the Westerly and Easterly Lots could change by the time specific development 

proposals are submitted to the City. 

 

Response to Comment 6-7 

 

In the absence of specific development plans for the Westerly Lots, any attempt to provide a 

project-level analysis of aesthetic impacts associated with such development at this time would 

be inherently speculative. Rather, as noted in Response to Comment 4-10 above, additional 

environmental analysis, including analysis of issues related to aesthetics, would be conducted in 

conjunction with development proposed for the Westerly Lots. A program-level analysis of 

potential impacts to aesthetic resources associated with buildout of the Westerly Lots is provided 

on page 104 of the IS/MND. Furthermore, given that the project area was anticipated for 

development with residential uses per the 1980 General Plan, the City has previously considered 

potential impacts to aesthetic resources at a program level. 

 

As noted previously, future development of the Easterly Lots is not analyzed in the IS/MND, as 

such development is speculative and not as reasonably foreseeable or probable as the Westerly 

Lots. 

 

Response to Comment 6-8 

 

Please see Response to Comment 6-4 above. 

 

Response to Comment 6-9 

 

Issues related to emergency access are discussed on pages 95 through 97 of the IS/MND. As 

noted therein, circulation and access improvements associated with the proposed project would 

include extension of Oddstad Way to the project frontage. The extended roadway would be 

approximately 20 feet wide, and would include an attached three-foot-wide sidewalk on the east 

side of the road. At the project frontage, the roadway would terminate in an inverted 

hammerhead, which would allow for turnaround of fire trucks and other emergency vehicles. All 

roadway improvements would be designed consistent with existing City standards and 

guidelines, including but not limited to California Fire Code standards. Thus, sufficient 

emergency access would be provided for both the proposed project and the Westerly Lots.   
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In addition, the proposed project and future development of the Westerly Lots would not alter the 

existing circulation system within the Rockaway Beach neighborhood. The construction of up to 

five single-family homes along the proposed Oddstad Way extension would not conflict with 

existing evacuation routes or otherwise impact emergency access for existing homes. 

Nonetheless, the commenter’s concerns related to existing emergency access issues within the 

Rockaway Beach neighborhood have been forwarded to the decision-makers for their 

consideration. 

 

Response to Comment 6-10 

 

As noted previously, future development of the Easterly Lots is not analyzed in the IS/MND, as 

such development is speculative and not as reasonably foreseeable or probable as the Westerly 

Lots. 

 

Response to Comment 6-11 

 

While the proposed buildings, retaining walls, and debris walls would be visible from public 

viewpoints in the project vicinity, implementation of Mitigation Measure I-1 would ensure that 

such features would blend with the natural landscape in the project area, as well as the color 

palette of the existing residential development in the area. In response to the commenter’s 

concerns, Mitigation Measure I-1 on page 26 of the IS/MND is hereby revised as follows: 

 
I-1. Prior to issuance of building permits, all improvement and building 

plans for the proposed development shall demonstrate that the color and 

texture (including, but not limited to, landscaping, surface treatments, 

etc.) of the proposed buildings, retaining walls, and debris walls match 

or blend with the natural landscape in the project area, as well as the 

color palette of the existing residential development in the area. The final 

design of the buildings and retaining walls shall be reviewed and 

approved by the City of Pacifica Building Division. 

 

The foregoing revision is for clarification purposes only, and does not affect the conclusions of 

the IS/MND. With implementation of Mitigation Measure I-1, as revised, the final design of the 

buildings, retaining walls, and debris walls would be reviewed and approved by the City of 

Pacifica Building Division. Given that retaining walls and similar features are often necessary 

components of hillside development, and the proposed project includes measures to reduce the 

visual impacts of such features to a less-than-significant level, additional revision to Mitigation 

Measure I-1 is not warranted. In addition, as discussed throughout the IS/MND, the proposed 

project is consistent with the site’s existing land use designation and, thus, changes to the visual 

character and quality of the project area associated with development of the project site have 

been previously anticipated by the City.  

 

Response to Comment 6-12 

 

The IS/MND does not identify any potentially significant impacts to aesthetic resources 

associated with development of the proposed roadway. As such, consistent with the CEQA 

Guidelines, the IS/MND is not required to include mitigation to address such impacts or analyze 
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alternatives to the currently proposed development. Furthermore, extension of Oddstad Way 

along the proposed alignment has been previously anticipated per the City’s General Plan, and 

the proposed extension would comply with all applicable City design standards. Lastly, the 

roadway design suggested by the commenter would likely involve approximately twice the area 

of disturbance compared to the proposed project by requiring two 20-foot wide travel ways (one 

for each direction of traffic), rather than one 20-foot wide travel way, since the California Fire 

Code establishes a minimum 20 foot width for fire apparatus access roads. 

 

Response to Comment 6-13 

 

Cattle Hill is included within an area managed by the Golden Gate National Recreation Area 

(GGNRA) as part of the Sweeney Ridge trail system. The nearest segment of the Sweeney Ridge 

hiking trail, as mapped by the GGNRA, is located approximately 0.43-mile northeast of the 

project site. Thus, views of the proposed project from the hiking trail would be relatively distant 

compared to views of the project from Bayview Road. Views of the proposed project from 

Bayview Road are analyzed on pages 22 through 24 of the IS/MND. As noted therein, with 

implementation of Mitigation Measure I-1, impacts related to degradation of the visual character 

or quality of the site for public viewers on Bayview Road would be less than significant. Thus, 

potential impacts to views of the project site from the Sweeney Ridge hiking trail would 

similarly be considered less than significant and, consequently, analysis of such views was not 

required and thus was appropriately omitted from the IS/MND. The GGNRA did not elect to 

submit a comment letter during the public review period for the IS/MND.  

 

Response to Comment 6-14 

 

Please see Responses to Comments 6-16 through 6-40 below. 

 

Response to Comment 6-15 

 

The comment is a concluding statement summarizing the prior contents of the letter. Please see 

Responses to Comments 6-1 through 6-13 above. 

 

Response to Comment 6-16 

 

The comment suggests a conservation easement and does not address the adequacy of the 

IS/MND. Nonetheless, the commenter’s suggestions have been forwarded to the decision-makers 

for their consideration. 

 

Response to Comment 6-17 

 

The comment requests information regarding parking and does not address the adequacy of the 

IS/MND. The proposed project does not include plans for striping parking spaces or otherwise 

specify the vehicle capacity for the proposed 60-foot parking bay. The exact orientation of 

vehicle parking within the parking bay would be determined at a later point at time in 

coordination with City Staff. It should be noted that analysis of issues related to parking is not 

required under the State CEQA Guidelines.   
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Response to Comment 6-18 

 

As shown in Table 8 of the IS/MND, the proposed bio-retention basin would include a total area 

of 780 sf of treatment area. Additional information related to the capacity and design of the 

proposed stormwater treatment system is included in the Stormwater Control Plan prepared for 

the proposed project by Megan W. Stromberg Consulting. As noted on page 2 of the IS/MND, 

all of the technical reports and modeling results used in the preparation of the IS/MND are 

available upon request at the City of Pacifica Planning Department.  

 

It should be noted that the proposed stormwater outfall into Rockaway Creek would discharge 

treated stormwater within an existing concrete apron, thereby limiting the potential for bank 

erosion within the channel. Furthermore, per Mitigation Measure IV-5(c) in the IS/MND, the 

project applicant would be required to notify the California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

(CDFW) of the intentions of the project to determine if a Lake or Streambed Alteration 

Agreement is necessary. In the event that a Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement is deemed 

necessary for the proposed outfall, CDFW would work with the project applicant and the City to 

ensure that the outfall is engineered to prevent any adverse effects to Rockaway Creek. 

 

Response to Comment 6-19 

 

Figure 3 and Figure 4 of the IS/MND demonstrate the existing trees that are proposed for 

removal as part of the proposed residential development and the associated roadway extension, 

respectively. Table 6 of the IS/MND summarizes the heritage trees that would require removal as 

part of the proposed project: 

 
Table 6 

Heritage Trees within the Project Site and Off-Site Improvement Areas 

Species 
Number of Trees in the Project Site 

and Off-Site Improvement Areas 
Number of Trees to be 
Removed by Project 

Lollypop tree (non-native) 2 0 

Monterey pine (non-native) 13 (1 dead) 3 

Coast redwood (native) 0 0 

Arroyo willow (native) 1 0 

Toyon (native) 5 3 

Pittosporum (non-native) 2 2 
Source: WRA, Inc., 2017. 

