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CHAPTER 8 Introduction to the Final EIR 

8.1 CEQA REQUIREMENTS 

Before approving a project that may cause a significant environmental impact, the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires the Lead Agency to prepare and certify a Final 

Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR). The contents of a Final EIR are specified in CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15132, which states that: 

The Final EIR shall consist of: 

(a) The Draft EIR or a revision of the Draft EIR. 

(b) Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in summary. 

(c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR. 

(d) The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review 
and consultation process. 

(e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

The City of South San Francisco as Lead Agency must also provide each public agency that commented 

on the Draft EIR with a copy of City’s response to those comments at least 10 days before certifying the 

Final EIR. In addition, the City may also provide an opportunity for members of the public to review the 

Final EIR prior to certification, though this is not a requirement of CEQA. 

8.2 PUBLIC REVIEW PROCESS 

The Draft EIR for the South San Francisco Downtown Station Area Specific Plan Project (proposed 

project) was circulated for review and comment by the public, agencies, and organizations for a 45-day 

public review period that began on October 10, 2014, and concluded on November 24, 2014. In 

response to the Draft EIR, six written letters were received during the review period. In addition, 

comments were received at the public hearing before the Planning Commission on November 6, 2014. 

8.3 CONTENTS AND ORGANIZATION OF THE FINAL EIR 

This Final EIR is composed of two volumes. They are as follows: 

Volume I Draft EIR and Appendices—This volume describes the existing environmental 

conditions in the project area and adjacent communities, and analyzes potential 

impacts on those conditions due to the proposed plan; identifies mitigation measures 

that could avoid or reduce the magnitude of significant impacts; evaluates cumulative 

impacts that would be caused by implementation of the proposed plan in 

combination with other past, present, and future projects or growth that could occur 

in the region; analyzes growth-inducing impacts; and provides a full evaluation of the 

alternatives to the proposed plan that could eliminate, reduce, or avoid project-related 

impacts. Text revisions to the Draft EIR resulting from corrections of minor errors 
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and/or clarification of items are identified in Volume II, as described below. The 

Draft EIR is incorporated by reference into the Final EIR. 

This volume also includes supporting technical data used in the preparation of the 

Draft EIR. Included in this volume are: 

■ Appendix A (Notice of Preparation and NOP Comment Letters) 

■ Appendix B (Air Quality Data) 

■ Appendix C (Greenhouse Gas Emissions Data) 

■ Appendix D (Noise Data) 

■ Appendix E (Traffic Data) 

Volume II Final EIR (Changes to the Draft EIR and Comments and Responses)—This 

volume contains an explanation of the format and content of the Final EIR; all text 

changes to the Draft EIR; a complete list of all persons, organizations, and public 

agencies that commented on the Draft EIR; copies of the comment letters received 

by the City of South San Francisco on the proposed project; the Lead Agency’s 

responses to these comments; and the mitigation monitoring and reporting program 

for the proposed project. As stated above, the Draft EIR is incorporated by reference 

into the Final EIR. 

8.4 USE OF THE FINAL EIR 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15088(a) and 15088(b), the lead agency must evaluate comments 

on environmental and CEQA-related issues received from persons who reviewed the Draft EIR and 

must prepare written responses to each of these comments. The Final EIR allows the public and the City 

of South San Francisco an opportunity to review the response to comments, revisions to the Draft EIR, 

and other components of the EIR, prior to the City’s decision on the project. The Final EIR serves as 

the environmental document to support approval of the proposed project, either in whole or in part. 

After completing the Final EIR, and before approving the project, the Lead Agency must make the 

following three certifications as required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15090: 

■ That the Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA 

■ That the Final EIR was presented to the decision-making body of the Lead Agency, and that the 
decision-making body reviewed and considered the information in the Final EIR prior to 
approving the plan 

■ That the Final EIR reflects the Lead Agency’s independent judgment and analysis 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(a), if an EIR that has been certified for a project identifies 

one or more significant environmental effects, the lead agency must adopt “Findings of Fact.” For each 

significant impact, the lead agency must make one of the following findings: 

1. Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the proposed plan which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR. 
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2. Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency 
and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or 
can and should be adopted by such other agency. 

3. Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of 
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or 
plan alternatives identified in the final EIR. 

Each finding must be accompanied by a brief explanation of the rationale for the finding. In addition, 

pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(d), the agency must adopt, in conjunction with the 

findings, a program for reporting on or monitoring the changes that it has either required in the plan or 

made a condition of approval to avoid or substantially lessen environmental effects. These measures 

must be fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other measures. This program is 

referred to as the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). 

Additionally, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(b), when a Lead Agency approves a project 

that would result in significant, unavoidable impacts that are disclosed in the Final EIR, the agency must 

state in writing its reasons for supporting the approved action. This document, known as the Statement 

of Overriding Considerations, is supported by substantial information in the record, which includes this 

Final EIR. Since the proposed plan could result in significant and unavoidable impacts and cumulative 

significant and unavoidable impacts, the City would be required to adopt a Statement of Overriding 

Considerations if it approves the plan as proposed. 
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CHAPTER 9 Changes to the Draft EIR 

Text changes are intended to clarify or correct information in the Draft EIR in response to comments 

received on the document, or as initiated by Lead Agency staff. Revisions are shown in Section 9.2 (Text 

Changes) as excerpts from the Draft EIR text, with a line through deleted text and a double underline 

beneath inserted text. In order to indicate the location in the Draft EIR where text has been changed, the 

reader is referred to the page number of the Draft EIR as published on May 15, 2014. 

9.1 TEXT CHANGES 

This section includes revisions to text, by Draft EIR section, that were initiated either by Lead Agency 

staff or in response to public comments. All changes appear in order of their location in the Draft EIR. 

9.1.1 Chapter 2, Summary 

Page 2-10, mitigation measure MM4.2-6 numbering change 

MM4.2-65 Prior to issuance … 

9.1.2 Section 4.2, Air Quality 

Page 4.2-28, first partial paragraph and mitigation measure MM4.2-6 

… potentially significant. However, implementation of mitigation measure MM4.2-65 would reduce this 

impact to a less-than-significant level. 

MM4.2-65 Prior to issuance … 

Page 4.2-30, first full paragraph 

Odor impacts are localized in nature and cumulative projects would not combine to result in a 

cumulative odor impact because odors are limited to the area immediately surrounding its source. Similar 

to what is required for the proposed project in MM4.2-65, cumulative projects would be reviewed and 

compared to BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines and implement odor reducing recommendations as 

applicable. Therefore, the proposed project, in combination with other cumulative projects, would result 

in a less than significant cumulative impact associated with objectionable odors. 

9.2 FIGURE CHANGES 

The following two Draft EIR figure titles were incorrect (the figures themselves were correct); the 

corrections are listed below, and the revised figures are included on the following pages: 

■ Figure 4.10-9A (Cumulative No Plus Project Conditions Intersection Peak Hour Volumes) on 
Draft EIR p. 4.10-75 
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■ Figure 4.10-9B (Cumulative No Plus Project Conditions Intersection Peak Hour Volumes) on 
Draft EIR p. 4.10-77 

9.3 APPENDIX CHANGES 

There were no changes to Draft EIR appendices. 
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CHAPTER 10 Comments and Responses 

10.1 ORGANIZATION OF THE COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

This chapter of the Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) contains all comments received on 

the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) during the public review period, as well as 

responses to each of these comments. Reasoned, factual responses have been provided to all comments 

received, with a particular emphasis on significant environmental and CEQA-related issues. Detailed 

responses have been provided where a comment raises a specific issue; however, a general response has 

been provided where the comment is relatively general. Although some letters may raise legal or planning 

issues, these comments do not always relate to significant environmental issues. In these instances, the 

comment has been noted, but no response has been provided. Generally, the responses to comments 

provide explanation or amplification of information contained in the Draft EIR. 

A public hearing was held before the Planning Commission on November 6, 2014, at 7:00 p.m. One 

comment was made by a member of the public concerning historic preservation policies within the Plan. 

Additionally, two comments were made regarding the City’s anti-displacement strategy. Formal responses 

to these oral comments are provided below. 

In total, six written comment letters regarding the Draft EIR were received from public agencies and 

organizations. Table 10-1 (Comments Received during the Draft EIR Public Review Period) provides a 

comprehensive list of comment letters in the order that they are presented in this section. 

 

Table 10-1 Comments Received during the Draft EIR Public Review Period 

No. Commenter/Organization 
Commenter 

Code 
Date 

Page Where 

Comment 

Begins 

Page Where 

Response 

Begins 

ORAL COMMENTS 

1 Eric Gavila EG 11/6/2014 — 10-2 

2 Commenter #2 C2 11/6/2014 — 10-2 

3 Commenter #3 C3 11/6/2014 — 10-3 

WRITTEN COMMENTS 

1 San Francisco International Airport SFO 10/17/2014 10-4 10-5 

2 Caltrain CTR 11/21/2014 10-6 10-11 

3 Department of Transportation DOT 11/21/2014 10-12 10-14 

4 San Mateo County Union Community Alliance UCA 11/24/2014 10-15 10-19 

5 Sierra Club Loma Prieta Chapter SC 11/24/2014 10-23 10-34 

6 County of San Mateo Health System SMCH n.d. 10-47 10-51 

 

The following sections contain summaries of the oral comments and responses to those comments 

(Section 10.2) and the original comment letters, which have been bracketed to isolate the individual 
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comments, each followed by responses to the individual, bracketed comments within that letter 

(Section 10.3). As noted above, and stated in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15088(a) and 15088(b), 

comments that raise significant environmental issues are provided with responses. Comments that are 

outside of the scope of CEQA review do not merit a response, but are included within this Final EIR 

and will be considered by the South San Francisco Planning Commission and City Council prior to 

taking action on this Final EIR and the proposed project. In some cases, a response may refer the reader 

to a previous response, if that previous response substantively addressed the same issues. 

10.2 ORAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT EIR 

 Eric Gavila (EG), November 6, 2014 

Response EG-1 

The comment concerns historical preservation policies included in the Specific Plan. As noted on Draft 

EIR p. 4.3-12, implementation of the Specific Plan would not change any of the existing regulations 

governing historic resources and it is unlikely that any future development under the Specific Plan would 

be proposed on sites where designated historic resources are presently located. The plan recognizes that 

Grand Avenue is the historic core for the City and that it includes buildings of architectural interest. The 

Specific Plan emphasizes retaining the unique historic character of this historic core and that new 

development in this area shall respect this character. The Land Use and Urban Design chapter includes 

Guiding Principle 7, which calls for focusing public investments in the historic core of the City, along 

Grand Avenue from Airport to Spruce, and on adjoining streets—the Pedestrian Zone—to create an 

attractive pedestrian environment to support businesses Downtown. In addition, the Specific Plan 

further emphasizes retention of historically significant buildings wherever possible and includes design 

guidelines that would protect the existing historical character of the Downtown area. Therefore, 

implementation of the Specific Plan would require future development projects to be aesthetically 

compatible with the existing character of the historic district and would visually support the existing 

historic buildings, which would still allow for potential formal designation as a Historic District. Further, 

implementation of mitigation measure MM4.3-1 would require a qualified professional to conduct site-

specific historical resource evaluations for future developments within the study area that would 

demolish or otherwise physically affect buildings or structures 45 years old or older or would otherwise 

affect their historic setting. 

