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CYPRESS	POINT	PROJECT	
CUMULATIVE	IMPACTS	ANALYSIS		

1. LEGAL	REQUIREMENTS	
In	addition	to	requiring	that	an	Environmental	Impact	Report	(EIR)	or	Negative	Declaration	
evaluate	the	impacts	of	a	proposed	project	on	environmental	resources,	CEQA	also	requires	
that	these	environmental	documents	include	an	assessment	of	the	contribution	of	the	
proposed	project	to	the	cumulative	impacts	on	the	same	environmental	resources	(CEQA	
Guidelines,	Section	15130(a)).		State	CEQA	Guidelines	Section	15355	defines	a	cumulative	
impact	as	two	or	more	individual	effects	which,	when	considered	together,	are	considerable	or	
which	compound	or	increase	other	environmental	impacts.			

The	cumulative	analysis	is	intended	to	identify	impacts	of	the	proposed	project	that	may	be	
minor	when	viewed	in	isolation,	but	which	contribute	to	a	larger	impact	when	combined	with	
similar	impacts	from	past,	present,	and	anticipated	future	projects.		State	Guidelines	Section	
15130(b)	indicates	that	the	level	of	detail	of	the	cumulative	analysis	need	not	be	as	great	as	for	
the	project	impact	analyses,	that	it	should	reflect	the	severity	of	the	impacts	and	their	
likelihood	of	occurrence,	and	that	it	should	be	focused,	practical,	and	reasonable.	

The	standard	used	in	assessing	the	contribution	of	a	proposed	project	to	a	cumulative	impact	is	
whether	its	incremental	effect	will	be	“cumulatively	considerable”.	Cumulatively	considerable,	
as	defined	in	State	CEQA	Guidelines	Section	15065(a)(3),	means	that	the	“incremental	effects	of	
an	individual	project	are	significant	when	viewed	in	connection	with	the	effects	of	past	projects,	
the	effects	of	other	current	projects,	and	the	effects	of	probable	future	projects.”		

An	individual	project	may	not	be	responsible	for	entirely	funding	or	implementing	mitigation	to	
address	a	cumulative	impact	that	it	is	only	partially	responsible	for	causing.		However,	Section	
15130(a)(3)	of	the	State	CEQA	Guidelines	states	that	an	environmental	document	may	
determine	that	a	project’s	contribution	to	a	significant	cumulative	impact	will	be	rendered	less	
than	cumulatively	considerable,	and	thus	not	significant,	if	a	project	is	required	to	implement	or	
fund	its	fair	share	of	a	mitigation	measure	or	measures	designed	to	alleviate	the	cumulative	
impact.	

Thus,	a	cumulative	analysis	is	a	two-step	process	that	first	determines	whether	multiple	
projects	acting	together	cause	an	adverse	cumulative	impact.	If	a	significant	cumulative	effect	is	
identified,	the	analysis	then	characterizes	the	contribution	of	the	individual	project	to	the	
cumulative	impact.	Project	contributions	to	a	cumulative	impact	may	be	classified	as	
cumulatively	considerable	(i.e.,	making	a	meaningful	contribution	to	a	cumulative	effect	as	
defined	above)	or	as	not	cumulatively	considerable.	In	general,	where	a	project	makes	no	
contribution	to	a	cumulative	impact,	its	contribution	would	not	be	classified	as	cumulatively	
considerable.	Similarly,	where	mitigation	is	identified	for	an	individual	project	to	fully	avoid	or	
remediate	a	project	specific	impact,	the	project’s	contribution	would	not	be	considered	to	be	
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cumulatively	considerable.	A	third	way	in	which	a	project’s	contribution	could	be	considered	
less	than	cumulatively	considerable	would	be	if	the	project	were	subject	to	requirements	or	
programs	that	were	designed	to	reduce	the	cumulative	effect	below	a	level	of	significance.	

2. METHODOLOGY	
This	section	describes	the	methodology	used	in	conducting	the	cumulative	impacts	analysis,	
including:	topics	evaluated,	approach	to	the	analysis,	geographic	scope	of	analysis,	and	
analytical	methods	used	to	conduct	the	analysis.	

2.1 APPROACH	TO	CUMULATIVE	ANALYSIS		
The	State	CEQA	Guidelines	(Section	15130)	identifies	two	basic	methods	for	establishing	the	
cumulative	environment	in	which	the	project	is	to	be	considered:	using	a	list	of	past,	present,	
and	probable	future	projects	(List	Method);	or	the	use	of	adopted	projections	from	a	general	
plan,	other	regional	planning	document,	or	a	certified	EIR	for	such	a	planning	document	
(Projections	Method).		

This	analysis	uses	a	combination	of	the	list	and	planning	document	approach.	For	each	impact	
area,	the	approach	to	cumulative	impacts	is	based	on	the	list	approach,	the	projection	
approach,	or	a	combination	thereof,	based	on	the	best	information	available	and	the	most	
effective	method	for	identifying	cumulative	impacts	for	a	particular	category	of	impacts.	Table	1	
describes	which	method	is	used	for	each	resource	topic.		

Table	1	 Approach	to	Cumulative	Impacts	
Resource	Issue	 Approach	to	Analysis	

Aesthetics	 List		
Agricultural	and	Forestry	Resources	 List	
Air	Quality	 Projection		
Biological	Resources	 Projection		
Cultural	Resources	 List		
Geology	and	Soils	 List	
Global	Climate	Change	 Projection		
Hazards	and	Hazardous	Materials	 List		
Hydrology	and	Water	Quality	 List		
Mineral	Resources	 List	
Noise		 List	and	Projection		
Population	and	Housing	 List		
Public	Services	and	Utilities	 List		
Recreation	 List		
Transportation	and	Circulation	 List	and	Projection		
Tribal	Cultural	Resources	 List	

	



County	Review	Draft		

Cypress	Point	Project	 3	 Cumulative	Impacts	Analysis		
MidPen	Housing	 	 July	2018	

For	the	four	resource	issue	areas	listed	above,	the	approach	to	analysis	is	listed	as	“Not	
Applicable.”		For	these	topics,	either	the	proposed	project	would	have	no	impact	on	the	
resource	and	thus	could	not	contribute	to	a	cumulative	impact,	or	the	impacts	of	the	project	
would	be	so	site-specific	that	they	would	not	contribute	to	a	cumulative	impact.	

2.2 GEOGRAPHIC	SCOPE	
Different	environmental	topics	have	different	geographic	potential	for	contributing	to	
cumulative	impacts.		For	instance,	construction	noise	impacts	are	generally	localized,	so	only	
other	noise-generating	projects	in	the	near	vicinity	would	have	the	potential	to	impact	the	
same	sensitive	receptors.		On	the	other	hand,	pollutant	emissions	can	travel	far	and	combine	
with	emissions	from	distant	projects.		Therefore,	each	resource	topic	may	have	a	different	
geographic	scale	in	which	the	contribution	of	other	projects	should	be	considered.	

For	each	cumulative	environmental	issue	area	discussed,	the	issue-specific	cumulative	
geographic	scope	is	identified	in	Table	2.	

Table	2	 Geographic	Scope	of	Cumulative	Impacts	

Resource	Issue	 Geographic	Area	

Aesthetics	 Viewshed	of	project	

Agriculture	and	Forestry	Resources	 Project	site	and	vicinity	

Air	Quality	 Bay	Area	Air	Basin		

Biological	Resources	 San	Mateo	County		

Cultural	Resources	 San	Mateo	County		

Geology	and	Soils	 Project	site	and	vicinity	

Global	Climate	Change	 Global	

Hazards	and	Hazardous	Materials	 Project	site	and	vicinity	

Hydrology	and	Water	Quality	 Montara	Creek	watershed	

Land	Use	and	Planning	 San	Mateo	County	LCP	area	

Mineral	Resources	 San	Mateo	County	LCP	area	

Noise		 For	construction	impacts:	500	foot	radius	around	project	site	
For	traffic	noise	impacts:	San	Mateo	County	

Population	and	Housing	 San	Mateo	County	LCP	area	

Public	Services	and	Utilities	 Service	areas	of	public	service	and	utility	providers	

Recreation	 San	Mateo	County	LCP	area	

Transportation	and	Circulation	 San	Mateo	County	

Tribal	Cultural	Resources	 Project	site	and	vicinity	
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2.3 PROBABLE	FUTURE	PROJECTS	(LIST	METHOD)	
CEQA	requires	the	evaluation	of	past,	present,	and	reasonably	foreseeable	future	projects	in	a	
cumulative	analysis.	The	effects	of	past	and	present	projects	on	the	environment	are	reflected	
by	the	existing	conditions	in	the	project	area.		For	those	resource	topics	being	evaluated	by	the	
list	method	(see	Table	1),	a	list	of	probable	future	projects	is	provided	below.	Probable	future	
projects	are	those	within	the	cumulative	geography	that	have	the	possibility	of	creating	
environmental	impacts	on	the	same	resources	as	the	proposed	project	and	which	could	
combine	to	create	a	cumulative	impact.		Probable	future	projects	were	selected	for	inclusion	in	
the	cumulative	project	list	if	they:		

• Are	currently	partially	occupied	or	under	construction,	
• Have	received	final	discretionary	approvals,	
• Have	applications	accepted	as	complete	by	local	agencies	and	are	currently	undergoing	

environmental	review,	or	
• Are	proposed	projects	that	have	been	discussed	publicly	by	an	applicant	or	that	otherwise	

become	known	to	a	local	agency,	and	for	which	sufficient	information	about	the	project	is	
available	to	allow	at	least	a	general	analysis	of	its	environmental	impacts.	

A	list	of	foreseeable	projects	was	obtained	from	the	City	of	Pacifica		(O’Connor	pers.	comm.	
2018),	the	City	of	Half	Moon	Bay	(Garrison	pers.	comm.	2018),	and	the	County	of	San	Mateo	
(for	the	unincorporated	portions	of	the	Midcoast).		This	information	was	compiled	in	Table	3,	
which	provides	information	for	each	of	the	projects	for	each	jurisdiction.	

Relevant	information	from	the	list	of	projects	in	Table	has	been	incorporated	into	the	analysis	
of	cumulative	impacts,	as	described	below	in	Section	3.0.	
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Table	3	 List	of	Reasonably	Foreseeable	Projects	included	in	Cumulative	Analysis	
Project	 Land	Use	Type	 Size	 Status/Comments	

San	Mateo	County	
Big	Wave	Project	 Mixed-use,	

residential,	
education	and	
recreation	

One,	two	and	three	
bedroom	affordable	

units	with	kitchens	for	50	
residents	

Approved;	EIR	and	EIR	Addendum	prepared.	

PLN2017-00320	(Corner	of	Hwy.	1	and	
Capistrano	Road,	Princeton)	

Commercial/RV	
park	

3.35	acre	parcel	 Application	submitted;	site	vacant;	biological	study	
completed.	

Hotel	-	PRE2017-00002	(178	7th	Street,	
Montara)	

Commercial	 13	rooms,	totaling	
10,942	sq.	ft.	

Currently	contains	a	duplex	home;	Applicant	completed	
Major	Development	Pre-Application	Workshop;	formal	
application	not	yet	submitted;	no	biological	study	
completed	yet.	

Hotel	-	PLN2016-00328	(1390	Main	Street,	
Montara,	Assessor’s	Parcel	Number:	036-052-
030	and	-150)	

Commercial	 31-room,	3-story	hotel	
with	underground	

parking,	and	2	residential	
dwelling	units	on	the	top	

floor	

Currently	contains	single-family	home;	Application	
incomplete;	biological	study	completed.	

City	of	Pacifica	
Pedro	Point	Sewer	Repair	Project	 	 	 Under	construction;	due	to	be	complete	Oct	2018.	

Coastal	Hazards	Study	2212	Beach	Boulevard	 Mixed-use,	
Commercial	

3.5	ac.	 Application	in	progress.	

The	New	Pacifica	Library	 Public	 Not	available	 Application	in	progress	-	at	current	Sharp	Park	Library	
location.	

Wet	Weather	Flow	Equalization	Basin	Project	
540	Crespi	Drive	

Public	 2.1-million-gallon	
capacity	EQ	basin;	2	sets	

of	pipeline	

Currently	under	construction.	

Crespi	Sanitary	Sewer	Main	Repair	Project	 Sewer	 N/A	 Application	in	progress.	

Fassler	Avenue	Residential	Project,	801	Fassler	
Avenue	

24	condos	 53,627	s.f.	 City	Council	to	consider	on	5/14/18.	

2	New	Single	Family	Dwelling	Units	on	
Oddstad	Way,	Oddstad	Way	Lots	6-12	
(formerly	"50	and	60	Oddstad	Way")	

Single-Family	
Residential	

31,265	s.f.	 Environmental	Review	in	progress.	
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Table	3	 List	of	Reasonably	Foreseeable	Projects	included	in	Cumulative	Analysis	
Project	 Land	Use	Type	 Size	 Status/Comments	

Norcal	Surf	Shop	Development	of	Vacant	Lot,	
505	San	Pedro	Ave.	

Commercial,	
Mixed	Use,	

Covered	Skate	
Park,	Parking	and	

Storage	

37,273	s.f.	 Public	comment	period	on	document	ended	5/3/18.	