 

Additional information regarding the species, diameter, and condition of the existing trees 

located within the project area is included in the Tree Survey Report prepared for the proposed 

project by WRA, Inc. As noted on page 2 of the IS/MND, all of the technical reports and 

modeling results used in the preparation of the IS/MND are available upon request at the City of 

Pacifica Planning Department, and are available at the City’s website at the following address: 

 

https://www.cityofpacifica.org/depts/planning/environmental_documents/default.asp 

 

Response to Comment 6-20 

 

Please see Responses to Comments 6-5 and 6-6 above.  

https://www.cityofpacifica.org/depts/planning/environmental_documents/default.asp
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Response to Comment 6-21 

 

Lots 45, 46, and 125 through 130, were merged into a single lot by the City of Pacifica in the 

1980s (San Mateo County Recorder Instrument No. 85108344). The lot is developed with an 

existing residence and, thus, was not included in the Easterly Lots for the purposes of the 

IS/MND. 

 

Response to Comment 6-22 

 

Enlarged versions of Figure 6 and Figure 7 from the IS/MND are provided below. Please note 

that copies of figures included in the IS/MND are available from the City Planning Department 

upon request. 

 

Response to Comment 6-23 

 

Please see Response to Comment 6-13 above. 

 

Response to Comment 6-24 

 

Please see Response to Comment 4-11 above. 

 

Response to Comment 6-25 

 

Please see Response to Comment 4-11 above. 

 

Response to Comment 6-26 

 

Please see Response to Comment 6-11 above. 

 

Response to Comment 6-27 

 

As noted on page 26 of the IS/MND, development of the proposed project would introduce new 

sources of light and glare where none currently exist. Sources of light would include, but would 

not be limited to, exterior and interior lighting associated with the proposed single-family home 

and project-related traffic along Oddstad Way, which would be extended to the project frontage 

as part of the project. The proposed on-site structures could potentially produce daytime glare as 

a result of light reflecting off of windows. However, the proposed buildings, as well as the 

proposed retaining wall, would be located on a north-facing slope and, thus, the windows facing 

the Rockaway neighborhood would not be expected to reflect a substantial amount of direct 

sunlight for much of the year.  
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Figure 6 

Existing View of Project Site from Bayview Road Looking South 
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Figure 7 

Proposed View of Project Site from Bayview Road looking South 
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Furthermore, the commenter does not provide sufficient evidence to support the assertion that 

glare associated with construction of one single-family residence would cause a substantial 

adverse effect to the residences and public spaces to the north of the project site. 

 

Response to Comment 6-28 

 

The proposed project consists of one single-family home. The project does not comprise a 

sufficient scale or intensity of development such that specialized design features such as non-

reflective glass would be required in order to limit potential adverse effects to birds. Rather, 

standard construction techniques would be used in development of the proposed project. 

Typically, specialized bird-safe design features are only required for much larger developments 

with location-related hazards (i.e., located inside of, or within a clear flight path of less than 300 

feet from, an urban bird refuge) or feature-related hazards (structures with free-standing clear 

glass walls, skywalks, greenhouses on rooftops, and balconies that have unbroken glazed 

segments 24 square feet and larger in size).3 Such circumstances would not apply to the proposed 

project.  

 

Response to Comment 6-29 

 

As noted on page 49 of the IS/MND, Mitigation Measure IV-6 requires preparation and 

submittal of a tree protection plan to the City prior to Planning Commission consideration of the 

project (see discussion under Response to Comment 4-20, above. The tree protection plan would 

include measures to limit adverse effects to existing trees in the project vicinity. The 

commenter’s suggestion has been forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 

 

Response to Comment 6-30 

 

The standards included in Mitigation Measure IV-3(b) of the IS/MND related to San Francisco 

Dusky-footed Woodrat are consistent with the recommendations of the Biological Resources 

Assessment prepared for the proposed project by WRA, Inc. Revision to the mitigation measure 

is not necessary.  

 

Response to Comment 6-31 

 

Please see Response to Comment 6-18 above. 

 

Response to Comment 6-32 

 

Please see Response to Comment 6-19 above. 

 

Response to Comment 6-33 

 

In response to the commenter’s concerns, page 51 of the IS/MND is hereby revised as follows: 

 

 
3  San Francisco Planning Department. Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings. Adopted July 14, 2011. 
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Per the Historical Resources Study, the region within which the proposed project is 

located could potentially contain prehistoric archaeological site indicators including, but 

not limited to, the following: obsidian and chert flakes and chipped stone tools; grinding 

and mashing implements; bedrock outcrops and boulders with mortar cups; and locally 

darkened midden soils containing some of the previously-listed items, plus fragments of 

bone, shellfish, and fire affected stones. However, archaeological resources, 

paleontological resources, and unique geologic features were not observed during the 

field survey conducted on the project site. Given the relatively steep slope of the 

proposed project site and the absence of a nearby perennial watercourse, the proposed 

project area is not sensitive for buried archaeological deposits, and the probability of 

encountering such deposits is low. 

 

In addition, page 98 of the IS/MND is hereby revised as follows: 

 
Given the relatively steep slope of the proposed project site and the absence of a nearby 

perennial watercourse, the proposed project area is not sensitive for buried archaeological 

deposits, and the probability of encountering such deposits is low. However, the 

possibility exists that previously undiscovered tribal cultural resources could be 

uncovered during ground-disturbing activities associated with construction of the 

proposed project. Therefore, the proposed project could result in a substantial adverse 

change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, and a potentially significant 

impact could occur. 

 

The foregoing revisions are for clarification purposes only and do not affect the conclusions of 

the IS/MND. 

 

Response to Comment 6-34 

 

Given the absence of known cultural resources within the project area, the requirements of 

Mitigation Measure V-2 in the IS/MND are sufficient to ensure that potential impacts are 

reduced to less-than-significant levels. Nonetheless, in response to the commenters concerns, 

Mitigation Measure V-1 on page 52 of the IS/MND is revised as follows: 

 
V-1. Prior to initiation of ground-disturbing activities at the project site, the 

project applicant shall retain a qualified cultural/tribal cultural expert to 

provide a cultural resource awareness training session to all 

construction workers involved in grading, trenching, or other ground-

disturbing activities associated with the proposed project. The training 

session shall cover standard measures for identifying cultural resources 

and human remains, as well as measures to be taken if a potential 

cultural resource is identified on-site. The training coordinator shall 

distribute a sign-in sheet to event attendees, verifying completion of the 

training. The completed sign-in sheet shall be submitted to the City of 

Pacifica within two weeks of training completion. 

 

In the event of the accidental discovery or recognition of any human 

remains, further excavation or disturbance of the find or any nearby area 

reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent human remains shall not occur 

until compliance with the provisions of CEQA Guidelines Section 
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15064.5(e)(1) and (2) has occurred. The Guidelines specify that in the 

event of the discovery of human remains other than in a dedicated 

cemetery, no further excavation at the site or any nearby area suspected 

to contain human remains shall occur until the County Coroner has been 

notified to determine if an investigation into the cause of death is 

required. If the Coroner determines that the remains are Native 

American, then, within 24 hours, the Coroner must notify the Native 

American Heritage Commission, which in turn will notify the most likely 

descendants who may recommend treatment of the remains and any 

grave goods. If the Native American Heritage Commission is unable to 

identify a most likely descendant or most likely descendant fails to make 

a recommendation within 24 hours after notification by the Native 

American Heritage Commission, or the landowner or his authorized 

agent rejects the recommendation by the most likely descendant and 

mediation by the Native American Heritage Commission fails to provide 

a measure acceptable to the landowner, then the landowner or his 

authorized representative shall rebury the human remains and grave 

goods with appropriate dignity at a location on the property not subject 

to further disturbances. If human remains are encountered, a copy of the 

resulting County Coroner report noting any written consultation with the 

Native American Heritage Commission shall be submitted as proof of 

compliance to the City of Pacifica Planning Department. 

 

The foregoing revision adds additional performance standards to Mitigation Measure V-1, but 

does not affect the analysis or conclusions presented within the IS/MND. 

 

Response to Comment 6-35 

 

Mitigation Measure VI-3 already requires seeding of exposed slopes with native grasses and, 

thus, contains sufficient specificity to ensure that non-native seeds are not used on-site. Revision 

to Mitigation Measure VI-3 is not necessary. 