 Commenter #2 (C2), November 6, 2014 

Response C2 

This comment pertains to the City’s anti-displacement strategies. It is the City’s intention to keep and 

provide an inventory of deed-restricted affordable housing options to lower-income households. This 

will be updated in the Preservation Strategies listed on Draft EIR p. 4.7-12. In addition, the Downtown 

Station Area Specific Plan (DSASP) includes a new policy, LU-10, to support regional or local efforts to 

understand impacts. Policy LU-10 reads as follows: “Support regional and local efforts to examine 

displacement of affordable housing and lower-income households and consider programs to address 
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identified housing needs.” Similar language would also be included in the Housing Element update to 

address affordable housing. Also, refer to Response SMCH-6. 

 Commenter #3 (C3), November 6, 2014 

Response C3 

This comment pertains to the City’s anti-displacement strategies. Refer to Responses C2 and SMCH-6. 
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10.3 WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT EIR 

10.3.1 San Francisco International Airport (SFO), October 17, 2014 

 Comments by SFO 
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 Responses to SFO 

Response SFO-1 

This comment contains introductory and summary material and requires no specific response. 

Response SFO-2 

This comment states that a preliminary airport land use compatibility analysis indicates that the project 

would not result in incompatibilities with airport uses and confirms the project area is outside the 

airport’s CNEL 65dB noise contour and runway end safety zone. Accordingly, the comment is noted, 

but no response is necessary as the comment does not raise issues that require changes to the Draft 

EIR’s analysis or conclusions. 

Response SFO-3 

Comment is acknowledged. All development projects pursuant to the Specific Plan would comply with 

FAA requirements. 
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10.3.2 Caltrain (CTR), November 21, 2014 

 Comments by CTR 
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 Responses to CTR 

Response CTR-1 

This comment contains introductory material and requires no specific response. 

Response CTR-2 

This comment discusses the Caltrain Modernization Program and the Peninsula Corridor Electrification 

Project and states that one of the proposed traction power sub-station locations falls within the Specific 

Plan area. The Specific Plan would not preclude this option. Caltrain and the City will continue to work 

together and collaborate to ensure that both plans may continue as planned. 

Response CTR-3 

This comment contains closing materials and requires no specific response. 
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10.3.3 Department of Transportation (DOT), November 21, 2014 

 Comments by DOT 
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 Responses to DOT 

Response DOT-1 

This comment contains introductory material and no specific response is required. 

Response DOT-2 

Comment noted. The Plan already takes into account several TDM measures that help to reduce auto 

mode share by using the mixed use trip generation methodology known as Plan+ (Table 4.10-9 [Specific 

Plan Trip Generation]). The City may choose one or several additional Transportation Demand 

Management (TDM) strategies to help reduce VMT. However, a comprehensive TDM plan is outside of 

the scope of this EIR. The City currently has in place a TDM Ordinance that would continue to apply to 

all new development generating in excess of 100 average daily trips. A modified TDM plan tailored to the 

Plan Area may be considered after the Specific Plan is approved. 

Response DOT-3 

Fair Share Fees to help mitigate development impacts may be established but must be agreed upon 

between the City and Caltrans. For example, the East of 101 Plan established a TIP/fee program where 

fees are assessed on a project basis, based on total number of trips generated by the development. Funds 

typically are not designated for specific improvements, but rather are collected into a common 

improvements pool which may be used to fund projects within the TIP. All development under the 

Specific Plan would be required to pay fair share fees proportionate to the size of the development. 

However, specific dollar amounts are not yet known. 

Response DOT-4 

Figure 4.10-9A and Figure 4.10-9B were incorrectly labeled Cumulative No Project Conditions (rather 

than Cumulative Plus Project Conditions) in the print version of the Draft EIR. The corrected figures are 

included in EIR Chapter 9 (Changes to the Draft EIR). 

Response DOT-5 

This comment requests that an encroachment permit be obtained for any work or traffic control 

encroaching on the state right-of-way. All development under the Specific Plan will comply with this 

requirement. 
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10.3.4 San Mateo County Union Community Alliance (UCA), 

November 24, 2014 

 Comments by UCA 
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 Responses to UCA 

Response UCA-1 

This comment contains introductory material and requires no specific response. 

Response UCA-2 

This comment requests that the Specific Plan include the mitigation measures identified in the Draft 

EIR. All mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR will be included in the Mitigation Monitoring 

and Reporting Program that will be adopted along with other project approvals. Further, CEQA does 

not require an analysis of socioeconomic effects of a proposed project, only an analysis of the actual 

physical effects on the environment (refer to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(e)). It is speculative to 

state that the use of local apprentices and payment of area standard wages would reduce the vehicle miles 

traveled by construction workers to the job sites since they would be able to live closer to the job sites. 

Further, given the extensive transit opportunities available in the City, including these suggested 

requirements would likely make little, if any, difference in vehicle miles traveled (VMT). Accordingly, no 

nexus can be established between worker wages and VMT. However, it should be noted that the 

proposed Plan supports the use of a local workforce (Policy LU-1) and staff is proposing language 

revisions to LU-1 as follows: 

Encourage the use of local workforce and local business sourcing for developments in the plan area 
that generates quality construction and service jobs with career pathways, that provide job training 
opportunities for the local workforce, and that pays fair wages so that money in wages and materials 
used in the construction of these developments is invested in the local economy. 

Response UCA-3 

Refer to Response UCA-2. As noted, the City supports the use of local labor. There is no established 

connection between payment of standard wages and short-term employment generation. It is speculative 

to assume that developers would bring in lower-cost workers from outside the area in the absence of 

wage standards. The Specific Plan would not be growth-inducing from a short-term employment 

perspective, as stated in the Draft EIR (p. 5-10). 

Response UCA-4 

The issue of wages of new jobs and affordability of housing stock is not relevant to an analysis of the 

physical effects on the environment as a result of the Specific Plan. CEQA does not require an analysis 

of socioeconomic effects of a proposed project, only an analysis of the actual physical effects on the 

environment (refer to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(e)). The City is supportive of efforts to track 

changes in rental housing stock and affordability on a regional or local basis and suggests the following 

guiding principle. 

Support regional and local efforts to examine displacement of affordable housing and lower-income 
households and consider programs to address identified housing needs. 

Also refer to Responses C2 and SMCH-6. 
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Response UCA-5 

The Draft EIR did not include an analysis of a higher-density alternative because CEQA requires that the 

alternatives analyzed in an EIR should reduce one or more impacts of the proposed project. In this case, 

while higher densities could reduce VMT further compared to the proposed Plan, a higher density in the 

Specific Plan area would likely result in greater impacts to Noise and would not substantially reduce 

GHG emissions, which have been determined to be less than significant in the Draft EIR with 

implementation of mitigation. In addition, higher densities would exceed General Plan population 

estimates to a greater extent than under the proposed Specific Plan, and while likely less than significant, 

could result in greater impacts compared to the proposed Plan for population-related resources such as 

public services and utilities. Therefore, it was eliminated from further consideration in the EIR. 

Response UCA-6 

Loss of affordable housing near transit would not significantly raise GHG emissions because, while 

transit ridership is indirectly related to income levels, with those of lower incomes historically tending to 

utilize available transit to a greater extent, the Specific Plan would include affordable housing and, given 

the convenience to available transit, would be expected to increase utilization of transit for all residents. 

Rising home prices and rents because of an improved living environment have no direct correlation to 

decrease in transit ridership. In a recent study by Reconnecting America prepared for the Metropolitan 

Transit Commission:1 

The potential demand for housing near transit is projected to nearly double by 2030, based on the 
underlying demographics of the Bay Area. The demographic groups fueling this demand are older and 
younger households that are often smaller than average, and nonwhite and recent immigrant 
households—all groups that have all chosen to locate near transit in the past. 

In fact, the study found that the greatest increase in transit ridership is projected for users with incomes 

less than $20,000 a year (113 percent).2 It is also speculative to assume that rising home prices or rents 

would displace a substantial number of residents in a manner that would affect transit ridership. 

Displacement of residents, and its impact on ridership, constitutes a socioeconomic effect not required 

to be analyzed under CEQA. However, as noted by the EPA in case studies of TOD: 

Transit-oriented development provides increased affordability. The American Public Transportation 
Association estimates that households that live near transit and use it can save $9,499 a year on 
transportation compared to households that drive (www.apta.com). Research by the Center for 
Transit-Oriented Development shows that households living in walkable, mixed-use neighborhoods 
near transit spend about 16 percent less on transportation than households that live in conventional 
suburban development (www.reconnectingamerica.org).3 

                                                 
1 Reconnecting America, Financing Transit-Oriented Development in the San Francisco Bay Area, Policy Options and Strategies 
(August 2008), http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/smart_growth/tod/Financing_TOD_in_SFBA.pdf (accessed 
12/19/2014). 
2 Reconnecting America, Financing Transit-Oriented Development in the San Francisco Bay Area, Policy Options and Strategies 
(August 2008), http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/smart_growth/tod/Financing_TOD_in_SFBA.pdf (accessed 
12/19/2014). 
3 EPA, Encouraging Transit Oriented Development Case Studies that Work, http://www.epa.gov/dced/pdf/phoenix-sgia-case-
studies.pdf. Accessed 12/19/2014. 

http://www.apta.com/
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/smart_growth/tod/Financing_TOD_in_SFBA.pdf
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/smart_growth/tod/Financing_TOD_in_SFBA.pdf
http://www.epa.gov/dced/pdf/phoenix-sgia-case-studies.pdf
http://www.epa.gov/dced/pdf/phoenix-sgia-case-studies.pdf
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Response UCA-7 

CEQA requires an analysis of direct and indirect impacts, including impacts resulting from social and 

economic consequences. Displacement of persons or businesses would not be likely to result in physical 

environmental impacts, as it is assumed that most, if not all, displaced persons or businesses would 

relocate into existing buildings. This threshold is focused on displacement that requires the construction 

of new housing elsewhere, which would not occur in the dense, urban area that is the Bay Area. Human 

health and social impacts from increased rents and evictions would not be considered physical effects on 

the environment required to be analyzed under CEQA. 

Response UCA-8 

To address the comment regarding Preservation Strategies No. 1 and No. 4, refer to Response C2. 

Response UCA-9 

The new thresholds of significance for traffic impacts are currently in draft form and under review by the 

Governor’s Office of Planning & Research (OPR) and have not yet been incorporated as CEQA 

thresholds. Replacement of LOS standards is not required until the Secretary of the Natural Resources 

Agency certifies the new guidelines (Public Resources Code Section 21099(b)(2)). Intersection LOS is the 

current policy adopted by the City of South San Francisco’s General Plan, and City-adopted thresholds 

were used to determine significant impacts. CEQA Guidelines currently and will continue to give lead 

agencies discretion in choosing which metrics to study and what the thresholds of significance are. 

Guidelines for implementing Senate Bill 743 are still in draft form and have not yet been adopted, and 

the timing for adoption is still uncertain. Therefore, the level-of-service standards used in the Draft EIR 

are appropriate. All projects pursuant to the Specific Plan EIR will undergo individual CEQA review. 