Vista	Mar,	503-511	Monterey	Road	 8	Townhomes	 52,916	s.f.	 Pending	Environmental	Review.	

Recology	of	the	Coast,	1046	Palmetto	Ave.	 Stormwater	
Improvements	

30,000	s.f.	 Application	Complete	2/22/16,	but	pending	redesign.	
Emergency	Coastal	Development	Permit	expires	4/18/16.	

Single-family	Home,	323	Beaumont	Blvd.	 Single-Family	
Residential	

6,105	s.f.	 Building	Permit	Review.	

Elder	Care	Facility,	689	Ladera	Way	 Single-Family	
Residential	

8,770	s.f.	 Application	Complete.	Pending	Planning	Commission	
Hearing.	

Mixed	use,	2107	Palmetto	Ave.	 7	apartments	
over	commercial	

and	parking	
garage	

14,000	s.f.	 Application	Complete.	Pending	Planning	Commission	
Hearing.	

Adobe	Court	Townhomes,	1335	Adobe	Dr.	 7	Townhomes	 18,750	s.f.	 Environmental	Review	In	Progress.	

Construct	Duplex,	2105-2115	Beach	Blvd.	 Duplex	 4,730	s.f.	 Building	Permit	Review.	

Hillside	Meadows,	Adobe	@	Higgins	Way	 Single-Family	
Residential	

10,061-22,760	s.f.	 Application	incomplete.	

3	Single-Family	homes,	10,11	&	14	Oddstad	
Way	

Single-Family	
Residential	

5,040	s.f.,	6,210	s.f.,	
19,392	s.f.	

Application	incomplete.	

32-Room	3-Story	motel,	699	Oceana	Blvd.	 Motel	 34,145	s.f.	 Application	Complete.	Pending	Environmental	Review.	

Mixed	Use	Project,	570	Crespi	Dr.	 Condos	&	
Commercial	

42,773	s.f.	 Pending	Design	Amendments.	

Harmony	at	One	Lot	7,	Harmony	@	One,	
Roberts	Rd.	&	Fassler	Ave.	

Single-Family	
Residential	

N/A	 Application	incomplete.	

Harmony	at	One	Lot	8,	Harmony	@	One,	
Roberts	Rd.	&	Fassler	Ave.	

Single-Family	
Residential	

N/A	 Application	incomplete.	

Harmony	at	One	Lot	9,	Harmony	@	One,	
Roberts	Rd.	&	Fassler	Ave.	

Single-Family	
Residential	

N/A	 Application	incomplete.	
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Table	3	 List	of	Reasonably	Foreseeable	Projects	included	in	Cumulative	Analysis	
Project	 Land	Use	Type	 Size	 Status/Comments	

Quarry	Reclamation	Plan,	Quarry	(Rockaway	
Beach)	

Reclamation	Plan	 N/A	 Application	incomplete.	

Six	new	single-family	residential	lots,	San	
Pedro	Terrace	Rd.	

Six	Single-Family	
Residential	

2.42	ac	 Building	Permit	Review.	

Develop	Former	Quarry	(Rockaway	Beach)	 Mixed	Use	Project	 N/A	 Application	incomplete.	

Hwy.	1	Pedestrian	Overcrossing,	Francisco	
Blvd.	&	Salada	Ave.	

Infrastructure	 N/A	 Pending	Completion	of	Conditions	of	Approval.	

Mixed-use	building	with	four	apartments,	
Pedro	Point	Shopping	Center	(535	San	Pedro	
Ave.)	

Mixed	Use	Project	 12,584	s.f.	 Building	Permit	Review.	

Coastal	Path,	200-224	Palmetto	Ave.	 Coastal	
Development	

Permit	

N/A	 Application	Complete.	Hearing	Date	TBD.	

New	vet	clinic,	439	Harvey	Way	 Mixed	Use	Project	 N/A	 Building	Permit	Review.	

Shell	Gas	Station	@	Hickey,	679	Hickey	Blvd	 Commercial	 0.488	ac	 Application	incomplete.	

Mixed	Use	Project,	1276	Danmann	Ave	 Commercial	and	
Apartment	

5000	s.f.	 Pending	review	for	completeness.	

Personal	Training	and	Kickboxing	Facility,	709	
Hickey	Blvd.	

Commercial	 4,050	s.f.	 Pending	Building	Permit	Submittal.	

Condominiums*,	1567	Beach	Blvd.	 Residential	 0.45	ac	 Application	incomplete.	

Verizon	Wireless	Facility	-	Chico	Ct.,	(near)	11	
Chico	Court	

Wireless	Facility	 N/A	 Application	incomplete.	

Express	Car	Wash,	95	Aura	Vista	Drive	 Commercial	 0.52	ac	 Application	incomplete.	

Verizon	Wireless	Facility-	Winwood	Ave,	
(near)	259	Winwood	Ave	

Wireless	Facility	 N/A	 Application	incomplete.	

Verizon	Wireless	Facility-	Terra	Nova	Blvd.,	
(near)	1450	Terra	Nova	Blvd	

Wireless	Facility	 N/A	 Application	incomplete.	

City	Ventures	Townhomes,	721	Oddstad	Blvd.	 Residential	 2.135	ac	 Application	incomplete.	

Olympian	Way	 Single-Family	
Residential	

13,489	s.f.	 Application	Complete.	Hearing	Date	TBD.	
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Table	3	 List	of	Reasonably	Foreseeable	Projects	included	in	Cumulative	Analysis	
Project	 Land	Use	Type	 Size	 Status/Comments	

4096	Fassler	Avenue	 Single-Family	
Residential	

1.99	ac	 Pending	review	for	completeness.	

106	Bella	Vista	 Single-Family	
Residential	

7,700	s.f.	 Pending	Building	Permit	submittal.	

Lot	37,	Block	1,	Revised	Salada	Beach	
Subdivision	

Single-Family	
Residential	

2,250	s.f.	 Application	complete.	Hearing	date	TBD.	

Harmony	at	One	Lot	3,	Harmony	@	One,	
Roberts	Rd.	&	Fassler	Ave.	

Single-Family	
Residential	

62,562	s.f.	 Application	incomplete.	

Farallon	Avenue	 Single-Family	
Residential	

5,077	s.f.	 Pending	Completion	of	Conditions	of	Approval.	

510	San	Pedro	Avenue	 Single-Family	
Residential	

N/A	 Building	Permit	Review.	

1570	Grand	Avenue	 Single-Family	
Residential	

N/A	 Building	Permit	Review.	

300	Coral	Ridge	 Single-Family	
Residential	

9,152	s.f.	 Building	Permit	Issued.	

700	Oceana	Boulevard,	two	hotels,	192	rooms	 Commercial	 4.87	acres	 Application	incomplete.	

City	of	Half	Moon	Bay	
2782	Pullman	Avenue	-	New	Single	Family	
Residence	

Residential	 5,000	s.f.	 Environmental	Review	in	progress.	

Half	Moon	Bay	Hyatt	Place	Project	-	
Intersection	of	Cabrillo	Highway	and	Higgins	
Canyon	Road	

Hotel	 5.04	ac	 Environmental	Review	in	progress;	141	rooms	and	2,940	
s.f.	meeting	space.	

100	Stone	Pine	Road	-	Mariner’s	Church	
Expansion	

Church	 1.32	ac	 Environmental	Review	in	progress;	no	net	increase	in	
building	occupancy.	

901	Arnold	Way,	Sea	Crest	School	 School	 3.77	ac	 Environmental	Review	in	progress.	

PDP-045-13,	CDP	for	Highway	1	Improve.	from	
Part	1,	Main	to	Kehoe,	and	Part	2-S.	
Main/Hwy	1/Higgins	Cyn.	Rd.	to	Wavecrest.	

Highway	 N/A	 Primarily	safety	improvements;	no	increase	in	VMT	or	
GHG	emissions.	
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Table	3	 List	of	Reasonably	Foreseeable	Projects	included	in	Cumulative	Analysis	
Project	 Land	Use	Type	 Size	 Status/Comments	

PDP-72-13,	Greg	Jamison,	PUD	Plan	for	a	hotel	
at	the	vacant	triangular	property	bordered	by	
Main	St.,	Highway	1,	and	Higgons	Cyn	Rd.,	and	
the	Ford	dealership	on	Seymour	St.		

Commercial	 3,380	s.f.;	148	Room	
Hotel	with	3,380	SF	of	
Conference	Space	and	a	
2,700	SF	retail	building	

Revised	plans	submitted	4/7/16;	in	review,	Application	
incomplete.	RFP	for	EIR	in	preparation.	

PDP-2016-064,	7465	Curry	Avenue	 Storm/Sewer	
improvements	for	

single	family	
residence	

N/A	 Application	inactive	for	more	than	a	year.	

PDPg-013-14,	General	Plan	Amendment	-	
Comprehensive	City	Wide	

General	Plan	 N/A	 Staff	is	completing	the	draft	General	Plan	Elements	that	
include:		Circulation,	Conservation	and	Open	Space,	
Healthy	Community,	Noise	and	Safety.		The	draft	
documents	will	be	will	be	posted	on	PlanHMB.org.	The	
GPAC	will	meet	to	take	public	comments	and	provide	
direction.		PC	review	to	follow.	

PDP-2015-051,	CDP,	Architectural	Review		 Single	Family	
Residence	

N/A	 Application	incomplete.	

PDP-2015-064,	CDP,	Architectural	Review	698	
Terrace	Avenue		

Single	Family	
Residence	

N/A	 Incompleteness,	fifth	letter	sent	2/28/18,	follow	up	e-
mail	sent	3/12/18.	

PDP-2016-032,		
New	Path	Improvements	Coastside	Landtrust,	
Multiple	APNs	

Public	ROW	 N/A	 Incomplete,	letter	sent	12/23/16,	meeting	conducted	
with	applicant	on	12/29/16	and	11/21/17,	waiting	for	
CDP/Draft	ISMND	submittal;	not	likely	to	increase	VMT	or	
GHG	emissions.	

PDP-2016-061,	Coastal	Development,	Use	
Permit,		Arch./Site	Design	Review,	797	Main	
Street	

Mixed	Use	
Commercial	

N/A	 Application	incomplete;	mixed	use:	3	new	residential	
units	and	additional	600	s.f.	of	office	space.	

PDP-2016-071,	CDP,	Use	Permit,	Tree	
Removal,	&	Env.	Review	-	Mariner's	Church	
100	Stone	Pine	Avenue	APN	

Commercial	 N/A	 2nd	Incomplete,	letter	sent	4/11/17.	

PDP-2016-086,	Hotel	/	RV	Park		/Campground,	
V.G.	Investments	Young	Avenue	Lots	

Commercial	 N/A	 Under	Preliminary	Review.	RV	Resort	with	Clubhouse	and	
other	facilities.	Application	not	submitted	yet.	Number	of	
RV	spaces,	etc.	is	subject	to	change	and	this	may	be	
overly	speculative	to	evaluate	for	cumulative	impacts	at	
this	time.	
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Table	3	 List	of	Reasonably	Foreseeable	Projects	included	in	Cumulative	Analysis	
Project	 Land	Use	Type	 Size	 Status/Comments	

PDP-2017-055,	CDP	and	AR	for	new	residence	
2800	Champs	Elysee	Blvd	

Single	Family	
Residence	

4,818	s.f.	 Draft	biological	report	Under	review.	

PDP-2017-072,	New	residence	Champs		
2804	Champs	Elysee	Blvd.	

Single	Family	
Residence	

N/A	 Draft	biological	report	Under	review.	

PDP-2017-076	Environmental	Review	for	new	
residence	Charles	Schembri;	2806	Alameda	
Avenue	APN:	048-111-090	

Single	Family	
Residence	

N/A	 Biologist	selected,	waiting	for	deposit	from	applicant	and	
new	owner	information.	

PDP-2017-080,	New	Duplex	555	Poplar	Street		 Residential	 N/A	 Planning	Commission	Study	Session	was	02/27/18,	follow	
up	letter	sent	to	applicant	on	3/22/18.	

PDP-2017-085,	New	residence	on	severely	
substandard	lot,	417	Chesterfield	

Single	Family	
Residence	

N/A	 2nd	Incomplete	letter	sent	04/02/18.	

PDP-2018-001,	New	residence	on	severely	
substandard	lot,	390	Myrtle	Street	

Single	Family	
Residence	

N/A	 Approved	by	Planning	Commission	on	4/10/18,	appeal	
period	ends	on	04/24/18.	

PDP-2018-004	New	3,315	square	foot	
residence,	2801	Champs	Elysee	Blvd.	

Single	Family	
Residence	

3,515	s.f.	 Reviewing	draft	biological	report.	

PDP-2018-007,	New	Residence	and	Accessory	
Dwelling	Unit,	636	Metzgar	Street		

Single	Family	
Residence	

N/A	 Under	review.	

PDP-2018-011,	New	SFR,	575	Filbert	Street		 Single	Family	
Residence	

N/A	 Incomplete	letter	sent	4/2/18.	

PDP-2018-012,	New	SFR	with	ADU,	Lot	Line	
Adjustment,	604	Metzgar	Street	

Single	Family	
Residence	

N/A	 Incomplete	letter	sent	4/2/18.	

