














































































































1. OVERVIEW AND INTRODUCTION 
 
 These Findings are made with respect to the “Project Approvals” (as defined 

below) for the Big Wave Wellness Center and Office Park Project (the “Project” or 
“Big Wave Project”) and state the findings of the Board of Supervisors (the 
“Board”) of the County of San Mateo (the “County”) relating to the potentially 
significant environmental effects of the Project to be developed in accordance with 
the Project Approvals. 

 
 The following Findings and the attached Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 

Program (“MMRP”) are required by the California Environmental Quality Act 
(“CEQA”), Public Resources Code Sections 21081, 21081.5 and 21081.6, and 
Title 14, California Code of Regulations (the “CEQA Guidelines”) Sections 15091 
through 15093, for the Big Wave Project. 

 
 Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines Section 

15091, no public agency shall approve or carry out a project where an Environ-
mental Impact Report (“EIR”) has been certified, which identifies one or more 
significant impacts on the environment that would occur if the project is approved 
or carried out, unless the public agency makes one or more findings for each of 
those significant impacts, accompanied by a brief explanation of the rationale of 
each finding.  The possible findings, which must be supported by substantial 
evidence in the record, are: 

 
 A. Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project 

that mitigate or avoid the significant impact on the environment. 
 
 B. Changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another 

public agency and have been, or can and should be, adopted by that other 
agency.   

 
 C. Specific economic, legal, social, technological or other considerations, make 

infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the EIR. 
 
 For those significant impacts that cannot be mitigated to below a level of signifi-

cance, the public agency is required to find that the specific overriding economic, 
legal, social, technological, or other benefits of the project outweigh the significant 
impacts on the environment. 

 
 As discussed in detail below, the project would not result in any significant 

unavoidable effects; all significant impacts would be reduced to a less than signifi-
cant level with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in this EIR. 

 
2. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
 The Big Wave Project is comprised of two primary components, the Wellness 

Center and the Office Park.  The Wellness Center component was analyzed in the 
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EIR and is fully described in Section III of the October 2009 Draft EIR and Section 
III.A of the October 2010 Final EIR for the Big Wave Project.  The Office Park 
component was analyzed in the EIR and is fully described as Alternative C in 
Section VI.C of the October 2009 Draft EIR and in Section III.B (pages 43 through 
50) of the October 2010 Final EIR for the Big Wave Project.  The project devel-
oper, Big Wave, LLC, proposes construction of an office park and a sanitarium, to 
be developed on two adjacent parcels (approximately 20 acres) that are separated 
by a natural drainage swale.  The Office Park would be developed on the northern 
parcel and would consist of eight buildings, including four 3-story buildings and 
four 2-story buildings, totaling 225,000 sq. ft. of area, plus associated common 
areas, a communications building, and a 640-space parking lot.  The Wellness 
Center would be developed on the southern parcel, and would include a modern 
sanitarium providing a maximum of 57-apartment style and single-story style 
residential units for use by up to 50 developmentally disabled (“DD”) residents and 
20 staff members.  The Wellness Center includes a 50-space parking lot.  The 
proposed 10,000 sq. ft. storage facility associated with the Wellness Center would 
be located within the Half Moon Bay Airport Overlay (AO) Zoning District along the 
north side of the property.  The Wellness Center buildings would also house 4,300 
sq. ft. of compost and private storage uses, as well as 4,000 sq. ft. of communica-
tions equipment use.  

 
 Big Wave, LLC, is the developer for the Big Wave Project.  Scott Holmes is the 

project applicant.   
 
3. PROJECT APPROVALS 
 
 All of the following actions are referred to collectively as the “Project Approvals.”  

The Project Approvals constitute the “Project” for purposes of CEQA and CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15378 and these determinations of the Board. 

 
 A. Use Permit, pursuant to Sections 6288.2 and 6500(d)3 of the County Zoning 

Regulations, for the modern sanitarium component of the Wellness Center 
and its accessory uses, as well as proposed uses to be located within the AO 
Zoning District consisting of 10,000 sq. ft. of commercial public storage use, 
6,000 sq. ft. of communications and backup power uses, and 4,000 sq. ft. of 
miscellaneous Wellness Center storage uses, respectively; 

 
 B. Major Subdivision, pursuant to Section 7012 of the County Subdivision 

Regulations, to subdivide the northern parcel of the project site into ten (10) 
lots as described in Alternative C of the FEIR and a Minor Subdivision to 
subdivide the southern parcel of the project site into three (3) lots; 

 
 C. Coastal Development Permit, pursuant to Section 6328.4 of the County 

Zoning Regulations, for eight (8) Office Park buildings (four 2-story and four 
3-story buildings) containing a total of 225,000 sq. ft. of mixed-office uses and 
a 640-space parking lot as described in Alternative C of the FEIR, two (2) 
Wellness Center buildings (one single-story building and one 3-story building) 
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containing a maximum of 57 dwelling units to provide affordable housing for a 
maximum of 50 DD adults and 20 staff persons and a 50-space parking lot, a 
10,000 sq. ft. commercial public storage use, wetland habitat creation and 
other landscaping, associated fencing and grading, use of an existing agricul-
tural well for domestic purposes, and establishment of a mutual water service 
company and a community wastewater treatment and recycling system; 

 
 D. Design Review Permit, pursuant to Section 6565.3 of the County Zoning 

Regulations, for proposed structures and associated grading; 
 
 E. Grading Permit, pursuant to Section 8600 of the San Mateo County 

Ordinance Code, to perform 26,050 cubic yards of balanced cut and fill; 
 
 F. Adoption of an Ordinance approving the execution of a Development 

Agreement in the form included as Attachment G of staff report. 
 
4. PROJECT OBJECTIVES 
 
 The project applicant’s objectives for the project include: 
 
 • To create an independent, inclusive DD community of people and businesses 

through a privately funded Wellness Center and Office Park.  In addition to 
providing recurring funding for the Wellness Center, the adjacent Office Park 
would provide meaningful and reliable full-time and part-time employment to 
DD adults while providing living and employment opportunities for DD adults 
and benefiting the Coastside community; 

 
 • To build a profitable commercial development that is large enough to provide 

for the long-term sustainability of the Wellness Center and Office Park by 
locating the Wellness Center within walking/wheelchair distance to the Office 
Park, and to give low-income DD residents the ability to provide services to 
the Office Park; 

 
 • To provide living, social, and employment services (including entrepreneur-

ship/business ownership) to DD adults through the development of residen-
tial, recreational, and commercial uses on donated land and via shared 
development costs; 

 
 • To adhere to existing zoning laws that allow for special needs residential and 

commercial use on the same site and allows for nearby employment oppor-
tunities and develop the project to be consistent with local General Plan 
goals; 

 
 • To provide for an enriched quality of life for DD residents via safe and secure 

homes, home ownership, healthy organic diets by building a commercial 
kitchen and dining room services, recreational and artistic opportunities within 
walking distance, continuing education, a strong sense of community pride 
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and interaction, daily on-site assistance and commercial enterprises and 
job/career opportunities; 

 
 • To take advantage of existing public transportation routes to provide Wellness 

Center residents and non-residents access to and from the project site to 
reduce commute distances/times for Coastside residents by providing high-
paying local jobs;  

 
 • To build aesthetically pleasing Class A office space to create local, high-

paying jobs; 
 
 • To phase the construction of the eight Office Park buildings as demand and 

sound business practices dictate; 
 
 • To integrate environmental sustainability through a variety of specific environ-

mental goals, including, but not limited to, a sophisticated, grid-connected 
solar renewable energy system to lower costs, wetlands restoration and 
enhanced-functioning biological habitats, alternative transportation, pollution 
reduction, and climate-friendly development to reduce adverse environmental 
impacts; 

 
 • To protect surface and ground water resources with water recycling and 

ground infiltration systems that minimize uncontrolled surface runoff; 
 
 • To ultimately reduce traffic congestion on State Route (“SR”) 1 and SR 92 by 

offering local employment and reverse commute traffic flow; 
 
 • To provide office space and building energy-efficient solar-powered affordable 

housing at below market-rate and provide ownership opportunities to create 
local, clean, secure and monitored community-centric involvement.  It is a 
goal of the Wellness Center to be affordable to individuals living only on 
Social Security disability income, among other individuals who qualify for 
affordable housing; 

 
 • To provide leading-edge telecommunications systems for the residents of the 

Wellness Center and tenants of the Office Park, as well as the entire 
Coastside; 

 
 • To provide high-paying employment opportunities for other local Coastside 

residents who want to live and work in the community; 
 
 • To provide a source of financial upward mobility potential to all members of 

the DD community; 
 
 • To build a facility for meetings, educational/recreational opportunities working 

with numerous service providers and cultural longevity, emotional support, 
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recreational opportunity and offices for housing professionals and support 
staff for the Coastside DD community; 

 
 • To provide space for gardens to grow organic food for consumption; 
 
 • To create covenants, deed restrictions and an independent Board of Directors 

to implement Big Wave’s goals and objectives; 
 
 • To create a financially sustainable community that generates recurring, 

inflation-adjusted revenue to cover administration costs in perpetuity; 
 
 • To provide numerous meaningful job opportunities for the DD community that 

provide work for those that have limited skill potential, as well as those that 
have very high skill potential; and  

 
 • To build a community that provides meaningful volunteer activities to local 

high school students, college students and other interested groups. 
 
5. RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS 
 
 For purposes of CEQA and these Findings, the Record of Proceedings for the 

Project consists, at a minimum, of the following documents: 
 
 • The Notice of Preparation (“NOP”) and all other public notices issued by the 

County in conjunction with the Project; 
 
 • The Big Wave Wellness Center and Office Park Draft EIR (October, 2009) 

and Final EIR (October, 2010) and all documents cited or referred to therein; 
 
 • All comments submitted by agencies or members of the public during the 64-

day public comment period in the Draft EIR; 
 
 • All comments and correspondence submitted to the County with respect to 

the Project, in addition to timely comments on the Draft EIR; 
 
 • The MMRP for the Project; 
 
 • All findings and resolutions adopted by County decision makers in connection 

with the Project, and all documents cited or referred to therein; 
 
 • All reports, studies, memoranda, staff reports, maps, exhibits, illustrations, 

diagrams or other planning materials relating to the Project prepared by the 
County or by consultants to the County, the Applicant, or responsible or 
trustee agencies and submitted to the County, the Applicant, or responsible or 
trustee agencies and submitted to the County, with respect to the County’s 
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compliance with the requirements of CEQA and with respect to the County’s 
actions on the Project; 

 
 • All documents submitted to the County by other public agencies or members 

of the public in connection with the Project, up through the close of the public 
hearing on March 29, 2011; 

 
 • Minutes, as available, of all public meetings and public hearings held by the 

County in connection with the Project; 
 
 • Any documentary or other evidence submitted to the County at such 

information sessions, public meetings, and public hearings; 
 
 • Matters of common knowledge to the County, including, but not limited to 

those cited above; and 
 
 • Any other materials required to be in the record of proceedings by Public 

Resources Code Section 21167.6, subdivision (e). 
 
 The custodian of the documents comprising the record of proceedings is the 

County’s Planning and Building Department, whose office is located at 455 County 
Center, Second Floor, Redwood City, CA 94063. 

 
 The Board has relied on all of the documents listed above in reaching its decision 

on the Big Wave Project. 
 
6. PROCEDURAL HISTORY 
 
 The County released an NOP of an EIR for the Project on November 5, 2008. 
 
 Christopher A. Joseph and Associates (CAJA) prepared a Draft EIR (DEIR) 

entitled “Big Wave Wellness Center and Office Park Draft Environmental Impact 
Report” under the direction of the County Planning and Building Department.  The 
DEIR consists of the DEIR and Appendices, consisting of Appendix Volume I 
(Appendices A through E) and Appendix Volume II (Appendices F through K).  The 
Draft EIR is dated October 2009. 

 
 A Notice of Completion and copies of the DEIR were delivered to the State 

Clearinghouse (SCH No. 2008102109) on October 21, 2009.  The DEIR was 
circulated for a duly noticed 45-day public review period that began on October 22, 
2009 and ended on December 24, 2009.   

 
 A Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft EIR was posted by the County Clerk on 

October 22, 2009, and published in the Half Moon Bay Review and San Mateo 
County Times (both newspapers of general circulation serving the area in which 
the project is located).  Although not required by CEQA, the notice was also sent 
by mail to interested parties (those who had provided comments during the 
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scoping period), responsible agencies, and adjacent properties, including all 
addresses at the Pillar Ridge Mobile Home Park.  Copies of the DEIR were made 
available for review at the County of San Mateo Planning and Building Department 
and the Half Moon Bay Library, and an electronic link to the DEIR in “.pdf” format 
was posted on the County’s website. 

 
 On November 9, 2009, the County of San Mateo sent a revised NOA to the State 

Clearinghouse and others who were sent the original NOA stating that the public 
review period for the Project had been extended from 45 days to 64 days, ending 
on December 24, 2009, to allow more time for responsible agencies and interested 
members of the public to review the DEIR.  In a memorandum dated Novem-
ber 17, 2009, the State Clearinghouse acknowledged and notified all reviewing 
agencies of the public review period extension. 