 

Response to Comment 6-36 

 

Provision of sufficient emergency access to the project site and continued availability of the 

proposed emergency vehicle turnaround would be ensured by the North County Fire Authority 

throughout the lifetime of the project. Per Section 4-3.125 of the Municipal Code, “no parking” 

signs or other appropriate notices prohibiting obstructions, as approved by the Fire Marshal, 

must be provided where fire lanes on private property have been designated by the Fire Marshal.  

 
VIII-1 Upon completion of the proposed roadway extension, the City of Pacifica 

shall require that the proposed emergency vehicle turnaround is kept 

clear in order to allow for unimpeded emergency vehicle access during 

construction activities associated with the proposed project, consistent 

with the signage requirements established in Appendix D of the 

California Fire Code. All construction equipment and materials shall be 

staged on-site so as to prevent obstruction of Oddstad Way. In addition, 

the turnaround shall be deed restricted to provide clear disclosure to all 

future owners of the project site of the obligation to maintain the 
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turnaround clear of obstructions/vehicles. The deed restriction shall 

clarify, to the City’s satisfaction, circumstances under which parking 

restrictions may be lifted, such as if the Oddstad Way extension is 

converted to a through street.  

 

The foregoing revision provides additional specificity to Mitigation Measure VIII-1, but does not 

affect the analysis or conclusions presented in the IS/MND. 

 

Response to Comment 6-37 

 

With regard to provision of emergency access to the Westerly Lots, please see Response to 

Comment 2-1. With regard to the Easterly Lots, please see Responses to Comments 4-10 and 6-2 

through 6-7 above. 

 

Response to Comment 6-38 

 

The IS/MND concluded that with implementation of Mitigation Measure XII-2, potential 

impacts related to construction traffic noise would be reduced to less-than-significant levels. 

Further mitigation to limit construction hours beyond the requirements established in the City’s 

Municipal Code is not warranted per CEQA. 

Response to Comment 6-39 

 

The comment states that the cumulative analysis is inadequate, but does not cite specific 

deficiencies. Responses to individual issues raised by the commenter related to the cumulative 

analysis presented in the IS/MND are provided above. 

 

Response to Comment 6-40 

 

Assessor’s Maps of the referenced lots with higher resolution lot dimension information are 

available online from the San Mateo County at the following web address: 

 

https://www.smcacre.org/assessor-maps-0 

 

However, the Assessor’s Maps do not accurately reflect the underlying mergers of many of the 

lots in the area.  Consult with Planning Department staff for information on lot mergers. 

 

It should be noted that Letter 6 includes, as an attachment, a memorandum dated October 21, 

2015 from the Rockaway Valley Neighborhood Association Steering Committee. The 

attachment is not specific to the IS/MND. 
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Letter 7 

7-1 

7-2 

7-3 

7-4 

7-5 

7-6 

7-7 
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LETTER 7:  RON MAYKEL, DECEMBER 5, 2018 

 

Response to Comment 7-1 

 

As noted on page 26 of the IS/MND, implementation of the proposed project would result in 

noticeable changes to the visual character of the area; however, modifications to the visual 

character of the site and surrounding area as a result of the proposed project would not constitute 

a substantial degradation of such character. With implementation of Mitigation Measure I-1, 

impacts related to degradation of visual character and quality were determined to be less than 

significant. 

 

Response to Comment 7-2 

 

It is assumed that the commenter is referring to construction hours, rather than the stated 

“operational hours”. As discussed on page 82 of the IS/MND, noise associated with construction 

activities would occur intermittently, and would be limited to the hours of 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM, 

Monday through Friday, and 9:00 AM to 5:00 PM on Saturdays and Sundays per Section 8-

7.5.07 of the City’s Municipal Code. In addition, Mitigation Measure XII-2, as amended (see 

Response to Comment 4-8, above), includes specific measures to further limit construction noise. 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure XII-2, as amended, impacts related to construction 

noise were determined to be less than significant. However, the commenter’s request has been 

forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 

 

Response to Comment 7-3 

 

Issues related to drainage management are discussed in Section IX, Hydrology and Water 

Quality, of the IS/MND. As noted therein, the proposed project would require the construction of 

an underground stormwater drainage pipe to route treated runoff from the proposed bio-retention 

facility under Oddstad Way to a new outfall at Rockaway Creek. However, the proposed bio-

retention facility itself, which would be located along the northern side of the proposed Oddstad 

Way extension, would be located aboveground.  

 

Response to Comment 7-4 

 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the IS/MND. Chapter 12, Preservation of 

Heritage Trees, of the City’s Municipal Code does not specify the exact species of trees required 

for replacement tree plantings. Nonetheless, the commenter’s request has been forwarded to the 

decision-makers for their consideration. 

 

Response to Comment 7-5 

 

Issues related to special-status wildlife are discussed on pages 40 through 45 of the IS/MND. As 

noted therein, the IS/MND includes mitigation for raptors and nesting birds, roosting bats, San 

Francisco dusky-footed woodrat, and monarch butterfly. With implementation of such mitigation 

measures, impacts to special-status species were determined to be less than significant.  
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Response to Comment 7-6 

 

Mitigation Measure IV-3(a) from the IS/MND specifies that any stick nests within the 

construction area shall be flagged and dismantled under the supervision of a qualified biologist. 

Any special-status species potentially observed by the biologist during such dismantling 

activities would be reported by the biologist to the City of Pacifica, and appropriate action would 

be taken. Mitigation Measure IV-3(a) is hereby revised as follows to clarify the reporting 

requirements provided therein: 

 
IV-3(a). Not more than 30 days prior to initiation of ground-disturbing activities, 

a qualified biologist shall conduct preconstruction surveys for all active 
woodrat stick nests that would be directly impacted by the proposed 
project. Surveys shall include all suitable habitat types within the ground 
disturbance footprint. Any stick nests within the construction area shall 
be flagged and dismantled under the supervision of the biologist. The 
results of the pre-construction surveys, including reports of any non-
target special-status species observed by the biologist, shall be submitted 
to the City of Pacifica Planning Department and the CDFW. If San 
Francisco dusky-footed woodrats are not encountered during the 
dismantling process, further action is not required.  

 

The foregoing revision is for clarification purposes only, and does not affect the analysis or 

conclusions presented in the IS/MND. 

 

Response to Comment 7-7 

 

Issues related to emergency access are discussed on pages 95 through 97 of the IS/MND. As 

noted therein, circulation and access improvements associated with the proposed project would 

include extension of Oddstad Way to the project frontage. The extended roadway would be at 

least 20 feet wide, and would include an attached three-foot-wide sidewalk on the east side of the 

road. At the project frontage, the roadway would terminate in an inverted hammerhead, which 

would allow for turnaround of fire trucks and other emergency vehicles. All roadway 

improvements would be designed consistent with existing City standards and guidelines and 

California Fire Code requirements. Thus, sufficient emergency access would be provided for 

both the proposed project and the Westerly Lots.  

 

In addition, the proposed project and future development of the Westerly Lots would not alter the 

existing circulation system within the Rockaway Beach neighborhood. The construction of up to 

five single-family homes along the proposed Oddstad Way extension would not conflict with 

existing evacuation routes or otherwise impact emergency access for existing homes. 

Nonetheless, the commenter’s concerns related to existing emergency access issues within the 

Rockaway Beach neighborhood have been forwarded to the decision-makers for their 

consideration. 
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Memorandum 
 

Date: May 9, 2020 

To: Rod Stinson  

Organization: Raney Planning & Management  

From: Jim Brennan 

Re: Oddstad Way Construction Noise Control 

Dear Mr. Stinson 

j.c. brennan & associates, Inc. has conducted an analysis of on-site construction 
equipment at the Oddstad Way project.  The intent is to identify the equipment that 
can operated, the amount of time each piece of equipment can operate, and where 
appropriate, introducing additional noise mitigation.  It is important that the 
construction does not exceed 60 dB Ldn at the nearest residences. 

As a means of determining hourly average noise levels associated with each piece 
of equipment, the Federal Highway Administration Construction Noise Model 
(RCNM) was used.  The RCNM assigns maximum noise levels to varying pieces of 
equipment, and assumes an average hourly operating time for each piece of 
equipment.  The RCNM then calculates the contribution of overall noise from each 
individual piece of equipment, and then calculates the cumulative noise level at the 
nearest receiver.   

The City of Pacifica noise level standard is an Ldn descriptor, which is a 24-hour 
average noise level which assigns a 10 dB penalty to any noise source which 
operates between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.  The City of Pacifica Municipal 

Code - Section 8-1.08 limits hours of construction to 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. on 
weekdays, and 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on weekends. Therefore, it is not anticipated 
that construction will occur during the nighttime (penalty hours).   