PDP-2018-017,	520	Kelly	Ave	New	Mixed	Use	
Building		

Mixed-use;	
commercial	on	
ground	floor	and	
4	apartments	on	
2nd	and	3rd	floors	

N/A	 Under	review.	

Sources:	(O’Connor	2018),	Garrison	2018,	County	of	San	Mateo	2018.	
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2.4 PROJECTIONS	CONTAINED	WITHIN	PLANNING	DOCUMENTS	AND	
ASSOCIATED	EIRS	(PROJECTIONS	METHOD)	

A	program	EIR	is	defined	in	Section	15168	of	the	State	CEQA	Guidelines	as:	“[An	EIR	addressing	
a]	series	of	actions	that	can	be	characterized	as	one	large	project	and	are	related	either:		

1.	 Geographically,	
2.	 As	logical	parts	in	the	chain	of	contemplated	actions,		
3.	 In	connection	with	the	issuance	of	rules,	regulations,	plans,	or	other	general	criteria	to	

govern	the	conduct	of	a	continuing	program,	or		
4.	 As	individual	activities	carried	out	under	the	same	authorizing	statutory	or	regulatory	

authority	and	having	generally	similar	environmental	impacts	which	can	be	mitigated	in	
similar	ways.”		

When	available	and	current,	the	analyses	contained	in	program	EIR	prepared	for	local	agency	
general	plans,	regional	plans	or	for	Local	Coastal	Program	(LCP)	updates	can	be	useful	in	
assessing	cumulative	impacts.	Because	local	agency	general	plans,	regional	plans,	and	local	
coastal	programs	regulate	and/or	plan	geographically	broad	areas,	the	EIRs	prepared	for	these	
documents	can	contain	cumulative	impact	analyses	that	include	all	or	a	large	portion	of	the	
geographic	area	of	effect	for	cumulative	impact	analyses.	Several	plans	and	programs	exist	
within	the	geographic	area	being	used	for	the	assessment	of	cumulative	impacts	of	the	Cypress	
Point	project,	including:	the	General	Plans	of	the	City	of	Pacifica,	the	City	of	Half	Moon	Bay,	and	
the	County	of	San	Mateo,	the	San	Mateo	County	LCP,	and	Plan	Bay	Area	2040.		For	the	reasons	
described	below,	only	one	of	these	documents,	the	Plan	Bay	Area	2040	EIR,	was	suitable	for	use	
in	supplementing	the	information	from	the	list	method	for	this	cumulative	analysis.		

2.4.1 PLAN	BAY	AREA	2040	EIR	
Plan	Bay	Area	2040	is	an	integrated	long-range	transportation	and	land	use	plan	published	by	
the	Metropolitan	Transportation	Commission	(MTC)	and	the	Association	of	Bay	Area	
Governments	(ABAG)	in	2018.		As	required	by	Senate	Bill	375,	the	Plan	Bay	Area	2040	serves	as	
a	Sustainable	Communities	Strategy	(SCS)		that	integrates	transportation,	land	use	and	housing	
to	meet	the	greenhouse	gas	reduction	targets	set	by	the	California	Air	Resources	Board	(CARB).	
Plan	Bay	Area	2040	identifies	how	the	Bay	Area	will	grow	through	the	year	2040	and	identifies	
transportation	and	land	use	strategies	to	enable	a	more	sustainable,	equitable	and	
economically	vibrant	future.	Plan	Bay	Area	2040	sets	forth	goals,	a	proposed	growth	pattern	
and	supporting	transportation	investment	strategy,	and	key	actions	needed	to	address	ongoing	
and	long-term	regional	challenges.	(MTC/ABAG	2017a)	

To	evaluate	the	environmental	effects	of	implementing	Plan	Bay	Area	2040,	the	MTC	and	ABAG	
completed	a	program	EIR.	The	Plan	Bay	Area	2040	EIR	presented	a	programmatic	assessment	of	
the	potential	impacts	of	the	proposed	Plan,	focusing	on	the	entire	set	of	projects	and	programs	
contained	in	the	Plan.	Impacts	were	described	from	a	regional	and	local	perspective,	as	
applicable.	Where	appropriate,	the	EIR	also	provided	a	county-by-county	assessment	
(MTC/ABAG	2017b).	
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Plan	Bay	Area	forecasts	of	growth	were	based	on	current	General	Plan	and	zoning	designations	
for	each	parcel	of	land	(MTC	and	ABAG	2017c).	Because	the	current	General	Plan,	Local	Coastal	
Program,	and	zoning	designations	for	the	project	site	allow	higher	levels	of	development	than	
are	being	requested	under	the	proposed	project,	the	projections	and	impact	analyses	contained	
in	the	Plan	Bay	Area	2040	overstate	the	contribution	of	this	parcel	to	cumulative	impacts.	
Therefore,	the	contribution	of	the	proposed	project	to	cumulative	impacts	is	contained,	if	
slightly	overstated,	by	the	analysis	in	the	Plan	Bay	Area	2040	EIR.		

A	geographic	information	system	(GIS)	was	used	to	digitally	overlay	the	projected	land	use	
growth	footprint	(net	new	acres	of	potential	development)	associated	with	forecasted	
development	and	the	transportation	projects	footprint	assumed	for	the	transportation	projects	
over	resource-related	data.	Results	were	presented,	where	relevant,	for	the	region,	and	for	
each	county.	Where	impacts	were	quantified	through	modeling	or	GIS	analysis,	they	were	
reported	at	the	regional,	and	county	levels	in	tables	and	in	the	text.	Information	provided	by	
county	includes	both	incorporated	and	unincorporated	areas	in	the	county	(MTC/ABAG	2017b).	

The	analysis	in	the	Plan	Bay	Area	2040	EIR	generally	assumed	2015	as	the	base	year	(existing	
conditions).	The	EIR	used	data	from	this	year	or	the	year	closest	to	2015,	based	on	the	degree	
that	information	was	available	from	across	the	region.	The	EIR	assumed	that	projects	and	
programs	identified	in	the	Plan	were	fully	implemented	by	2040.		Plan	Bay	Area	forecasts	of	
growth	were	based	on	current	General	Plan,	zoning,	and	Local	Coastal	Program	designations	for	
each	parcel	of	land	(MTC	and	ABAG	2017c).	Therefore,	the	Plan	Bay	Area	2040	EIR	provides	an	
appropriate	tool	for	analyzing	cumulative	impacts	under	the	projections	method.	

The	environmental	analysis	included	for	each	environmental	topic	area	in	the	Plan	Bay	Area	
2040	EIR	is	a	cumulative	analysis	compliant	with	the	requirements	of	CEQA	and	the	CEQA	
Guidelines.	The	lead	agencies	for	projects	analyzed	in	the	Plan	Bay	Area	2040	program	EIR	may	
use	it	as	the	basis	for	cumulative	analysis	of	specific	project	impacts,	together	with	the	
projected	growth	in	the	region.	The	cumulative	assessment	presented	in	this	report	relies	upon	
the	projections	and	environmental	information	contained	within	the	Plan	Bay	Area	2040	EIR	for	
those	environmental	topic	areas	where	the	projection	method	is	used,	as	indicated	in	Table	1.	

2.4.2 GENERAL	PLAN	EIRS	
This	analysis	considered	whether	any	General	Plan	EIRs	for	jurisdictions	in	the	vicinity	of	the	
Project	Site	could	be	used	for	projections	to	inform	the	cumulative	impacts	analysis.	As	
explained	below,	there	are	no	General	Plan	EIRs	that	can	be	used	for	this	purpose.			

The	City	of	Pacifica	General	Plan	has	not	been	comprehensively	updated	since	its	adoption	in	
1980.	An	EIR	for	this	1980	General	Plan	is	not	available.		The	City	of	Pacifica	is	in	the	process	of	
updating	its	General	Plan	and	LCP,	and	preparing	an	EIR	for	these	documents.	However,	none	of	
these	documents	has	yet	been	finalized	or	adopted.	The	City’s	adopted	General	Plan	and	EIR	
are	outdated,	and	the	City’s	planning	area	includes	only	a	small	portion	of	the	cumulative	
impact	assessment	area	for	the	Cypress	Point	project.	Accordingly,	the	adopted	City	of	Pacifica	
General	Plan	EIR	was	not	used	for	projections	to	inform	the	cumulative	impacts	analysis.	
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The	current	City	of	Half	Moon	Bay	General	Plan	exists	as	a	series	of	general	plan	elements,	
some	of	which	date	to	1991	(noise	and	safety),	while	others	have	been	updated	more	recently	
(Circulation	Plan	[2013]	and	Housing	[2015]).	An	EIR	for	the	general	plan	is	not	available.	The	
City	of	Half	Moon	Bay	is	currently	in	the	process	of	updating	both	its	General	Plan	and	its	LCP,	
an	effort	known	as	Plan	Half	Moon	Bay,	but	this	process	has	not	yet	been	completed	and	the	
new	EIR	has	not	yet	been	published.	Accordingly,	the	adopted	City	of	Half	Moon	Bay	General	
Plan	EIR	was	not	used	for	projections	to	inform	the	cumulative	impacts	analysis.	

The	County	of	San	Mateo	General	Plan	was	last	updated	in	1986.	An	EIR	for	this	1986	General	
Plan	is	not	available.	The	County’s	adopted	General	Plan	is	quite	old	and	no	General	Plan	EIR	is	
available.	Accordingly,	the	adopted	County	of	San	Mateo	General	Plan	EIR	was	not	used	for	
projections	to	inform	the	cumulative	impacts	analysis.	

In	late	1980,	the	San	Mateo	County	Board	of	Supervisors	and	the	California	Coastal	Commission	
approved	the	San	Mateo	County	Local	Coastal	Program	(LCP).	In	2012,	the	Coastal	Commission	
approved	an	amendment	of	the	County	LCP	for	the	Midcoast	region.	The	Coastal	Commission	
complied	with	CEQA	by	preparing	a	CEQA	Equivalent	Documents	for	both	the	1980	LCP	and	the	
2012	Midcoast	LCP	amendment.	However,	the	environmental	information	contained	in	the	
1980	LCP	documentation	is	dated,	and	the	area	assessed	in	the	2012	Midcoast	LCP	amendment	
includes	only	a	portion	of	the	cumulative	evaluation	area	defined	in	Table	2.	Accordingly,	the	
adopted	LCP	CEQA	Equivalent	Documents	were	not	used	for	projections	to	inform	the	
cumulative	impacts	analysis.	

In	summary,	for	the	reasons	outlined	above,	no	additional	program	EIRs	prepared	for	General	
Plans	in	the	cumulative	study	area	or	for	the	LCP	were	available	to	use	to	evaluate	the	
cumulative	impacts	of	the	proposed	project.	

3. IMPACTS	AND	MITIGATION	MEASURES	
This	section	evaluates	the	contribution	of	the	proposed	project	to	cumulative	impacts	on	a	
variety	of	resource	topics.			

3.1 AESTHETICS	
Using	the	list	method,	the	analysis	of	cumulative	impacts	related	to	aesthetics	and	visual	
resources	evaluates	the	potential	for	the	cumulative	projects	in	aggregate	to	affect	the	visual	
resources	of	the	Midcoast	area,	based	on	the	nature	of	each	project	and	its	location.	The	
analysis	also	evaluates	the	contribution	of	the	Cypress	Point	project	to	any	aggregate	change	in	
visual	resources.	

Although	urban	development	in	the	Midcoast	area	of	San	Mateo	County	could	result	in	a	
cumulative	adverse	change	in	the	visual	environment,	the	majority	of	the	reasonably	
foreseeable	projects	listed	in	Table	3	would	be	located	within	or	adjacent	to	existing	urban	
areas	in	Pacifica,	Half	Moon	Bay	or	unincorporated	communities	within	San	Mateo	County.	
None	of	these	projects	are	near	enough	to	the	proposed	project	to	be	within	its	viewshed.	All	of	



County	Review	Draft		

Cypress	Point	Project	 14	 Cumulative	Impacts	Analysis		
MidPen	Housing	 	 July	2018	

the	projects	in	Pacifica	or	Half	Moon	Bay	are	located	both	distant	from	the	proposed	project,	
and	separated	by	intervening	topography	and	vegetation.	Similarly,	while	the	projects	within	
Montara	and	Moss	Beach	in	unincorporated	San	Mateo	County	are	closer	to	the	proposed	
project,	they	are	also	separated	by	topography	and	vegetation.	None	could	be	viewed	from	the	
project	site,	nor	could	the	proposed	project	be	visible	to	any	of	these	projects.		

Each	of	the	listed	potential	projects,	including	the	proposed	Cypress	Point	development,	would	
be	required	to	be	consistent	with	the	San	Mateo	County	1986	General	Plan,	the	San	Mateo	
County	Local	Coastal	Program,	the	San	Mateo	County	Community	Design	Manual,	and	Section	
6565.1	of	the	San	Mateo	County	Zoning	Regulations	(Design	Review	District).	All	of	these	
documents	contain	policies	intended	to	protect	visual	resources	in	the	Coastal	Zone.		

Because	the	foreseeable	projects	would	be	visually	separated	from	one	another	by	topography	
and	vegetation,	would	be	located	primarily	within	existing	urban	areas,	and	would	be	subject	to	
County	siting	and	design	requirements,	this	would	be	a	less-than-significant	cumulative	impact.	