 
 The County’s Planning Commission held an informational public hearing on 

November 17, 2010 to receive comments on the Draft EIR. 
 
 The County of San Mateo Planning and Building Department prepared a Final EIR 

(FEIR) entitled “Big Wave Wellness Center and Office Park Final Environmental 
Impact Report.”  The FEIR consists of a description of changes to the project 
description, an analysis of potential impacts resulting from changes to the project 
description, a section showing changes and corrections to various sections of the 
EIR, and comments and responses to comments on the DEIR.  The FEIR consists 
of three volumes:  (1) Volume I, consisting of an Introduction, Response to Com-
ments (Part I), Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, Mitigation Monitoring 
and Reporting Program, Preparers of the Final EIR, and Bibliography; (2) Volume 
II, consisting of Response to Comments (Part II); and (3) Volume III, consisting of 
Response to Comments (Part III), and its Appendices (Appendix A through J).  The 
FEIR is dated October 2010. 

 
 The FEIR was released and distributed to public agencies and other commenters 

on the DEIR and for public review, on October 15, 2010, more than 10 days in 
advance of the scheduled date of consideration of the document for certification by 
the County Planning Commission.  Although not required by CEQA, a Notice of 
Availability (NOA) of the FEIR was published in the Half Moon Bay Review and 
San Mateo County Times (both newspapers of general circulation serving the area 
in which the project is located).  The notice was also sent by mail to interested 
parties (those who had provided comments on the Draft EIR), responsible 
agencies, and adjacent properties, including all addresses at the Pillar Ridge 
Mobile Home Park.  Copies of the FEIR were made available for review at the 
County of San Mateo Planning and Building Department and the Half Moon Bay 
Library, and an electronic link to the FEIR in “.pdf” format was posted on the 
County’s website. 

 
 Copies of the DEIR and FEIR, including appendices, studies, documents and 

reports referenced in the Draft and final EIRs are available for public review at the 
Planning and Building Department, 455 County Center, Second Floor, Redwood 
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City, CA 94063.  A copy can also be viewed online at the following website:  
http://www.co.sanmateo.ca.us/portal/site/planning. 

 
 The County Planning Commission held a public hearing on November 17, 2010 

and November 23, 2010 to consider the DEIR and FEIR and Project Approvals 
and to issue its recommendation concerning the proposed Development Agree-
ment to the Board of Supervisors.  At the conclusion of the Planning Commission 
public hearing of November 23, 2010, the Commission certified the EIR, approved 
the Project, and recommended that the Board of Supervisors approve the 
Development Agreement, subject to the revised findings and conditions of 
approval. 

 
 Prior to the end of the 10-business day appeal period, separate appeals of the 

Planning Commission’s decision to approve the Project were filed by Granada 
Sanitary District (GSD), Montara Water and Sanitary District (MWSD), and the 
Committee for Green Foothills and its co-appellants (Surfrider Foundation, San 
Mateo County Chapter Sierra Club Loma Prieta Chapter, California Pilots 
Association, Pillar Ridge Homeowners Association, and the San Mateo County 
League for Coastside Protection).   

 
 The Board held a public hearing on March 15, 2011, and March 29, 2011, to 

consider the DEIR and FEIR, Project Approvals, and the adoption of an Ordinance 
approving the execution of a Development Agreement. 

 
7. FINDINGS OF FACT 
 
 A. IMPACTS DECLARED TO BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT (NO 

MITIGATION REQUIRED) 
 
  The Board agrees with the FEIR with respect to all environmental impacts 

identified in that document as being “less than significant” or as having “no 
impact,” and finds that those impacts have been described and analyzed 
accurately and are less than significant or will have no impact for the reasons 
described in the EIR.  Reference should be made to the DEIR and FEIR for a 
more complete description of the findings regarding these impacts. 

 
  This finding applies to the following impacts: 
 
  Aesthetics Impacts: 
 
  • The Project does not result in a substantial adverse effect on public 

views and scenic vistas. 
 
  • The Project does not substantially damage scenic resources, including, 

but not limited to trees, rock outcroppings, or historic buildings within a 
State Scenic Highway. 
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  • The Project does not significantly degrade the existing visual character 
or quality of the site and its surroundings. 

 
  • The project would not result in significant construction-related visual 

impacts. 
 
  • Additional changes brought about by the related projects in conjunction 

with the Project would yield less than significant cumulative aesthetic 
impacts (see DEIR Page IV.A-29). 

 
  Agricultural Impacts: 
 
  • The Project does not convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 

Farmland of Statewide Importance (“Important Farmland”) to non-
agricultural use. 

 
  • The Project does not involve changes in the existing environment which 

could result in the conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (“Important Farmland”) to non-
agricultural use (see DEIR Page IV.B-19). 

 
  • The Project’s contribution to significant cumulative impacts to agricultural 

resources would be less than significant (see DEIR Page IV.B-19). 
 
  Air Quality Impacts: 
 
  • The Project is consistent with the applicable Air Quality Plans, including 

the 2000 Bay Area Air Quality Management District Clean Air Plan (see 
DEIR Page IV.C-14). 

 
  • The Project does not generate significant operational emissions (see 

DEIR Page IV.C-20). 
 
  • The Project does not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 

concentrations (see DEIR Page IV.C-26). 
 
  • The Project does not have a significant effect on greenhouse gas 

emissions and climate change (see DEIR Page IV.C-28). 
 
  • The cumulative air quality impacts associated with the implementation of 

the Project would be less than significant (see DEIR Page IV.C-37). 
 
  Biological Resources Impacts: 
 
  • The Project would not directly affect any known occurrences of special-

status plant species on the site (see DEIR Page IV.D-94).  
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  • The Project would not result in impacts to sensitive natural community 

types (see DEIR Page IV.D-98). 
 
  • The Project will not directly impact wetlands (see DEIR Page IV.D-98). 
 
  • The Project would conform to local policies and ordinances related to the 

protection of vegetative, water, fish and wildlife resources (see DEIR 
Page IV.D-99). 

 
  • The Project does not contribute to significant cumulative impacts to area 

biological or wetland resources; cumulative impacts would be less than 
significant (see DEIR Page IV.E-1). 

 
  Cultural Resources Impacts: 
 
  • The Project does significantly impact known historic or potentially 

historic resources on the project site (see DEIR Page IV.E-14). 
 
  • The project does not significantly impact human remains (see DEIR 

Page IV.E-17). 
 
  Geology and Soils Impacts: 
 
  • Project impacts related to fault rupture are less than significant (see 

DEIR Page IV.F-18). 
 
  • Project impacts related to ground shaking are less than significant (see 

DEIR Page IV.F-19). 
 
  • Project impacts to soils erosion and loss of topsoil are less than 

significant (see DEIR Page IV.F-22). 
 
  • The Project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to geology and 

soils would be less than significant (see DEIR Page IV.F-24). 
 
  Hazards and Hazardous Materials Impacts: 
 
  • Hazardous material impacts associated with construction and operation 

of the Project are less than significant (see DEIR Page IV.G-20). 
 
  • Impacts associated with the risk of upset and accidental release of 

hazardous materials onto the Project site from previous illegal dumping 
are less than significant (see DEIR Page IV.G-22). 
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  • Impacts associated with the risk of upset and accidental release of 
hazardous materials onto the project site from non-point source 
pollutants are less than significant (see DEIR Page IV.G-22). 

 
  • Impacts associated with the migration of Potential Solvents in Ground-

water from Hydraulically Up-Gradient Properties onto the project site are 
less than significant (see DEIR Page IV.G-22). 

 
  • Impacts associated with the potential release of Hazardous Substances 

or Petroleum Products in Soil or Groundwater which may have migrated 
onto the project site are less than significant (see DEIR Page IV.G-23). 

 
  • The Project would not significantly interfere with an adopted emergency 

response plan or emergency evacuation plan (see DEIR Page IV.G-26). 
 
  • Impacts from wildland fires to the Project site would be less than 

significant (see DEIR Page IV.G-26). 
 
  • With full compliance with local, state, and federal laws pertaining to 

hazards and hazardous materials, the Project’s contribution to 
cumulative impacts with respect to these matters would be less than 
significant (see DEIR Page IV.G-27). 

 
  Hydrology and Water Quality: 
 
  • The Project will have a less than significant impact with respect to water 

quality standards and waste discharge requirements (see DEIR Page 
IV.H-48). 

 
  • The effect of project pumping on local and regional aquifers would be 

less than significant (see DEIR Page IV.H-49). 
 
  • Project effects on recharge to the Half Moon Bay Terrace aquifer will be 

less than significant (see DEIR Page IV.H-50). 
 
  • The Project would not place housing within a 100-year Flood Hazard 

Area and would have no impacts in terms of impeding or redirecting 100-
year flood flows (see DEIR Page IV.H-59). 

 
  • The Project will not expose people or structures to flooding as a result of 

dam or levee failure (see DEIR Page IV.H-60). 
 
  Land Use and Planning Impacts: 
 
  • The Project does not result in a division of an established community 

(see DEIR Page IV.I-31). 
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  • The Project would not conflict with any draft or adopted Habitat 

Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other 
approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan (see DEIR 
Page IV.I-38). 

 
  • Development of the Project, in conjunction with related projects, would 

not result in cumulatively considerable effects with respect to land use 
(see DEIR Page IV.I-38). 

 
  Noise Impacts: 
 
  • Future exterior and interior noise levels for the Project associated with 

airport and roadway noise would not exceed County standards at the 
project site (see DEIR Page IV.J-21). 

 
  • Potential impacts of mechanical equipment noise levels generated by 

the Project to residents of the Wellness Center or the mobile home park 
would be less than significant (see DEIR Page IV.J-21). 

 
  • The potential noise associated with the Project’s MBR plant is negligible 

(see DEIR Page IV.J-22). 
 
  • Potential noise impacts associated with parking from implementation of 

the Project is less than significant (see DEIR Page IV.J-22). 
 
  • Traffic generated by the Project will increase local noise levels by a 

maximum of 1.0 dBA CNEL, which would be imperceptible to most 
people.  This impact would be less than significant (see DEIR Page 
IV.J-22). 

 
  • Due to this distance, and along with the numerous intervening structures 

located between these two sites, a substantial increase in construction 
noise levels and/or ground-borne vibration would not occur should 
construction for this related project occur at the same time as the 
Project; cumulative impact would be less than significant (see DEIR 
Page IV.J-23). 

 
  • The increases in noise levels at the existing residential areas located 

along the study area roadways would not exceed the thresholds of 
significance utilized for this analysis and the cumulative impact would be 
less than significant.  Study area roadways with existing sensitive land 
uses along the roadway segment include the following:  Cabrillo High-
way (SR 1), between Cypress Avenue and Capistrano Road (north); 
Cabrillo Highway (SR 1), between Capistrano Road (north) and 
Capistrano Road (south); Cabrillo Highway (SR 1), north of Cypress 
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Avenue; Cabrillo Highway (SR 1), south of Capistrano Road (south); 
Airport Street, between Los Banos Avenue and La Granada Avenue; 
Airport Street, between La Granada Avenue and Stanford Avenue; and 
Airport Street, north of Los Banos Avenue (see DEIR Page IV.J-24). 

 
  Population and Housing Impacts: 
 
  • Impacts related to population growth resulting from temporary jobs from 

project construction are less than significant (see DEIR Page IV.K-10). 
 
  • Impacts related to population growth associated with project operations 

are less than significant (see DEIR Page IV.K-10). 
 
  • By providing a substantial number of new job opportunities along with a 

moderate supply of new housing, the Project would not only provide 
adequate jobs to employ future project residents, but provide a surplus 
of jobs to employ existing and future residents in the surrounding 
community and impacts related to population growth associated with 
project operations would therefore be less than significant (see DEIR 
Page IV.K-13). 

 
  Impacts to Public Services: 
 
  • Project impacts to school services are less than significant (see DEIR 

Page IV.L-28). 
 
  • The Project’s impacts on existing parks and recreational facilities are 

reduced to a less than significant level due to the fact that the Project 
provides on-site open space, common areas and recreational amenities, 
together with the payment of any required fees (see DEIR Page IV.L-
47). 

 
  • Project impacts associated with library services would be less than 

significant (see DEIR Page IV.L-54). 
 
  • The Project’s cumulative impacts with respect to police protection would 

be less than significant (see DEIR Page IV.L-11). 
 
  • The Project’s cumulative impacts with respect to fire protection services 

would be less than significant (see DEIR Page IV.L-23). 
 
  • The Project’s cumulative impacts associated with school services would 

be less than significant (see DEIR Page IV.L-29). 
 
  • The Project’s cumulative impacts to park and recreation services would 

be less than significant (see DEIR Page IV.L-48). 
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  • The Project’s cumulative impacts associated with library services would 

be less than significant (see DEIR Page IV.L-54). 
 
  Transportation/Traffic Impacts: 
 
  • The Project would not substantially increase hazards due to a design 

feature or incompatible uses and transportation/traffic impacts would 
therefore be less than significant (see DEIR Page IV.M-37). 

 
  • Overall project impacts associated with site access and on-site 

circulation would be less than significant (see DEIR Page IV.M-37). 
 
  • The Project would not result in inadequate emergency access (see DEIR 

Page IV.M-38). 
 