When the new thresholds are formally adopted by OPR, future development projects pursuant to the 

Specific Plan EIR will be required to perform an analysis of traffic impacts utilizing the standards 

adopted at the time of analysis. Therefore, future analyses (depending on timing of adoption of the new 

guidelines) will utilize the VMT standards pursuant to Senate Bill 743. It should be noted that the 

Specific Plan includes numerous pedestrian and bicycle improvements, and is located adjacent to a transit 

station, which is consistent with reducing VMT, GHG emissions, and implementing the City’s Climate 

Action Plan. The very nature of the plan would improve public transportation and pedestrian and bicycle 

travel in the immediate Plan Area. 

Response UCA-10 

The commenter requests that parking assessment districts be incorporated into the Specific Plan. Draft 

EIR Table 4.2-3 (Project Consistency with Clean Air Plan Control Measures) (p. 4.2-13) reviews project 

consistency with Clean Air Plan Control Measures and applicable implementation actions. The Draft 

EIR identifies a number of applicable implementation actions that have been incorporated into the plan, 

including innovative parking strategies, unbundled parking, car-sharing programs, and bike-sharing 

programs. Additionally, there is a Downtown Parking District currently established with the authority to 

use parking meter revenue for improvements in the district. The list of applicable implementation actions 

is a list of applicable mitigation measures and the Specific Plan includes many of these mitigation 

measures. 
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Response UCA-11 

This comment contains closing material and no specific response is required. 
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10.3.5 Sierra Club Loma Prieta Chapter (SC), November 24, 2014 

 Comments by SC 
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 Responses to SC 

Response SC-1 

This comment contains introductory material and requires no specific response. 

Response SC-2 

This commenter states that the Plan should require smart parking policies to reduce criteria pollutants 

through reducing vehicle miles traveled (VMT). Specific Plan Section 5 (Circulation and Parking) 

contains guiding principles and policies to encourage rideshare, transit, cycling and walking trips. New 

and improved bicycle and pedestrian improvements are proposed throughout the area, including a new 

Grand Avenue Extension that would provide direct pedestrian and bicycle access to the Caltrain station. 

The plan implements and builds on the City’s Bicycle Master Plan. The Specific Plan also includes 

policies to work with employers to develop shuttle connections and expand transit in the study area. 

Feasible and cost-effective mitigation has been included in the Draft EIR to reduce air quality impacts. 

Mitigation measure MM4.2-2 includes the following: 

Operational emissions and mitigation reductions will be quantified prior to issuance of the building 
permit to demonstrate that adequate measures have been identified to reduce project emissions. The 
recommended measures include, but are not limited to, any of the following: 

1. Increase on-street parking fees. 

2. Daily parking charge for employees. 

3. Provide a parking “cash-out” incentive for employees who use alternative transportation to 
commute. 

4. Provide subsidized or free transit passes to employees. 

5. Encourage alternative compressed work schedules and telecommuting. 

6. Provide a ridesharing program. 

As noted in the Draft EIR, mitigation measures would not reduce the impact on air quality to less than 

significant. The Specific Plan already includes smart parking strategies such as payment of in-lieu fees, 

shared parking, parking minimums and maximums, unbundled parking, and car sharing to encourage 

reduction in VMT, and thus reductions in criteria air pollutants. The commenter suggests that the plan 

should include congestion-priced peripheral parking to maximize land use diversity and enhance 

pedestrian safety and convenience. The Specific Plan incorporates a “complete streets” approach that 

prioritizes creation of a truly multimodal transportation system. In that approach, driving is not a 

necessity but an option, and the mobility and parking needs of existing and future residents and 

employees are accommodated. Four transit strategies are planned or proposed to improve transit service 

through Downtown in the short, medium, and long term. As noted, the Specific Plan includes extensive 

bicycle and pedestrian improvements to improve safety in the area. Pedestrian improvements would 

include a pedestrian priority area on Grand Avenue where curb cuts would be prohibited, limiting 

vehicular access points on several streets, and pedestrian-only pathways. The Specific Plan identifies 

Strategy C-8, which provides for pedestrian priority on Tamarack, Second, Third, and Fourth Lanes. 

Guiding Principle 38 is included in the Specific Plan to ensure that a walkable environment and new 

streets are created in the Eastern Neighborhood with new development. 
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As noted in the Specific Plan, the provision and management of parking within a transit-oriented 

development area is closely tied to the success of transit and of creating a welcoming pedestrian and 

bicycle environment. Strategies for providing parking must complement the land use strategies and the 

availability of transit. With regard to congestion pricing for peripheral parking, the Specific Plan includes 

parking pricing strategies as outlined in Guiding Principle 4.3 and Implementing Policy P-3: “Parking 

restrictions, time limits and fees may be adjusted to match parking demand and to encourage parking 

turnover …” Additionally, as noted elsewhere in this document, the City intends to undertake a more in-

depth analysis of public parking facilities with the dual aims of right-sizing the amount and price of these 

resources and promoting alternative mode use. 

As the Specific Plan as proposed already includes numerous parking and other strategies to reduce VMT 

(and criteria pollutants), it is not necessary to implement the suggested mitigation. 

Response SC-3 

The commenter requests that a Community Benefits District (CBD) be established to manage 

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) and reduce air quality impacts and suggests establishing 

residential permit parking. This suggestion is infeasible as mitigation and cannot be adopted at this time. 

While the City has an economic strategy to look at forming a Business Improvement District (BID), it 

does not have independent ability to impose because either a BID or CBD requires consent of a majority 

of property owners. As noted on Specific Plan p. 7.8, there are two primary challenges in establishing 

Assessment Districts, particularly for already developed areas. The first challenge is that total property 

taxes can only rise a certain amount before new development is disadvantaged relative to properties not 

subject to an assessment. The second challenge is that assessment districts require a majority vote of 

property owners weighted by property value to pass. In an area with numerous small properties and 

extensive residential development the prospect of a tax increase may be difficult to pass. In addition, the 

City would be required to establish a non-profit organization to manage the CBD. The Specific Plan 

implementation section (p. 3) identifies ongoing economic development efforts, including review of the 

feasibility of a Downtown BID, with revenue used for a variety of services in the Downtown. The City 

cannot compel establishment of an assessment district. Other potential funding sources that could be 

utilized to implement the policies of the Specific Plan are identified in Specific Plan Chapter 7. 

The East of 101 Plan established a TIP/fee program where fees are assessed on a project basis, based on 

total number of trips generated by the development. Funds typically are not designated for specific 

improvements but rather are collected into a common improvements pool, which may be used to fund 

projects within the TIP, which could include TDM. All development under the Specific Plan would be 

required to pay fair share fees proportionate to the size of the development. The Specific Plan contains 

multiple strategies to reduce VMT and, therefore, air quality emissions. 

Residential permit parking programs are implemented to protect existing residential neighborhoods from 

overflow parking impacts from adjacent development activities. As the Specific Plan area consists of 

high-density, mixed-use TOD that balances available street parking between commercial patrons, visitors, 

and residents, residential permit parking would not be applicable. However, the City may consider 

implementation of a residential parking permit program within areas adjacent to the study area if it is 

determined in the future that there is a need for such a program. 
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The commenter further asserts that higher-income residents attracted to the station area will displace 

low-income residents, increasing air quality impacts, which is speculative. These comments do not raise 

issues that require changes to the Draft EIR’s analysis or conclusions. Refer to Response SC-2, which 

addresses the City’s anti-displacement strategies. 

Response SC-4 

This comment outlines a variety of strategies for reducing VMT and criteria air pollutants/GHG 

emissions. The Specific Plan includes numerous strategies to reduce VMT and air quality impacts. The 

following outlines the strategies suggested in Comment SC-4, and applicable Specific Plan strategies: 

■ Improving safety of pedestrians by reducing the number of congested roadways and 
intersections. The Specific Plan includes Guiding Principle 31 to focus the most intensive 
street improvements in the Pedestrian Priority Zone to provide a welcoming and attractive 
pedestrian environment. Additionally, Policy C-4 supports directing regional through traffic 
away from Grand Avenue and local residential streets, and Guiding Principle 39 & C-19 
support new truck restrictions to direct nonessential trips away from the Downtown area 
which would reduce congestion and improve safety. 

■ Increasing pedestrian priority intersections and improving the quality and quantity of 
recreation spaces by requiring privately owned, public, open spaces (POPOS). The Specific 
Plan and Zoning identify pedestrian-priority zones throughout the Plan area and also include 
requirements for POPOS on lots greater than 15,000 sf in the Eastern Neighborhood (see 
Section 20.280.007K) 

■ Reducing speed limits in pedestrian-priority zones by 5-15 mph. This strategy is infeasible. 
The speed limits within the Plan Area Pedestrian-Priority Zones are presently 25 mph on 
streets and 15 mph on Lanes/Alleys, consistent with California Department of Motor Vehicle 
guidelines, with the exception of Airport Boulevard, which is a Major Arterial. The proposed 
mitigation is infeasible, since the City’s Municipal Code stipulates speed limits for all City 
streets (SSFMC Chapter 11.68), in accordance with the Vehicle Code and with the procedures 
outlined by the Department of Motor Vehicles. 

■ Include Sketch Planning as a required planning tool. Refer to Response SC-9. 

■ Providing for electric vehicles and related infrastructure. The City is committed to expanding 
the use of alternative-fuel vehicles, as outlined in the City’s Climate Action Plan Measure 2.1, 
Actions 1-5. 

In addition to the mitigation measures outlined for reducing air quality impacts, additional mitigation 

measures as outlined in Section 4.4 (Greenhouse Gas Emissions) include multiple strategies and 

requirements to reduce emissions, such as: 

MM4.4-2 Support Expansion of Public and Private Transit Programs to Reduce Employee 
Commutes (1.2). Employers within the study area shall subscribe to the South San Francisco 
TDM Ordinance such that a minimum of 25 percent of all employees are included. The South San 
Francisco TDM Ordinance requires that all nonresidential developments producing 100 average 
trips per day or more meet a 28 percent non-drive-alone peak hour requirement with fees assessed for 
noncompliance. 

MM4.4-3 Reduce Dependence on Autos through Smart Parking Policies (1.3). This measure would 
implement Smart Parking Policies, such as shared parking, to reduce available parking by 
10 percent. 
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The Draft EIR analyzes all GHG impacts, which are cumulative by the very nature of GHG emissions. 

The commenter suggests that the City require developers to utilize the expertise of transportation 

planning companies such as Nelson Nygaard and further recommends short-term air quality reduction 

strategies. Mitigation has been included in the Draft EIR to reduce air quality and GHG impacts. If 

additional mitigation is deemed feasible and appropriate for subsequent individual projects, it would be 

considered in the project-level environmental analysis that would be required. Also refer to 

Response SC-2. 

Response SC-5 

This comment requests inclusion of congestion pricing on US-101 through the City as well as unbundled 

and congestion-priced parking to reduce air quality impacts, with increased revenue accruing to a CBD. 

The Specific Plan contains provisions for unbundled and congestion-priced parking. However, as noted 

in Response SC-3 above, the City cannot ensure implementation of a CBD. As noted in the Draft EIR, 

impacts to air quality would remain significant despite implementation of mitigation. 

Specific strategies to reduce VMT would be at the discretion of the City. Any plan, program, procedures, 

or methodologies to ensure air quality meets all standards may be developed after the plan is adopted. It 

should be noted that any individual non-residential projects in the study area expected to generate in 

excess of 100 average daily trips would be required to prepare a TDM program. All of these suggested 

measures are currently outlined in the City’s TDM program requirements. Refer to Response SC-2. 

Response SC-6 

The commenter requests that the City provide a yearly review of design element impacts on air quality 

over the life of the Specific Plan. 