Project	impacts	related	to	scenic	vistas	or	other	scenic	resources,	visual	character,	and	light	and	
glare	would	be	limited	to	the	project	site	and	areas	immediately	surrounding	the	site.	The	
Visual	Resources	Report	prepared	for	the	proposed	project	concluded	that	the	proposed	project	
would	not	result	in	significant	impacts	to	scenic	vistas,	scenic	resources,	degrade	the	visual	
character	of	the	area,	or	be	adjacent	to	a	scenic	highway	or	within	a	scenic	corridor.	The	project	
would	result	in	a	significant	impact	related	to	creating	new	sources	of	light	and	glare	and	be	
within	a	Design	Review	District,	but	these	impacts	were	reduced	to	less	than	significant	through	
the	adoption	of	mitigation	measures.			

Thus,	the	proposed	project	in	combination	within	other	probable	projects	would	not	result	in	a	
cumulatively	considerable	contribution	to	the	less-than-significant	cumulative	impact	related	to	
aesthetics,	and	no	additional	mitigation	measures	would	be	required.	 

3.2 AGRICULTURE	AND	FORESTRY	RESOURCES	
The	project	site	does	not	contain	any	agricultural	or	forestry	resources.		Therefore,	it	would	not	
have	any	project-level	impacts	to	agricultural	and	forestry	resources,	and	would	therefore	not	
make	any	contribution	to	a	cumulative	impact	on	these	resources,	and	no	mitigation	measures	
would	be	required.	

3.3 AIR	QUALITY	
The	cumulative	analysis	of	air	quality	employs	both	the	projection	and	the	list	methods.	The	
analysis	of	the	project’s	contribution	to	the	regional	pollutant	burden	is	assessed	using	the	
projection	method,	including	reliance	upon	the	trip	generation	estimates	established	in	the	
traffic	study	prepared	for	the	Cypress	Point	project.	For	local	pollutants	such	as	construction	
dust,	the	list	method	is	used	to	identify	projects	in	the	vicinity	of	the	project	that	could	combine	
construction	emissions	with	those	of	the	Cypress	Point	project.	
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Regarding	regional	pollutants,	the	San	Francisco	Bay	Area	is	currently	designated	as	a	
nonattainment	area	for	state	and	national	ozone	and	particulate	matter	standards.	By	its	very	
nature,	air	pollution	is	largely	a	cumulative	impact.	Past,	present	and	future	development	
contribute	on	a	cumulative	basis	to	the	region’s	adverse	air	quality	impacts	and	the	region’s	
nonattainment	status.	If	a	project’s	contribution	to	the	cumulative	impact	were	considerable,	
as	measured	by	the	emissions	in	comparison	with	significance	thresholds,	then	the	project’s	
impact	on	air	quality	would	be	considered	significant.			

In	developing	thresholds	of	significance	for	air	pollutants,	BAAQMD	considered	the	emission	
levels	above	which	a	project’s	individual	emissions	would	be	cumulatively	considerable.	If	a	
project	exceeds	the	identified	significance	thresholds,	its	emissions	would	be	cumulatively	
considerable,	resulting	in	significant	adverse	air	quality	impacts	to	the	region’s	existing	air	
quality	conditions.	Emissions	from	construction	and	operation	of	the	project	are	below	
significance	thresholds	identified	by	BAAQMD.		Therefore,	additional	analysis	to	assess	
cumulative	impacts	is	unnecessary.		

The	local	health	risk	impacts	of	the	proposed	project	were	evaluated	using	the	list	method.	
Construction	of	the	project	would	have	significant	impacts	(prior	to	adoption	of	mitigation)	
because	the	chance	of	contracting	cancer	would	increase	by	greater	than	10	chances	per	
million	and	the	increase	in	annual	PM2.5	concentrations	would	be	greater	than	0.3μg/m3.		
These	levels	are	above	the	BAAQMD	thresholds	for	measuring	significant	impacts	from	sources	
of	toxic	air	contaminant	and	air	pollutant	emissions.		When	considering	the	effect	of	other	
sources	of	TAC/air	pollutant	emissions,	this	increase	in	health	risk	would	be	considered	
cumulatively	considerable.		However,	mitigation	measures	AQ-1	and	AQ-2	would	reduce	this	
impact	to	a	less-than-significant	level.		A	second	method	for	evaluating	health	risk	is	to	combine	
the	contribution	of	cancer	risk	and	annual	PM2.5	concentrations	from	the	project	with	nearby	
sources	and	compare	the	result	with	the	thresholds	set	forth	above.		BAAQMD	recommends	
including	projects	within	a	1,000-foot	radius	of	the	project	site	and	comparing	the	computed	
impacts	to	their	recommended	cumulative	risk	thresholds.		Because	none	of	the	probable	
projects	listed	on	Table	3	are	within	1,000	feet	of	the	proposed	project,	there	would	be	no	
cumulative	impact	for	the	project	to	contribute	to,	and	no	additional	mitigation	would	be	
required.			

3.4 BIOLOGICAL	RESOURCES	
The	analysis	of	cumulative	impacts	on	biological	resources	uses	the	projection	method	by	
incorporating	the	growth	forecasts	and	cumulative	impact	conclusions	of	the	program	EIR	for	
the	Plan	Bay	Area	2040.	The	Plan	Bay	Area	2040	EIR,	evaluated	the	potential	effects	of	
implementing	urban	development	and	transportation	projects	identified	by	the	Plan	for	the	
nine-county	San	Francisco	Bay	Area,	including	San	Mateo	County.	As	identified	in	the	EIR,	
although	relatively	little	development	was	forecast	for	the	San	Mateo	coast	through	2040,	
projected	development	within	the	Bay	Area,	including	San	Mateo	County,	would	result	in	
adverse	cumulative	effects	to	the	following	biological	resources:	
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• Plant	and	animal	species	identified	as	candidate,	sensitive,	or	special	status	species	in	local	
or	regional	plans,	policies,	or	regulations,	or	by	the	California	Department	of	Fish	and	
Wildlife,	the	U.S.	Fish	and	Wildlife	Services,	or	the	National	Marine	Fisheries	Service;	

• Designated	critical	habitat	for	federally	listed	plant	and	wildlife	species;	
• Riparian	habitat,	federally	protected	wetlands	as	defined	by	Section	404	of	the	Clean	Water	

Act	(including	but	not	limited	to	marsh,	vernal	pool,	coastal),	or	other	sensitive	natural	
communities	identified	in	local	or	regional	plans,	policies,	or	regulations,	or	by	the	California	
Department	of	Fish	and	Wildlife	or	U.S.	Fish	and	Wildlife	Service;	

• Reductions	in	the	habitat	of	a	fish	or	wildlife	species;	a	drop	in	fish	or	wildlife	populations	
below	self-sustaining	levels;	elimination	of	a	plant	or	animal	community;	or	a	reduction	in	
the	number	or	restriction	in	the	range	of	an	endangered,	rare,	or	threatened	species.		

Within	the	Midcoast	area,	the	EIR	identified	the	following	sensitive	biological	resources:	
California	red-legged	frog;	Steelhead	–	Central	Coast	ESU;	Contra	Costa	Goldfields;	and	the	
Sugarloaf	Mountain	–	Montara	Mountain	Essential	Connectivity	Area.	

The	proposed	project	would	not	have	a	significant	impact	on	any	biological	resources	(De	Novo	
2018).		No	special-status	species	occupy	the	project	site,	nor	does	the	site	contain	any	
Environmentally	Sensitive	Habitat	Areas	or	migration	corridors.	The	habitat	that	does	exist	on	
the	site	is	of	low	quality.	Further,	measures	have	been	recommended	to	mitigate	for	any	
potential	impacts	to	nesting	raptor	species,	should	any	be	identified	during	pre-construction	
surveys.			

Therefore,	the	proposed	project	would	not	make	a	cumulatively	considerable	contribution	to	
any	identified	cumulative	impact	on	biological	resources	because	the	impacts	of	the	proposed	
project	on	biological	resources	are	minor,	the	project	would	not	affect	any	of	the	sensitive	
resources	identified	for	the	Midcoast	area,	and	project	specific	effects	would	be	further	
reduced	by	the	implementation	of	identified	mitigation	measures.	The	proposed	Cypress	Point	
project	would	not	make	a	cumulatively	considerable	contribution	to	the	significant	cumulative	
impacts	to	the	biological	resources	cited	above,	and	no	additional	mitigation	would	be	
required.	

3.5 CLIMATE	CHANGE	
As	discussed	in	Cypress	Point	Affordable	Housing	Project	Air	Quality	and	Greenhouse	Gas	
Emissions	Assessment,	impacts	of	greenhouse	gas	(GHG)	emissions	and	climate	change	are	
inherently	cumulative	in	nature	because	no	single	project	could	generate	GHG	emissions	that	
would	noticeably	change	the	global	average	temperature	or	alter	the	global	climate.	However,	
individual	projects	may	contribute	to	GHG	emissions	from	past,	present,	and	future	projects	to	
contribute	substantially	to	the	effect	of	global	climate	change	and	its	associated	environmental	
impacts.		

The	GHG	emissions	of	both	the	construction	and	operations	of	the	proposed	project	are	
estimated	to	be	less	than	the	Bay	Area	Air	Quality	Management	District	screening	level,	
indicating	that	they	are	so	small	as	to	be	negligible.	Projects	below	this	screening	level	are	not	
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required	to	undertake	a	detailed	emissions	analysis	or	adopt	project-specific	mitigation	under	
BAAQMD	rules.	However,	such	projects	are	required	to	implement	generally	applicable	state,	
regional,	and	local	standards	regarding	energy	use,	sustainability,	and	greenhouse	gas	
emissions.	Therefore,	the	contribution	of	the	proposed	project	to	cumulative	GHG	emissions	
would	be	less	than	considerable.		Further,	as	determined	in	the	Air	Quality	&	Greenhouse	Gas	
Emissions	Assessment,	the	proposed	project	is	consistent	with	the	Plan	Bay	Area	2040,	which	is	
the	plan	prepared	by	the	Association	of	Bay	Area	Governments	and	the	Metropolitan	
Transportation	Commission	to	comply	with	state	laws	requiring	a	reduction	in	greenhouse	gas	
emissions	for	the	Bay	Area.	Thus,	the	proposed	project	would	not	make	a	cumulatively	
considerable	contribution	to	a	cumulative	impact	related	to	greenhouse	gas	emissions.	No	
additional	mitigation	in	addition	to	compliance	with	State,	regional,	and	local	requirements	
would	be	necessary.	

3.6 CULTURAL	RESOURCES	
Using	the	list	method,	the	analysis	of	cumulative	impacts	related	to	cultural	resources	evaluates	
the	potential	for	the	cumulative	projects	in	aggregate	to	adversely	affect	cultural	resources	
within	the	Midcoast	area,	based	on	the	nature	of	each	project	and	its	location.	The	analysis	also	
evaluates	the	contribution	of	the	Cypress	Point	project	to	any	aggregate	change	in	the	
condition	of	cultural	resources	within	the	cumulative	impact	area.	

Implementation	of	the	project,	in	combination	with	the	foreseeable	projects	listed	in	Table	3,	
would	result	in	the	development	of	mixed-use,	residential,	commercial,	industrial,	and	park	
land	uses	in	unincorporated	County	of	San	Mateo,	the	City	of	Pacifica,	and	the	City	of	Half	
Moon	Bay.	Impacts	to	cultural	resources	are	site-specific	and	are	assessed	on	a	site-by-site	
basis.	The	extent	of	the	cultural	resources	(if	any)	that	occur	at	the	sites	of	the	related	projects	
is	unknown,	and	thus,	it	is	not	known	whether	any	of	the	probable	projects	would	result	in	
significant	impacts	to	cultural	resources.	However,	such	determinations	would	be	made	on	a	
case-by-case	basis	and,	if	necessary,	the	applicants	of	each	reasonably	foreseeable	project	
would	be	required	to	implement	the	appropriate	mitigation	measures.	Thus,	implementation	of	
the	listed	projects,	together	with	the	proposed	Cypress	Point	project,	would	not	result	in	a	
significant	cumulative	impact.	

Archaeological	resources	(a	midden	site)	were	identified	on	the	project	site	and	could	be	
disrupted	by	project	construction.	However,	with	implementation	of	previously	identified	
mitigation,	potential	impacts	to	these	resources	would	be	less	than	significant.	Thus,	given	that	
the	project’s	cultural	resources	impacts	can	be	completely	mitigated,	the	proposed	project’s	
contribution	to	a	less	than	significant	cumulative	impact	would	not	be	cumulatively	
considerable.		No	additional	mitigation	would	be	required.	 
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3.7 GEOLOGY	AND	SOILS	
Impacts	related	to	geology	and	soils	are	generally	site-specific,	related	to	the	seismic	hazards	
and	soil	conditions	on	a	project	site.	They	generally	are	not	related	to	impacts	in	other	
locations.	Such	impacts	do	not	normally	result	in	cumulative	impacts	to	these	resources.	Thus,	
the	proposed	project	would	not	contribute	to	a	cumulative	impact	related	to	geology	and	soils.	