  • The Project would not result in inadequate parking capacity (see DEIR 

Page IV.M-38). 
 
  • Project impacts related to transit services would be less than significant 

(see DEIR Page IV.M-40). 
 
  • Project impacts related to the availability of pedestrian and bicycle 

facilities would be less than significant (see DEIR Page IV.M-40). 
 
  • Project impacts to the intersections of Highway 92 and Highway 1, as 

well as Highway 92 at Main Street, would be less than significant.  The 
Project would reduce traffic traveling eastbound from the Coast on 
Highway 92 for employment by 60 trips in the AM peak hour and by 53 
westbound trips in the PM peak hour. 

 
  Impacts to Utilities and Service Systems: 
 
  • If the Project contributes waste water flow to the Sewer Authority Mid-

Coastside (SAM) system due to exigent circumstances (due to, for 
example, a short term need to repair or maintain the on-site waste water 
recycling system), the additional flow contribution to the system would 
amount to about 1.1 percent of the available surplus treatment capacity 
in the system, which would be a less than significant impact (see DEIR 
Page IV.N-15). 

 
  • The Project would be required to comply with all applicable requirements 

of local regulatory agencies providing utility services to the Project site, 
including the Granada Sanitary District.  With such compliance, and the 
Project would not result in a significant impacts (see DEIR Page IV.N-
16). 
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  • The existing well capacity on the Project site would be sufficient to meet 

the Project’s anticipated net water demand.  This therefore represents a 
less than significant impact (see DEIR Page IV.N-35).  Moreover, the 
Project applicant will seek approval for annexation to the Coastside 
County Water District (“CCWD”) and, if such annexation is approved by 
the Local Agency Formation Commission and CCWD service is 
extended to the Project site, the Project impact on existing water 
suppliers would be less than significant (see DEIR Page IV.N-35). 

 
  • Provision of potable water from the on-site well represents a less than 

significant impact on water supplies (see DEIR Page IV.N-36). 
 
  • The Project’s water treatment system capacity exceeds the treatment 

needs for the Project and, therefore, water treatment is a less than 
significant impact (see DEIR Page IV.N-37). 

 
  • Impacts associated with solid waste service during operation of the 

Project would be less than significant (see DEIR Page IV.N-44). 
 
  • Project impacts associated compliance with statutes and regulations 

related to solid waste would be less than significant (see DEIR Page 
IV.N-46). 

 
  • The Project will not result in wasteful, inefficient use or unnecessary 

consumption of energy and impacts would be less than significant (see 
DEIR Page IV.N-57). 

 
  • The Project would not have a cumulative effect that would diminish the 

availability of water supply for other projects in CCWD service area.  
Cumulative water supply impacts would be less than significant (see 
DEIR Page IV.N-37). 

 
  • Cumulative increases in solid waste would be within the excess capacity 

currently available and projected to be available at Ox Mountain Landfill; 
cumulative impacts associated with solid waste would be less than 
significant (see DEIR Page IV.N-47). 

 
  • The project would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable effect on 

energy consumption and cumulative impacts would be less than 
significant (see DEIR Page IV.N-59). 

 
  Impacts Found to be Less Than Significant: 
 
  Section 15128 of the CEQA Guidelines states:  “An EIR shall contain a 

statement briefly indicating the reasons that various possible significant 
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effects of a project were determined not to be significant and were therefore 
not discussed in detail in the EIR.”  Based on the analysis done for the 
preparation of various DEIR sections, the County, as the Lead Agency, has 
determined that implementation of the Project would not result in significant 
environmental impacts to the environmental impact topics listed in Section 
V.D of the DEIR.  Therefore, these environmental impact topics are not 
discussed in detail in the EIR (DEIR Pages V-4 through V-7). 

 
 B. IMPACTS DETERMINED TO BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH 

IMPLEMENTATION OF MITIGATION MEASURES (“MM”) 
 
  The Final EIR identifies the following significant environmental impacts 

associated with the Project and Mitigation Measures adopted to reduce these 
significant impacts to a less than significant level.   

 
  (1) MMRP.  The MMRP will apply to all Mitigation Measures adopted with 

respect to the Project pursuant to all of the Project Approvals and will be 
implemented. 

 
  (2) Project Approvals Incorporate the Mitigation Measures and the MMRP.  

The Mitigation Measures and MMRP have been incorporated into the 
Project Approvals and have thus become part of and limitations upon the 
entitlement conferred by the Project Approvals and are enforceable by 
the County. 

 
  (3) Impacts Summarized.  The descriptions of the impacts in these findings 

are summary statements.  Mitigation Measures are numbered to 
correspond to listings in the DEIR and FEIR.  Reference should be made 
to the DEIR and FEIR for a more complete description.   

 
   Impact AES-4: 
   Create a New Source of Substantial Light or Glare which Would 

Adversely Affect Day or Nighttime Views in the Area 
 
   Mitigation Measure(s): 
   Mitigation Measure AES-4:  Create a New Source of Substantial Light or 

Glare Adversely Affect Day or Nighttime Views in the Area. 
 
   • Prior to the approval of final project plans, a detailed lighting plan 

shall be submitted to San Mateo County for review and approval, 
consistent with their requirements.  The lighting plan shall prohibit 
light spillover across property lines and limit lighting to the minimum 
necessary for security and exterior lighting purposes, as deter-
mined by the Community Development Director.  All lighting shall 
be designed to be compatible with surrounding development.  The 
project shall not propose light sources that are atypical of the 
surrounding environment. 
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   • Reflective glass or other glaring building materials shall be 

discouraged.  The exterior of the proposed building shall be 
constructed of non-reflective materials such as, but not limited to:  
high-performance tinted non-reflective glass, metal panel, and pre-
cast concrete or cast in-place or fabricated wall surfaces.  The 
proposed materials shall be reviewed and approved by the 
Community Development Director prior to approval of the Final 
Map. 

 
   Implementation:  This Mitigation Measure is included in the conditions of 

approval for the Project, with minor revisions to provide further clarity to 
ease County implementation. 

 
   Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated 

into, the Project that mitigate or avoid the identified significant impact on 
the environment to a level that is less than significant.   

 
   Rationale for Finding:  With the implementation of Mitigation Measure 

AES-4, potential project impacts related to the creation of a new source 
of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime 
views in the area would be reduced to a less than significant level (DEIR 
Page IV.A-28). 

 
   Impact AQ-2: 
   Construction and Operation Emissions 
 
   Mitigation Measure(s): 
   Mitigation Measure AQ-2:  Construction Emissions. 
   The applicant shall require the construction contractor to implement a 

dust control program.  The program shall be applied to all construction 
activities involving grading, excavation, and use of unpaved areas for 
staging, extensive hauling of materials, or building demolition.  The dust 
control program shall include the following measures: 

 
   • Water all active construction areas at least twice daily. 
   • Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials or 

require all trucks to maintain at least two feet of freeboard. 
   • Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil 

stabilizers on all unpaved access roads, parking areas, and staging 
areas at construction sites. 

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

   • Sweep streets daily (with water sweepers) if visible soil material is 
carried onto adjacent public streets. 
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   • Hydroseed or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers to inactive 
construction areas (previously graded areas inactive for ten days or 
more). 

   • Enclose, cover, water twice daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil binders 
to exposed stockpiles (dirt, sand, etc.). 

   • Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour (mph). 
   • Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt 

runoff to public roadways. 
   • Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible. 
   • Install wheel washers for all existing, or wash off the tires or tracks 

of all trucks and equipment leaving the site. 
   • Limit the area subject to excavation, grading, and other 

construction activity at any one time. 
 
   Implementation:  This Mitigation Measure is included in the conditions of 

approval for the Project, with minor revisions and additional require-
ments to provide further clarity to ease County implementation. 

 
   Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated 

into, the Project that mitigate or avoid the identified significant impact on 
the environment to a level that is less than significant.   

 
   Rationale for Finding:  With the implementation of Mitigation Measure 

AQ-2, the project, air quality impacts related to construction of the 
project would be less than significant (DEIR Page IV.C-19). 

 
   Impact AQ-5: 
   Objectionable Odors 
 
   Mitigation Measure(s): 
   Mitigation Measure AQ-5:  Sewage Treatment Odors. 
   The project applicant shall provide supporting engineering calculations 

and site plan details to verify the basis of design for the odor removal 
system.  This information shall be supplied as part of the engineering 
report to be submitted for review and approval by the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (“RWQCB”). 

 
   Implementation:  This Mitigation Measure is included in the conditions of 

approval for the Project, with minor revisions to provide additional clarity 
to ease County implementation. 

 
   Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated 

into, the Project that mitigate or avoid the identified significant impact on 
the environment to a level that is less than significant.   
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   Rationale for Finding:  Implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-5, 
would reduce air quality impacts related to sewage treatment odors to a 
less than significant level (DEIR Page IV.C-28). 

 
   Impact BIO-1: 
   Special-Status Wildlife Species 
 
   Mitigation Measure(s): 
   Mitigation Measure BIO-1a:  Special-Status Species. 
   A qualified biologist (hereafter, biological monitor), capable of monitoring 

projects with potential habitat for Western pond turtle (WPT), San 
Francisco garter snakes (SFGS), and California red-legged frogs (CRLF) 
shall be present at the site as follows: 

 
   (1) Prior to and within three days of installation of exclusion fencing 

(type to be determined through consultation with CDFG and 
USFWS), the monitor shall survey the location for the installation 
for the presence of WPT, SFGS and CRLF.  In addition, should any 
burrows be observed, the burrows shall be inspected by the bio-
logist to determine if it is being used by any of the species.  Should 
any of these species be observed, the area shall be vacated and 
reinspected in one week.  If no animal use is noted, the burrows 
shall be carefully excavated using a small trowel or shovel.  Careful 
prodding using a blunt object will aid in determining the course of 
the tunnel such that the tunnel is excavated from the sides rather 
than the top, reducing the potential for any injury should an animal 
be present. 

 
    Excavated burrows with no WPT, CRLF or SFGS shall be left open 

so they cannot be re-occupied.  If any non-listed species are 
located, they shall be translocated outside of the construction zone.  
Should any individual WPT, CRLF or SFGS be found during the 
field survey or excavation, the area where that individual has been 
found shall remain undisturbed.  If any life stage of the WPT, SFGS 
or CRLF is found during these surveys or excavations, the Depart-
ment of Fish and Game and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service shall 
be contacted immediately, and activities that could result in take 
shall be postponed until appropriate actions are taken to allow 
project activities to continue. 

 
   (2) During installation of construction zone exclusion fencing, the 

biological monitor shall be present and will oversee the installation 
of all construction fencing.  The exclusionary fencing shall be 
installed on one parcel site first so that if any animals are within the 
construction zone, they will have the opportunity to move out of the 
area freely. 
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    Immediately following installation of exclusion fencing, the bio-
logical monitor shall survey the enclosed construction zone for the 
presence of WPT, SFGS and CRLF.  If any life stage of the SFGS 
or CRLF is found during these surveys, the Department of Fish and 
Game and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service shall be contacted 
immediately, and activities that could result in take shall be post-
poned until appropriate actions are taken to allow project activities 
to continue. 

 
    The biological monitor shall be present at all times during restora-

tion area planting activities outside the construction zone and within 
the buffer area, to monitor for the presence of WPT, SFGS and 
CRLF. 

 
    The biological monitor shall prepare a training document in both 

English and Spanish about the animals of concern, their identifica-
tion, and the methods of avoidance and reporting requirements and 
procedures, should the species be observed.  The document shall 
provide photographs of the species and notification numbers for the 
monitor, the Department of Fish and Game, and the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service.  The training document and contact information for 
the monitor shall be posted at the construction zone and 
maintained in the monitoring log. 

 
    Every contractor, sub-contractor and construction worker shall be 

provided a copy of the training document in advance of their 
respective construction activities and shall be required to adhere to 
its contents. 

 
    A highly visible warning sign shall be installed along the project 

perimeter.  The warning sign shall be in English and Spanish and 
shall state:  “Stay Out – Habitat Area of Federally Protected 
Species.”  A document drop shall be attached to several warning 
signs and stocked with a supply of training documents. 

 
    The biological monitor shall conduct weekly site visits when 

construction is occurring to verify that all construction zone exclu-
sionary fencing is in place and functioning as intended.  Any repair 
or maintenance to the fencing deemed necessary by the biological 
monitor shall be completed under the monitor’s supervision.  Such 
maintenance activities include adequate removal of vegetation at 
the construction fence line to ensure that vegetation “ladders” for 
species access are not allowed to establish. 

 
    Once restoration activities are complete, the exclusion fencing 

shall be removed under the supervision of the biological monitor.  
Prior to the removal of the buffer area/restoration area fencing, 
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permanent exclusionary measures shall be put in place to prevent 
special-status species movement beyond the buffer areas.  Wildlife 
movement through the site shall be facilitated via a buffer zone on 
either side of the drainage that bisects the parcels. 

 
    The general contractor shall assign a crew member that will be 

responsible for conducting site inspections, monitoring gate 
opening and closing, and assuring that other species protection 
measures are in place and being enforced when the Biological 
Monitor is not present.  The crew member shall adhere to the 
procedures contained in the training document and shall be able to 
contact the biological monitor should any violations be noted or 
listed species observed on-site. 