This analysis assumes that criteria contained in Mitigation Measure XII-2 will be 
incorporated in the Construction Mitigation Plan.  It is important that Bullet # 7 of the 
Mitigation Measure XII-2 are a minimum of 8-feet in height.  The following is the Bullet 
#7:  
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(Sound blankets (SONEX Curtains or similar technology) shall be installed 
along the edge of the on-site excavation areas located closest to the existing 
residences in the project area, as well as along the property lines of the 
existing residences located adjacent to the proposed roadway extension) 

For this analysis, it is assumed that the construction of any residence will consist of 
5 separate phases.  They are as follows: 

 Excavation of foundations and building footings; 

 Foundation framing; 

 Concrete pours; 

 Residential building framing; 

 Final Grading. 

Analysis 

Excavation of Foundations and Building Footings 

The primary noise sources associated with the excavation at building sites will include 
a Backhoe, Dump Trucks and Flat Bed Trucks for delivery of equipment.  Based 
upon the RCNM calculations, the typical hourly Leq is 64.1 dBA.  Based upon the 
typical hourly Leq, the equipment can operate simultaneously for a period of 8-hours, 
and comply with an Ldn of 60 dBA.  Appendix B shows the inputs and calculations for 
the excavation phase. 

Foundation Framing 

The primary noise sources associated with the foundation framing include Pneumatic 
Tools (impact equipment, nail guns), Compressors and Delivery Trucks. Based upon 
the RCNM calculations, the typical hourly Leq is 70.0 dBA.  Based upon the typical 
hourly Leq, the equipment can operate simultaneously for a period of only 2-hours, 
and comply with an Ldn of 60 dBA.  Appendix B shows the inputs and calculations for 
the foundation framing phase. 

This may not be practical to keep a construction schedule.  The primary noise source 
is the pneumatic tools.  The contribution of noise due to the pneumatic tools is 69.1 
dBA Leq, and is almost 10 dB higher than any other tools.   

As a means of reducing noise levels from pneumatic tools, an exhaust muffler on the 
compressed air exhaust shall be used.  This muffler can lower noise levels from the 
exhaust by up to about 10 dBA.  External jackets on the tools themselves shall be 
used, where available.  This could achieve a reduction of 5 to 6 dBA.  Therefore, the 
pneumatic tool mufflers and/or jackets will be required, and all equipment may 
operate for a total of 8-hours, and achieve 60 dBA Ldn. 

Concrete Pours 

The primary noise sources associated with the foundation framing include 
Compressors, Concrete Mixing Trucks, and Concrete Pump Trucks. Based upon the 
RCNM calculations, the typical hourly Leq is 66.1 dBA.  Based upon the typical hourly 
Leq, the equipment can operate simultaneously for a period of only 7-hours, and 
comply with an Ldn of 60 dBA.  Appendix B shows the inputs and calculations for the 
concrete pour phase. 
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Residential Framing 

The primary noise sources associated with the residential framing include Pneumatic 
Tools (impact equipment, nail guns), Compressors, a potential use of a Crane, 
Delivery Trucks, and Other Equipment such as table saws, chop saws, sawzalls, etc. 
Based upon the RCNM calculations, the typical hourly Leq is 72.7 dBA.  Based upon 
the typical hourly Leq, the equipment can operate simultaneously for a period of only 
1-hour, and comply with an Ldn of 60 dBA.  Appendix B shows the inputs and 
calculations for the residential framing phase. 

This may not be practical to keep a construction schedule.  The primary noise 
sources are the pneumatic tools, saws and other stationary equipment.  The 
contribution of noise due to the pneumatic tools is 69.1 dBA Leq and the saws and 
other equipment is 69.0.  Both of these noise sources are approximately 10 dB higher 
than any other tools.   

As a means of reducing noise levels from pneumatic tools, an exhaust muffler on the 
compressed air exhaust shall be used.  This muffler can lower noise levels from the 
exhaust by up to about 10 dBA.  External jackets on the tools themselves shall be 
used, where available.  This could achieve a reduction of 5 to 6 dBA.  Therefore, the 
pneumatic tool mufflers and/or jackets will be required.  All other equipment shall 
follow Bullet #6 of Mitigation Measure XII-2, as follows: 

A noise barrier shall be constructed around all stationary noise sources 
associated with construction, consisting of either hay bales stacked two feet 
above each of the pieces of equipment on three sides or a similar barrier of 
sufficient effectiveness to reduce noise levels by 7 dB 

 All equipment may operate for a total of 8-hours, and achieve 60 dBA Ldn. 

Final Grading 

The primary noise sources associated with the final grading include Delivery Trucks, 
Front End Loaders and Tractors. Based upon the RCNM calculations, the typical 
hourly Leq is 68.6 dBA.  Based upon the typical hourly Leq, the equipment can 
operate simultaneously for a period of four hours, and comply with an Ldn of 60 dBA.  
Appendix B shows the inputs and calculations for the residential framing phase.  As 
an alternative, the tractor can operate alone for 4 hours of the day, and the remaining 
equipment can operate the additional 4 hours.  This will comply with the 60 dBA Ldn 
standard. 

Noise Control Recommendations 

Based upon our modeling of noise control measures, all potential construction noise 
will comply with the City's 60 dB Ldn noise level standard at the nearest residences 
with the following recommendations included in the Construction Mitigation Plan. 

1. Follow the Mitigation Measure XII-2 recommendations; 

2. Sound blankets installed along the edge of excavation areas and building 
sites located closest to existing residences, and along residential property 
lines shall be 8-feet in height; 

3. Follow all recommendations contained within this memorandum; 

4. No vibratory compactors shall be used.  All compaction shall be with hand 
rollers; 
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5. No jackhammers shall be used; 

6. All construction shall be limited to 8-hours per day; 

7. Construction crews shall not arrive before 7:00 a.m.; 

8. A Construction Management Plan shall be submitted to the City for approval; 

9. Designate a disturbance coordinator and conspicuously post this person’s number 
around the project site and in adjacent public spaces.  The disturbance coordinator 
will receive all public complaints about construction noise disturbances and will be 
responsible for determining the cause of the complaint, and implement any feasible 
measures to be taken to alleviate the problem. 

 

If you have any questions, please contact me at JBrennan@jcbrennanassoc.com. 
 

 
Respectfully submitted, 
j.c. brennan & associates, Inc. 

 
 
Jim Brennan 
President 
Member, Institute of Noise Control Engineering 

 

 

 

 



Appendix A 
Acoustical Terminology 

 

Acoustics The science of sound. 
 

Ambient Noise The distinctive acoustical characteristics of a given space consisting of all noise sources audible at that 
location.  In many cases, the term ambient is used to describe an existing or pre-project condition such as the 
setting in an environmental noise study. 

 

Attenuation The reduction of an acoustic signal. 
 

A-Weighting A frequency-response adjustment of a sound level meter that conditions the output signal to approximate 
human response. 

 

Decibel or dB Fundamental unit of sound, A Bell is defined as the logarithm of the ratio of the sound pressure squared over 
the reference pressure squared.  A Decibel is one-tenth of a Bell. 

 

CNEL  Community Noise Equivalent Level.  Defined as the 24-hour average noise level with noise occurring during 
evening hours (7 - 10 p.m.) weighted by a factor of three and nighttime hours weighted by a factor of 10 prior to 
averaging. 

 

Frequency The measure of the rapidity of alterations of a periodic signal, expressed in cycles per second or hertz (Hz). 
 

Ldn  Day/Night Average Sound Level.  Similar to CNEL but with no evening weighting. 
 

Leq  Equivalent or energy-averaged sound level. 
 

Lmax  The highest root-mean-square (RMS) sound level measured over a given period of time. 
 

L(n)  The sound level exceeded a described percentile over a measurement period.  For instance, an hourly L50 is 
the sound level exceeded 50% of the time during the one hour period. 

 

Loudness A subjective term for the sensation of the magnitude of sound. 
 

Noise  Unwanted sound. 
 

NRC  Noise Reduction Coefficient.  NRC is a single-number rating of the sound-absorption of a material equal to the 
arithmetic mean of the sound-absorption coefficients in the 250, 500, 1000, and 2,000 Hz octave frequency 
bands rounded to the nearest multiple of 0.05.  It is a representation of the amount of sound energy absorbed 
upon striking a particular surface. An NRC of 0 indicates perfect reflection; an NRC of 1 indicates perfect 
absorption. 