3.8 HAZARDS	AND	HAZARDOUS	MATERIALS	
Using	the	list	method,	the	analysis	of	cumulative	impacts	related	to	hazards	and	hazardous	
materials	evaluates	the	potential	for	the	cumulative	projects	in	aggregate	to	have	impacts	
related	to	hazards	and	hazardous	materials	within	the	Midcoast	area,	including:	the	transport,	
use	or	disposal	of	hazardous	materials;	the	emission	or	handling	of	hazardous	materials	near	an	
existing	or	proposed	school;	the	location	of	the	project	on	a	known	hazardous	waste	site;	
exposure	of	the	site	to	aircraft	hazards;	interference	with	an	emergency	response	or	evacuation	
plan;	exposure	to	wildland	fire	hazards;	and	exposure	to	flood	or	tsunami	hazards.		The	impacts	
of	the	cumulative	projects	are	based	on	the	nature	of	each	project	and	its	location.	The	analysis	
also	evaluates	the	contribution	of	the	Cypress	Point	project	to	any	aggregate	change	in	hazards.	

Impacts	related	to	hazards	and	hazardous	materials	are	generally	site-specific,	not	cumulative	
in	nature.	For	the	probable	cumulative	projects	indicated	on	Table	3,	the	identified	
developments	primarily	consist	of	residential,	commercial,	recreation,	and	public	infrastructure	
maintenance	and	repair	uses.	None	of	these	uses	would	be	expected	to	transport,	use,	or	
generate	substantial	volumes	of	hazardous	materials.		To	the	extent	that	any	of	the	probable	
projects	did	use	hazardous	materials	and	are	located	near	a	school,	this	would	be	a	site-specific	
effect.	The	location	of	a	cumulative	project	on	a	known	contamination	site,	or	exposure	to	
aircraft	overflights,	wildland	fire	hazards,	flooding,	or	tsunami	risk	would	also	be	site-specific.	
Thus,	there	would	be	a	less-than	significant	cumulative	impact	to	hazards	resulting	from	the	
probable	cumulative	projects.	

As	indicated	in	the	Preliminary	Environmental	Evaluation	Report,	the	proposed	project	would	
not	have	any	significant	impacts	related	to	hazards	and	hazardous	materials.	The	only	hazards	
identified	with	the	proposed	project	are	the	presence	of	toxic	materials	such	as	lead	associated	
with	the	prior	military	use	of	the	site,	the	presence	of	an	abandoned	well	on	the	site,	and	the	
transport	and	use	of	hazardous	materials	during	construction	of	the	project.	These	hazards	
have	been	abated,	or	Best	Management	Practices	have	been	identified	that	would	prevent	
spills	and	emissions	during	construction.	For	these	reasons,	the	proposed	project	would	not	
make	a	cumulatively	considerable	contribution	to	a	less-than-significant	cumulative	impact	
related	to	hazards	or	hazardous	materials,	and	no	additional	mitigation	is	required.	
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3.9 HYDROLOGY	AND	WATER	QUALITY	
Using	the	list	method,	the	analysis	of	cumulative	impacts	evaluates	the	potential	for	the	
reasonably	foreseeable	projects	in	Table	3	in	aggregate	to	affect	hydrology	and	water	quality	
within	the	Montara	Creek	watershed,	based	on	the	nature	of	each	project	and	its	location.	The	
analysis	also	evaluates	the	contribution	of	the	Cypress	Point	project	to	any	aggregate	change	in	
hydrology	and	water	quality.		

In	order	to	comply	with	the	State	Water	Resources	Control	Board’s	Special	Protections	of	Areas	
of	Special	Biological	Significance	(ASBS),	the	San	Mateo	County	Planning	and	Building	
Department	regulates	private	stormwater	discharges	into	the	Montara	Creek	watershed	by	
enforcing	the	following	requirements:	

• Discharges	may	occur	only	during	the	wet	weather	season	(Oct.	1	through	April	30)	and	
must	1)	be	composed	of	only	stormwater,	2)	be	free	of	pollutants,	and	3)	must	not	alter	
natural	ocean	water	quality	in	the	ASBS.	

• All	new	point	source	discharges	into	the	ASBS	shall	either	be	retained	on-site	or	shall	be	
treated	on-site	prior	to	entering	a	County	storm	drain.	

• Discharge	treatment	and	management	measures	are	required	to	be	identified	on	project	
plans	and	implemented	during	construction	and	future	maintenance.	

• For	properties	served	by	private	septic,	pool	and/or	spa	discharge	shall	be	dechlorinated	
and	slowly	discharged	to	landscaped	areas	(determined	adequate	to	support	the	volume).	

• Erosion	and	sediment	control	plans	are	required	to	be	submitted	for	review	and	approval	
for	projects	within	the	ASBS	watershed	that	involve	soil	disturbance	and	are	subject	to	a	
building	or	grading	permit.	

• Pursuant	to	the	Water	Board's	General	Exception	to	the	California	Ocean	Plan	with	Special	
Protections	(Attachment	B,	Section	A.2.c.1),	weekly	construction	site	inspections	are	
required	for	all	construction	sites	within	the	ASBS	watershed	that	involve	soil	disturbance	
and	are	subject	to	a	building	or	grading	permit	(considered	Stormwater	Regulated	
Construction	Sites	[SWRS]).	

• On-site	areas	(new	or	replaced)	used	for	car	washing	shall	drain	to	adequately-sized	
vegetative	areas	or	other	on-site	treatment	facilities,	or	occur	on	permeable	surfaces	(e.g.	
gravel,	grass),	and	should	use	as	little	detergents	as	necessary.	Phosphate	free	or	
biodegradable	soap	is	highly	encouraged.	Discharge	to	the	sanitary	sewer	is	prohibited	
(Montara	Water	and	Sanitary	Code).	(SMC	2018a)	

Additionally,	as	required	by	the	Municipal	Regional	Permit	(MRP)	and	the	authority	given	to	the	
Clean	Water	Program	San	Mateo,	development	projects	creating	one	or	more	acres	of	
impervious	area	in	non-exempt	regions	of	the	County	are	required	to	attenuate	runoff	
associated	with	project	implementation	to	be	no	greater	than	pre-project	conditions.	The	
specific	goal	of	the	HM	program	is	to	control	the	post-project	flow	to	match	pre-project	runoff	
flow	rates	and	durations	ranging	from	10	percent	of	the	pre-project	2-year	peak	flow	up	to	the	
pre-project	10-year	peak	flow.		
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The	floodplain	of	Montara	Creek	is	limited	to	the	immediate	vicinity	of	the	creek	channel	as	it	
flows	adjacent	to	the	community	of	Montara	(FEMA	2017).	Outside	of	the	Montara	Creek	
channel,	the	community	of	Montara	and	adjacent	areas	of	Moss	Beach	are	located	in	Flood	
Zone	X	according	the	Federal	Emergency	Management	Agency	(FEMA	2017).	In	this	area	of	San	
Mateo	County,	Flood	Zone	X	delineates	areas	of	minimal	flood	hazards	(FEMA	2017).	In	the	
vicinity	of	the	Montara	Creek	watershed,	the	areas	subject	to	tsunami	hazards	are	limited	to	
the	immediate	coast	(Cal	EMA	2009)	The	Montara	Creek	watershed	is	not	located	in	an	area	
subject	to	inundation	from	dam	failure	(San	Mateo	County	2005).	

Two	probable	projects,	in	addition	to	the	proposed	Cypress	Point	project,	are	located	within	the	
Montara	Creek	watershed	at	178	7th	Street	and	1390	Main	Street,	Montara.	None	of	the	three	
projects	are	located	immediately	adjacent	to	Montara	Creek	or	the	coast.	

Together,	these	three	projects	could	result	in	the	discharge	of	urban	pollutants	during	both	the	
construction	and	operational	phases.	However,	all	three	projects	would	be	subject	to	the	ASBS	
pollution	control	requirements	cited	previously,	in	addition	to	standard	San	Mateo	County	
requirements	regarding	stormwater	volume	and	water	quality	controls.	None	of	the	three	
projects	would	be	exposed	to	hazards	posed	by	flooding,	tsunami,	or	dam	failure.	For	these	
reasons,	implementation	of	these	three	projects	would	result	in	a	less-than-significant	
cumulative	impact	related	to	hydrology.	

As	proposed,	the	Cypress	Point	project	would	have	the	potential	to	increase	stormwater	runoff	
from	the	project	site	and	increase	the	amount	of	pollutants	entering	Montara	Creek	due	to	the	
conversion	of	pervious	to	impervious	surfaces	on	the	project	site,	and	the	development	of	
urban	uses.		However,	with	implementation	of	Mitigation	Measure	HWQ-1	(identified	in	the	
Preliminary	Environmental	Evaluation	Report	prepared	for	the	project),	implementation	of	the	
Cypress	Point	project	would	not	result	in	an	increase	in	stormwater	runoff	or	an	increase	in	
pollutant	runoff,	because	the	bio-retention	ponds	created	by	Mitigation	Measure	HWQ-1	
would	retain	stormwater	to	avoid	any	increase	in	runoff,	and	would	remove	pollutants	from	the	
runoff.	The	Cypress	Point	project	also	would	not	be	exposed	to	hazards	posed	by	flooding,	
tsunami,	or	dam	failure.	Based	on	the	foregoing,	the	project	would	not	make	a	cumulatively	
considerable	contribution	to	this	less-than-significant	cumulative	effect.	No	additional	
mitigation	would	be	required.	

3.10 LAND	USE	AND	PLANNING	
Land	uses	in	the	unincorporated	Midcoast	area	of	San	Mateo	County	are	regulated	by	the	San	
Mateo	County	LCP	and	the	County’s	General	Plan	and	zoning	code.	Land	uses	within	the	cities	
of	Pacifica	and	Half	Moon	Bay	area	regulated	by	the	LCPs	and	the	General	Plans	and	zoning	
codes	of	each	of	the	two	jurisdictions.	Proposed	development	projects	within	each	of	these	
jurisdictions	may	not	be	approved	unless	they	are	consistent	with	the	land	use	designations	and	
policies	set	forth	in	each	agency’s	LCP,	General	Plan,	and	zoning	code.	In	cases	where	a	project	
may	be	inconsistent	as	proposed,	the	agency	may	consider	an	amendment	to	the	LCP,	General	
Plan,	or	zoning	code	to	permit	the	proposed	use.	



County	Review	Draft		

Cypress	Point	Project	 21	 Cumulative	Impacts	Analysis		
MidPen	Housing	 	 July	2018	

As	identified	in	Table	3,	there	are	77	reasonably	foreseeable	land	use	and	infrastructure	
projects	that	are	approved	but	unbuilt,	or	under	consideration	by	San	Mateo	County	and	the	
cities	of	Half	Moon	Bay	and	Pacifica.	Generally,	these	projects	would	be	consistent	with	land	
use	plans	and	policies,	and	with	adjacent	existing	uses.		

Implementation	of	the	77	projects	listed	in	Table	3	could	result	in	inconsistencies	with	adopted	
land	use	policies	and	regulations,	such	as	a	general	intensification	of	land	use	and	development	
density	in	the	Midcoast	area,	compared	to	what	is	allowed	under	the	LCP.	However,	before	
being	approved,	each	project	will	be	required	to	conform	to	the	zoning,	LCP,	and	General	Plan	
land	use	designations	for	its	project	site,	and	may	also	be	subject	to	conditions	of	approval	to	
ensure	substantial	conformance	to	adopted	policies.	As	such,	development	of	the	proposed	
project	and	related	projects	is	not	anticipated	to	substantially	conflict	with	the	intent	of	the	LCP	
or	the	County’s	General	Plan	regarding	the	future	development	of	the	area.	Neither	would	they	
conflict	with	other	land	use	regulations	required	to	be	consistent	with	the	General	Plan,	and	the	
zoning	code,	so	approval	of	these	projects	would	not	be	expected	to	result	in	a	significant	
cumulative	impact	with	respect	to	land	use.		

As	proposed,	the	Cypress	Point	project	would	be	inconsistent	with	aspects	of	the	San	Mateo	
County	LCP	and	the	San	Mateo	County	General	Plan.	To	provide	consistency	with	these	
regulatory	documents,	MidPen	has	requested	that	the	Coastal	Commission	and	San	Mateo	
County	take	the	following	actions,	and	with	these	approvals,	the	project	would	be	consistent	
with	applicable	land	use	plans:	

Coastal	Commission:	

• Amend	the	LCP	Implementation	Plan	and	existing	Planned	Unit	Development	(PUD)	for	the	
site	to	reduce	the	number	of	units	from	148	to	71;		

• Amend	LCP	Land	Use	Plan	and	San	Mateo	County’s	General	Plan	to	change	the	site’s	zoning	
designation	from	Medium-High	Density	Residential	to	Medium	Density	Residential;	and	

• Amend	section	3.15(d)	of	the	LCP	to	allow	for	100%	of	units,	apart	from	a	resident	
manager’s	unit,	to	serve	low-	or	moderate-income	households.	