 
    The biological monitor has the authority to halt all or some con-

struction activities and or modify all or some construction methods 
as necessary to protect habitat and individual sensitive species.  
The monitor shall be responsible for contacting USFWS should any 
endangered or threatened species be observed within the 
construction zones. 

 
    The biological monitor shall complete daily monitoring reports for 

each day present, to be maintained in a monitoring log-book kept 
on-site.  Reports must contain the date and time of work, weather 
conditions, biological monitor’s name, construction or project 
activity and progress performed that day, any listed species 
observed, any measures taken to repair and or maintain fencing, 
and any construction modifications required to protect habitat. 

 
    The monitoring log-book with compiled reports shall be submitted to 

the Executive Director upon cessation of construction as part of a 
construction monitoring report. 

 
   Mitigation Measure BIO-1b:  Special-Status Species. 
   Any active bird nests in the vicinity of proposed grading shall be avoided 

until young birds are able to leave the nest (i.e., fledged) and forage on 
their own.  Avoidance may be accomplished either by scheduling 
grading and tree removal during the non-nesting period (September 
through February), or if this is not feasible, by conducting a pre-
construction nesting bird survey.  Provisions of the pre-construction 
survey and nest avoidance, if necessary, shall include the following: 

 
   If grading is scheduled during the active nesting period (March through 

August), a qualified wildlife biologist shall conduct a pre-construction 
nesting survey no more than 30 days prior to initiation of grading to 
provide confirmation on presence or absence of active nests in the 
vicinity. 
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   If active nests are encountered, species-specific measures shall be 

prepared by a qualified biologist in consultation with CDFG and 
implemented to prevent nest abandonment.  At a minimum, grading in 
the vicinity of the nest shall be deferred until the young birds have 
fledged.  A nest-setback zone shall be established via consultation with 
CDFG and USFWS, within which all construction-related disturbances 
shall be prohibited.  The perimeter of the nest-setback zone shall be 
fenced or adequately demarcated, and construction personnel restricted 
from the area. 

 
   If permanent avoidance of the nest is not feasible, impacts shall be 

minimized by prohibiting disturbance within the nest-setback zone until a 
qualified biologist verifies that the birds have either (a) not begun egg-
laying and incubation, or (b) that the juveniles from the nest are foraging 
independently and capable of independent survival at an earlier date.  A 
survey report by the qualified biologist verifying that the young have 
fledged shall be submitted to CDFG and USFWS prior to initiation of 
grading in the nest-setback zone. 

 
   Mitigation Measure BIO-1c:  Special-Status Species. 
   Proposed project construction activities will not result in impacts to 

project area wetlands and/or habitat for special status species known to 
occur in the vicinity of the site.  The applicant’s biologist has obtained a 
verified wetland delineation and has consulted with the regulatory 
agencies regarding special-status species.  The applicant shall continue 
to coordinate all project activities potentially regulated by State, Federal, 
and local agencies and shall obtain all necessary permits from CDFG, 
Corps, USFWS, and the RWQCB as required by federal and State law 
to avoid, minimize or offset impacts to any species listed under either the 
State or federal Endangered Species Acts or protected under any other 
State or federal law. 

 
   Mitigation Measure BIO-1d:  Special-Status Species. 
   Sensitive and general habitat features outside the limits of approved 

grading and development shall be protected by identifying a construction 
and development boundary on all project plans and prohibiting construc-
tion equipment operation within this boundary.  The boundary shall be 
staked and flagged in the field with a highly visible color coded system 
and all construction and equipment operators shall be instructed to 
remain outside this no-disturbance boundary for the duration of con-
struction.  This measure is in addition to the wildlife exclusion fencing 
described in Mitigation Measure Bio-1a and applies to the protection of 
all habitat features outside of the project limits. 
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   Implementation:  These Mitigation Measures are included in the 
conditions of approval for the Project, with minor revisions and additional 
requirements to provide further clarity to ease County implementation. 

 
   Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated 

into, the Project that mitigate or avoid the identified significant impact on 
the environment to a level that is less than significant. 

 
   Rationale for Finding:  Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1a, 

BIO-1b, BIO-1c and BIO-1d, would reduce potential impacts to special 
status wildlife species to a less than significant level (DEIR Page IV.D-
94). 

 
   Impact BIO-4: 
   Wildlife Movement and Habitat Connectivity 
 
   Mitigation Measure(s): 
   Mitigation Measure BIO-4a:  Wildlife Movement and Habitat 

Connectivity. 
   Measures recommended in Mitigation Measures BIO-1a through BIO-1d 

would serve to protect important natural habitat on the site for wildlife, 
avoid the potential loss of bird nests, and protect sensitive natural areas.  
Although wildlife movement and habitat connectivity impacts were found 
to be less than significant, the following additional provisions shall be 
implemented to further protect wildlife habitat resources: 

 
   Fencing that obstructs wildlife movement shall be restricted to building 

envelopes and wildlife exclusionary fencing along special-status species 
protection corridors and shall not be allowed elsewhere on the site.  
Fencing that obstructs wildlife movement contains one or more of the 
following conditions:  lowest horizontal is within 1.5 feet of the ground 
OR highest horizontal is over 6 feet OR top or bottom wire is barbed OR 
distance between top wires is less than 10 inches OR it combines with 
existing structures or fences, even on neighboring parcels, to create an 
obstacle to wildlife movement. 

 
   Lighting shall be carefully designed and controlled to prevent 

unnecessary illumination of natural habitat on the site.  Lighting shall 
be restricted to building envelopes, at the minimum level necessary to 
illuminate roadways and other outdoor areas.  Lighting shall generally be 
kept low to the ground, directed downward, and shielded to prevent 
illumination into adjacent natural areas. 

 
   Dogs and cats shall be confined to individual residences and the fenced 

portion of the building envelopes to minimize harassment and loss of 
wildlife. 
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   All garbage, recycling, and composting shall be kept in closed containers 
and latched or locked to prevent wildlife from using the waste as a food 
source. 

 
   Implementation:  This Mitigation Measure is included in the conditions of 

approval for the Project. 
 
   Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated 

into, the Project that would further reduce or avoid the identified less 
than significant impact on the environment.   

 
   Rationale for Finding:  Although wildlife movement and habitat connec-

tivity impacts were found to be less than significant, implementation of 
Mitigation Measure BIO-4a would further protect wildlife habitat 
resources (DEIR Page IV.D-98). 

 
   Impact CULT-2: 
   Archaeological Resources 
 
   Mitigation Measure(s): 
   Mitigation Measure CULT-2a:  Archaeological Resources. 
   All final improvements for the proposed project shall be designed and 

approved by County staff, as well as a County approved qualified 
archaeologist, to avoid impacts to prehistoric archaeological site CA-
SMA-151 due to the proposed development.  To avoid impacts to CA-
SMA-151, the archaeological site shall be excluded from disruption 
during project construction.  Avoidance shall be assured by fencing the 
site perimeter (to be confirmed by a County-approved qualified archae-
ologist or licensed surveyor prior to any start of grading) to exclude 
construction equipment, particularly for grading activities.  Fencing shall 
be removed when all construction activities are finished to avoid drawing 
attention to the site.  Additionally, identified site CA-SMA-151 shall be 
included in a deed restriction recorded with the County Recorder’s Office 
to further protect this archaeological resource.  The deed restriction shall 
limit uses within the site perimeter of CA-SMA-151 to farming within the 
existing plow zone and require any ground disturbing activity or 
development within the cultural site perimeter to be subject to a Coastal 
Development Permit and meet California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) requirements for disturbance of a mapped cultural resource. 

 
   OR 
 
   If avoidance of site CA-SMA-151 is impractical or infeasible, a County-

approved archaeologist shall be retained to conduct test excavations at 
the site to determine the integrity of its subsurface deposit.  Additionally, 
a mitigation plan shall be developed by a County-approved archae-
ologist that addresses specific project impacts and outlines appropriate 
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mitigation measures.  At a minimum, the mitigation plan shall include the 
following: 

 
   • Preparation of a research design that outlines regional issues and 

how they can be addressed through recovery of materials at CA-
SMA-151; 

   • Discussion of field, laboratory, and analytical methods; 
   • Expected involvement of the Native American community; 
   • Actions to be taken in the event that human remains are 

discovered; 
   • Expected schedule for completing mitigation, including submittal of 

technical report; and 
   • Curation plan for recovered materials. 
 
   The site may continue to be used for growing crops, provided that no 

ground disturbing activity such as ripping, plowing, disking, etc., is 
allowed to extend deeper than the existing plow zone (approximately six 
inches from the existing grade).  However, building on the flake scatter 
portion of the site would also be allowed as long as the improvements 
would require no ground disturbing activity below the plow zone.  Prior to 
placing fill materials on top of the area being covered, an archaeological 
investigation shall be conducted to gather baseline data about the nature 
of the site. 

 
   Mitigation Measure CULT-2b:  Archaeological Resources. 
   A qualified archaeologist, as determined by the County, and a Native 

American shall monitor future ground-disturbing activities in the 
monitoring area north of site CA-SMA-151. 

 
   Mitigation Measure CULT-2c:  Archaeological Resources. 
   In the event that additional subsurface archaeological resources are 

encountered during the course of grading and/or excavation, all 
development shall temporarily cease in these areas until the County 
Planning Department is contacted and agrees upon a qualified 
archaeologist to be brought onto the project site to properly assess the 
resources and make recommendations for their disposition.  Construc-
tion activities could continue in other areas.  If any findings are deter-
mined to be significant by the archaeologist, they shall be subject to 
scientific analysis; duration/disposition of archaeological specimens as 
agreed to by the Native American community, land owner, and the 
County; and a report prepared according to current professional 
standards. 

 
   Implementation:  These Mitigation Measures are included in the 

conditions of approval for the Project, with minor revisions to provide 
additional clarity to ease County implementation. 
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   Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated 
into, the Project that mitigate or avoid the identified significant impact on 
the environment to a level that is less than significant.   

 
   Rationale for Finding:  Implementation of Mitigation Measures CULT-2a, 

CULT-2b, and CULT-2c, would reduce direct and indirect impacts to 
archaeological site CASMA-151 to a less than significant level (DEIR 
Page IV.E-15). 

 
   Impact CULT-3: 
   Paleontological Resources 
 
   Mitigation Measure(s): 
   Mitigation Measure CULT-3:  Paleontological Resources. 
   A qualified paleontologist, as determined by the County, shall monitor 

future ground-disturbing activities in native soil both on-site and off-site 
as related to the project.  In the event that paleontological resources are 
discovered during grading and/or excavation, the monitor shall be 
empowered to temporarily halt or divert construction in the immediate 
vicinity of the discovery while it is evaluated for significance.  Construc-
tion activities could continue in other areas.  If any findings are deter-
mined to be significant by the paleontologist, they shall be subject to 
scientific analysis, professional museum curation, and a report prepared 
according to current professional standards. 

 
   Implementation:  This Mitigation Measure is included in the conditions of 

approval for the Project. 
 
   Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated 

into, the Project that mitigate or avoid the identified significant impact on 
the environment to a level that is less than significant.   

 
   Rationale for Finding:  Implementation of Mitigation Measure CULT-3 

would reduce impacts to any potential paleontological resources to a 
less than significant level (DEIR Page IV.E-17). 

 
   Impact GEO-3: 
   Seismic-Related Ground Failure 
 
   Mitigation Measure(s): 
   Mitigation Measure GEO-3a:  Seismic-Related Ground Failure. 
   The final geotechnical investigation for the Project shall evaluate the 

potential for cyclic densification and develop final mitigation measures, 
as needed.  Potential mitigation measures may include, but are not 
limited to:  (1) over-excavating and replacing loose sandy soil with 
compacted engineered fill; (2) applying deep soil compaction tech-
niques, such as DDC, RIC, or equivalent soil densification method; and 
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(3) designing building foundations to accommodate total and differential 
ground settlement resulting from cyclic densification, as well as post-
liquefaction settlement and consolidation ground settlement (if 
applicable). 

 
   Mitigation Measure GEO-3b:  Seismic-Related Ground Failure. 
   Additional subsurface exploration using rotary-wash drilling methods 

and/or CPTs shall be performed to better characterize the subsurface 
conditions at the sites.  Based on the results of subsurface investigation, 
the potential for soil liquefaction and liquefaction-induced ground 
failures, such as lateral spreading, post-liquefaction reconsolidation, 
lurch cracking, and sand boils shall be reevaluated at the site.  The final 
geotechnical investigation report shall provide mitigation measures for 
liquefaction-induced hazards.  Potential mitigation measures may 
include:  (1) improving the soil with deep soil compaction techniques, 
such as DDC, RIC, or equivalent method, to reduce the liquefaction 
potential; (2) buildings supported on stiffened shallow foundations (i.e., 
footings with interlocking grade beams) bearing on a layer of well-
compacted fill; (3) buildings supported on deep foundations such as 
drilled piers, driven piles or propriety piles (i.e., torque-down piles and 
auger cast piles); and (4) constructing a structural slab that spans 
supported between columns. 