 

Peak Noise  The level corresponding to the highest (not RMS) sound pressure measured over a given period of time.  This 
term is often confused with the AMaximum@ level, which is the highest RMS level. 

 

RT60  The time it takes reverberant sound to decay by 60 dB once the source has been removed. 
 

Sabin  The unit of sound absorption.  One square foot of material absorbing 100% of incident sound has an absorption 
of 1 Sabin. 

 

SEL  Sound Exposure Level.  SEL is s rating, in decibels, of a discrete event, such as an aircraft flyover or train 
passby, that compresses the total sound energy into a one-second event.  

 

STC  Sound Transmission Class.  STC is an integer rating of how well a building partition attenuates airborne sound. 
 It is widely used to rate interior partitions, ceilings/floors, doors, windows and exterior wall configurations. 

 

Threshold The lowest sound that can be perceived by the human auditory system, generally considered to be 0 dB for        

of Hearing           persons with perfect hearing. 
 

Threshold             Approximately 120 dB above the threshold of hearing. 

 of Pain    
  

Impulsive Sound of short duration, usually less than one second, with an abrupt onset and rapid decay. 
 

Simple Tone Any sound which can be judged as audible as a single pitch or set of single pitches. 
 



Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM),Version 1.0

Report date4/25/2020

Case Desc Oddstad Excavation

---- Receptor #1 ----

Baselines (dBA)

DescriptionLand Use Daytime Evening Night

Nearest ReResidential 50 50 50

Equipment

Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding

Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)

Backhoe No 40 77.6 100 7

Dump Truck No 40 76.5 100 7

Flat Bed Truck No 40 74.3 100 7

Results

Calculated (dBA) Noise Limits (dBA)

Day Evening

Equipment *Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq

Backhoe 64.5 60.6 N/A N/A N/A N/A

Dump Truck 63.4 59.5 N/A N/A N/A N/A

Flat Bed Truck 61.2 57.3 N/A N/A N/A N/A

Total 64.5 64.1 N/A N/A N/A N/A

*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.



Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM),Version 1.0

Report date4/25/2020

Case Desc Oddstad Foundation Framing

---- Receptor #1 ----

Baselines (dBA)

DescriptionLand Use Daytime Evening Night

Nearest ReResidential 50 50 50

Equipment

Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding

Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)

Flat Bed Truck No 40 74.3 100 7

Compressor (air) No 40 77.7 100 7

Pneumatic Tools No 50 85.2 100 7

Results

Calculated (dBA) Noise Limits (dBA)

Day Evening

Equipment *Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq

Flat Bed Truck 61.2 57.3 N/A N/A N/A N/A

Compressor (air) 64.6 60.7 N/A N/A N/A N/A

Pneumatic Tools 72.2 69.1 N/A N/A N/A N/A

Total 72.2 70 N/A N/A N/A N/A

*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.



Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM),Version 1.0

Report date4/25/2020

Case Desc Oddstad Residential Concrete Pour

---- Receptor #1 ----

Baselines (dBA)

DescriptionLand Use Daytime Evening Night

Nearest ReResidential 50 50 50

Equipment

Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding

Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)

Concrete Pump Truck No 20 81.4 100 7

Concrete Mixer Truck No 40 78.8 100 7

Compressor (air) No 40 77.7 100 7

Results

Calculated (dBA) Noise Limits (dBA)

Day Evening

Equipment *Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq

Concrete Pump Truck 68.4 61.4 N/A N/A N/A N/A

Concrete Mixer Truck 65.8 61.8 N/A N/A N/A N/A

Compressor (air) 64.6 60.7 N/A N/A N/A N/A

Total 68.4 66.1 N/A N/A N/A N/A

*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.



Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM),Version 1.0

Report date4/25/2020

Case Desc Oddstad Residential Framing

---- Receptor #1 ----

Baselines (dBA)

DescriptionLand Use Daytime Evening Night

Nearest ReResidential 50 50 50

Equipment

Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding

Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)

Flat Bed Truck No 40 74.3 100 7

Crane No 16 80.6 100 7

All Other Equipment > No 50 85 100 7

Compressor (air) No 40 77.7 100 7

Pneumatic Tools No 50 85.2 100 7

Results

Calculated (dBA) Noise Limits (dBA)

Day Evening

Equipment *Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq

Flat Bed Truck 61.2 57.3 N/A N/A N/A N/A

Crane 67.5 59.6 N/A N/A N/A N/A

All Other Equipment > 72 69 N/A N/A N/A N/A

Compressor (air) 64.6 60.7 N/A N/A N/A N/A

Pneumatic Tools 72.2 69.1 N/A N/A N/A N/A

Total 72.2 72.7 N/A N/A N/A N/A

*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.



Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM),Version 1.0

Report date4/25/2020

Case Desc Oddstad Final Grading

---- Receptor #1 ----

Baselines (dBA)

DescriptionLand Use Daytime Evening Night

Nearest ReResidential 50 50 50

Equipment

Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding

Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)

Flat Bed Truck No 40 74.3 100 7

Front End Loader No 40 79.1 100 7

Tractor No 40 84 100 7

Results

Calculated (dBA) Noise Limits (dBA)

Day Evening

Equipment *Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq

Flat Bed Truck 61.2 57.3 N/A N/A N/A N/A

Front End Loader 66.1 62.1 N/A N/A N/A N/A

Tractor 71 67 N/A N/A N/A N/A

Total 71 68.6 N/A N/A N/A N/A

*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.



Spec Data Sheet   

NOISE BARRIER/SOUND ABSORBER 
COMPOSITE

BBC-SERIES
NOISE BARRIERS/SOUND ABSORBER COMPOSITES 

BBC-EXT-N Sound Curtains 
The barrier-backed configuration offers the benefits of both sound absorption 
and noise barrier products in one. A non-reinforced 1-LB psf loaded vinyl 
barrier is bonded to a 1” thick exterior grade vinyl-coated-polyester faced 
quilted fiberglass absorber.  These economic modular sound curtains are 
typically constructed with grommets across the top and hook and exterior 
grade Velcro along the vertical edges.

STC rating 27 

NRC rating 0.70 

Available facing colors on absorber side: gray, tan, or black 

Barrier color: black 

Applications:
Typically used as an economic Sound Curtain on temporary construction projects.  The exterior grade VCP facing is 
specifically formulated for outdoor applications.  Composite products offer maximum noise reduction by both blocking and 
absorbing noise at job sites.

Product Data: 

Description 1” HD VCP faced quilted fiberglass bonded to a 

1 LB/SF non-reinforced loaded vinyl barrier 

Nominal thickness  1.00” 

Temperature range  -20  to +180  F 

Standard panel width 54” 

Weight   1.45 LB/SF

Acoustical Data:

Sound Transmission Loss: 

OCTAVE BAND FREQUENCIES (Hz) 
PRODUCT 125 250 500 1000 2000 4000 STC

BBC-EXT-N 11 16 24 30 35 35 27

ASTM E-90 & E 413 

Sound absorption Data

OCTAVE BAND FREQUENCIES (Hz) 
Product 125 250 500 1000 2000 4000 NRC

BBC-EXT-N .12 .47 .85 .84 .64 .62 .70

ASTM C 423

www.soundcurtains.com

Appendix B - Construction Noise Curtains
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1. STUDY BACKGROUND 
 
The following report has been prepared to supplement a previous traffic impact analysis of the 
construction trips associated with a proposed residence on Oddstad Way in the City of Pacifica, 
California.  The previous report, “Traffic Impact Analysis of Construction Truck Trips for the 
Proposed Oddstad Way Residential Project” (September 12, 2017), was prepared by Omni-Means 
Engineers & Planners which now operates as GHD Incorporated.  
 
The previous report evaluated traffic operating conditions resulting from vehicle trips generated 
during construction of the project.  The project was calculated to generate up to three truck trips plus 
two additional employee trips (five vehicles) during the peak hours.  The analysis treated the trucks 
as the equivalent of two passenger vehicles, or equal to six trips, due to their size and slower 
acceleration characteristics, resulting in a total of 8 peak hour trips. 
 