As noted on Draft EIR p. 4.2-21: 

The BAAQMD recommends mitigation measures for reducing operational emissions of criteria air 
pollutant in its CEQA Guidelines. The recommended mitigation measures focus on land use strategies 
to reduce vehicle trips, including a mix of land uses, providing retail uses near residences, transit 
service, and bicycle and pedestrian facilities. These measures have already been incorporated into the 
plan and are accounted for in the traffic analysis for the project. The BAAQMD also recommends 
measures that cannot be implemented at a program level, but are available as options for future 
individual development projects to reduce particulate matter emissions. Mitigation measure MM4.2-2 
recommends implementation of these recommendations as necessary to reduce individual project 
emissions to below a significant level. 

The suggested mitigation would not be required to reduce impacts to GHG emissions to less than 

significant, which is already accomplished by the inclusion of mitigation measures MM4.4-1 through 

MM4.4-10, as identified in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR concludes that air quality impacts with respect 

to air quality violations would potentially remain significant because it cannot be demonstrated with 

certainty at this time that all projects would implement the measures listed in MM4.2-2 to reduce impacts 

to a less-than-significant level. However, as demonstrated in Table 4.2-8 (Operational Daily Maximum 

Emissions—Proposed Project), plan-level emissions are not projected to result in a significant net 

increase in any pollutant except PM10. Additionally, as demonstrated in Table 4.2-9 (Mitigated Maximum 

Daily Operational Emissions) implementation of BAAQMD recommended mitigation measures would 
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reduce projected plan-level worst-case operational emissions of PM10 to a less-than-significant level. The 

Specific Plan, as noted, contains strategies for unbundled parking related to residential development and 

shared parking opportunities for mixed-use developments, recognizing that the off-peak use of residents 

can be balanced with the predominant daytime use by commercial employees. The existing TDM 

requirements for commercial development provide for parking cash-out as an additional measure and 

TDM programs would be required for all projects generating more than 100 average daily trips, as 

applicable. During the design review process when individual project plans are submitted, the City 

considers consistency with General Plan policies regarding air quality; in addition, the mitigation 

monitoring program for the proposed Plan will require monitoring of future projects under the Specific 

Plan to assure compliance with air quality regulations and the City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP). If 

additional project reduction measures are deemed feasible and appropriate for subsequent individual 

projects, they would be considered in the project-level environmental analysis that would be required. 

Therefore, because individual projects would be required to demonstrate compliance with air quality 

regulations and standard BAAQMD mitigation measures would reasonably reduce plan-wide emissions 

to below emissions significance criteria, implementation of the proposed Plan would not result in a 

cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant. Therefore, yearly review of impacts 

would not be required. 

Response SC-7 

The commenter suggests that a 5-minute pedestrian shed be included as a land use element. The 

intention of TOD is to provide living, working, and shopping opportunities close to transit. One element 

of the Specific Plan’s vision is to create walkable neighborhoods, in essence providing uses that are 

within a five-minute walking distance of residences, businesses, and transit. Therefore, the suggested 

mitigation would be redundant, since it is inherent in the Specific Plan. However, as noted in the Draft 

EIR (p. 4.2-22), criteria pollutants may not be reduced to less than significant for individual projects. The 

Specific Plan contains BAAQMD-recommended mitigation measures to reduce criteria pollutants. 

Response SC-8 

The commenter requests that a requirement for residential permit parking be included as a performance 

measure of the outcomes for TOD. Refer to Response SC-3 with regard to residential permit parking. 

Response SC-9 

The commenter requests that a requirement to use sketch planning tools be included to allow projects to 

account for the benefit of bicycle and pedestrian mobility that is accommodated by the VMT-reduction 

strategies. Bicycle and pedestrian trips accommodated by the VMT-reduction strategies assumed as part 

of the Specific Plan were already accounted for through the use of the mixed use trip generation 

methodology known as Plan+ (Table 4.10-9 [Specific Plan Trip Generation]). Rural and growing areas 

are most likely to apply sketch-planning software tools or methodologies as opposed to complex travel 

demand models.4 In addition, estimates provided by sketch planning tools are generalized and dependent 

on the data aggregation and other assumptions that were made. The City currently utilizes the C/CAG 

(San Mateo County) Travel Demand Model to calculate VMT. Therefore, a requirement to use sketch 

                                                 
4 http://www.mdt.mt.gov/research/toolkit/m1/tatools/tat/sp.shtml. 

http://www.mdt.mt.gov/research/toolkit/m1/tatools/tat/sp.shtml


10-39 

CHAPTER 10 Comments and Responses 

SECTION 10.3 Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR 

South San Francisco Downtown Station Area Specific Plan EIR 

SCH No. 2013102001 

Final EIR 

December 2014 

City of South San Francisco 

Economic and Community Development Department 

planning tools would not be feasible or appropriate in the context of TOD in a dense urban area. During 

the design review process when individual project plans are submitted, the City considers consistency 

with General Plan policies regarding air quality; in addition, the mitigation monitoring program for the 

proposed Plan will require monitoring of future projects under the Specific Plan to assure compliance 

with then-current air quality regulations and consistency with the City’s CAP. 

Response SC-10 

The commenter requests that mitigation be included to require future developments to insulate habitable 

places from outdoor noise. All development in the City would be required to comply with the Municipal 

Code and the General Plan Noise element with regard to noise requirements. Feasible and cost-effective 

mitigation has been included in the Draft EIR to reduce noise impacts (specifically MM4.6-1 through 

MM4.6-3). Further mitigation is not required to reduce noise impacts to less than significant. If further 

reduction measures are deemed feasible and appropriate for subsequent individual projects, they would 

be considered in the project-level environmental analysis that would be required. The remainder of the 

comment concerning the City’s goals for pedestrian safety, reduced carbon monoxide, and reduced toxic 

air contaminants is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. Also refer 

to Response SC-2. 

Response SC-11 

The commenter states that the City must acknowledge that GHG emissions will continue to rise if car 

commuters are given incentives such as free parking. This is speculative and uncertain, as multiple other 

factors also contribute to increased (or reduced) GHG emissions. The comment does not raise issues 

that require changes to the analysis or conclusions in the Draft EIR. Also, refer to Response SC-2. 

Response SC-12 

It is acknowledged that it is difficult to predict accurately how much and what kind of development will 

take place pursuant to the Specific Plan. The City has made a reasonable determination of the anticipated 

level and type of development that could occur under the Specific Plan based on community input and 

economic analyses. GHG emissions would be monitored pursuant to the CAP, which provides strategies 

and policies to continue to reduce GHG emissions. Also, refer to Response SC-2. 

Response SC-13 

The commenter requests that the City hire a Sustainability Manager responsible for driving the Climate 

Action Plan and calculating emissions reductions. This comment does not raise an issue that requires 

changes to the Draft EIR’s analysis or conclusions. As noted, GHG emissions would be monitored 

pursuant to the Climate Action Plan. Feasible and cost-effective mitigation has been included in the 

Draft EIR to reduce GHG impacts to less than significant, although air quality impacts would remain 

significant despite implementation of mitigation. Refer to Response SC-2. No funding currently exists to 

hire a Sustainability Manager, and this mitigation would be infeasible at this time but could be considered 

at a future date should funding sources become available. However, the comment will be forwarded to 

the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking action on the proposed Plan. 
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Response SC-14 

The commenter requests that mitigation measures MM4.4-6 through MM4.4-9 include requirements for 

green building certification, use of sustainable building materials, and low impact development 

techniques. Mitigation measure MM4.4-6 requires that all new development within the study area shall, at 

a minimum, comply with the CALGreen Tier 1 standards and exceed 2013 Title 24 by a minimum of 

10 percent. Mitigation measure MM4.4-9 requires that the development within the study area shall 

include the use of solar panels such that a minimum of 35,000 square feet of nonresidential land use roof 

space is converted to solar panels, 205 residential units are equipped with solar hot water heaters, and the 

electricity of an additional 75 dwelling units is offset by solar panel arrays associated with the new 

residential development. Therefore, mitigation measures already provide for utilization of green building 

techniques. Further mitigation as suggested by the commenter would not be required to reduce the 

impact related to GHG emissions to less than significant. 

Response SC-15 

The commenter requests that the Draft EIR should include stormwater management practices as 

mitigation for sea level rise/flooding and further states that the amount of impervious surface in the City 

has not been included in the Draft EIR. The impact of the proposed plan on flooding was addressed in 

the Initial Study prepared for the project, and found that impacts related to flooding would be less than 

significant. The City’s Standard Development Conditions address both stormwater conveyance and 

quality. “Minor” lines are required to accommodate a 10-year design storm with initial time of 

concentration of 5 minutes with open channel flow conditions so that they are not surcharged. “Major” 

trunk lines are required to accommodate a 25-year design storm under the same design conditions. Public 

lines are required to be within public streets or within drainage easements a minimum of 10 feet wide for 

a single pipe or 15 feet wide for two pipes. They are required to be a minimum of 12 inches in diameter 

and Class III or better reinforced gasketed concrete pipe, or HDPE (minimum SDR 26) pipe. Per FEMA 

requirements, new development must be constructed with building finished floors at least 1 foot above 

the reference Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) base flood elevation (which is adjusted 

periodically for anticipated sea level rise). As noted in the Specific Plan (Chapter 5), there are not 

currently any regions of concern for flooding impacts within the plan area. The Five-Year Capital 

Improvement Program (CIP) for the City, adopted in June 2013, indicates that the City anticipates 

funding a Storm Drain Master Plan project in coming years. The project will evaluate the entire city 

storm drain system, identify any deficiencies, define a range of possible solutions, and propose financing 

and recommendations for future CIP plans. The suggested mitigation would not be required to reduce 

impacts related to sea level rise. 

Response SC-16 

The commenter requests that the plan include parking minimums and parking-free housing in smart 

parking policies. The Specific Plan contains multiple smart parking strategies to reduce VMT and GHG 

emissions, including parking minimums and maximums, and mitigation measures are identified in the 

Draft EIR to reduce the impacts related to GHG emissions to less than significant. Further mitigation as 

suggested by the commenter would not be required to reduce the impact related to GHG emissions to 

less than significant. Refer to Response SC-2. 
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Response SC-17 

The commenter requests that sustainable landscaping and rooftop gardens should be included in 

mitigation measure MM4.4-7 to address urban heat island impacts. Mitigation measure MM4.4-7 requires 

that, at a minimum, 322,000 square feet of all new nonresidential development and 75 new residential 

units shall address heat island effect issues by using high albedo surfaces and technologies identified in 

the voluntary CALGreen Standards. This is in addition to the requirements of all new development to 

plant trees in accordance with South San Francisco Municipal Code Chapters 13.30 and 20.300 with 

placement used to maximize building shading. The Specific Plan contains strategies to encourage green 

building techniques and landscape and streetscape requirements. The suggested mitigation would not be 

required to reduce impacts related to urban heat island effects to less than significant, which is already 

accomplished by the inclusion of the identified mitigation measures in the Draft EIR. 

Response SC-18 

The commenter suggests that mitigation measure MM4.4-8 should include awareness programs regarding 

air quality impacts from transportation (specifically auto usage) and recommends including educating 

communities about behavioral changes associated with driving and automobile use. The list of potential 

areas of education identified in mitigation measure MM4.4-8 is not all-inclusive. The suggested mitigation 

would not be required to reduce impacts to GHG emissions to less than significant, which is already 

accomplished by the inclusion of the identified mitigation measures in the Draft EIR. Opportunities for 

additional educational awareness that are deemed feasible and appropriate for subsequent individual 

projects would be considered in the project-level environmental analysis that would be required. 