 
   Implementation:  These Mitigation Measures are included in the 

conditions of approval for the Project, with minor revisions to provide 
additional clarity to ease County implementation. 

 
   Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated 

into, the Project that mitigate or avoid the identified significant impact on 
the environment to a level that is less than significant.   

 
   Rationale for Finding:  Implementation of Mitigation Measures GEO-3a 

and GEO-3b would reduce cyclic densification impacts and potentially 
significant liquefaction and associated hazard impacts, respectively, to 
less than significant levels (DEIR Pages IV.F-20 and 21). 

 
   Impact GEO-4: 
   Total and Differential Settlement 
 
   Mitigation Measure(s): 
   Mitigation Measure GEO-4:  Total and Differential Settlement. 
   Additional subsurface exploration using rotary-wash drilling methods 

and/or CPTs and consolidation laboratory testing shall be performed to 
better characterize the subsurface conditions and soil properties at the 
site.  Based on the results of subsurface investigation, total and differen-
tial ground settlement due to cyclic densification, post-liquefaction 
reconsolidation, and consolidation settlement due to building loads and 
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fill placement shall be reevaluated.  The final geotechnical investigation 
report shall provide mitigation measures for ground settlement.  Potential 
mitigation measures may include:  (1) improving the soil with deep soil 
compaction techniques, such as DDC, RIC, or equivalent method, to 
reduce the potential for total and differential ground settlement; (2) 
supporting the buildings on stiffened shallow foundations (i.e., footings 
with interlocking grade beams) bearing on a layer of well-compacted fill; 
(3) supporting the buildings on deep foundations such as drilled piers, 
driven piles or propriety piles (i.e., torque-down piles and auger cast 
piles); and (4) constructing a structural slab that spans supported 
between columns. If deep foundations are selected, they shall be 
designed to accommodate load conditions resulting from post-liquefac-
tion reconsolidation and consolidation due to the placement of new fill (if 
applicable). 

 
   Implementation:  This Mitigation Measure is included in the conditions of 

approval for the Project, with minor revisions to provide additional clarity 
to ease County implementation. 

 
   Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated 

into, the Project that mitigate or avoid the identified significant impact on 
the environment to a level that is less than significant.   

 
   Rationale for Finding:  Implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-4 

would reduce total and differential settlement impacts to a less than 
significant level (DEIR Page IV.F-21). 

 
   Impact GEO-6: 
   Expansive Soil 
 
   Mitigation Measure(s): 
   Mitigation Measure GEO-6:  Expansive Soil. 
   The final geotechnical investigation shall provide an estimate of 

differential movement associated with the shrinking and swelling of the 
existing on-site expansive soil at the site.  Mitigation measures for 
expansive soils may include designing the buildings to be supported on:  
(1) shallow foundations that rest on a layer of non-expansive engineered 
fill; (2) a deepened spread footing system where the proposed footings 
gain support at or below the depth of significant seasonal moisture 
fluctuation and the slab-on-grade floor will be supported on a layer non-
expansive fill, as described above; (3) a stiffened foundation system, 
such as a reinforced concrete or post-tensioned mat, that is capable of 
resisting the differential movement and soil pressures associated with 
the expansive soil; or (4) a deep foundation system that transfers the 
building and slab loads to competent soil beneath the near-surface 
moderately to highly expansive soil layer. 
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   Implementation:  This Mitigation Measure is included in the conditions of 
approval for the Project, with minor revisions to provide additional clarity 
to ease County implementation. 

 
   Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated 

into, the Project that mitigate or avoid the identified significant impact on 
the environment to a level that is less than significant. 

 
   Rationale for Finding:  Implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-6 

would reduce expansive soil impacts to a less than significant level 
(DEIR Page IV.F-23). 

 
   Impact GEO-7: 
   Pervious Pavements and Other Water/Wastewater Infiltration 

Systems 
 
   Mitigation Measure(s): 
   Mitigation Measure GEO-7:  Pervious Pavements and Other 

Water/Wastewater Infiltration Systems. 
   Considering the near-surface soil may consist of moderately to highly 

expansive clay, special subgrade preparation, and foundation and 
pavement design recommendations shall be required to prevent the 
near-surface clayey soil from ponding water, and becoming saturated 
and weak under the proposed site loading conditions, such as founda-
tion and traffic loads.  Final design recommendations for a pervious 
pavement system shall allow surface water to percolate through the 
pavement without causing adverse impacts to new pavements and 
building foundations due to moisture fluctuations in the near-surface 
expansive clay.  Potential mitigation measures may include:  (1) col-
lecting and redirecting surface and subsurface water away from the 
proposed building foundations; (2) using permeable base material within 
pavement areas; and (3) installing subdrains to collect and redirect water 
from areas that could adversely impact building foundations and 
vehicular pavement to a suitable outlet. 

 
   Mitigation Measure GEO-8:  Review and Approval of Final Grading, 

Drainage, and Foundation Plans and Specifications. 
   To ensure the applicant’s geotechnical consultant is given the oppor-

tunity to participate in the final design and construction phases of the 
project, the applicant’s consultant (Registered Geotechnical Engineer 
and Registered Engineering Geologist) shall review and approve the 
final grading, drainage, and foundation plans and specifications. 

 
   Also, upon completion of construction activities, the applicant’s 

consultant shall provide a final statement indicating whether the work 
was performed in accordance with project plans and specifications, and 
the consultant’s recommendations.  All mitigations and final design 
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recommendations shall be reviewed and approved by the County prior to 
issuance of applicable permits and approval of the Final Map. 

 
   Implementation:  These Mitigation Measures are included in the 

conditions of approval for the Project, with minor revisions to provide 
additional clarity to ease County implementation. 

 
   Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated 

into, the Project that mitigate or avoid the identified significant impact on 
the environment to a level that is less than significant.   

 
   Rationale for Finding:  Implementation of Mitigation Measures GEO-7 

and GEO-8 would reduce impacts associated with the permeable 
pavement system to a less than significant level (DEIR Page IV.F-23). 

 
   Impact HAZ-2: 
   Accidental Release of Hazardous Materials 
 
   Mitigation Measure(s): 
   Mitigation Measure HAZ-2:  Accidental Release of Hazardous Materials. 
   Prior to approval of final development plans, a Phase II Environmental 

Site Assessment (Phase II ESA) shall be performed at the project site to 
evaluate whether the recognized environmental conditions identified in 
the Phase I ESA represent an actual release of hazardous substances 
to soil or groundwater at the project site.  To determine whether 
hazardous substances have migrated onto the Project site from the 
north or northeast, a groundwater sample shall be collected from the 
agricultural supply well.  The Phase II ESA shall include parameters that 
may be applied to a health risk assessment and remediation (Site 
Management Plan) if soil is inappropriate for reuse and required to be 
transported off the Project site.  The recommendations of the Phase II 
ESA shall be incorporated into project plans to the satisfaction of the 
County and in conformance with applicable regulations. 

 
   Implementation:  This Mitigation Measure is included in the conditions of 

approval for the Project, with minor revisions or additional requirements 
to provide further clarity to ease County implementation. 

 
   Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated 

into, the Project that mitigate or avoid the identified significant impact on 
the environment to a level that is less than significant. 

 
   Rationale for Finding:  Implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-2, 

which requires the project plans to incorporate the recommendations of 
the Phase II ESA, would reduce impacts associated with the accidental 
release of hazardous materials to a less than significant level (DEIR 
Pages II-17 and IV.G-24). 
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   Impact HAZ-3: 
   Hazards Associated with Airport Operations 
 
   Mitigation Measure(s): 
   Mitigation Measure HAZ-3:  Hazards Associated with Airport Operations. 
   Prior to approval of final development plans, an avigation easement shall 

be prepared for the project site, in a form satisfactory to the County 
Director of Public Works.  The navigational easement shall be recorded 
and shown on the vesting tentative map.  With approval of the Wellness 
Center, it is understood that the Wellness Center property owner(s) and 
tenants, and their successor’s in interest in perpetuity, acknowledge the 
project’s location adjacent to an airport and the noise level inherent in 
the use.  The following statement shall be included in the details of the 
avigation easement on the recorded Final Map, prior to the issuance of 
the Certificate of Occupancy for any residential unit at the subject 
property: 

 
   “This parcel is adjacent to the Half Moon Bay Airport.  Residents on this 

parcel may be subject to inconvenience or discomfort arising from airport 
operations, including but not limited to noise associated with aircraft 
landings, take-offs, in air maneuvers and fly-overs, and on-the-ground 
engine start-ups and taxiing.  San Mateo County recognizes the value of 
the Half Moon Bay Airport to the residents of this County and seeks to 
protect airport operations, existing and future, from significant inter-
ference and disruption.  With approval of the Wellness Center, it is 
understood on the part of both the Wellness Center property owner(s) 
and the Half Moon Bay Airport that airport operations shall take 
precedence and priority over potential noise complaints received from 
property owners, residents, staff, guests, and others from the Wellness 
Center.  In the event that the Wellness Center resident(s) or property 
owner(s) express an inability or unwillingness to accept such noise 
conditions authorized under the terms of the avigation easement and/or 
remain unsatisfied with the noise reduction measures being imple-
mented by the airport, the affected resident(s) shall be relocated, with 
assistance provided by the property owner, to the satisfaction of the 
Planning and Building Department and/or the Department of Housing.  
This condition shall be included in all contracts between residents of the 
Wellness Center and with property owners. 

 
   Implementation:  This Mitigation Measure is included in the conditions of 

approval for the Project, with minor revisions to provide additional clarity 
to ease County implementation. 

 
   Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated 

into, the Project that mitigate or avoid the identified significant impact on 
the environment to a level that is less than significant.   
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   Rationale for Finding:  Although the Project would result in a less than 

significant impact associated with airport safety hazards to people 
residing or working in the area of a public airport, implementation of 
Mitigation Measure HAZ-3 is provided to assure that impacts remain less 
than significant (DEIR Pages IV.G-25 and 26). 

 
   Impact HYDRO-3: 
   Substantially Alter Drainage Patterns Resulting in Increased 

Erosion or Siltation 
 
   Mitigation Measure(s): 
   Mitigation Measure HYDRO-3:  Alteration of Drainage Patterns Resulting 

in Increased Erosion or Siltation. 
   The applicant shall prepare and submit a Stormwater Pollution Preven-

tion Plan (SWPPP) for the proposed project.  The applicant’s SWPPP 
shall identify the BMPs to control erosion and sedimentation and provide 
for treatment of 80 to 85 percent of post-construction runoff from new 
impervious areas.  Neighborhood- and/or lot-level treatment Best 
Management Practices (“BMPs”) shall be emphasized, consistent with 
San Francisco Bay RWQCB and SMCWPPP guidance for National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Phase 2 compliance.  
These types of BMPs, which may also assist in reducing post-project 
peak flows, include infiltration basins and trenches, dry wells, rain 
gardens, on contour grassy swales, media filters, biofiltration features 
and grassy swales.  BMPs shall be designed in accordance with 
engineering criteria in the California Stormwater BMP Handbook or other 
accepted guidance and designs shall be reviewed and approved by the 
County prior to issuance of grading or building permits.  As discussed 
under Mitigation Measure HYDRO-5, if lot-level BMPs are accepted by 
SMCWPPP as a suitable control measure, the applicant shall establish a 
mechanism for enforcement to assure that BMP functioning is being 
maintained as designed.  The applicant has included a detailed 
maintenance schedule, which includes monthly inspection of system 
components, annual weeding, annual replanting, bi-annual cleaning of 
catch basins, bi-monthly parking lot vacuuming, and daily trash pickup in 
the parking lots. 

 
   Submittal of a project erosion control plan and SWPPP to San Mateo 

County for review shall be required as part of the building permit 
application.  The erosion control plan shall include components for 
erosion control, such as phasing of grading, limiting areas of distur-
bance, designation of restricted-entry zones, diversion of runoff away 
from disturbed areas, protective measures for sensitive areas, outlet 
protection, and provision for revegetation or mulching. 
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   The plan shall also prescribe treatment measures to trap sediment once 
it has been mobilized, at a scale and density appropriate to the size and 
slope of the catchment.  These measures typically include inlet protec-
tion, straw bale barriers, straw mulching, straw wattles, silt fencing, 
check dams, terracing, and siltation or sediment ponds.  Other aspects 
of the SWPPP, especially those related to water quality, are discussed 
below for other mitigation measures. 

 
   Landscape plans showing the grassy swales and indicating flow paths 

shall also be provided. 
 
   Implementation:  This Mitigation Measure is included in the conditions of 

approval for the Project, with minor revisions to provide additional clarity 
to ease County implementation. 

 
   Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated 

into, the Project that mitigate or avoid the identified significant impact on 
the environment to a level that is less than significant.   

 
   Rationale for Finding:  Implementation of Mitigation Measure HYDRO-3 

would reduce Project impacts related to the alteration of drainage 
patterns resulting in increased erosion or siltation to a less than signifi-
cant level (DEIR Pages IV.H-53). 