The	site	is	designated	as	Medium-High	Density	Residential	(RD-2)	in	the	San	Mateo	County	LCP,	
which	allows	for	development	at	densities	from	8.1	to	16.0	units	per	acre.	The	site	is	defined	as	
infill	in	the	LCP,	and	designated	as	a	priority	development	site	for	affordable	housing	in	the	San	
Mateo	County	Local	Coastal	Program	Policies	document	(SMC	2013a).	The	site	is	also	
designated	as	an	affordable	housing	opportunity	site	under	the	San	Mateo	County	Housing	
Element.	(SMC	2015)	

The	proposed	Cypress	Point	project	would	be	located	in	an	existing	residential	neighborhood;	
existing	and	planned	surrounding	land	uses	would	continue	to	include	residential	and	open	
space	uses.	With	approval	of	the	requested	entitlements	by	the	Coastal	Commission	and	San	
Mateo	County,	the	project	would	be	consistent	with	the	land	use	designations	of	the	LCP	and	
County	General	Plan.	For	these	reasons,	implementation	of	the	Cypress	Point	project	would	not	
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make	a	cumulatively	considerable	contribution	to	this	less-than-significant	cumulative	impact,	
and	no	mitigation	measures	would	be	required.	

3.11 MINERAL	RESOURCES	
The	project	site	does	not	contain	any	mineral	resources.		Therefore,	it	would	not	make	any	
contribution	to	a	cumulative	impact	on	these	resources,	and	no	cumulative	mitigation	
measures	would	be	necessary.	

3.12 NOISE	
Because	sound	levels	decrease	rapidly	over	distance,	noise	generated	from	projects	distant	
from	the	proposed	project	would	not	contribute	significantly	to	noise	levels	at	the	project	site,	
and	visa	versa.		Therefore,	the	evaluation	of	cumulative	impacts	related	to	noise	focus	on	the	
following:	

• Contribution	of	project	construction	to	cumulative	noise	impacts	(list	method);	
• Increased	noise	generated	by	cumulative	traffic	growth	on	SR	1	(projection	method);	
• Consistency	of	the	proposed	project	with	County	noise	ordinance	requirements	with	

respect	to	interior	(45	dBA	CNEL	or	less)	and	exterior	(60	dBA	CNEL	or	less)	noise	level	
standards.	

Construction	Noise.	The	proposed	project	could	contribute	to	cumulative	noise	impacts	during	
the	construction	phase	(due	to	construction	of	other	projects	at	the	same	time).	For	the	
cumulative	analysis,	other	construction	projects	within	500	feet	on	the	project	site	could	
generate	noise	levels	that	would	have	the	potential	to	result	in	a	cumulative	construction	noise	
impact	on	the	project	site	and	vicinity,	and	vice	versa.	Beyond	500	feet,	the	construction	noise	
levels	would	drop	off	so	much	that	it	would	not	register	at	the	project	site.	Foreseeable	projects	
in	both	Pacifica	and	Half	Moon	Bay	are	more	than	4	miles	from	the	project	site,	and	are	
separated	by	intervening	ridges	and	vegetation,	so	it	is	extremely	unlikely	that	those	projects	
would	contribute	construction	noise	that	could	be	heard	in	the	project	vicinity.		Similarly,	the	
foreseeable	projects	within	unincorporated	San	Mateo	County	are	in	Montara	and	Princeton	
and	are	½	mile	or	more	from	the	project	site,	so	they	would	not	be	heard	in	the	project	vicinity.	
Project	construction	would	be	temporary	in	nature	(less	than	2	years)	and	hours	for	
construction	activity	would	be	limited	per	San	Mateo	County	code	(Section	4.88.360,	San	
Mateo	County	Code	of	Ordinances).	Further,	the	construction-related	impacts	of	the	proposed	
project	were	found	to	be	less	than	significant	with	implementation	of	Mitigation	Measure	
NOISE-1.	Thus,	there	would	not	be	a	cumulative	impact	due	to	construction	noise,	and	the	
project	would	not	make	a	cumulatively	considerable	contribution	to	this	less-than-significant	
cumulative	impact.	No	additional	mitigation	would	be	required.	

Increased	Noise	From	Traffic	Growth	on	SR	1.	This	evaluation	is	being	conducted	to	determine	
if	the	proposed	project	would	contribute	to	noise	impacts	at	the	project	site	and,	by	extension,	
for	neighboring	residences,	by	increasing	noise	from	increased	traffic	volumes	on	SR	1.	A	
significant	cumulative	impact	would	occur	if:	noise	levels	without	the	project	exceed	55	dBA	
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CNEL,	the	cumulative	traffic	noise	levels	increase	by	3	dBA	CNEL	or	greater	compared	to	
existing	levels,	and	the	project	makes	a	“cumulatively	considerable”	contribution	to	the	overall	
traffic	noise	increase	(an	increase	of	1	dBA	CNEL	or	more).	

Future	noise	on	the	project	site	caused	by	increases	in	traffic	volumes	on	SR	1	were	calculated	
by	comparing	the	Cumulative	traffic	volumes	and	the	Cumulative	Plus	Project	volumes	to	
Existing	traffic	volumes	as	provided	in	Cypress	Point	Traffic	Impact	Analysis.	To	estimate	the	
future	noise	environment	at	the	project	site,	noise	levels	resulting	from	these	traffic	increases	
were	applied	to	the	measured	existing	noise	levels.	The	increases	in	traffic	volumes	would	
result	in	a	traffic	noise	level	increase	of	2	dBA	CNEL	above	existing	conditions	along	Highway	1.	
The	future	unmitigated	ambient	noise	environment	at	the	project	site	would	range	from	53	to	
57	dBA	CNEL,	the	upper	range	of	which	would	be	above	the	55	dBA	CNEL	threshold.	However,	
the	increase	in	noise	would	be	less	than	the	3	dBA	CNEL	threshold,	and	the	contribution	of	the	
proposed	project	would	be	less	than	1	dBA	CNEL,	also	below	the	cumulative	threshold.	Because	
the	increases	in	traffic	noise	would	not	meet	cumulative	thresholds,	the	cumulative	impact	to	
traffic	noise	would	be	less	than	significant,	and	implementation	of	the	Cypress	Point	project	
would	not	make	a	cumulatively	considerable	contribution	to	this	impact.	No	additional	
mitigation	would	be	required.	

Compliance	with	County	Noise	Standards.	The	proposed	project	includes	common	residential	
outdoor	use	areas,	including	a	community	garden,	a	children’s	play	area,	upper	and	lower	
greens,	and	BBQ	areas.	As	noted	above,	the	County’s	acceptable	exterior	noise	level	standard	is	
60	dBA	CNEL	or	less.	The	future	exterior	noise	exposure	at	the	site	would	be	considered	
compatible	with	the	proposed	residential	land	uses	as	noise	levels	are	calculated	to	reach	57	
dBA	CNEL,	below	the	60	dBA	CNEL	threshold.	By	extension,	exterior	noise	levels	at	neighboring	
residents	would	also	be	below	the	threshold.		The	additional	trips	generated	by	the	proposed	
project	(45	pm	peak	hour	trips)	would	be	so	small	compared	to	background	traffic	on	SR	1	
(approximately	2,000	peak	hour	vehicles	in	2016),	that	the	resulting	noise	level	increase	would	
be	so	small	as	to	be	immeasurable.	The	effect	would	be	even	smaller	in	the	future,	as	
background	traffic	volumes	on	SR	1	increase	over	time.	

The	County	requires	that	residential	interior	noise	levels	be	maintained	at	45	dBA	CNEL	or	less.	
The	residences	closest	to	Highway	1	along	the	western	boundary	of	the	project	site	would	
experience	the	greatest	future	exterior	traffic	noise	exposure,	which	would	be	up	to	57	dBA	
CNEL.	Interior	noise	levels	would	vary	depending	upon	the	design	of	the	buildings	(relative	
window	area	to	wall	area)	and	the	selected	construction	materials	and	methods.	Standard	
residential	construction	provides	approximately	15	dBA	of	exterior	to	interior	noise	reduction,	
assuming	the	windows	are	partially	open	for	ventilation.	Standard	construction	with	the	
windows	closed	provides	approximately	20	to	25	dBA	of	noise	reduction	in	interior	spaces.	
Where	exterior	noise	levels	range	from	60	to	65	dBA	CNEL,	the	inclusion	of	adequate	forced-air	
mechanical	ventilation	is	often	the	method	selected	to	reduce	interior	noise	levels	to	
acceptable	levels	by	closing	the	windows	to	control	noise.		
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For	this	project,	the	set-back	from	Highway	1	is	sufficient	to	ensure	that	the	interior	noise	level	
standard	would	be	met	assuming	standard	construction	methods	with	the	windows	open	for	
ventilation.	No	additional	noise	insulation	features	(e.g.,	sound-rated	construction	methods)	
would	be	required.		Because	the	proposed	project	would	generate	a	very	small	number	of	
additional	trips,	it	would	not	create	a	discernable	increase	in	traffic	noise	for	project	neighbors.	

The	proposed	project	would	not	make	a	cumulatively	considerable	contribution	to	a	cumulative	
noise	impact,	either	during	project	construction,	or	by	contributing	to	increased	traffic	noise	
levels,	and	no	additional	mitigation	measures	would	be	required.	

3.13 POPULATION	AND	HOUSING	
The	analysis	of	cumulative	effects	to	population	and	housing	uses	the	list	method.	Of	the	77	
projects	identified	in	Table	3,	43	include	residential	uses	and	25	include	employment	generating	
uses.	Note	that	several	of	the	projects	are	mixed	use	projects,	containing	both	residential	and	
employment	generating	uses.	

Table	4	provides	information	regarding	population	change	within	the	Midcoast	area,	while	
Table	5	provides	similar	information	regarding	housing.	

Any	housing-induced	population	growth	of	the	probable	projects	would	not	be	relevant	to	the	
proposed	Cypress	Point	project	since	the	project	proposes	affordable	housing,	which	has	been	
identified	as	an	unmet	need	in	the	LCP	and	County	Housing	Element.	Based	on	the	projects	
described	in	Table	3,	there	are	no	similar	residential	projects	in	the	cumulative	study	area.	
Notwithstanding	that	there	are	a	number	of	projects	approved	or	under	consideration	within	
the	Midcoast	area	that	could	result	in	induced	growth	either	by	providing	housing	or	
employment,	because	the	Cypress	Point	project	would	provide	housing	for	people	who	
otherwise	would	not	be	able	to	afford	housing	on	the	Midcoast,	because	the	project	is	
proposed	at	roughly	half	the	density	allowed	by	the	current	zoning,	and	because	it	is	consistent	
with	adopted	plans	and	policies,	it	would	not	make	a	cumulatively	considerable	contribution	to	
this	effect.	This	would	be	a	less-than-significant	impact,	and	no	mitigation	would	be	required.		

Table	4			 Population	Change	within	the	San	Mateo	County	Midcoast	

Location	
Population	 Percent	Change	–	2000	

to	2010	2000	 2010	
Half	Moon	Bay	 11,842	 11,2281	 -5.2	

Pacifica	 38,390	 37,234	 -3.0	

Montara	CDP2	 2,950	 2,909	 -1.0	

Moss	Beach	CDP2,3	 n/a	 3,103	 n/a	

Notes	
1	Data	for	2011	
2	CDP	=	Census	Designated	Place	
3	Data	inaccurate	due	to	changes	in	census	geography	
Sources:	General	Plan	Housing	Elements	for	Half	Moon	Bay	(2015),	Pacifica	(2015),	and	San	Mateo	County	(2015)	
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Table	5		 	Housing	Units	within	the	San	Mateo	County	Midcoast	
Location	 Housing	Units	 Year	of	Data	

Half	Moon	Bay	 4,257	 2011	

Pacifica	 14,523	 2010	

Montara	CDP1	 922	 2012	

Moss	Beach	CDP1	 1,149	 2012	

Notes	
1	CDP	=	Census	Designated	Place	
Sources:	General	Plan	Housing	Elements	for	Half	Moon	Bay	(2015),	Pacifica	(2015),	and	San	Mateo	County	(2015)	

Public	Services	and	Utilities	
3.13.1 PUBLIC	SERVICES	
The	cumulative	assessment	of	public	services	is	based	on	the	list	method.	The	Public	Services	
and	Utilities	report	prepared	for	the	proposed	project	evaluates	six	public	services:	1)	police	
services;	2)	fire	protection;	3)	schools;	4)	parks	and	recreation;	5)	libraries;	and	6)	hospitals.	
Public	utilities	for	water	and	wastewater	services	are	evaluated	in	Section	3.14.2	of	this	report.		

As	set	forth	in	the	Public	Services	and	Utilities	report,	public	services	such	as	police	services,	fire	
protection,	libraries,	and	hospitals	would	be	adequate	to	serve	the	proposed	project.		