Response SC-19 

The commenter recommends that a five-minute pedestrian shed be included as a land use element. The 

commenter also requests that Transfer of Development Rights be included to promote intensification of 

land uses in the Downtown while providing environmental services such as flood reduction, water and 

drought resilience. Transfer of development rights is included in individual project development 

agreements rather than on a program level. The Specific Plan provides for intensification of land use in 

the study area along with concomitant changes in the Downtown core to balance development. The 

impact on land use was determined in the Draft EIR to be less than significant, and consistent with 

General Plan policies. The suggested mitigation would not be required to reduce impacts on land use to 

less than significant. With regard to the 5-minute pedestrian shed, refer to Response SC-7. 

Response SC-20 

The commenter states that the transportation analysis in the Draft EIR is not consistent with Senate Bill 

(SB) 743, which mandates that the CEQA Guidelines for environmental analysis of transportation 

impacts be revised. Utilization of intersection LOS to determine traffic impacts is the current policy 

adopted by the City of South San Francisco’s General Plan, and City-adopted thresholds were used to 

determine significant impacts. The CEQA Guidelines currently and will continue to give lead agencies 

discretion in choosing which metrics to study and what the thresholds of significance are (Public 

Resources Code [PRC] Section 21099(b)(4)). OPR Guidelines relating to SB 743 are still in draft form 
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and have not yet been adopted, and the timing for adoption is still uncertain. Also refer to 

Response UCA-9. 

Response SC-21 

The commenter states that the Draft EIR failed to disclose how much increased transit use would reduce 

the overall VMT. The EIR accounted for an increase in transit trips and the associated decrease in auto 

trips by using the mixed use trip generation methodology known as Plan+ (Table 4.10-9 [Specific Plan 

Trip Generation]). The EIR was written in compliance with current CEQA guidelines, which do not 

require reporting VMT reductions for increased transit usage. Refer also to Response UCA-9. The Draft 

EIR includes GHG emissions estimates as a result of implementation of the Specific Plan, including 

increased transit usage. Refer to Section 4.4 (Greenhouse Gas Emissions), Table 4.4-4 (Specific Plan 

Emissions), p. 4.4-24. 

Response SC-22 

As noted in the Draft EIR, implementation of mitigation at identified intersections (#6, #9, #12, #14, 

and #15) would potentially increase crossing distance for pedestrians, create greater pedestrian exposure, 

and increase delay to pedestrians. Pedestrian and bicycle impacts would be considered significant if the 

proposed project would alter existing facilities with a negative impact on pedestrians or is inconsistent 

with adopted plans and programs. While implementation of the identified mitigation would increase 

delay for pedestrians, it would not result in a significant safety hazard. The additional crossing time was 

identified as a significant and unavoidable impact in the Draft EIR simply on the basis of pedestrian 

convenience and would require adoption of overriding considerations. 

Response SC-23 

This comment does not raise any issues that require changes to the Draft EIR’s analysis or conclusions. 

The bicycle and pedestrian improvements that are part of the plan would provide benefit in providing 

alternatives modes of transportation to the auto as noted by the commenter. 

Response SC-24 

Intersection LOS is the current policy adopted by the City of South San Francisco’s General Plan, and 

City-adopted thresholds were used to determine significant impacts. CEQA Guidelines currently and will 

continue to give lead agencies discretion in choosing which metrics to study and what the thresholds of 

significance are (PRC Section 21099(b)(4)). OPR Guidelines for SB 743 are still in draft form and have 

not yet been adopted, and the timing for adoption is still uncertain. It is not required by CEQA to 

completely redo the traffic impact analysis utilizing different methodology. As future projects are 

developed pursuant to the Specific Plan, individual project traffic assessments would utilize the 

thresholds of significance in effect at that time. 

Further, the EIR considers the reduction in auto mode share to account for increased 

pedestrian/bicycle/transit mode shares by using the mixed-use trip generation methodology known as 

Plan+ (Table 4.10-9 [Specific Plan Trip Generation]). Potential impacts to pedestrians, bicycles, transit, 

and autos are studied in the EIR (Section 4.10.4 [Impacts and Mitigation Measures]). 
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Response SC-25 

The commenter states that the Draft EIR should include as a potential mitigation measure for auto 

pollution and GHG emissions the environmental health and safety benefits that would result from the 

Specific Plan’s emphasis on pedestrian convenience as a design element first, followed by bicycle, and 

autos last. The Specific Plan includes pedestrian and bicycle improvements that would be expected to 

reduce VMT and GHG emissions, as noted above, which would result in overall health and safety 

benefits to the community, in addition to the fact that the Specific Plan focuses on TOD. These benefits 

would not be considered mitigation, but project features beneficial to the community. 

Response SC-26 

With regard to street trees and landscaping, refer to Response SC-17. 

Response SC-27 

The comment notes that transit improvements such as bus stop design and amenities should be included 

as potential mitigations to attract the maximum number of riders, thus reducing GHG emissions and 

VMT. Transit improvements are included in the Specific Plan, and include bus stops where they have 

been determined appropriate, which would be constructed according to all applicable City design 

standards. Bus stops have been and will continue to be designed to provide the maximum benefit to the 

community. Bus stop design and amenities may improve the overall experience for transit riders but will 

likely not impact overall transit mode share or auto mode share and, therefore, is not an effective 

mitigation measure to be considered at this time. Impact on bus ridership as a result of bus stop location 

and design is not a CEQA issue. However, the comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-

makers. 

Response SC-28 

The commenter states that the Draft EIR should include the provision of free transit passes for every 

tenant for the first 5 years of tenancy to encourage transit use. Transit subsidies are identified as a 

potential measure in the City’s TDM Plan and are also identified in the draft Specific Plan zoning as an 

incentive for a density or floor-area ratio bonus. This mitigation would be burdensome for the City to 

enforce and is, therefore, rejected as infeasible, as the City has not adopted fee resolution by which to 

impose such a development fee. 

Response SC-29 

The comment states that the Draft EIR should include the mode share of bicycle use and its impact on 

circulation and traffic. The Specific Plan implements and builds on the City’s Bicycle Master Plan. Bicycle 

mode share for the Specific Plan area was accounted for and included in auto trip reductions as part of 

the mixed-use trip generation methodology known as Plan+ (Table 4.10-9 [Specific Plan Trip 

Generation]). The improvements identified in the Specific Plan are expected to result in increased bicycle 

use and reduction in VMT. As part of the Downtown Specific Plan review, the City is considering a new 

policy on wayfinding to more effectively manage travel on Grand Avenue and adjacent streets to provide 

visitors with parking information for short-term and long-term parking and connections to transit. 

Wayfinding signage could also provide information for pedestrian and bicycle routes and networks with 
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attention paid to major destinations, and include mileage or estimated times to encourage these modes of 

travel. These improvements would be implemented on a project-by-project basis as well as through 

public facilities projects. Although these improvements are expected to improve the bicycle experience, 

additional improvements are not anticipated to substantially affect bicycle mode share or auto mode 

share and, therefore, are not considered to be an effective mitigation measure at this time. 

Response SC-30 

The comment notes that bicycle parking improvements should be included as potential mitigations. 

Refer to Response SC-29. The Plan includes substantial improvements to bicycle circulation and bicycle 

parking in the study area. As noted on Specific Plan p. 4.14, proposed off-street bicycle parking 

requirements are outlined in the zoning code. Secure long-term bicycle parking facilities are 

recommended for multifamily housing (without private garage/storage units), civic, educational, and 

commercial land uses, with requirements based on number of bedrooms, number of employees or total 

square feet of development. Short-term bicycle parking spaces are recommended for civic, educational 

and commercial land uses, with requirements based on total square feet or expected number of visitors 

(such as theater visitors or number of students). Short-term bicycle parking may be clustered to serve 

multiple businesses as availability of space allows. For example, on-street bicycle corals may provide 

enough parking for several businesses on one block. Since specific bicycle parking locations cannot be 

identified until new development projects are proposed and approved, bicycle parking would be included 

on a project-by-project basis as provided for in the Specific Plan. Although these improvements are 

expected to improve the bicycle experience, additional improvements are not anticipated to substantially 

affect bicycle mode share or auto mode share and, therefore, are not considered to be an effective 

mitigation measure at this time. 

Response SC-31 

The comment notes that bike share should be included as a potential mitigation. As noted on Specific 

Plan p. 4.14, as MTC expands its bicycle share program, the City of South San Francisco should work 

with MTC and local employers (particularly east of US-101) to determine if a local bike share system 

could be viable. A bike share system in South San Francisco would require a substantial planning effort 

to analyze the cost-benefit relationship, the expected ridership demand, potential pod locations, 

maintenance considerations, potential route connectivity, public outreach, and potential coordination 

with Bay Area Bike Share. A bike share system is considered infeasible at this time due to a lack of 

planning and lack of funding. A bike share system exclusively for South San Francisco may be considered 

at a future date if substantial interest and funding exist, but no funding currently exists for such a 

program. 

Response SC-32 

The comment notes that transit improvements such as employee shuttles or car share should be included 

as potential mitigations. The Specific Plan includes several policies in support of transit enhancements, 

shuttles and car share programs, as noted on Specific Plan p. 4.13. Policy P-9 states that the City should 

encourage car sharing programs by working directly with a car share company to bring the program into 
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the Specific Plan area. Preferential on-street parking for car share vehicles, and coordination with major 

employers such as Genentech, may help support this program. 

Concurrent with the Downtown Station Area planning effort, the City of South San Francisco is 

undertaking a number of separate economic development efforts, many of which will assist in the 

implementation of the Specific Plan. In addition to the Downtown Station Area planning effort, planned 

and ongoing economic development efforts in South San Francisco include investigating the feasibility of 

implementing a free shuttle service between the businesses and hotels east of US-101 and Downtown. 

Specific employee shuttle and car-share programs would be considered as new development projects are 

proposed. The suggested mitigation is not necessary to keep GHG emissions below significance 

thresholds and to meet CAP obligations. The suggested project-specific improvements are, therefore, not 

considered to be an effective plan-level mitigation measure at this time. 

Response SC-33 

The commenter states that the Draft EIR should study as a potential mitigation for air pollution and 

GHG emissions how increased housing density close to transit allows workers to get to work and 

shopping without use of a car. The proposed plan is a transit-oriented plan with increased housing 

density adjacent to the Caltrain station. The Specific Plan already provides for the mitigation suggested 

by the commenter and encourages mixed-use development such that residents can access work and 

shopping without driving. The Draft EIR studies the TOD plan. Therefore, it would not be necessary to 

implement the suggested mitigation. 

Response SC-34 

A comprehensive downtown parking study could be beneficial to the City in many ways; however, it is 

outside of the scope of this EIR and not necessary for the CEQA analysis of the Specific Plan. A Parking 

Study could be completed separately to complement this Specific Plan. The City has recently applied for 

a grant from C/CAG to complete a comprehensive study of public parking resources within the plan 

area. If successful in obtaining funding, the City will undertake the study. This comment also 

recommends that the City reduce parking ratios in the Downtown and, therefore, fund additional 

housing, commercial uses, or public benefits. There is no established nexus between reduced parking 

ratios and monies saved for other development. The Specific Plan and related zoning provide for 

reduced parking as well as parking maximums and other transit-supportive strategies. 