 
   Impact HYDRO-4: 
   Substantially Alter Drainage Patterns Resulting in Increased 

Flooding 
 
   Mitigation Measure(s): 
   Mitigation Measure HYDRO-4:  Alteration of Drainage Patterns Resulting 

in Increased Flooding. 
   The applicant shall submit a drainage report and plans to the County 

that identify the drainage pathways and the extent of any off-site 
drainage that flows on-site.  How such off-site drainage will be conveyed 
through the site shall also be detailed.  The drainage plan shall provide 
designs consistent with recognized engineering criteria.  The drainage 
plan shall be reviewed and approved by the County prior to issuance of 
grading or building permits. 

 
   Implementation:  This Mitigation Measure is included in the conditions of 

approval for the Project, with minor revisions to provide additional clarity 
to ease County implementation. 

 
   Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated 

into, the Project that mitigate or avoid the identified significant impact on 
the environment to a level that is less than significant.   
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   Rationale for Finding:  Implementation of Mitigation Measure HYDRO-4 
would reduce Project alteration of drainage patterns potentially resulting 
in increased flooding to a less than significant level (DEIR Page IV.H-
54). 

 
   Impact HYDRO-5: 
   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 

 
   Mitigation Measure(s): 
   Mitigation Measure HYDRO-5:  Surface Water Runoff Quality. 
   The applicant shall prepared and submit a comprehensive erosion 

control plan and SWPPP.  Potential construction phase and post-
construction pollutant impacts from development can be controlled 
through preparation and implementation of an erosion control plan and 
a SWPPP consistent with recommended design criteria, in accordance 
with the NPDES permitting requirements enforced by SMCWPPP and 
the San Francisco Bay RWQCB.  The erosion control plan forms a 
significant portion of the construction-phase controls required in a 
SWPPP, which also details the construction-phase housekeeping 
measures for control of contaminants other than sediment, as well as 
the treatment measures and BMPs to be implemented for control of 
pollutants once the project has been constructed.  The SWPPP also sets 
forth the BMP monitoring and maintenance schedule and identifies the 
responsible entities during the construction and post-construction 
phases. 

 
   The applicant’s SWPPP shall identify the BMPs that will be used to 

reduce post-construction peak flows to existing levels in all on-site 
drainages where construction will occur.  Neighborhood- and/or lot-level 
BMPs to promote infiltration of storm runoff shall be emphasized, 
consistent with San Francisco Bay RWQCB and SMCWPPP guidance 
for NPDES Phase 2 permit compliance.  These types of BMPs, which 
may also enhance water quality, include infiltration basins and trenches, 
dry wells, rain gardens, on-contour grassy swales, media filters, and 
biofiltration features.  BMPs shall be designed in accordance with 
engineering criteria in the California Stormwater BMP Handbook or other 
accepted guidance and designs shall be reviewed and approved by the 
County prior to issuance of grading or building permits.  The applicant 
shall prepare a clearly defined operations and maintenance plan for 
water quality and quality control measures.  The design and main-
tenance documents shall include measures to limit vector concerns, 
especially with respect to control of mosquitoes.  The applicant shall 
identify the responsible parties and provide adequate funding to operate 
and maintain stormwater improvements (through a HOA, Geological 
Hazard Abatement District, CSD, CFD or similar organization).  If lot-
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level BMPs are accepted by the County as a suitable control measure, 
the applicant shall establish a mechanism for enforcement to assure that 
BMP functioning is being maintained as designed.  The applicant shall 
also establish financial assurances, as deemed appropriate by the 
Community Development Director, enabling the County to maintain the 
stormwater improvements should the HOA or other entity disband or 
cease to perform its maintenance responsibilities. 

 
   The SWPPP must also include post-construction water quality BMPs 

that control pollutant levels to pre-development levels, or to the 
maximum extent practicable (MEP).  To confirm that structural BMPs 
(e.g., biofiltration features, wet ponds, vegetated swales, constructed 
wetlands, or media filters) will function as intended, design must be 
consistent with engineering criteria, as set forth in guidance such as the 
recently revised California Stormwater BMP Handbook for New and 
Redevelopment.  These types of structural BMPs are intended to 
supplement other stormwater management program measures, such 
as street sweeping and litter control, outreach regarding appropriate 
fertilizer and pesticide use practices, and managed disposal of 
hazardous wastes. 

 
   The main post-construction water quality enhancement measure 

indicated by the applicant report is the use of rain gardens (constructed 
wetlands) to control pollutants.  Locations and designs of the stormwater 
infiltration system should be provided to the County as part of the 
grading plans during Final Map review.  Many of the distributed BMPs 
that could prove useful to address control of post-project peak flows at 
the lot- and/or neighborhood level could reasonably be linked with 
measures to enhance water quality, thereby providing compliance with 
the NPDES Phase 2 permit requirements as well.  For example, down-
spouts could direct roof runoff to biofiltration features, with percolated 
stormwater conveyed through subdrains to small infiltration basins or dry 
wells.  Per Technical Memorandum #1 (TM #1), dated May 15, 2009, 
prepared by Schaaf and Wheeler (included in Appendix H of the DEIR), 
Stormwater Best Management Practices should serve several hydrologic 
and water quality functions, including maximizing groundwater recharge, 
minimizing quantities of stormwater runoff, and reducing pollutant 
loadings in stormwater runoff. 

 
   Implementation:  This Mitigation Measure is included in the conditions of 

approval for the Project, with minor revisions to provide additional clarity 
to ease County implementation. 

 
   Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated 

into, the Project that mitigate or avoid the identified significant impact on 
the environment to a level that is less than significant.   
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   Rationale for Finding:  Implementation of Mitigation Measure HYDRO-5 
would reduce the Project’s potential effect on surface quality to a less 
than significant level (DEIR Page IV.H-57). 

 
   Impact HYDRO-6: 
   Otherwise Substantially Degrade Groundwater Quality 
 
   Mitigation Measure(s): 
   Mitigation Measure HYDRO-6:  Ground Quality. 
   The applicant shall abandon all unused wells on the project site con-

sistent with San Mateo County Department of Environmental Health 
standards and the standards described in the State of California 
Department of Water Resources Well Standards (Bulletins 74-81 and 
74-90).  Any on-site wells left in service should meet CDPH criteria for 
well protection.  The applicant shall prepare, if required by the CDPH or 
County Department of Health Services, a Drinking Water Source 
Assessment and Protection (DWSAP) application to identify and protect 
against potential well contaminants. 

 
   Implementation:  This Mitigation Measure is included in the conditions of 

approval for the Project, with minor revisions to provide additional clarity 
to ease County implementation. 

 
   Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated 

into, the Project that mitigate or avoid the identified significant impact on 
the environment to a level that is less than significant.   

 
   Rationale for Finding:  Implementation of Mitigation Measure HYDRO-6 

would reduce Project impacts to groundwater quality to a less than 
significant level (DEIR Page IV.H-59). 

 
   Impact HYDRO-9: 
   Expose People or Structures to Inundation by Seiche, Tsunami, or 

Mudflow 
 
   Mitigation Measure(s): 
   Mitigation Measure HYDRO-9:  Exposure to Tsunami and Seiche. 
   In areas subject to tsunami and seiche effects, implementing agencies 

shall, where appropriate, ensure that the project incorporates features 
designed to minimize damage from a tsunami or seiche.  Structures 
should either be placed at elevations above those likely to be adversely 
affected during a tsunami or seiche event or be designed to allow swift 
water to flow around, through, or underneath without causing collapse.  
Other features to be considered in designing projects within areas 
subject to tsunami or seiche may include using structures as buffer 
zones, providing front-line defenses, and securing foundations of 
expendable structures so as not to add to debris in the flowing waters. 
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   Implementation:  This Mitigation Measure is included in the conditions of 

approval for the Project, with minor revisions to provide additional clarity 
to ease County implementation. 

 
   Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated 

into, the Project that mitigate or avoid the identified significant impact on 
the environment to a level that is less than significant.   

 
   Rationale for Finding:  Implementation of Mitigation Measure HYDRO-9 

would reduce impacts from exposure to tsunami and seiche to less than 
significant levels (DEIR Page IV.H-61). 

 
   Impact LU-2: 
   Conflict with Applicable Land Use Plans, Policies, or Regulations 
 
   Mitigation Measure(s): 
   Mitigation Measure LU-2 
   The property owner shall work with the California Coastal Commission 

(CCC) to identify and delineate the CCC’s jurisdiction over the project 
site, subject to CCC review and approval.  The property owner shall 
obtain all necessary approvals from the Coastal Commission prior to the 
initiation of any development within areas of CCC jurisdiction. 

 
   Mitigation Measure LU-3 
   The applicant shall comply with the following recommendations of the 

State Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics:  (1) Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) Advisory Circular 150/5370-2E “Opera-
tional Safety on Airports during Construction” shall be incorporated into 
the project design specifications (2) in accordance with Federal Aviation 
Regulation, Part 77 “Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace” a Notice of 
Proposed Construction or Alteration (Form 7460-1) shall be provided if 
required by the FAA, and (3) the location and type of landscape trees 
shall be selected carefully so they do not become a hazard to aircraft 
around the airport. 

 
   Mitigation Measure LU-4 
   The applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the County’s 

Coastside Design Review Officer to implement changes to the Office 
Park buildings that improve consistency with applicable policies of the 
LCP and the Community Design Manual, prior to the project approval by 
the Planning Commission. 

 
   Implementation:  These Mitigation Measures are included in the 

conditions of approval for the Project, with minor revisions to provide 
additional clarity to ease County implementation. 
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   Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated 
into, the Project that mitigate or avoid the identified significant impact on 
the environment to a level that is less than significant.   

 
   Rationale for Finding:  Although the Project is in general conformity with 

the policy language and furtherance of the policy intent of applicable 
land use plans, policies, and regulations (DEIR Page IV.I-32), implemen-
tation of Mitigation Measures LU-2, LU-3, and LU-4, provides further 
assurance that the Project will remain in compliance with applicable land 
use plans, policies, and regulations to assure that impacts remain less 
than significant (FEIR Pages III.B-22 and B-23). 

 
   Impact NOISE-1: 
   Construction Noise 
 
   Mitigation Measure(s): 
   Mitigation Measure NOISE-1:  Construction Noise. 
   The construction contractor shall implement measures to reduce the 

noise levels generated by construction equipment operating at the 
project site during project grading and construction phases.  The 
construction contractor shall include in construction contracts the 
following requirements or measures shown to be equally effective: 

 
   • All construction equipment shall be equipped with improved noise 

muffling, and maintain the manufacturers’ recommended noise 
abatement measures, such as mufflers, engine covers, and engine 
isolators in good working condition. 

 
   • Stationary construction equipment that generates noise levels in 

excess of 65 dBA Leq shall be located as far away from existing 
residential areas as possible.  The equipment shall be shielded 
from noise sensitive receptors by using temporary walls, sound 
curtains, or other similar devices. 

 
   • Heavy-duty vehicle storage and start-up areas shall be located a 

minimum of 150 feet from occupied residences where feasible. 
 
   • All equipment shall be turned off if not in use for more than five 

minutes. 
 
   • Drilled piles or the use of sonic or vibratory pile drivers shall be 

used instead of impact pile drivers.  The driving heads of sonic or 
vibratory pile drivers shall be screened on all sides by acoustic 
blankets capable of reducing noise levels by at least 15 dBA. 

 
   • Temporary barriers such as flexible sound control curtains shall be 

erected between the proposed project and the El Granada Mobile 
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Home Park to minimize the amount of noise during construction.  
The sound control curtains shall reduce construction-related noise 
levels at the El Granada Mobile Home Park to less than 80 dBA 
Leq. 

 
   • Two weeks prior to the commencement of grading or construction 

at the project site, notification must be provided to the immediate 
surrounding off-site residential uses that discloses the construction 
schedule, including the various types of activities and equipment 
that would be occurring throughout the duration of the grading and 
construction periods. 

 
   • Two weeks prior to the commencement of grading or construction 

at the project site, an information sign shall be posted at the 
entrance to each construction site that identifies the permitted 
construction hours and provides a telephone number to call and 
receive information about the construction project or to report 
complaints regarding excessive noise levels.  The applicant shall 
rectify all reasonable complaints within 24 hours of their receipt.  
The County may be required to determine whether a complaint is 
reasonable and subject to being rectified.  Should the applicant 
consider a complaint to be unreasonable, the applicant shall 
contact the County Planning Department within 24 hours of the 
receipt of the complaint to discuss how the complaint should be 
addressed. 

 
   Implementation:  This Mitigation Measure is included in the conditions of 

approval for the Project, with minor revisions to provide additional clarity 
to ease County implementation. 

 
   Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated 

into, the Project that mitigate or avoid the identified significant impact on 
the environment to a level that is less than significant.   

 
   Rationale for Finding:  Implementation of Mitigation Measure NOISE-1 

would reduce construction noise impacts to a less than significant level 
(DEIR Page IV.J-18). 

 
   Impact PS-1: 
   Police Services 
 
   Mitigation Measure(s): 
   Mitigation Measure PS-1:  Police Services. 
   Provide on-site manned security with clear lines of communication to fire 

and emergency medical response. 
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   Implementation:  This Mitigation Measure is included in the conditions of 
approval for the Project, with minor revisions to provide additional clarity 
to ease County implementation. 

 
   Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated 

into, the Project that mitigate or avoid the identified significant impact on 
the environment to a level that is less than significant.   