To establish existing volume conditions on the roadway network, traffic volume counts were 
conducted at the time of the study (June 2017) at the SR 1/Fassler Avenue intersection, as well as 
Fassler Avenue/Rockaway Beach Avenue and Rockaway Beach Avenue/Buel Avenue.   The traffic 
counts were conducted during the AM and PM peak period commute times of the day and had 
recorded volumes of 2,510 AM & 3,497 PM peak hour trips at the SR 1/Fassler Avenue intersection. 
The Level-of-Service calculations based on those volumes identified acceptable LOS C conditions. 
However, as noted in the report, traffic flow rates on SR 1 through the Pacifica corridor are 
influenced by other factors, particularly vehicle queuing. As a result, operating conditions and delays 
can fluctuate at the SR1/Fassler Avenue intersection and other intersections along the SR1 corridor, 
ranging from relatively efficient traffic flows to stop-&-go conditions with longer delays. 
 
In order to provide an analysis of the potential traffic impacts of the project’s construction trips during 
prevailing conditions reflecting increased congestion with lower flow rates and longer delays, this 
supplemental analysis has evaluated operating conditions based on volume counts derived from a 
different study.  The volumes in that study are higher than the volumes utilized in the original traffic 
analysis we conducted and reflect slowed/congested conditions. 
 
 

 2. SUPPLEMENTAL ANALYSIS  
 
The volumes utilized for this supplemental analysis were conducted in conjunction with the State 
Route 1 / Calera Parkway / Highway 1 Widening Project.  The volumes are provided in the report 
titled “State Route 1/Calera Parkway Project Final Traffic Operations Report” (Fehr & Peers, July 
2008. Volume counts conducted in March 2007).  The volumes surveyed at that time (3,883 AM and 
4,264 PM peak hour trips) are higher than the traffic volumes counted for the Oddstad Way 
residential analysis.  In addition, the level-of-service calculations were calibrated based on travel-
time surveys to reflect lower traffic flow rates resulting from vehicle queuing through the SR 1 
corridor. 
 
Based on the counts and calibrations utilized at that time, the SR 1/Calera Parkway Traffic 
Operations Report identified existing level-of-service conditions at the SR 1/Fassler Avenue 
intersection of LOS F (with 195 seconds of delay) during the AM peak hour, and LOS F (with 117 
seconds of delay) during the PM peak hour.   
 
To conduct our supplemental analysis, the volumes from the SR 1 Traffic Operations Report were 
used to establish Existing conditions at the SR 1/Fassler Avenue intersection. The Fassler Avenue 
volumes east of SR 1 were also applied to the Fassler Avenue/Rockaway Beach Avenue 
intersection.  Furthermore, the level-of-service calculations were evaluated using reduced saturation 
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flow rates on SR 1 that were calibrated to match the SR 1/Calera Parkway Traffic Operations Report 
vehicle delays.   
 
As shown in Table 1, Existing Conditions at the SR 1/Fassler Avenue intersection match the 
previous report, operating at LOS F with 195 seconds delay during the AM period and 117 seconds 
during the PM period.  The Fassler Avenue/Rockaway Beach Avenue intersection operates at LOS 
B and the Rockaway Beach Avenue/Buel Avenue intersection operates at LOS A during both peak 
hours. 
 
 

Level-of-Service Standards 
 
As noted, traffic operating conditions are measured by Level-of-Service (LOS), which applies a letter 
ranking to intersection traffic performance based on vehicle delays. LOS ‘A’ represents optimum 
conditions with free-flow travel and no congestion.  LOS ‘F’ represents congested conditions with 
long delays.  (The intersection LOS were determined using the Synchro software suite consistent 
with the Highway Capacity Manual methodology. LOS calculation worksheets are attached.)   
 
Levels of service ranging from LOS A through D are generally considered acceptable, while LOS E 
or F typically represent “unacceptable” conditions. The City of Pacifica’s level-of-service standards, 
identified in the Circulation Element of the City’s General Plan, are based on a multi-modal level-of-
service, but coincide with this general standard.  The policy states “LOS D is typically considered 
acceptable for a peak hour in urban areas. LOS E is approaching capacity and LOS F represents 
conditions at or above capacity.”  The multi-modal level-of-service includes other qualitative factors, 
rather than exclusively vehicle delays, that may be used to prioritize improvements and evaluate 
projects.  For this reason, a purely quantitative threshold of delay is not specifically established. But 
for intersections operating at LOS E or F, the City’s policy is to limit further deterioration of traffic 
conditions by evaluating the significance of impacts of new development on highway congestion. 
 
To measure potential impacts to level-of-service for an intersection operating at LOS F for “Without 
Project” conditions, a standard practice is to identify the project’s contribution of vehicle trips to the 
intersection volumes.  A conservative threshold is if a project contributes more than one percent to 
the intersection volumes, it is considered a significant impact.  For vehicle delays, a conservative 
standard describes a project’s trips as being significant if the project increases the intersection delay 
by more than five seconds.   
 
 

Operating Conditions With The Project Construction Trips 
 
As noted, the project is calculated to generate approximately six peak hour trips during construction. 
The level-of-service analysis applied eight trips to the calculations to account for larger and slower 
moving trucks.  As shown in Table 1, the level-of-service delays with the construction trips would 
remain unchanged during the AM peak hour and increase by one second during the PM peak hour.   
 
The project’s contribution of trips to the SR 1/Fassler Avenue intersection during construction would 
represent a contribution of 0.2% (0.002) to the intersection volumes, or less than one percent.      
 
The changes in vehicle delays and the percent contribution of the project trips to the overall volumes 
at the SR 1/Fassler Avenue intersection indicate the project trips would not have a significant impact 
whether traffic flows are relatively efficient or congested on the SR 1 corridor.  Accounting for the 
potential variation in conditions on SR 1, the project trips would not result in a substantial increase 
within the daily fluctuations of traffic.   
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It is also noted that if the SR 1 / Calera Parkway improvements are implemented, levels-of-service 
and delays at Fassler Avenue and other intersections through the corridor would improve compared 
to existing conditions. 
 
And as mentioned in the original traffic report for this project, although not necessary from a traffic 
operations standpoint, construction trips could be restricted to times outside of the AM and PM peak 
hours on SR 1 in order to avoid any influence on operations during peak times, no matter how small. 
 
 
 

TABLE 1 

CONSTRUCTION CONDITIONS:  INTERSECTION LEVELS-OF-SERVICE 

BASED ON SR 1/CALERA PARKWAY TRAFFIC REPORT VOLUMES AND DELAYS  

# Intersection 

 

  

 

     AM Peak Hour       PM Peak Hour 

      LOS Delay 
 

      LOS Delay  

1  Fassler Ave. / State Route 1 

 
Existing 

 
Construction 

   
      F 

 
      F 

 
195”  

 
195” 

 

 
       F 

 
       F 

 
117” 

 
118”  

 

2  Fassler Ave. / Rockaway Beach Ave 

 
Existing 

 
Construction 

   
      B 

 
      B 

 
14”  

 
14” 

 

 
       B 

 
       B 

 
11” 

 
11”  

 

3 Rockaway Beach Ave. / Buel Ave. 

 
Existing 

 
Construction 

   
      A 

 
      A 

 
7”  
 

7” 

 

 
       A 

 
       A 

 
7” 
 

7”  

 

  Listed LOS represents vehicle delay expressed in seconds. 
  Existing volumes and delays based on State Route 1/Calera Parkway Project Final Traffic Operations Report (July, 2008) 
   

 



HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing AM Peak Hour
1: SR-1 & Fassler Ave. Using SR1/Calera Pkwy - Final Traffic Operations Report Existing Volumes
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 41 15 2 21 7 914 4 1708 10 434 687 40
Future Volume (veh/h) 41 15 2 21 7 914 4 1708 10 434 687 40
Number 7 4 14 3 8 18 5 2 12 1 6 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.90 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.97
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1900 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1863 1162 1863 1863 1162 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 77 28 4 24 8 1051 4 1837 11 488 772 45
Adj No. of Lanes 0 1 1 0 1 2 1 2 1 2 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.53 0.53 0.53 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.89 0.89 0.89
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 77 28 83 79 26 664 25 1207 847 618 1573 1091
Arrive On Green 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.01 0.55 0.55 0.18 0.71 0.71
Sat Flow, veh/h 1318 479 1419 1347 449 2787 1774 2207 1548 3442 2207 1531
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 105 0 4 32 0 1051 4 1837 11 488 772 45
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1797 0 1419 1795 0 1393 1774 1104 1548 1721 1104 1531
Q Serve(g_s), s 6.0 0.0 0.3 1.7 0.0 6.0 0.2 56.0 0.3 13.9 15.8 0.9
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 6.0 0.0 0.3 1.7 0.0 6.0 0.2 56.0 0.3 13.9 15.8 0.9
Prop In Lane 0.73 1.00 0.75 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 105 0 83 105 0 664 25 1207 847 618 1573 1091
V/C Ratio(X) 1.00 0.00 0.05 0.30 0.00 1.58 0.16 1.52 0.01 0.79 0.49 0.04
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 105 0 83 105 0 664 87 1207 847 874 1660 1152
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 48.2 0.0 45.5 46.2 0.0 39.0 49.9 23.2 10.6 40.2 6.5 4.4
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 86.7 0.0 0.2 1.6 0.0 269.7 3.0 239.0 0.0 3.3 0.2 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 5.5 0.0 0.1 0.9 0.0 34.3 0.1 57.0 0.1 6.9 4.8 0.4
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 134.9 0.0 45.7 47.8 0.0 308.7 52.9 262.2 10.6 43.4 6.7 4.4
LnGrp LOS F D D F D F B D A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 109 1083 1852 1305
Approach Delay, s/veh 131.7 301.0 260.2 20.4
Approach LOS F F F C