POLICE	SERVICES	
The	foreseeable	projects	listed	in	Table	3	are	located	within	three	different	jurisdictions:	the	
cities	of	Half	Moon	Bay	and	Pacifica,	and	the	Midcoast	unincorporated	areas	of	San	Mateo	
County.	Each	of	these	jurisdictions	has	their	own	police	services.	Pacifica	maintains	its	own	city	
police	force;	Half	Moon	Bay	contracts	with	the	San	Mateo	County	Sheriff’s	Department	for	
services.	The	Midcoast	unincorporated	areas	of	San	Mateo	County,	including	Moss	Beach	and	
Montara,	are	served	by	the	Sheriff’s	Department.	Police	services	provided	by	the	Sheriff	to	Half	
Moon	Bay	are	subject	to	a	contract	between	the	Department	and	the	City	that	establishes	
services	offered,	and	service	and	staffing	levels.	Thus,	each	of	the	three	jurisdictions	is	provided	
with	differing	law	enforcement	services	and	service	levels.	Because	each	jurisdiction	is	served	
by	a	separate	provider	or	by	separate	arrangement	with	a	common	provider,	the	effects	of	the	
probable	projects	within	one	jurisdiction	would	have	no	impact	to	services	in	the	other	two	
areas.	For	this	reason,	the	analysis	of	the	cumulative	effects	of	the	Cypress	Point	project	on	
police	services	is	limited	to	the	Midcoast	unincorporated	area	of	San	Mateo	County.		

As	set	forth	in	Table	3,	there	are	four	probable	projects	in	addition	to	the	Cypress	Point	project	
in	unincorporated	San	Mateo	County.	Similar	to	the	proposed	project,	each	of	the	four	
probable	projects	would	be	individually	subject	to	review	by	the	Sheriff’s	Department,	and	
would	be	required	to	comply	with	all	safety	requirements	of	the	Department	to	adequately	
address	law	enforcement	service	demands.	Furthermore,	each	probable	project	would	
contribute	additional	tax	revenue	that	could	be	used	for	commensurate	expansion	of	police	
services,	the	hiring	of	additional	sheriff	deputies,	and	the	purchase	of	additional	equipment.	
Therefore,	cumulative	impacts	with	respect	to	police	services	would	be	less	than	significant.	
Because	the	proposed	Cypress	Point	project	has	been	determined	to	have	a	less	than	significant	
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impact	on	police	services	in	the	Public	Services	and	Utilities	report,	implementation	of	the	
project	would	not	make	a	cumulatively	considerable	contribution	to	this	less	than	significant	
cumulative	impact.	No	mitigation	would	be	required.		

FIRE	PROTECTION	SERVICES		
Similar	to	police	services,	different	providers	serve	various	areas	of	the	San	Mateo	County	
Midcoast.	Pacifica	is	served	by	the	North	County	Fire	Authority,	which	also	serves	Daly	City	and	
Brisbane.	The	City	of	Half	Moon	Bay	and	the	Midcoast	areas	of	San	Mateo	County,	including	
Moss	Beach	and	Montara,	are	served	by	the	Coastside	Fire	Protection	District.	Thus,	the	
analysis	of	the	cumulative	effects	of	the	Cypress	Point	project	on	fire	protection	services	is	
limited	to	the	Midcoast	unincorporated	area	of	San	Mateo	County	and	the	City	of	Half	Moon	
Bay.	As	set	forth	in	Table	3,	there	are	29	probable	projects	in	addition	to	the	Cypress	Point	
project	that	area	served	by	the	Coastside	Fire	Protection	District.	Of	these,	13	are	individual	
single	family	residences	to	be	constructed	on	existing	lots.	The	others	range	from	public	
infrastructure	(3	projects)	to	commercial	and	mixed-use	developments.	As	is	the	case	with	
police	services,	each	of	the	probable	projects	would	be	individually	subject	to	review	by	San	
Mateo	County	or	the	City	of	Half	Moon	Bay,	and	the	Coastside	Fire	Protection	District,	and	
would	be	required	to	comply	with	all	safety	requirements	of	the	District	to	adequately	address	
fire	protection	service	demands.	Furthermore,	each	related	project	would	contribute	additional	
tax	revenue	that	could	be	used	for	commensurate	expansion	of	fire	protection	services,	the	
hiring	of	additional	firefighters,	and	the	purchase	of	additional	equipment.	Therefore,	
cumulative	impacts	with	respect	to	fire	protection	services	would	be	less	than	significant.	
Because	the	proposed	Cypress	Point	project	has	been	determined	to	have	a	less	than	significant	
impact	on	fire	protection	services	in	the	Public	Services	and	Utilities	report,	implementation	of	
the	project	would	not	make	a	cumulatively	considerable	contribution	to	this	less	than	
significant	cumulative	impact.	No	mitigation	would	be	required.	

SCHOOLS	
The	City	of	Pacifica	is	served	by	the	Pacifica	School	District.	Both	the	City	of	Half	Moon	Bay	and	
the	Midcoast	area	of	San	Mateo	County	area	served	by	the	Cabrillo	Unified	School	District.	For	
these	reasons,	the	analysis	of	the	cumulative	effects	of	the	Cypress	Point	project	on	schools	is	
limited	to	the	Midcoast	unincorporated	area	of	San	Mateo	County	and	the	City	of	Half	Moon	
Bay.	Implementation	of	the	project	in	combination	with	the	29	probable	projects	identified	in	
Table	3	would	further	increase	the	demand	for	school	services.	However,	as	with	the	proposed	
Cypress	Point	project,	the	applicants	of	the	probable	projects	would	be	required	to	pay	
developer	fees	to	the	Cabrillo	Unified	School	District	as	applicable;	and	payment	of	these	fees	
would	fully	mitigate	any	impact	that	the	probable	projects	would	have	on	school	services,	
pursuant	to	Section	65996	of	the	California	Government	Code.	Therefore,	cumulative	impacts	
associated	with	school	services	would	be	less	than	significant		

As	discussed	in	the	Public	Services	and	Utilities	report,	according	to	student	yield	factors,	the	
proposed	71	new	housing	units	of	the	Cypress	Point	project	would	generate	approximately	50	
additional	students	in	grades	kindergarten	through	high	school	who	would	need	to	be	
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accommodated	in	public	schools.	Students	residing	in	the	project	would	attend	Farallone	View	
Elementary	School,	Manual	F.	Cunha	Intermediate	School,	and	Half	Moon	Bay	High	School.	
These	schools	have	adequate	capacity	to	accommodate	students	expected	to	be	generated	by	
the	Cypress	Point	Project.	Because	there	is	adequate	existing	capacity	to	serve	students	
expected	to	be	generated	by	the	Cypress	Point	project,	implementation	of	the	project	would	
not	make	a	cumulatively	considerable	contribution	to	this	less-than-significant	cumulative	
impact.	No	mitigation	would	be	necessary.	

LIBRARIES	
The	San	Mateo	County	Library	(SMCL)	is	a	Joint	Powers	Authority	(JPA)	comprised	of	the	cities	
of	Atherton,	Belmont,	Brisbane,	East	Palo	Alto,	Foster	City,	Half	Moon	Bay,	Millbrae,	Pacifica,	
Portola	Valley,	San	Carlos,	and	Woodside,	as	well	as	unincorporated	areas	of	the	County	of	San	
Mateo.	The	Half	Moon	Bay	Library	is	the	branch	closest	to	the	Cypress	Point	project	site.	The	
Half	Moon	Bay	Library	serves	a	270-square	mile	area,	including	the	City	of	Half	Moon	Bay	and	
the	nearby	unincorporated	Midcoast	area,	including	Half	Moon	Bay,	Moss	Beach	and	Montara.	
To	meet	the	projected	demand	for	library	services	in	the	Midcoast	area,	the	SMCL	is	
constructing	a	new	library	facility	in	Half	Moon	Bay.	This	facility	has	been	designed	to	provide	a	
variety	of	library	services	to	meet	cumulative	needs	in	the	Midcoast	area	consistent	with	
population	and	development	forecasts.	Because	of	this	additional	capacity,	there	would	be	a	
less	than	significant	cumulative	impact	to	library	services.	As	discussed	in	the	Public	Services	
and	Utilities	report,	implementation	of	the	proposed	project	would	result	in	a	less-than-
significant	impact	on	library	services.	Project	implementation	would	not	make	a	cumulatively	
considerable	contribution	to	this	less-than-significant	cumulative	impact.	No	mitigation	would	
be	necessary.	

HOSPITALS	
Hospitals	serving	San	Mateo	County	include:		

• Kaiser	Permanente:	Redwood	City	&	So.	San	Francisco			
• Mills-Peninsula	Health	Services:	Burlingame	&	San	Mateo			
• San	Mateo	Medical	Center:	Hospital	in	San	Mateo,	clinics	in	Daly	City,	Half	Moon	Bay,	

Redwood	City,	and	South	San	Francisco			
• Sequoia	Hospital:	Redwood	City			
• Seton	Medical	Center	Daly	City	and	Moss	Beach			

The	closest	hospital	to	the	Cypress	Point	project	site	is	the	Seton	Medical	Center	Coastside	in	
Moss	Beach,	approximately	one	mile	southeast	of	the	project	site.	Seton	Medical	Center	
Coastside	provides	emergency	and	ancillary	services.			

Implementation	of	the	Cypress	Point	project	in	combination	with	the	77	probable	projects	
listed	in	Table	3	would	further	increase	the	demand	for	hospital	and	medical	services.	
Specifically,	there	would	be	increased	demands	for	additional	hospital	and	medical	services	
over	time.	However,	the	demand	for	such	services	would	not	change	significantly	with	
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implementation	of	the	proposed	project	and	probable	projects.	As	such,	implementation	of	the	
proposed	project	and	probable	projects	would	not	require	the	construction	of	new	facilities	or	
the	expansion	of	existing	facilities	to	accommodate	increased	demand	for	hospital	and	medical	
services.	Therefore,	cumulative	impacts	associated	with	hospital	and	medical	services	would	be	
less	than	significant	and	no	mitigation	measures	are	required.	As	discussed	in	the	Public	
Services	and	Utilities	report,	implementation	of	the	proposed	project	would	result	in	a	less-
than-significant	impact	on	hospital	services.	Project	implementation	would	not	make	a	
cumulatively	considerable	contribution	to	this	less-than-significant	cumulative	impact.	No	
mitigation	would	be	necessary.	

3.13.2 PUBLIC	UTILITIES	
With	respect	to	public	utilities,	the	project	area	is	served	by	urban	levels	of	all	utilities	and	
services.	Water	supply,	treatment	and	delivery,	and	wastewater	collection	and	treatment	are	
evaluated	in	the	following	sections.	

WATER	SERVICE	
The	Montara	Water	and	Sanitary	District	(MWSD)	provides	water,	sewer,	and	trash	disposal	
services	to	the	coastal	communities	of	Montara,	Moss	Beach,	and	adjacent	areas	located	north	
of	El	Granada	and	south	of	the	Devil	Slide	Tunnel,	in	unincorporated	San	Mateo	County.	

MWSD	prepared	and	adopted	a	2017	Water	System	Master	Plan	Update	(2017	Master	Plan)	to	
support	the	long-term	resource	planning	of	water	supply	and	water	system	facilities	for	the	
current	and	future	demands	of	the	MWSD,	and	to	create	a	foundation	for	MWSD’s	Capital	
Improvements	Program	(CIP).	Future	demands	on	the	MWSD	water	system	were	estimated	for	
various	numbers	of	additional	connections.	Future	demand	estimates	are	based	on	the	
following	assumptions:	 

• People	that	currently	reside	or	own	property	in	the	service	area	but	are	not	yet	connected	
to	MWSD	will	connect	to	water	system,	and 

• The	MWSD	will	serve	new	homes	being	built	in	the	service	area	in	accordance	with	the	2013	
County	of	San	Mateo	Local	Coastal	Program	(LCP)	Update.	(MWSD	2017) 

As	set	forth	in	the	2017	Master	Plan,	the	water	system	is	able	to	support	the	demands	of	the	
projected	population	with	a	slight	deficit	appearing	after	1,000	new	connections	are	added	to	
the	system	(MWSD	2017).		This	would	be	a	significant	cumulative	impact.	(This	would	not	affect	
the	Cypress	Point	project	since	it	has	a	reserved	water	supply	as	an	affordable	housing	project	
pursuant	to	the	Local	Coastal	Program.)	

The	analysis	presented	in	the	2017	Master	Plan	also	demonstrates	that	the	water	system	
requires	improvements	to	address	system	deficiencies	that	exist	under	future	demand	
scenarios	and	fire	event	simulations.	The	improvements	are	designed	to	provide	sufficient	
response	under	maximum	daily	operational	scenarios,	fire	flow,	and	other	emergency	
conditions.	These	potential	improvements	make	up	the	District’s	CIP	and	include	the	
rehabilitation	of	the	existing	infrastructure,	addition	of	new	facilities,	and	implementation	of	a	
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repair	and	replacement	and	preventive	maintenance	program.	The	proposed	improvements	are	
categorized	Priority	Level	1	and	Priority	Level	2,	based	on	the	MWSD	CIP	prioritization	criteria	
(MWSD	2017).		

Priority	Level	1	projects	almost	exclusively	address	the	system	deficiencies	related	to	adding	
new	customers	to	the	system,	as	most	of	the	identified	system	deficiencies	are	due	to	
increased	demand	resulting	from	adding	new	connections	to	the	system.	Priority	Level	One	
improvements	for	new	customers	include:	1)	Water	Main	Upgrades	Program;	2)	Existing	Well	
Upgrade	Program;	3)	New	and	Upgraded	PRV	Stations	Program;	4)	Emergency	Generator	
Upgrades	Program;	5)	Schoolhouse	Booster	Pump	Station	Upgrade;	6)	Portola	Tank	Telemetry	
Upgrade;	7)	Develop	Additional	Supply	Reliability;	8)	Big	Wave	NPA	Main	Extension	Project	
(MWSD	2017).	