 
   Rationale for Finding:  Although impacts related to police services from 

the Project were found to be less than significant, Mitigation Measure 
PS-1 was added to further ensure that impacts related to an increased 
demand for police services associated with the Project would remain 
less than significant (DEIR Page IV.L-10). 

 
   Impact PS-2: 
   Fire Protection Services 
 
   Mitigation Measure(s): 
   Mitigation Measure PS-2a:  Fire Protection Services. 
   When there are partial closures, roadblocks, or encroachments to 

streets surrounding the project site during the grading and construction 
periods, flagmen shall be utilized to facilitate the traffic flow. 

 
   Implementation:  This Mitigation Measure is included in the conditions of 

approval for the Project. 
 
   Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated 

into, the Project that mitigate or avoid the identified significant impact on 
the environment to a level that is less than significant.   

 
   Rationale for Finding:  Although impacts related to fire services from the 

Project were found to be less than significant, Mitigation Measure PS-2a 
was added to further ensure that impacts related to demand for fire 
services associated with the Project during construction would remain 
less than significant (DEIR Page IV.L-21). 

 
   Impact TRANS-1: 
   Intersection Level of Service and Capacity 
 
   Mitigation Measure(s): 
   Mitigation Measure TRANS-1:  Intersection Level of Service and 

Capacity. 
   The property owner shall submit a traffic report to the Community 

Development Director, at full occupancy of every 60,000 sq. ft. of office 
space, until full project occupancy, and submit traffic reports bi-annually 
after full project occupancy. The report shall be signed and stamped by 
a Professional Transportation Engineer in the State of California and 
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identify the Level of Service (LOS) at the intersection of Cypress Avenue 
and SR 1, Airport Street and Stanford/Cornell (Study Intersection 3 of 
DEIR), Broadway and Prospect Way (Study Intersection 2), Prospect 
Way and Capistrano (Study Intersection 1) and State Route 1 and 
Capistrano (Study Intersection 8) to evaluate if they maintain a LOS C or 
better. If Levels of Service fall below existing levels for the intersection of 
Cypress Avenue and SR1 (LOS C in the AM and LOS D in the PM), the 
applicant shall coordinate with CalTrans to pay a fair share for the 
installation of a signal as necessary to ensure that the signal will be 
installed within one year of the date of that report. If traffic reports reveal 
that the LOS of any of the other intersections listed above fall below LOS 
C, it shall identify methods for reducing vehicle trips to and from the 
project site, as well as other roadway or intersection improvements that 
would result in LOS C or better. The applicant shall implement the 
measures required by the Department of Public Works and the Planning 
and Building Department, subject to all necessary permitting and 
environmental review requirements, within 1 year of the date of that 
report.  In the event that permits required for roadway or intersection 
improvements are not obtained, the methods for maintaining LOS C or 
better shall be achieved by reducing vehicle trips to and from the project 
site. 

 
   Implementation:  This Mitigation Measure is included in the conditions of 

approval for the Project, with minor revisions and additional require-
ments to ease County implementation of this requirement, such as 
specification of hours for Project construction and grading traffic to 
access the site and access route for vehicles carrying extra-wide and/or 
long loads.  

 
   Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated 

into, the Project that mitigate or avoid the identified significant impact on 
the environment to a level that is less than significant.   

 
   Rationale for Finding:  Implementation of Mitigation Measure TRANS-8 

would reduce the impact related to project peak-hour traffic volumes and 
intersection Level Of Service (LOS) to a less-than-significant level (DEIR 
Page IV.M-28). 

 
   Impact TRANS-8: 
   Construction 
 
   Mitigation Measure(s): 
   Mitigation Measure TRANS-8:  Construction. 
   Prior to issuance of grading permits, the applicant shall also submit a 

traffic control plan to the County Department of Public Works for review 
and approval. All staging during construction shall occur on-site. 
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   Implementation:  This Mitigation Measure is included in the conditions of 
approval for the Project, with minor revisions and additional require-
ments to ease County implementation of this requirement, such as 
modification of the timing of required project traffic reports which 
increase the frequency of such reports to better track the size of project 
structures and the County permitting process, as well as minor revisions 
to further specify the contents of required traffic reports and the timing of 
developer implementation of traffic report recommendations. 

 
   Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated 

into, the Project that mitigate or avoid the identified significant impact on 
the environment to a level that is less than significant.   

 
   Rationale for Finding:  While traffic impacts during construction would be 

less than significant, implementation of Mitigation Measure TRANS-8 is 
recommended to further reduce adverse construction traffic impacts 
(DEIR Page IV.M-41). 

 
   Impact UTIL-2: 
   Wastewater Collection System Capacity 
 
   Mitigation Measure(s): 
   Mitigation Measure UTIL-2:  Wastewater Collection System Capacity. 
   The applicant shall either:  (a) revise the project design to limit the 

maximum amount of sewage flow to the Granada Sanitary District sewer 
system to that which can be accommodated by the existing 8-inch sewer 
line in Stanford Avenue and the Princeton Pump Station; or (b) provide 
necessary expansion of the capacity of the sewer system to accom-
modate the addition of the expected maximum sewage flow of 26,000 
gpd from the project. Any implementation of Mitigation Measure UTIL-2b 
would require separate CEQA review and permit review. 

 
   Implementation:  This Mitigation Measure is included in the conditions of 

approval for the Project, with minor revisions to provide additional clarity 
to ease County implementation. 

 
   Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated 

into, the Project that mitigate or avoid the identified significant impact on 
the environment to a level that is less than significant.   

 
   Rationale for Finding:  Implementation of Mitigation Measure UTIL-2 

would reduce the impact related to wastewater collection system 
capacity to a less-than-significant level, by limiting the maximum amount 
of Project sewage flow to the Granada Sanitary District sewer system to 
that which can be accommodated by existing infrastructure or requiring 
necessary expansion of the capacity of the sewer system (along with 
separate CEQA review and permit review) such that the maximum 
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Project sewage flow may be accommodated by the sewer system (DEIR 
Pages II-28 and IV.N-15). 

 
   Impact UTIL-4: 
   Wastewater Recycling and Disposal Requirements 
 
   Mitigation Measure(s): 
   Mitigation Measure UTIL-4:  Wastewater Recycling and Disposal 

Requirements. 
   The applicant shall comply with State Health Department and RWQCB 

requirements for wastewater recycling. 
 
   Implementation:  This Mitigation Measure is included in the conditions of 

approval for the Project, with minor revisions to provide additional clarity 
to ease County implementation. 

 
   Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated 

into, the Project that mitigate or avoid the identified significant impact on 
the environment to a level that is less than significant.   

 
   Rationale for Finding:  Implementation of Mitigation Measure UTIL-4 

would reduce the impact related to wastewater recycling and disposal 
requirements to a less-than-significant level, by requiring the developer 
to comply with State Health Department and RWQCB requirements for 
wastewater recycling (DEIR Pages II-29 and IV.N-19). 

 
   Impact UTIL-5: 
   Wastewater and Recycling Water Flow Estimates 
 
   Mitigation Measure(s): 
   Mitigation Measure UTIL-5: Wastewater and Recycling Water Flow 

Estimates. 
   The applicant shall revise the project plans and water budget analysis to 

correct the inconsistencies in the water recycling assumptions and 
calculations, and shall use this information to verify: (a) the adequacy of 
plans for irrigation uses of recycled water; and (b) the sufficiency of the 
proposed landscape areas for winter season dispersal of all wastewater 
flow not distributed for toilet flushing. The project’s use of treated waste-
water for irrigation shall be managed and controlled to prevent changes 
in existing drainage and hydrology that could adversely impact the 
biology or hydrology of wetland habitats or result in ponding that could 
result in health, circulation, or structural stability problems.  Prior to 
Planning approval of any grading permit, the applicant shall submit a 
report, prepared by a biologist/hydrologist to determine appropriate 
recycled watering levels for all seasons that is consistent with the above 
requirement and the revised water budget analysis.  The report shall be 
submitted for review by the Environmental Health Division, RWQCB, and 
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the County Planning Department.  Use of recycled water for irrigation 
shall be monitored for two years by a biologist/hydrologist to adjust water 
levels as necessary based on actual site conditions. 

 
   Implementation:  This Mitigation Measure is included in the conditions of 

approval for the Project, with minor revisions and additional require-
ments to provide additional clarity to ease County implementation. 

 
   Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated 

into, the Project that mitigate or avoid the identified significant impact on 
the environment to a level that is less than significant.   

 
   Rationale for Finding:  Implementation of Mitigation Measure UTIL-5 

would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level (DEIR Page 
IV.N-19). 

 
   Impact UTIL-6: 
   Creek Crossing by Sewage Pipeline 
 
   Mitigation Measure(s): 
   Mitigation Measure UTIL-6:  Creek Crossing by Sewage Pipeline. 
   The project applicant shall modify the current plans for sewer connection 

between the North and South parcels to provide either: (a) re-alignment 
and profile correction to accommodate a gravity sewer line; or (b) 
incorporation of a lift station on either the North or South parcel. 

 
   Implementation:  This Mitigation Measure is included in the conditions of 

approval for the Project, with minor revisions and additional require-
ments to provide additional clarity to ease County implementation. 

 
   Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated 

into, the Project that mitigate or avoid the identified significant impact on 
the environment to a level that is less than significant.   

 
   Rationale for Finding:  Implementation of Mitigation Measure UTIL-6 will 

reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level (DEIR Page IV.N-20). 
 
   Impact UTIL-11: 
   Be Served by a Landfill with Insufficient Permitted Capacity to 

Accommodate the Project’s Solid Waste Disposal Needs 
 
   Mitigation Measure(s): 
   Mitigation Measure UTIL-11:  Be Served by a Landfill with Insufficient 

Permitted Capacity to Accommodate the Project’s Solid Waste Disposal 
Needs. 
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   • To facilitate on-site separation and recycling of construction-related 
wastes, the contractor(s) shall provide temporary waste separation 
bins on-site during construction.  These bins shall be emptied and 
recycled accordingly as a part of the project’s regular solid waste 
disposal program. 

 
   • The applicant shall prepare and submit a facility recycling program 

for the collection and loading of recyclable materials prepared in 
response to the California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling 
Access Act of 1991 as described by the CIWMB, Model Ordinance, 
Relating to Areas for Collecting and Loading Recyclable Materials 
in Development Projects, March 31, 1993.  Adequate space or 
enclosures for recycling bins shall be provided at appropriate 
locations to promote recycling of paper, metal, glass, and other 
recyclable material. 

 
   Implementation:  This Mitigation Measure is included in the conditions of 

approval for the Project, with minor revisions to provide additional clarity 
to ease County implementation. 

 
   Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated 

into, the Project that mitigate or avoid the identified significant impact on 
the environment to a level that is less than significant.   

 
   Rationale for Finding:  Although impacts were found to be less than 

significant, the following mitigation measure would further reduce any 
adverse solid waste impacts (DEIR Page IV.N-46) 

 
8. ALTERNATIVES 
 
 In order to select and analyze alternatives that would avoid or substantially lessen 

any of the Project’s identified significant adverse environmental effects, the 
environmental topics for which significant effects were identified in EIR were 
considered: 

 
 • Air Quality – Construction Emissions, Objectionable Odors 
 • Biological Resources – Special-Status Wildlife Species 
 • Cultural Resources – Archaeological Resources, Paleontological Resources, 

and Human Remains 
 • Geology and Soils – Seismic-Related Ground Failure, Total and Differential 

Settlement, Soil Erosion or Loss of Topsoil, Expansive Soil, and Pervious 
Pavements 

 • Hazards and Hazardous Materials – Accidental Release of Hazardous 
Materials, Airport Operations 
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 • Hydrology and Water Quality – Substantially Alter Drainage Patterns, Quality 
of Surface Water Runoff, Degrade Groundwater Quality, and Tsunami and 
Seiche 

 • Noise – Construction-Related Noise and Construction-Related Ground-borne 
Vibration 

 • Public Services – Fire Protection (Operational Impacts) 
 • Transportation/Traffic – Intersection LOS and Capacity, and Cumulative LOS 
 • Utilities and Service Systems – Wastewater Collection Capacity, Wastewater 

Recycling and Disposal Requirements, Wastewater and Recycling Water 
Flow Estimates, and Creek Crossing by Sewage Pipeline 

 
 As noted above, the project would not result in any significant unavoidable effects; 

all significant impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in this EIR. 

 
 A. ALTERNATIVES ELIMINATED FROM CONSIDERATION 
 
  CEQA requires that all alternatives considered be described, but it does not 

require a full analysis of alternatives that are infeasible, that do not meet the 
Project objectives, or that do not potentially reduce environmental impacts.  
Alternatives considered but eliminated from further consideration for these 
reasons are addressed in Section VI of the DEIR and Section II.B of the FEIR 
and are summarized below.  

 
  • Alternatives involving alternative land uses (such as retail, heavy 

industrial, institutional, park uses) were not analyzed in the EIR as these 
land uses would not be principally permitted on the project site based on 
the County’s land use designations for the two subject parcels, would 
not necessarily reduce the project’s significant impacts, and/or would not 
meet the project objectives (DEIR Page VI-4). 