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 22.4 60.0 10.0 5.4 77.0 10.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 25.0 55.0 5.0 4.0 76.0 5.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 15.9 58.0 8.0 2.2 17.8 8.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 0.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 195.2
HCM 2010 LOS F

Notes



HCM 2010 TWSC Existing AM Peak Hour
2: Fassler Ave. & Rockaway Beach Ave. Using SR1/Calera Pkwy - Final Traffic Operations Report Existing Volumes
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.5

Movement EBU EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 8 8 443 910 0 2 24
Future Vol, veh/h 8 8 443 910 0 2 24
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 5 0 0 5 5 5
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 80 80 80 91 91 69 69
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 10 10 554 1000 0 3 35

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 1000 1005 0 - 0 1327 510
          Stage 1 - - - - - 1005 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - 322 -
Critical Hdwy 6.44 4.14 - - - 6.84 6.94
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - 5.84 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - 5.84 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.52 2.22 - - - 3.52 3.32
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 332 685 - - - 147 509
          Stage 1 - - - - - 315 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - 707 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 432 432 - - - 139 505
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - 139 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - 299 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - 704 -

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.5 0 14.4
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 432 - - - 420
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.046 - - - 0.09
HCM Control Delay (s) 13.7 - - - 14.4
HCM Lane LOS B - - - B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - - - 0.3



HCM 2010 AWSC Existing AM Peak Hour
3: Buel Ave. & Rockaway Beach Ave. Using SR1/Calera Pkwy - Final Traffic Operations Report Existing Volumes
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Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 7.1
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 12 0 0 26 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
Future Vol, veh/h 0 12 0 0 26 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 13 0 0 28 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 1 1 1 2
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 2 1 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 2 1 1 1
HCM Control Delay 7 7.1 7.8 6.5
HCM LOS A A A A

Lane NBLn1 NBLn2 EBLn1 WBLn1 SBLn1
Vol Left, % 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Vol Thru, % 0% 100% 100% 100% 0%
Vol Right, % 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 1 0 12 26 1
LT Vol 1 0 0 0 0
Through Vol 0 0 12 26 0
RT Vol 0 0 0 0 1
Lane Flow Rate 1 0 13 28 1
Geometry Grp 7 7 2 2 5
Degree of Util (X) 0.002 0 0.014 0.031 0.001
Departure Headway (Hd) 5.108 4.607 3.959 3.948 3.507
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 703 0 908 911 1022
Service Time 2.823 2.323 1.966 1.952 1.523
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.001 0 0.014 0.031 0.001
HCM Control Delay 7.8 7.3 7 7.1 6.5
HCM Lane LOS A N A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0 0 0 0.1 0
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 65 22 46 48 15 339 25 1016 15 956 1674 43
Future Volume (veh/h) 65 22 46 48 15 339 25 1016 15 956 1674 43
Number 7 4 14 3 8 18 5 2 12 1 6 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.94 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.96
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1900 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1863 1297 1863 1863 1297 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 66 22 47 58 18 408 27 1116 16 1028 1800 46
Adj No. of Lanes 0 1 1 0 1 2 1 2 1 2 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.93 0.93 0.93
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 139 46 153 184 57 1220 48 824 514 1044 1505 933
Arrive On Green 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.03 0.33 0.33 0.30 0.61 0.61
Sat Flow, veh/h 1347 449 1481 1369 425 2787 1774 2464 1538 3442 2464 1528
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 88 0 47 76 0 408 27 1116 16 1028 1800 46
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1795 0 1481 1794 0 1393 1774 1232 1538 1721 1232 1528
Q Serve(g_s), s 5.9 0.0 3.8 4.9 0.0 12.4 1.9 43.0 0.9 38.2 78.5 1.6
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 5.9 0.0 3.8 4.9 0.0 12.4 1.9 43.0 0.9 38.2 78.5 1.6
Prop In Lane 0.75 1.00 0.76 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 186 0 153 241 0 1220 48 824 514 1044 1505 933
V/C Ratio(X) 0.47 0.00 0.31 0.32 0.00 0.33 0.56 1.35 0.03 0.98 1.20 0.05
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 363 0 299 363 0 1409 69 824 514 1044 1505 933
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 54.3 0.0 53.4 50.3 0.0 23.8 61.8 42.8 28.8 44.5 25.0 10.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 1.9 0.0 1.1 0.7 0.0 0.2 10.0 167.3 0.0 24.1 95.0 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 3.1 0.0 1.6 2.5 0.0 4.8 1.1 33.7 0.4 21.6 46.4 0.7
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 56.2 0.0 54.5 51.0 0.0 24.0 71.8 210.1 28.8 68.6 120.0 10.1
LnGrp LOS E D D C E F C E F B
Approach Vol, veh/h 135 484 1159 2874
Approach Delay, s/veh 55.6 28.2 204.4 99.8
Approach LOS E C F F

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 43.0 47.0 17.3 7.5 82.5 21.3
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 38.0 42.0 25.0 4.0 76.0 25.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 40.2 45.0 7.9 3.9 80.5 14.4
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 1.9

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 117.1
HCM 2010 LOS F
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.3

Movement EBU EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 7 24 962 383 4 1 12
Future Vol, veh/h 7 24 962 383 4 1 12
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 5 0 0 5 5 5
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 90 90 90 84 84 65 65
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 8 27 1069 456 5 2 18

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 461 466 0 - 0 1074 241
          Stage 1 - - - - - 464 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - 610 -
Critical Hdwy 6.44 4.14 - - - 6.84 6.94
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - 5.84 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - 5.84 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.52 2.22 - - - 3.52 3.32
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 733 1092 - - - 215 760
          Stage 1 - - - - - 599 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - 505 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 975 975 - - - 206 754
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - 206 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - 576 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - 503 -

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.3 0 10.9
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 975 - - - 626
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.035 - - - 0.032
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.8 - - - 10.9
HCM Lane LOS A - - - B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - - - 0.1
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Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 7.1
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 40 1 0 20 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 40 1 0 20 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 43 1 0 22 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 1 1 1 2
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 2 1 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 2 1 1 1
HCM Control Delay 7.1 7 0 7.4
HCM LOS A A - A