Response SC-35 

The Specific Plan includes provisions for unbundled parking and congestion pricing and has been 

accounted for in the Draft EIR analysis. Refer to Response SC-3. No funding currently exists for a study 

to compare the effects of unbundled parking on VMT, air pollution, GHG emissions, and housing 

affordability. Therefore, additional analysis associated with unbundled parking is considered infeasible at 

this time. Also refer to Response SC-2. 
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Response SC-36 

The Specific Plan includes provisions for unbundled parking and congestion pricing, as well as parking 

time limits, restrictions, and fee adjustments, and these elements have been considered in the Draft EIR 

analysis. It should be noted that the City already has a Parking Place Commission that is tasked with this 

type of management. An analysis of the impact of congestion pricing on traffic congestion, VMT, air 

pollution, and GHG emissions could be beneficial to the City; however, it is outside the scope of this 

EIR and not necessary for the CEQA analysis of the Specific Plan. No funding currently exists for a 

study to compare the effects of congestion pricing on traffic congestion, VMT, air pollution, and GHG 

emissions. Therefore, additional analysis associated with congestion pricing is considered infeasible at 

this time. Refer to Response SC-3. 

Response SC-37 

This comment contains closing material and requires no specific response. 
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10.3.6 Comments by County of San Mateo Health System 

(SMCH), Undated 

 Comments by SMCH 
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 Responses to SMCH 

Response SMCH-1 

This comment contains introductory information and no specific response is required. 

Response SMCH-2 

This comment contains introductory information and opinion and no specific response is required. 

Response SMCH-3 

The Draft EIR correctly identifies the impacts on recreation from development under the Specific Plan. 

Refer to Response SMCH-4. 

Response SMCH-4 

It should be noted that inconsistency with one or more policies in the General Plan does not constitute a 

significant impact by itself. It is possible for projects to be generally consistent with the General Plan but 

inconsistent with a specific policy. As the Study Area is essentially built out, the opportunities for 

development of additional parks is limited. The General Plan itself recognizes this limitation: “While new 

parkland should generally conform to size and service area standards outlined in Table 5.1-2, because 

opportunities for new parkland are extremely limited, size and service area adherence is not required.” 

South San Francisco General Plan, Chapter 5, p. 186. 

As noted in the Draft EIR (pp. 4.9-8 to 4.9-9), in general, it is expected that existing facilities serving the 

study area would satisfy most if not all of the park and open space needs generated by the Specific Plan. 

More specifically, Orange Memorial Park and Centennial Way, along with 218 total acres of parks and 

open space, averaging 3.4 acres per 1,000 residents, provides a wide range of regional facilities available 

for the residents of the City. In addition to Orange Memorial Park and Centennial Way, there are a wide 

variety of City, County, educational, and private recreational facilities within the City, as detailed in 

Table 4.9-1 (Existing Park Acreage). As the commenter notes, the City would have to make significant 

additions in community and neighborhood park space to be consistent with General Plan park standards. 

In addition, the proposed plan identifies pedestrian and bikeway improvements which offer 

opportunities for recreation. Further, the Draft EIR (p. 4.9-9) expects future developers will be required 

to provide new parks and open space or pay in-lieu fees to meet the needs generated by new 

development. 

The increased use of neighborhood and regional parks and recreational facilities due to development 

under the proposed plan would not be substantial, as the estimated population increase of 4,248 at 

Specific Plan build-out represents only 6.25 percent of total City population and 0.6 percent of San 

Mateo County population. In addition, according to the employment growth forecast presented in 

Table 4.7-5 (Current and Future Employment: City of South San Francisco and the ABAG Region, 

2005–2025), the number of workers in South San Francisco is projected to grow by 11,300 employees 

between 2005 and 2025, representing an average annual increase of 1.34 percent, or about 565 workers 

per year. In comparison, employment in the ABAG region is projected to grow by 1,009,500 workers 

between 2005 and 2025, with an estimated average annual increase of 1.5 percent or about 50,475 
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workers per year. The General Plan proposes several new parks to meet the needs of new residents and 

employees, as well as linear parks along old railroad spurs and above the underground BART tracks, such 

as Centennial Way Trail, which was completed in May 2009. While some of these proposals recognize 

direction established in the City’s PROS Master Plan, others are located to maximize opportunities 

resulting from change in redevelopment. These direct and indirect population increases would not be 

considered substantial enough to cause substantial deterioration in park and recreational facilities. 

Response SMCH-5 

The identification of the impact on population/housing as set forth in the Draft EIR is correctly less 

than significant. Refer to Response C2 and SMCH-6 regarding anti-displacement. 

Response SMCH-6 

Refer to Response C2. As noted in Draft EIR Section 4.7 (Population/Housing), most of the 

development in the study area is expected to occur on vacant or underutilized parcels in commercial 

areas and at the opportunity sites identified in the Specific Plan, with little or no redevelopment 

occurring on parcels occupied by residential units. However, there remains the possibility, although 

unlikely, that in the process of implementing the Specific Plan, demolition of existing buildings and 

displacement of residents may be necessary as a part of redevelopment under the Specific Plan. The 

Specific Plan also includes an Affordable Housing and Anti-Displacement Strategy intended to ensure 

provision of adequate affordable housing in the study area. The Affordable Housing and Anti-

Displacement Strategy includes Preservation, Funding, and Land Use, Zoning, and Regulatory Strategies 

in addition to a 20 to 25 percent density bonus for affordable and senior housing, which would 

encourage residential development that could accommodate any residents displaced by redevelopment in 

the study area. Furthermore, the City is supportive of efforts to track changes in rental housing stock and 

affordability on a regional or local basis and suggests the following guiding principle: 

Support regional and local efforts to examine displacement of affordable housing and lower-income 
households and consider programs to address identified housing needs. 

Implementation of the Specific Plan would not displace significant numbers of residents or residential 

units necessitating construction of replacement housing elsewhere. Most new development would occur 

on commercial or vacant sites. Additionally, the Specific Plan would accommodate higher density 

residential development so that could support any affordable housing units lost through redevelopment 

in the study area. With the following anti-displacement policies, the City believes the proposed measures 

are adequate to address this concern. Therefore, the proposed Specific Plan would not displace 

substantial numbers of people or existing housing units necessitating the construction of replacement 

housing elsewhere. This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

Response SMCH-7 

Refer to Response SMCH-6. 

Response SMCH-8 

The City appreciates the comment. However, the issue of small business retention is not relevant to an 

analysis of the physical effects on the environment as a result of the Specific Plan. CEQA does not 
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require an analysis of socioeconomic effects of a proposed project, only an analysis of the actual physical 

effects on the environment (refer to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(e)). 

Response SMCH-9 

Refer to Response UCA-4. 

Response SMCH-10 

This comment contains closing information and requires no specific response. 
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CHAPTER 11 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 

Program 

11.1 INTRODUCTION 

The Final Environmental Impact Report for the South San Francisco Downtown Station Area Specific 

Plan Project (State Clearinghouse No. 2013102001 identified mitigation measures to reduce the adverse 

effects of the proposed project in the areas of air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, 

greenhouse gas emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, noise, public services, recreation, and 

transportation/traffic. 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that agencies adopting environmental 

impact reports ascertain that feasible mitigation measures are implemented, subsequent to project 

approval. Specifically, the lead or responsible agency must adopt a reporting or monitoring program for 

mitigation measures incorporated into a project or imposed as conditions of approval. The program must 

be designed to ensure compliance during applicable project timing, e.g. design, construction, or operation 

(Public Resources Code Section 21081.6). 

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) will be used by City of South San Francisco 

staff responsible for ensuring compliance with mitigation measures associated with the proposed Plan. 

Monitoring will consist of review of appropriate documentation, such as plans or reports prepared by the 

party responsible for implementation or by field observation of the mitigation measure during 

implementation. 

11.2 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

MATRIX 

Table 11-1 (Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program Matrix) identifies the mitigation measures by 

resource area. The table also provides the specific mitigation monitoring requirements, including 

implementation documentation, monitoring activity, timing and responsible monitoring party. 

Verification of compliance with each measure is to be indicated by signature of the mitigation monitor, 

together with date of verification. 
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Table 11-1 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program Matrix 

Mitigation Measure Action Required Mitigation Timing Responsible Party 
Monitoring Agency 

or Party 

AIR QUALITY 

MM4.2-1 Construction emissions for all future development under the Specific Plan shall be 
quantified prior to the start of construction. For projects where construction emissions are 
anticipated to exceed the most recent City-adopted thresholds, in addition to the BAAQMD 
Basic Construction Mitigation Measures, construction activities shall implement the BAAQMD 
Additional Construction Mitigation Measures to reduce construction emissions of criteria air 
pollutants to below significance criteria. Mitigation reductions shall be quantified prior to the start 
of construction to demonstrate that adequate measures have been identified to reduce project 
emissions. The Additional Construction Mitigation Measures include the following: 

1. All exposed surfaces shall be watered at a frequency adequate to maintain minimum soil 
moisture of 12 percent. Moisture content can be verified by lab samples or moisture probe. 

2. All excavation, grading, and/or demolition activities shall be suspended when average wind 
speeds exceed 20 mph. 

3. Wind breaks (e.g., trees, fences) shall be installed on the windward side(s) of actively 
disturbed areas of construction. Wind breaks should have at maximum 50 percent air 
porosity. 

4. Vegetative ground cover (e.g., fast-germinating native grass seed) shall be planted in 
disturbed areas as soon as possible and watered appropriately until vegetation is 
established. 

5. The simultaneous occurrence of excavation, grading, and ground-disturbing construction 
activities on the same area at any one time shall be limited. Activities shall be phased to 
reduce the amount of disturbed surfaces at any one time. 

6. All trucks and equipment, including their tires, shall be washed off prior to leaving the site. 

7. Site accesses to a distance of 100 feet from the paved road shall be treated with a 6- to 12-
inch compacted layer of wood chips, mulch, or gravel. 

8. Sandbags or other erosion control measures shall be installed to prevent silt runoff to public 
roadways from sites with a slope greater than 1 percent. 

9. Minimizing the idling time of diesel powered construction equipment to two minutes. 

10. The project shall develop a plan demonstrating that the off-road equipment (more than 
50 horsepower) to be used in the construction project (i.e., owned, leased, and 
subcontractor vehicles) would achieve a project wide fleet-average 20 percent NOX 
reduction and 45 percent PM reduction compared to the most recent California ARB fleet 
average. Acceptable options for reducing emissions include the use of late model engines, 
low-emission diesel products, alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology, after-treatment 

Verification of 
construction plan 

Prior to issuance of 
grading permit 

Developer Department of 
Economic and 
Community 
Development 



11-3 

CHAPTER 11 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

SECTION 11.2 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program Matrix 

South San Francisco Downtown Station Area Specific Plan EIR 

SCH No. 2013102001 

Final EIR 

December 2014 

City of South San Francisco 

Economic and Community Development Department 

Table 11-1 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program Matrix 

Mitigation Measure Action Required Mitigation Timing Responsible Party 
Monitoring Agency 

or Party 

products, add-on devices such as particulate filters, and/or other options as such become 
available. 