 
  • Alternatives involving development of the entire project at an off-site 

location were rejected as being infeasible because such alternatives 
would require the developer to purchase a site with similar requirements 
(i.e., size, zoning) to develop the Project, which would not be eco-
nomically viable.  As discussed above, Big Wave, LLC is donating the 
Wellness Center site to the Big Wave non-profit organization, which 
allows for the non-profit organization to keep housing costs low. If the 
Big Wave non-profit organization cannot build on the Wellness Center 
site, they would have to purchase an off-site parcel, which would 
ultimately result in the units at the Wellness Center being unaffordable 
for lower income residents (DEIR Page VI-5). 

 
  • An alternative involving development of the Wellness Center and Office 

Park on the northern parcel and restoration of wetlands on the southern 
parcel was rejected as being economically infeasible.  Big Wave, LLC is 
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donating the Wellness Center site to the Big Wave non-profit organiza-
tion, which allows for the non-profit organization to keep housing costs 
low by providing the Wellness Center with secure ownership of the 
Wellness Center site. As Big Wave, LLC, a separate owner from the Big 
Wave nonprofit organization, owns the Office Park site and has not 
offered to donate of a portion of the Office Park site to the Big Wave 
non-profit organization, the Big Wave non-profit organization would have 
to purchase one-half of the developable portion of the Office Park site, 
which would ultimately result in the units at the Wellness Center being 
unaffordable for lower income developmentally disabled residents. It 
should also be noted that, as no restoration would occur on the southern 
parcel under this alternative, this alternative reduces the area of restored 
wetlands and the corresponding benefits of restoration. Per the Sections 
of the CEQA Guidelines cited above, an EIR is not required to consider 
alternatives which are not economically viable (FEIR Page II-48).   

 
  • Alternatives involving segregation of the development of the Wellness 

Center from the Office Park were rejected as infeasible as these alter-
natives would have required the spatial separation of the two project 
components, resulting in a conflict with an important project objective.  
As stated under “Organization, Programs, Employment Options” on 
Page III-39 of the DEIR, the Wellness Center and Office Park are 
connected spatially in order to provide the developmentally disabled 
residents with employment opportunities, as well as to provide additional 
income flow from the Office Park to the Wellness Center through the 
provision of utilities based on the Wellness Center property:  “The 
Wellness Center would offer its residents a variety of services, including 
job opportunities due to a number of business operations that would 
employ residents, and, in some cases, generate revenue to maintain the 
economic sustainability of the Wellness Center.  This includes the 
proposed: BW Catering/Food Services; BW Energy; BW Farming; BW 
Water; BW Transportation; BW Recycling; BW Communications 
(Fiberlink); and BW Maintenance” (FEIR Page II-49).  Such alternatives 
included six alternate sites for the Wellness Center:  (1) Moss Beach 
Highlands Site (located on Etheldore Street; APN 037-320-270); (2) 
Etheldore Site (located between Highway 1 and Etheldore Street; APN 
037-291-010); (3) Hospital Site No. 1 (South) (located on Etheldore 
Street; APN 037-160-110); (4) Hospital Site No. 2 (North) (located on 
Etheldore Street; APN 037-160-100); (5) Farallone Vista Site (located 
400 feet east of Highway 1 with access from Carlos Street); and (6) 
North El Granada Site (located on Sevilla Avenue). These potential 
affordable housing sites have various environmental constraints and 
thus development of the Wellness Center at such sites would not reduce 
all of the significant impacts associated with the project and would create 
new significant impacts (FEIR Page II-49). 
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 B. FINDINGS REGARDING PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 
 
  CEQA only requires public agencies to make findings regarding the feasibility 

of project alternatives in limited circumstances.  Public Resources Code 
Section 21081(a) provides that a public agency may not approve a project 
unless it makes findings, with respect to each significant project effect, that 
(1) mitigation has been required to reduce the significant effect, (2) mitigation 
to reduce the significant effect is within the jurisdiction of another public 
agency and should be adopted by that agency, and (3) that “[s]pecific 
economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations . . . make 
infeasible the mitigation measures or alternatives identified in the environ-
mental impact report.”  (Pub. Res. Code § 21081(a), emphasis added, see 
also CEQA Guidelines § 15091(a).)   

 
  In Mira Mar Mobile Community v. City of Oceanside (CH Oceanside) (2004) 

119 Cal.App.4th 477, 490, the Court of Appeals confirmed that, where the city 
found that the only adverse impact of a project could be avoided through the 
imposition of mitigation measures, “it was not required to make any findings 
regarding the feasibility of proposed alternatives.”  (Citing Rio Vista Farm 
Bureau Center v. County of Solano (1992) 5 Cal.App.4th 351, 379 [“CEQA 
does not require the [] agency to consider the feasibility of environmentally 
superior project alternatives identified in the EIR if described mitigation 
measures will reduce environmental impacts to acceptable levels”], Laurel 
Heights Improvement Ass’n v. Board of Supervisors (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 
402, and Laurel Hills Homeowners Ass’n v. City Council (1978) 83 Cal.App.3d 
515, 521.) 

 
  The project would not result in any significant unavoidable effects; all 

significant impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level with 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in this EIR.  Accordingly, 
the County is not required to make findings regarding the feasibility of the 
alternatives considered in the EIR.  As such, the following discussion is 
provided for informational purposes only. 

 
  It should be noted that the version of the Office Park Project under considera-

tion by the Board of Supervisors is Project Alternative C, as described in 
Section VI of the DEIR and Section III.B of the FEIR.  Implementation of this 
Project Alternative along with all mitigation measures of the EIR would further 
reduce impacts found to be less than significant with the implementation of 
mitigation measures, specifically aesthetic impacts (e.g., buildings of reduced 
size and height compared to the proposed project), air quality (e.g., reduced 
vehicle emissions in residential areas along Airport Street north of the project 
site), and transportation and traffic impacts (e.g., reduced project and 
construction traffic impacts at the intersection of Cypress Avenue and 
Highway 1).   
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 C. SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS 
 
  Section 15126.2(b) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR describe any 

significant impacts which cannot be avoided. 
 
  Based on the analysis contained in the DEIR, implementation of the Project 

would not result in any significant unavoidable environmental impacts (DEIR 
Page V-1). 

 
 D. GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT 
 
  Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of the ways 

in which a proposed action could be growth inducing. This includes ways in 
which the project would foster economic or population growth, or the 
construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the 
surrounding environment.  

 
  Based on the analysis contained in the DEIR, the Project would not tax the 

existing community services facilities by requiring the construction of new 
public facilities that would cause significant environmental effects.  For these 
reasons, the Project would not result in significant growth inducing impacts 
(DEIR Page V-3). 

 
 E. SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE CHANGES TO THE ENVIRONMENT 
 
  Section 15126.2(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines states that significant 

irreversible environmental changes associated with a project shall be 
discussed, including the following: 

 
  (1) Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases 

of the project that may be irreversible because a large commitment of 
such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter unlikely; 

 
  (2) Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as highway 

improvement that provides access to a previously inaccessible area), 
which generally commit future generations to similar uses; and 

 
  (3) Irreversible damage that could result from environmental accidents 

associated with the project. 
 
  Based on the analysis contained in the DEIR, the project, as proposed and 

mitigated, would not result in significant irreversible environmental changes 
(DEIR Page V-4). 
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9. SUMMARY 
 
 A. Based on the foregoing Findings, and on the information contained in the 

record, the Board has made the following finding with respect to each one of 
the significant effects of the Project:   

 
  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the 

Project, which mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the environment. 
 
 B. Based on the foregoing Findings and the information contained in the record, 

it is determined that: 
 
  All significant effects on the environment due to the Project are either less 

than significant or will be reduced to a less than significant level through the 
implementation of the MMRP. 

 
10. INCORPORATION BY REFERENCE 
 
 The EIR is hereby incorporated into these Findings in its entirety.  Without 

limitation, this incorporation is intended to elaborate on the scope and nature of 
Mitigation Measures, and the basis for determining the significance of impacts, the 
comparative analysis of alternatives. 

 
11. RECIRCULATION NOT REQUIRED 
 
 Changes to the DEIR involve corrections and additions that have been made to 

clarify, correct, or add to the environmental impact analysis for the Draft EIR. 
Changes to the Draft EIR derive either from public and agency comments, from 
additional information desired by the Lead Agency since publication of the Draft 
EIR, or changes required by mitigation measures of the DEIR. Changes initiated 
by the Lead Agency include minor revisions to clarify the project description and to 
refine Alternative C. The changes do not affect the conclusions of the Draft EIR 
(FEIR Page III.A-1). 

 
 The changes to the Draft EIR do not require recirculation of the EIR because they 

do not result in any increased environmental effects that would alter or modify the 
conclusions of significance contained in the Draft EIR. The corrections and 
additions do not identify any new significant impacts, and, therefore, do not require 
additional mitigation measures or alternatives to the proposed project. However, 
new and corrected mitigation measures have been added in order to ensure 
regulatory compliance, provide clarification, and improve the intended effect of the 
mitigation measures identified in the DEIR. These are minor changes that do not 
require recirculation of the EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(b)) (FEIR Page 
III.A-1). 
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12. CERTIFICATION OF FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
 
 The Board finds that it has reviewed and considered the Environmental Impact 

Report in evaluating the Project, that the Environmental Impact Report is an 
accurate and objective statement that fully complies with CEQA, the CEQA 
Guidelines and that the Environmental Impact Report reflects the independent 
judgment of the Board. 

 
 The Board declares that no significant new impacts or information as defined by 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 have been received by the Board after the 
circulation of the Draft Environmental Impact Report that would require 
recirculation.  All of the information added to the Final Environmental Impact 
Report merely clarifies, amplifies or makes insignificant modifications to an already 
adequate EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(b). 

 
 The Board of Supervisors of the County of San Mateo hereby certifies the 

Environmental Impact Report for the Project is adequate and complete in that it 
addresses the environmental effects of the Project and fully complies with the 
requirements of CEQA and CEQA Guidelines.  The Environmental Impact Report 
is composed of: 

 
 • The backup file material for the Project; 
 • The Notice of Preparation; 
 • The Initial Study and the studies it relies upon; 
 • The Draft Environmental Impact Report dated October 2009; 
 • The comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report and responses 

thereto as contained in the Final EIR dated October 2010; 
 • The staff report for the public hearings before the Planning Commission held 

on November 17, 2010 and November 23, 2010; 
 • The staff report for the public hearings before the Board of Supervisors held 

on March 15, 2011 and March 29, 2011; 
 • The minutes of the hearings and all documentary and other testimonial 

evidence submitted thereat; 
 • The Statement of Facts and Findings in support thereof, and;  
 
 Findings 
 
 CEQA Compliance:  As the decision-making body for the Project, the Board has 

reviewed and considered the information contained in the Findings and supporting 
documentation.  The Board determines that the Findings contain a complete and 
accurate reporting of the environmental impacts and mitigation measures asso-
ciated with the Project.  The Board finds that the EIR was prepared in compliance 
with CEQA and applicable State and County Guidelines and that the County 
complied with CEQA’s procedural and substantive requirements, such that the 
public was provided meaningful opportunity to comment regarding potential 
environmental effects of the project.  The 64-day public review period for the Draft 
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EIR was October 22, 2009 to December 24, 2009.  The 33-day public review 
period for the Final EIR was October 15, 2010 to November 17, 2010.  The EIR 
concludes that the project, as proposed and mitigated, will result in impacts 
considered less than significant.   

 
 Independent Judgment of Lead Agency:  The EIR was prepared and reviewed 

under the supervision and directions of the County of San Mateo’s Planning and 
Building Department staff.  The Board is the final decision making body for 
approval of the Project.  The Board has received and reviewed the Environmental 
Impact Report prior to certifying the Environmental Impact Report and prior to 
making any decision to approve or disapprove the Project.   

 
 Finding:  The Final Environmental Impact Report reflects the County’s 

independent judgment.  Public Resources Code Section 21082.1 requires any 
draft environmental impact report and environmental impact report, prepared 
pursuant to the requirements of this division, to be prepared directly by, or under 
contract to, a public agency.  The County has exercised independent judgment in 
accordance with this section retaining its own environmental consultant, directing 
the consultant in preparation of portions of the Environmental Impact Report as 
well as reviewing, analyzing and revising material prepared by the consultant, and 
preparing some portions of the EIR with County staff. 

 
 Conclusions:  All significant environmental impacts from implementation of the 

Project have been identified in the Final EIR and, with the implementation of the 
mitigation measures defined herein and set forth in the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program, will be mitigation to a less than significant level. 

 
13. RESOLUTION ADOPTING A MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING 

PROGRAM  
 
 Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, the Board hereby adopts a 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) attached hereto as Exhibit 
AI.  In the event of inconsistencies between the mitigation measures set forth 
herein and the MMRP, the MMRP shall control.  In the event of inconsistencies 
between the MMRP and a condition of approval set forth in the staff report for this 
hearing, the conditions of approval shall control, to the extent that the condition of 
approval sets forth a more stringent requirement.  In the event that the MMRP sets 
forth a more stringent requirement than the condition of approval, the MMRP shall 
control. 

 
 
PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED, this 29th day of March, 2011. 
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