Lane NBLn1 NBLn2 EBLn1 WBLn1 SBLn1
Vol Left, % 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Vol Thru, % 100% 100% 98% 95% 0%
Vol Right, % 0% 0% 2% 5% 0%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 0 0 41 21 1
LT Vol 0 0 0 0 1
Through Vol 0 0 40 20 0
RT Vol 0 0 1 1 0
Lane Flow Rate 0 0 45 23 1
Geometry Grp 7 7 2 2 5
Degree of Util (X) 0 0 0.049 0.025 0.001
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.652 4.652 3.938 3.941 4.351
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 0 0 914 912 822
Service Time 2.38 2.38 1.942 1.948 2.378
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0 0 0.049 0.025 0.001
HCM Control Delay 7.4 7.4 7.1 7 7.4
HCM Lane LOS N N A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0 0 0.2 0.1 0
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 41 15 2 21 7 916 4 1708 10 440 687 40
Future Volume (veh/h) 41 15 2 21 7 916 4 1708 10 440 687 40
Number 7 4 14 3 8 18 5 2 12 1 6 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.90 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.97
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1900 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1863 1162 1863 1863 1162 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 77 28 4 24 8 1053 4 1837 11 494 772 45
Adj No. of Lanes 0 1 1 0 1 2 1 2 1 2 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.53 0.53 0.53 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.89 0.89 0.89
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 77 28 83 79 26 668 25 1205 845 624 1574 1092
Arrive On Green 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.01 0.55 0.55 0.18 0.71 0.71
Sat Flow, veh/h 1318 479 1419 1347 449 2787 1774 2207 1548 3442 2207 1531
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 105 0 4 32 0 1053 4 1837 11 494 772 45
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1797 0 1419 1795 0 1393 1774 1104 1548 1721 1104 1531
Q Serve(g_s), s 6.0 0.0 0.3 1.8 0.0 6.0 0.2 56.0 0.3 14.1 15.8 0.9
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 6.0 0.0 0.3 1.8 0.0 6.0 0.2 56.0 0.3 14.1 15.8 0.9
Prop In Lane 0.73 1.00 0.75 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 105 0 83 105 0 668 25 1205 845 624 1574 1092
V/C Ratio(X) 1.00 0.00 0.05 0.30 0.00 1.58 0.16 1.52 0.01 0.79 0.49 0.04
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 105 0 83 105 0 668 86 1205 845 872 1657 1149
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 48.3 0.0 45.6 46.3 0.0 39.0 50.0 23.3 10.7 40.2 6.5 4.3
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 87.5 0.0 0.2 1.6 0.0 266.6 3.0 240.3 0.0 3.4 0.2 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 5.5 0.0 0.1 0.9 0.0 34.2 0.1 57.1 0.1 6.9 4.8 0.4
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 135.8 0.0 45.8 47.9 0.0 305.6 53.0 263.6 10.7 43.6 6.7 4.4
LnGrp LOS F D D F D F B D A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 109 1085 1852 1311
Approach Delay, s/veh 132.5 298.0 261.7 20.5
Approach LOS F F F C

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 22.6 60.0 10.0 5.4 77.2 10.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 25.0 55.0 5.0 4.0 76.0 5.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 16.1 58.0 8.0 2.2 17.8 8.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 0.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 194.9
HCM 2010 LOS F

Notes
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.6

Movement EBU EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 8 14 443 910 0 2 26
Future Vol, veh/h 8 14 443 910 0 2 26
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 5 0 0 5 5 5
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 80 80 80 91 91 69 69
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 10 18 554 1000 0 3 38

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 1000 1005 0 - 0 1343 510
          Stage 1 - - - - - 1005 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - 338 -
Critical Hdwy 6.44 4.14 - - - 6.84 6.94
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - 5.84 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - 5.84 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.52 2.22 - - - 3.52 3.32
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 332 685 - - - 143 509
          Stage 1 - - - - - 315 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - 694 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 479 479 - - - 134 505
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - 134 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - 295 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - 691 -

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.6 0 14.4
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 479 - - - 422
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.057 - - - 0.096
HCM Control Delay (s) 13 - - - 14.4
HCM Lane LOS B - - - B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.2 - - - 0.3
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Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 7.1
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 18 0 0 28 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
Future Vol, veh/h 0 18 0 0 28 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 20 0 0 30 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 1 1 1 2
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 2 1 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 2 1 1 1
HCM Control Delay 7.1 7.1 7.9 6.5
HCM LOS A A A A

Lane NBLn1 NBLn2 EBLn1 WBLn1 SBLn1
Vol Left, % 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Vol Thru, % 0% 100% 100% 100% 0%
Vol Right, % 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 1 0 18 28 1
LT Vol 1 0 0 0 0
Through Vol 0 0 18 28 0
RT Vol 0 0 0 0 1
Lane Flow Rate 1 0 20 30 1
Geometry Grp 7 7 2 2 5
Degree of Util (X) 0.002 0 0.022 0.033 0.001
Departure Headway (Hd) 5.121 4.621 3.96 3.952 3.52
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 700 0 908 910 1016
Service Time 2.843 2.342 1.967 1.958 1.543
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.001 0 0.022 0.033 0.001
HCM Control Delay 7.9 7.3 7.1 7.1 6.5
HCM Lane LOS A N A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0 0 0.1 0.1 0
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 65 22 46 48 15 345 25 1016 15 958 1674 43
Future Volume (veh/h) 65 22 46 48 15 345 25 1016 15 958 1674 43
Number 7 4 14 3 8 18 5 2 12 1 6 16
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.94 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.96
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1900 1863 1863 1900 1863 1863 1863 1297 1863 1863 1297 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 66 22 47 58 18 416 27 1116 16 1030 1800 46
Adj No. of Lanes 0 1 1 0 1 2 1 2 1 2 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.93 0.93 0.93
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 139 46 153 187 58 1223 48 822 513 1041 1501 931
Arrive On Green 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.03 0.33 0.33 0.30 0.61 0.61
Sat Flow, veh/h 1347 449 1481 1369 425 2787 1774 2464 1538 3442 2464 1528
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 88 0 47 76 0 416 27 1116 16 1030 1800 46
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1795 0 1481 1794 0 1393 1774 1232 1538 1721 1232 1528
Q Serve(g_s), s 6.0 0.0 3.8 4.9 0.0 12.7 1.9 43.0 0.9 38.4 78.5 1.6
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 6.0 0.0 3.8 4.9 0.0 12.7 1.9 43.0 0.9 38.4 78.5 1.6
Prop In Lane 0.75 1.00 0.76 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 186 0 153 245 0 1223 48 822 513 1041 1501 931
V/C Ratio(X) 0.47 0.00 0.31 0.31 0.00 0.34 0.56 1.36 0.03 0.99 1.20 0.05
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 362 0 299 362 0 1405 69 822 513 1041 1501 931
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 54.5 0.0 53.5 50.2 0.0 23.8 62.0 42.9 28.9 44.7 25.2 10.1
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 1.9 0.0 1.1 0.7 0.0 0.2 10.0 168.8 0.0 25.2 96.3 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 3.1 0.0 1.6 2.5 0.0 4.9 1.1 33.8 0.4 21.8 46.6 0.7
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 56.4 0.0 54.6 50.9 0.0 24.0 72.0 211.7 28.9 69.9 121.4 10.2
LnGrp LOS E D D C E F C E F B
Approach Vol, veh/h 135 492 1159 2876
Approach Delay, s/veh 55.8 28.2 205.9 101.2
Approach LOS E C F F

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 43.0 47.0 17.3 7.5 82.5 21.6
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 38.0 42.0 25.0 4.0 76.0 25.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 40.4 45.0 8.0 3.9 80.5 14.7
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 1.9

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 118.2
HCM 2010 LOS F
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.4

Movement EBU EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 7 26 962 383 4 1 18
Future Vol, veh/h 7 26 962 383 4 1 18
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 5 0 0 5 5 5
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 90 90 90 84 84 65 65
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 8 29 1069 456 5 2 28

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 461 466 0 - 0 1078 241
          Stage 1 - - - - - 464 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - 614 -
Critical Hdwy 6.44 4.14 - - - 6.84 6.94
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - 5.84 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - 5.84 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.52 2.22 - - - 3.52 3.32
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 733 1092 - - - 213 760
          Stage 1 - - - - - 599 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - 502 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 979 979 - - - 203 754
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - 203 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - 574 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - 500 -

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.3 0 10.7
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 979 - - - 660
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.037 - - - 0.044
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.8 - - - 10.7
HCM Lane LOS A - - - B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - - - 0.1
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Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 7.2
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 42 1 0 26 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 42 1 0 26 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 46 1 0 28 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 1 1 1 2
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 2 1 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 2 1 1 1
HCM Control Delay 7.2 7.1 0 7.4
HCM LOS A A - A

Lane NBLn1 NBLn2 EBLn1 WBLn1 SBLn1
Vol Left, % 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Vol Thru, % 100% 100% 98% 96% 0%
Vol Right, % 0% 0% 2% 4% 0%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 0 0 43 27 1
LT Vol 0 0 0 0 1
Through Vol 0 0 42 26 0
RT Vol 0 0 1 1 0
Lane Flow Rate 0 0 47 29 1
Geometry Grp 7 7 2 2 5
Degree of Util (X) 0 0 0.051 0.032 0.001
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.668 4.668 3.944 3.949 4.366
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 0 0 912 910 819
Service Time 2.397 2.397 1.949 1.956 2.395
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0 0 0.052 0.032 0.001
HCM Control Delay 7.4 7.4 7.2 7.1 7.4
HCM Lane LOS N N A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0 0 0.2 0.1 0