11. Use low-ROG coatings beyond the local requirements (i.e., Regulation 8, Rule 3: 
Architectural Coatings). 

12. All construction equipment, diesel trucks, and generators shall be equipped with Best 
Available Control Technology for emission reductions of NOX and PM. 

13. All contractors shall use equipment that meets California ARB’s most recent certification 
standard for off-road heavy-duty diesel engines. 

MM4.2-2 Prior to issuance of a building permit for future development projects under the 
Specific Plan, the applicant shall demonstrate implementation of recommended BAAQMD 
operational mitigation measures as necessary to reduce operational emissions of criteria air 
pollutants to below significance criteria. Operational emissions and mitigation reductions will be 
quantified prior to issuance of the building permit to demonstrate that adequate measures have 
been identified to reduce project emissions. The recommended measures include, but are not 
limited to, any of the following: 

1. Increase on-street parking fees. 

2. Daily parking charge for employees. 

3. Provide a parking “cash-out” incentive for employees who use alternative transportation to 
commute. 

4. Provide subsidized or free transit passes to employees. 

5. Encourage alternative compressed work schedules and telecommuting. 

6. Provide a ridesharing program. 

Verification of 
construction plan 

Prior to issuance of 
grading permit 

Developer Department of 
Economic and 
Community 
Development 

MM4.2-3 Siting Sensitive Receptors near Potential TAC Source. A Health Risk Assessment 
(HRA) shall be prepared by a qualified air quality professional for development of a project that 
would introduce new sensitive receptors in the study area within the siting distance for any use 
listed in ARB Air Quality and Land Use Handbook Table 1-1 (reproduced here as Table 4.2-11 
[Recommendations on Siting New Sensitive Land Uses]). Sensitive receptors include day care 
centers, schools, retirement homes, hospitals, medical patients in residential homes, or other 
facilities that may house individuals with health conditions that would be adversely impacted by 
changes in air quality. Such a project shall not be considered for approval until an HRA has 
been completed and approved by the City. The methodology for the HRA shall follow the Office 
of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment and BAAQMD guidelines for the preparation of 
HRAs. If a potentially significant health risk is identified, the HRA shall identify appropriate 
measures to reduce the potential health risk to below a significant level or the sensitive receptor 
shall be sited in another location. 

Preparation and 
approval of Health 
Risk Assessment 

Prior to issuance of 
grading permit 

Developer Department of 
Economic and 
Community 
Development 
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Table 11-1 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program Matrix 

Mitigation Measure Action Required Mitigation Timing Responsible Party 
Monitoring Agency 

or Party 

 

Table 4.2-11 Recommendations on Siting New Sensitive 

Land Uses 

Source Category Advisory Recommendations 

Freeways and High-
Traffic Roads 

Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 500 feet of a freeway, 
urban roads with 100,000 vehicles/day, or rural roads with 50,000 
vehicles/day. 

Distribution Centers 

Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 1,000 feet of a distribution 
center (that accommodates more than 100 trucks per day, more than 
40 trucks with operating transport refrigeration units (TRUs) per day, 
or where TRU unit operations exceed 300 hours per week) 

Take into account the configuration of existing distribution centers 
and avoid locating residences and other new sensitive land uses 
near entry and exit points. 

Rail Yards 

Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 1,000 feet of a major 
service and maintenance rail yard. 

Within 1 mile of a rail yard, consider possible siting limitations and 
mitigation approaches. 

Ports 
Avoid siting new sensitive land uses immediately downwind of ports 
in the most heavily impacted zones. Consult local air districts or the 
ARB on the status of pending analyses of health risks. 

Refineries 
Avoid siting new sensitive land uses immediately downwind of 
petroleum refineries. Consult local air districts or the ARB on the 
status of pending analyses of health risks. 

Chrome Platers 
Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 1,000 feet of a chrome 
plater. 

Dry Cleaners Using 
Perchloroethylene 

Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 300 feet of any dry 
cleaning operation. For operations with two or more machines 
provide 500 feet. For operations with three or more machines consult 
with the local air district. 

Do not site new sensitive land uses in the same building with 
perchloroethylene dry cleaning operations. 
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Mitigation Measure Action Required Mitigation Timing Responsible Party 
Monitoring Agency 

or Party 

Gasoline 
Dispensing 
Facilities 

Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 300 feet of a large gas 
station (defined as a facility with a throughput of 3.6 million gallons 
per year or greater). A 50-foot separation is recommended for typical 
gas dispensing facilities. 

SOURCE: California Air Resources Board, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A 

Community Health Perspective (April 2005). 

These recommendations are advisory. Land use agencies have to balance other 

considerations, including housing and transportation needs, economic development 

priorities, and other quality of life issues. 

Recommendations are based primarily on data showing that the air pollution exposures 

addressed here (i.e., localized) can be reduced as much as 80% with the 

recommended separation. 

The relative risk for these categories varies greatly. To determine the actual risk near a 

particular facility, a site-specific analysis would be required. Risk from diesel PM will 

decrease over time as cleaner technology phases in. 

These recommendations are designed to fill a gap where information about existing 

facilities may not be readily available and are not designed to substitute for more 

specific information if it exists. The recommended distances take into account other 

factors in addition to the available health risk data. 

Site-specific project design improvements may help reduce air pollution exposures and 

should also be considered when siting new sensitive land uses. 

This table does not imply that mixed residential and commercial development in 

general is incompatible. Rather it focuses on known problems like dry cleaners using 

perchloroethylene that can be addressed with reasonable preventative actions. 
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Table 11-1 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program Matrix 

Mitigation Measure Action Required Mitigation Timing Responsible Party 
Monitoring Agency 

or Party 

MM4.2-4 Siting of New Toxic Air Contaminant Sources Near Sensitive Receptors. Prior to 
approval of any project that includes potential sources of significant TAC emissions that is not 
subject to a BAAQMD permit, that is proposed in a close proximity to a sensitive receptor, a 
Health Risk Assessment (HRA) shall be prepared by a qualified air quality professional. The 
land uses listed in ARB Air Quality and Land Use Handbook Table 1-1 (reproduced above as 
Table 4.2-11 [Recommendations on Siting New Sensitive Land Uses]), shall be considered 
potentially significant sources of TAC emissions. Such a proposed project will be considered in 
close proximity to a sensitive receptor if it would be located within the siting distance outline for 
the use in Table 1-1 of the ARB Air Quality and Land Use Handbook. Sensitive receptors 
include day care centers, schools, retirement homes, hospitals, medical patients in residential 
homes, or other facilities that may house individuals with health conditions that would be 
adversely impacted by changes in air quality. Such a project shall not be considered for 
approval until an HRA has been completed and approved by the City. The methodology for the 
HRA shall follow the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment and BAAQMD 
guidelines for the preparation of HRAs. If a potentially significant health risk is identified, the 
HRA shall identify appropriate measures to reduce the potential health risk to below a 
significant level, or the proposed facility shall be sited in another location. 

Preparation and 
approval of Health 
Risk Assessment 

Prior to issuance of 
first building permit 

Developer Department of 
Economic and 
Community 
Development 

MM4.2-5 Prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy for new industrial land uses identified in 
the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines or ARB Air Quality and Land Use Handbook as a typical source 
of odors, the applicant shall demonstrate implementation of best management practices to 
minimize odors. Best management practices vary by industrial type. In all cases, exhaust vents 
should be located as far from sensitive receptors as possible. Best management practices 
recommended by the BAAQMD in the CEQA Guidelines shall be implemented as applicable, 
and may include the following: 

■ Vapor Recovery Systems 

■ Injection of masking odorants into process streams 

■ Thermal oxidation 

■ Carbon absorption 

■ Scrubbers 

■ Catalytic oxidation 

Verification of 
implementation of best 
management 
practices to control 
odors 

Prior to issuance of 
certificate of 
occupancy 

Developer Department of 
Economic and 
Community 
Development 
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CULTURAL RESOURCES 

MM4.3-1 Prior to development activities that would demolish or otherwise physically affect 
buildings or structures 45 years old or older, the project applicant shall retain a cultural resource 
professional who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards for 
Architectural History to determine if the project would cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. The 
investigation shall include, as determined appropriate by the cultural resource professional and 
the City of South San Francisco, the appropriate archival research, including, if necessary, an 
updated records search of the Northwest Information Center (NWIC) of the California Historical 
Resources Information System and a pedestrian survey of the proposed development area to 
determine if any significant historic-period resources would be adversely affected by the 
proposed development. The results of the investigation shall be documented in a technical 
report or memorandum that identifies and evaluates any historical resources within the 
development area and includes recommendations and methods for eliminating or reducing 
impacts on historical resources. The technical report or memorandum shall be submitted to the 
City of South San Francisco for approval. As determined necessary by the City, environmental 
documentation (e.g., CEQA documentation) prepared for future development within the project 
site shall reference or incorporate the findings and recommendations of the technical report or 
memorandum. The project applicant shall be responsible for implementing methods for 
eliminating or reducing impacts on historical resources identified in the technical report or 
memorandum. 

Historic resource 
evaluation and report 

Plan check Developer Department of 
Economic and 
Community 
Development 
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MM4.3-2 Prior to any earth-disturbing activities (e.g., excavation, trenching, grading) that could 
encounter previously undisturbed soils, the project applicant shall retain a City approved 
archaeologist to determine if the project could result in a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. The 
results of the cultural resources investigation shall be documented in a technical report or 
memorandum that identifies and evaluates any archaeological resources within the 
development area and includes recommendations and methods for avoiding impacts on 
archaeological resources or reducing impacts to a less-than-significant level. The technical 
report or memorandum shall be submitted to the City of South San Francisco for approval. The 
project applicant shall be responsible for implementing methods for avoiding or reducing 
impacts on archaeological resources identified in the technical report or memorandum. Projects 
under the Specific Plan that would not encounter previously undisturbed soils and would 
therefore not be required to retain an archaeologist shall demonstrate non-disturbance to the 
City through the appropriate construction plans or geotechnical studies prior to any earth-
disturbing activities. Projects that would include any earth disturbance (disturbed or undisturbed 
soils) shall comply with mitigation measure MM4.3-3. 

Archaeological 
resource evaluation 
and report 

Prior to issuance of 
first building permit 

Developer Department of 
Economic and 
Community 
Development 

MM4.3-3 If evidence of an archaeological site or other suspected historical resource as defined 
by CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, are discovered during any project-related earth-
disturbing activities (including projects that would not encounter undisturbed soils), all earth-
disturbing activity within 100 feet of the find shall be halted and the City of South San Francisco 
shall be notified. The project applicant shall retain a City-approved archaeologist to assess the 
significance of the find. Impacts to any significant resources shall be mitigated to a less-than-
significant level through methods determined adequate by the archaeologist as approved by the 
City. 

Cessation of 
construction activities 
and archaeological 
investigation 

Ongoing during 
construction 

Developer/contractor Department of 
Economic and 
Community 
Development 

MM4.3-4 Prior to start of construction, all construction personnel involved in ground-disturbing 
activities and the supervision of such activities will undergo worker environmental awareness 
training. The archaeological resources training components will be presented by a City-
approved cultural resources consultant. The training will describe the types of archaeological 
resources that may be found in the proposed study area and how to recognize such resources; 
the protocols to be followed if archaeological resources are found, including communication 
protocols; and the laws relevant to the protection of archaeological resources and the 
associated penalties for breaking these laws. Additionally, prior to construction, City-approved 
archaeological resources consultants will meet with the applicant’s grading and excavation 
contractors to provide comments and suggestions concerning monitoring plans and to discuss 
excavation and grading plans. 