Implementation	of	the	Cypress	Point	project	could	require	that	project-specific	water	
transmission	facilities	necessary	to	serve	the	project	be	constructed	consistent	with	the	2017	
Master	Plan	be	completed.		While	it	is	currently	unknown	what	project-specific	facilities	will	be	
required,	the	MWSD	CIP	includes	Priority	Level	One	improvements	for	new	customers,	some	of	
which	will	improve	overall	service	to	all	future	users.	The	MWSD	will	require	conditions	of	
approval	that	include	project-specific	upgrades	necessary	to	connect	the	proposed	project	to	
the	existing	system.	With	implementation	of	the	MWSD	2017	Master	Plan	and	CIP,	the	
cumulative	impact	to	water	transmission	facilities	would	be	less	than	significant.	

The	District	has	planned	for	the	regional	infrastructure	improvements	included	in	the	2017	
Master	Plan.	The	proposed	project	does	not	currently	include	any	significant	off-site	
infrastructure	improvements.	In	the	event	infrastructure	improvements	were	needed	to	
support	the	proposed	project,	any	such	improvements	would	be	developed	in	previously	
developed	rights-of-way.		These	improvements	would	be	similar	to	other	routine	types	of	
improvements	undertaken	by	MWSD	and	other	service	providers,	and	would	not	result	in	any	
significant	direct	or	cumulative	impacts.	Also,	the	proposed	project	would	be	required	to	make	
water	distribution	improvements	consistent	with	the	MWSD	Water	Master	Plan,	there	would	
be	no	cumulatively	considerable	contribution	to	this	less-than-significant	cumulative	effect,	and	
no	additional	mitigation	is	required.		

WASTEWATER	COLLECTION	AND	TREATMENT	
Municipal	wastewater	treatment	for	approximately	22,000	coastal	residents	in	San	Mateo	
County	is	provided	by	the	Sewer	Authority	Mid-Coastside	(SAM),	which	includes	the	Granada	
Sanitary	District,	the	City	of	Half	Moon	Bay,	and	the	Montara	Water	and	Sanitary	District.	These	
sewer	systems	connect	to	the	pump	stations,	force	mains,	and	interceptor	pipelines	owned	by	
SAM.	The	SAM	facilities	are	collectively	known	as	the	Intertie	Pipeline	System	(IPS).	

As	one	of	the	member	agencies	of	SAM,	the	MWSD	maintains	sewage	collection	facilities,	
including	approximately	twenty-five	miles	of	sewer	line,	13	major	sewer	pump	stations,	and	a	
total	of	41	pump	stations	with	54	installed	pumps.	All	of	the	Montara	sewage	is	pumped	
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through	the	IPS	by	SAM’s	northern	pump	station,	often	referred	to	as	the	Montara	Pump	
Station,	to	the	sewage	treatment	plant	located	in	Half	Moon	Bay.		

The	proposed	project	would	not	require	or	result	in	the	construction	of	new	wastewater	
treatment	facilities,	or	the	expansion	of	existing	treatment	facilities.	SAM	has	sufficient	capacity	
to	accommodate	the	additional	demands	for	wastewater	treatment,	and	MWSD	has	adequate	
capacity	for	the	additional	demands	for	wastewater	collection	that	could	result	from	operation	
of	the	Cypress	Point	project,	with	implementation	of	expected	MWSD	conditions	of	approval.	
Because	the	proposed	project	is	a	priority	land	use	that	has	wastewater	service	capacity	
reserved	as	described	in	the	2013	San	Mateo	County	LCP,	the	wastewater	treatment	demand	of	
the	proposed	project	will	be	supplied	by	SAM	and	MWSD’s	priority	use	capacity	reserves	for	
priority	land	uses.	There	would	be	a	less-than-significant	cumulative	impact	to	which	the	
Cypress	Point	project	would	make	a	less	than	cumulatively	considerable	contribution,	and	no	
mitigation	is	required.	

Thus,	the	project	would	not	make	any	cumulatively	considerable	contributions	to	cumulative	
service	or	utility	impacts.	The	project’s	aggregated	service	and	utility	cumulative	impact	would	
be	less	than	significant,	and	no	cumulative	mitigation	measures	beyond	compliance	with	
service	provider	requirements	and	standards	would	be	necessary.	

3.14 RECREATION	
The	cumulative	assessment	of	recreation	is	based	on	the	list	method.	A	number	of	recreation	
resources	managed	by	federal,	state,	and	local	agencies	are	located	within	the	Midcoast	area.	
For	additional	information,	see	the	Public	Services	and	Utilities	Report	and	the	Preliminary	
Environmental	Evaluation	Report.		

The	Midcoast	includes	the	residential	communities	of	Montara,	Moss	Beach,	El	Granada,	
Princeton,	and	Miramar.	Local	groups	such	as	the	Midcoast	Community	Council	and	the	
Midcoast	Park	Lands	advocated	for	a	system	of	neighborhood	parks	in	the	Midcoast	area,	
which,	in	part,	resulted	in	the	County	Board	of	Supervisors	adopting	the	plan	“A	Midcoast	
Recreational	Needs	Assessment”	in	2002.	This	assessment	outlines	a	strategy	to	fund	and	build	
a	system	of	local	parks	and	recreation	areas.	

The	Midcoast	Action	Plan	Committee	(now	known	as	the	Midcoast	Parks	and	Recreation	
Committee	(MPRC))	was	established	in	2007	to	assist	with	the	development	of	an	Action	Plan	
with	specific	funded	priorities	that	would	provide	better	parks	and	recreation	within	the	
Midcoast	area.	Several	of	the	Action	Plan’s	priority	projects	are	either	underway	or	have	been	
implemented.	The	improvement	of	the	facilities	at	Moss	Beach	Park,	located	approximately	one	
mile	south	of	the	project	site,	was	listed	as	a	priority	project	in	the	Action	Plan.	In	2015,	the	
park	was	upgraded	to	add	new	swing	sets	and	slides	to	the	existing	play	structure,	a	bathroom	
and	drinking	fountains,	improved	fencing,	and	enhanced	drainage.		

The	County	Parks	budget	is	augmented	by	Ordinance	Code	§2.64.070(a),	the	Park	and	
Recreation	Development	Fees	Ordinance,	which	established	mitigation	fees	for	new	residential	
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development	and	for	residential	reconstruction	or	remodeling	projects	that	increase	the	size	of	
an	existing	residence.	Additionally,	a	San	Mateo	County	Sales	Tax	Increase,	Measure	A,	was	
approved	by	voters	in	San	Mateo	County	in	November	2012	to	provide	funding,	among	other	
things,	for	parks	and	recreation.	Measure	K,	passed	in	November	2016,	replaced	Measure	A,	
and	increased	the	sales	tax	paid	on	the	purchase	of	goods	and	services	in	San	Mateo	County	by	
one-half	cent	for	10	years.	In	FY	2014-15,	Measure	A	funds	provided	$2,028,540,	or	
approximately	13	percent	of	the	County’s	total	budget	for	parks.	(County	of	San	Mateo	County	
Manager’s	Office	2018b)	

As	proposed,	the	region	assessed	for	cumulative	impacts	to	recreation	resources	is	rich	in	
recreational	opportunities,	and	there	is	no	indication	that	existing	facilities	would	be	overused	
or	that	new	facilities	beyond	those	planned	would	be	necessary	to	serve	cumulative	demand.	
The	addition	of	71	housing	units	(and	approximately	213	residents)	on	the	project	site	would	
not	be	substantial	in	relation	to	the	overall	projected	population	for	the	MidCoast	area	of	
approximately	32,000	(San	Mateo	County	2013)	or	the	much	larger	number	of	people	visiting	
the	San	Mateo	Coast	from	elsewhere.	The	proposed	project	would	not	result	in	a	substantial	
increase	in	the	use	or	demand	for	neighborhood	or	regional	parks,	or	other	recreational	
facilities	beyond	the	uses	and	demands	contemplated	by	the	County	of	San	Mateo	General	
Plan.	The	County	also	charges	impact	fees	to	all	new	development	to	mitigate	a	project’s	
impacts	on	park	and	recreation	facilities.	These	impact	fees	are	used	to	address	the	identified	
future	needs	for	the	County’s	park	system.	

Based	on	this	information,	the	cumulative	impact	to	recreation	resources	from	reasonably	
forseeable	development	in	unincorporated	San	Mateo	County	would	be	less	than	significant,	to	
which	the	proposed	Cypress	Point	project	would	make	a	less-than-cumulatively	considerable	
contribution,	and	no	mitigation	measures	beyond	complying	with	agency	standards	and	fees	
would	be	required.	

3.15 TRAFFIC	AND	TRANSPORTATION	
The	evaluation	of	traffic	and	transportation	impacts	uses	the	projections	method.	The	
cumulative	traffic	impacts	analysis	for	the	proposed	project	was	conducted	using	the	San	
Mateo	County	Travel	Demand	Model,	developed	by	the	City/County	Association	of	
Governments	of	San	Mateo	County	and	the	Santa	Clara	Valley	Transportation	Authority.		This	
model	was	used	to	forecast	future	traffic	volumes	at	study	intersections	for	the	year	2040	
(Cumulative	No	Project	Conditions).		

The	contribution	of	the	proposed	project	to	cumulative	impacts	was	evaluated	by	comparing	
operations	under	Cumulative	No	Project	conditions	with	operations	under	Cumulative	With	
Project	conditions.	The	model	includes	projected	future	development	throughout	the	region,	
consistent	with	regional	growth	totals	projected	by	the	ABAG	for	the	Plan	Bay	Area.		Therefore,	
the	traffic	forecasts	reflect	both	growth	in	Moss	Beach	and	increases	in	traffic	volumes	on	
Highway	1	due	to	regional	growth.	Base	year	(Year	2013)	and	future	year	(Year	2040)	forecasts	
were	extracted	from	the	model	and	linearly	interpolated	to	develop	growth	between	the	traffic	
count	year	(2017)	and	the	current	model	horizon	year	(2040).	These	2040	volumes	represent	
the	Cumulative	No	Project	condition.	The	Cumulative	Conditions	analysis	also	assumes	that	the	
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intersection	of	Highway	1	and	California	Avenue/Wienke	Way	will	be	converted	from	being	a	
stop-controlled	intersection	to	being	signalized,	based	on	the	Connect	the	Coastside	draft	
report	(DKS	2016),	and	agreement	by	County	staff.		Project	trips	(as	reassigned	to	account	for	
the	closure	of	the	SR	1/Carlos	Street	intersection),	were	added	to	the	modeled	volumes	to	
estimate	intersection	turning	movement	volumes	to	represent	Cumulative	With	Project	
Conditions.			

More	details	about	the	methods	used	in	conducting	the	cumulative	impacts	analysis	for	traffic	
and	transportation	can	be	found	in	Cypress	Point	Traffic	Impact	Analysis.	

The	proposed	project	would	make	a	considerable	contribution	to	a	cumulative	impact	at	the	
following	intersections	by	causing	operations	to	fall	below	County	standards:	

• SR	1	and	16th	Street	–	The	Project	would	increase	delay	for	the	critical	movement	at	the	
intersection	by	at	least	4	seconds	per	vehicle	during	the	PM	peak	hour.	

• SR	1	and	Carlos	Street	–	The	Project	would	cause	the	critical	movement	at	this	intersection	
to	fall	below	the	LOS	D	standard	during	the	AM,	PM,	and	Saturday	peak	hours.	

• SR	1	and	Vallemar	Street/Etheldore	Street	–	The	Project	would	increase	delay	for	the	
critical	movement	at	the	intersection	by	at	least	4	seconds	per	vehicle	during	the	PM	and	
Saturday	peak	hours.	During	the	Saturday	peak,	the	Project	would	cause	the	LOS	to	increase	
to	‘E,’	but	the	critical	delay	would	only	increase	by	one	second.	

Mitigation	for	these	impacts	is	proposed,	which,	if	implemented,	would	reduce	these	impacts	
to	less	than	significant.		However,	because	implementation	of	the	mitigation	measures	requires	
the	approval	of	other	agencies	(e.g.	Caltrans,	SamTrans)	and	funding	which	cannot	be	
guaranteed,	these	mitigation	measures	are	outside	the	jurisdiction	and	control	of	the	lead	
agency,	and	the	analysis	concludes	that	the	proposed	project	would	make	a	considerable	
contribution	to	significant	and	unavoidable	cumulative	impacts,	even	with	the	adoption	of	
proposed	mitigation	measures.			

3.16 TRIBAL	CULTURAL	RESOURCES	
No	Tribal	Cultural	Resources	were	identified	on	or	nearby	to	the	project	site	through	the	
cultural	resources	report	or	through	outreach	to	Native	American	tribes.		Therefore,	the	
proposed	project	would	not	have	any	direct	impacts	on	Tribal	Cultural	Resources,	would	not	
contribute	to	a	cumulative	impact	on	this	resource,	and	no	mitigation	is	required.	
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