Verification of worker 
environmental 
awareness training 

Prior to 
commencement of 
construction activities 

Developer/contractor Department of 
Economic and 
Community 
Development 
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MM4.3-5 Prior to any earth-disturbing activities (e.g., excavation, trenching, grading) that could 
encounter undisturbed soils, the project applicant shall retain a professional paleontologist to 
determine if the project could directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or 
site or unique geologic feature. The results of the investigation shall be documented in a 
technical report or memorandum that identifies the paleontological sensitivity of the 
development area and includes recommendations and methods for avoiding or reducing 
impacts to a less-than-significant level for paleontological resources or unique geologic 
features. The technical report or memorandum shall be submitted to the City for approval. The 
project applicant shall be responsible for implementing methods for avoiding or reducing 
impacts on paleontological resources or unique geologic features identified in the technical 
report or memorandum. Projects that would not encounter undisturbed soils and would 
therefore not be required to retain a paleontologist shall demonstrate non-disturbance to the 
City through the appropriate construction plans or geotechnical studies prior to any earth-
disturbing activities. Projects that would include any earth disturbance (disturbed or undisturbed 
soils) shall comply with mitigation measure MM4.3-6. 

Paleontological 
investigation and 
report 

Prior to issuance of 
first building permit 

Developer Department of 
Economic and 
Community 
Development 

MM4.3-6 Should paleontological resources (i.e., fossil remains) or unique geologic features be 
identified at a particular site during project construction, construction shall cease within 100 feet 
of the find and the City of South San Francisco shall be notified. The project applicant shall 
retain a City approved paleontologist to assess the significance of the find. Impacts to any 
significant resources shall be mitigated to a less-than-significant level through methods 
determined adequate by the paleontologist, and as approved by the City. 

In considering any suggested mitigation proposed by the consulting paleontologist, the City of 
South San Francisco staff shall determine whether avoidance is necessary and feasible in light 
of factors such as the nature of the find, project design, costs, applicable regulations, policies 
and land use assumptions, and other considerations. If avoidance is unnecessary or infeasible, 
other appropriate measures (e.g., monitoring and/or data recovery) shall be instituted. 

Cessation of 
construction and 
paleontological 
investigation 

Ongoing during 
construction 

Developer/contractor Department of 
Economic and 
Community 
Development 
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GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

MM4.4-1 All construction projects shall incorporate, to the greatest extent feasible, the most 
recent Best Management Practices for Greenhouse Gas Emissions as indicated by the 
BAAQMD.5 Best Management Practices to reduce GHG emissions during construction may 
include, but are not limited to: 

■ Use of alternative-fueled (e.g., biodiesel, electric) construction vehicles/equipment of at 
least 15 percent of the fleet 

■ Using local building materials of at least 10 percent 

■ Recycle at least 50 percent of construction waste or demolition materials 

Verification of GHG 
best management 
practices 

Prior to issuance of 
first building permit 

Developer Department of 
Economic and 
Community 
Development 

MM4.4-2 Support Expansion of Public and Private Transit Programs to Reduce Employee 
Commutes (1.2). Employers within the study area shall subscribe to the South San Francisco 
TDM Ordinance such that a minimum of 25 percent of all employees are included. The South 
San Francisco TDM Ordinance requires that all nonresidential developments producing 100 
average trips per day or more meet a 28 percent non-drive-alone peak hour requirement with 
fees assessed for noncompliance. 

Verification of 
compliance with TDM 
ordinance 

Prior to issuance of 
certificate of 
occupancy 

Developer Department of 
Economic and 
Community 
Development 

MM4.4-3 Reduce Dependence on Autos through Smart Parking Policies (1.3). This measure 
would implement Smart Parking Policies, such as shared parking, to reduce available parking 
by 10 percent. 

Implementation of 
Smart Parking Policies 

Plan check Developer Department of 
Economic and 
Community 
Development 

MM4.4-4 Expand the Use of Alternative-Fuel Vehicles (2.1). Nonresidential and residential land 
uses can encourage the use of alternative-fueled vehicles by providing charging stations. In 
support of this measure, development within the study area shall ensure that a minimum of 60 
electric vehicle chargers are installed within nonresidential land uses and within the residential 
units electric charging capabilities are available for a minimum of 200 vehicles. 

Verification of 
inclusion of charging 
stations 

Plan check Developer Department of 
Economic and 
Community 
Development 

MM4.4-5 Reduce Emissions from Off-Road Vehicles and Equipment (2.2). In support of this 
measure, development within the study area shall ensure that a minimum of 25 percent of all 
lawnmowers and leaf blowers acquired/used within the study area would be electric. This 
requires that there be sufficient electrical outlets outside of all residential and nonresidential 
units to encourage the use of non-gas-fueled lawn maintenance equipment. 

Verification of 
electrical plans 

Plan check Developer Department of 
Economic and 
Community 
Development 

                                                 
5 Above BMPs are subject to change over time. Bay Area Air Quality Management District will post updates to this list at www.baaqmd.gov. 

file://mulder/pl-shared/Downtown/Environmental%20Review/ADEIR-sections%203.11.14/www.baaqmd.gov
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MM4.4-6 Maximize Energy Efficiency in the Built Environment through Standards and the Plan 
Review Process (3.1). All new development within the study area shall, at a minimum, comply 
with the CALGreen Tier 1 standards and exceed 2013 Title 24 by a minimum of 10 percent. 

Verification of 
compliance 

Plan check Developer Department of 
Economic and 
Community 
Development 

MM4.4-7 Address Heat Island Issues and Expand the Urban Forest (3.4). At a minimum, 
322,000 square feet of all new nonresidential development and 75 new residential units shall 
address heat island effect issues by using high albedo surfaces and technologies identified in 
the voluntary CALGreen Standards. This is in addition to the requirements of all new 
development to plant trees in accordance with Zoning Code Chapter 13.30 with placement used 
to maximize building shading. 

Verification of 
compliance 

Plan check Developer Department of 
Economic and 
Community 
Development 

MM4.4-8 Promote Energy Information Sharing and Educate the Community about Energy-
Efficient Behaviors and Construction (3.5). Develop as part of the Specific Plan an educational 
information packet that will be distributed to residential and nonresidential land owners. These 
information packets shall detail potential behavioral changes that can be instituted to save 
energy, such as unplugging appliances, air-drying clothes, and daylighting strategies. 

Verification of 
compliance 

Prior to issuance of 
certificate of 
occupancy 

Developer Department of 
Economic and 
Community 
Development 

MM4.4-9 Energy Reduction (4.1). In addition to complying with MM4.4-6, the development 
within the study area shall include the use of solar panels such that a minimum of 
35,000 square feet of nonresidential land use roof space is converted to solar panels, 205 
residential units are equipped with solar hot water heaters, and the electricity of an additional 75 
dwelling units is offset by solar panel arrays associated with the new residential development. 

Verification of 
compliance 

Plan check Developer Department of 
Economic and 
Community 
Development 

MM4.4-10 Water Reduction (6.1). Nonresidential and residential land uses shall reduce per 
capita water consumption by 40 gallons per day. Measures to be implemented to reduce water 
consumption may include, but are not limited to: 

■ Limiting turf area in commercial and multi-family projects 

■ Restricting hours of irrigation to between 3:00 AM and 2 hours after sunrise (suggestion to 
be included in the energy information saving package) 

■ Installing irrigation controllers with rain sensors 

■ Landscaping with native, water-efficient plants 

■ Installing drip irrigation systems 

■ Reducing impervious surfaces 

■ Installing high-efficiency, water-saving appliances 

Verification of 
compliance 

Plan check Developer Department of 
Economic and 
Community 
Development 
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NOISE 

MM4.6-1 HVAC Mechanical Equipment Shielding. Prior to the approval of building permits for 
non-residential development, the applicant shall submit a design plan for the project 
demonstrating that the noise level from operation of mechanical equipment will not exceed the 
exterior noise level limits for a designated receiving land use category as specified in Noise 
Ordinance Section 8.32.030. Noise control measures may include, but are not limited to, the 
selection of quiet equipment, equipment setbacks, silencers, and/or acoustical louvers. 

Verification of 
compliance 

Plan check Developer Department of 
Economic and 
Community 
Development 

MM4.6-2 Site-Specific Acoustic Analysis—Nonresidential Development. Prior to the approval of 
building permits for new non-residential land uses where exterior noise level exceeds 70 dBA 
CNEL, an acoustical analysis shall be performed to determine appropriate noise reduction 
measures such that exterior noise levels shall be reduced to be below 70 dBA CNEL, unless a 
higher noise compatibility threshold (up to 75 dBA CNEL) has been determined appropriate by 
the City of South San Francisco. The analysis shall detail the measures that will be 
implemented to ensure exterior noise levels are compatible with the proposed use. Measures 
that may be implemented to ensure appropriate noise levels include, but are not limited to, 
setbacks to separate the proposed nonresidential structure from the adjacent roadway, or 
construction of noise barriers on site. 

Completion and 
approval of acoustical 
analysis  

Plan check Developer Department of 
Economic and 
Community 
Development 
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MM4.6-3 Site-Specific Acoustic Analysis—Multifamily Residences. Prior to the approval of 
building permits for the following uses, an acoustical analysis shall be performed to ensure that 
interior noise levels due to exterior noise sources shall be below 45 dBA CNEL: 

■ Multifamily residences where exterior noise levels exceed 65 dBA CNEL or where noise 
contours identified in the General Plan Noise Element project a CNEL between 65 and 
70 dBA 

■ Multifamily residential units that are located within the same building as commercial 
development 

■ Multifamily residential units located near a structure requiring an HVAC system 

■ Building plans shall be available during design review and shall demonstrate the accurate 
calculation of noise attenuation for habitable rooms. For these areas, it may be necessary 
for the windows to be able to remain closed to ensure that interior noise levels meet the 
interior standard of 45 dBA CNEL. Consequently, based on the results of the interior 
acoustical analysis, the design for buildings in these areas may need to include a ventilation 
or air conditioning system to provide a habitable interior environment with the windows 
closed. Additionally, for new multifamily residences on properties where train horns and 
railroad crossing warning signals are audible, the acoustical analysis shall ensure that 
interior noise levels during crossing events do not exceed the Interior Noise Standards in 
Noise Ordinance Section 8.32.040. 

Completion and 
approval of acoustical 
analysis  

Plan check Developer Department of 
Economic and 
Community 
Development 

MM4.6-4 Construction Vibration. For all construction activities within the study area, the 
construction contractor shall implement the following measures during construction: 

a. The construction contractor shall provide, at least three weeks prior to the start of 
construction activities, written notification to all residential units and nonresidential tenants 
within 115 feet of the construction site informing them of the estimated start date and 
duration of vibration-generating construction activities. 

b. Stationary sources, such as temporary generators, shall be located as far from off-site 
receptors as possible. 

c. Trucks shall be prohibited from idling along streets serving the construction site. 

Verification of 
compliance 

Prior to issuance of 
first building permit 

Developer/contractor Department of 
Economic and 
Community 
Development 
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MM4.6-5 Rail Line Groundborne Vibration. Implement the current FTA and Federal Railroad 
Administration (FRA) guidelines, where appropriate, to limit the extent of exposure that sensitive 
uses may have to groundborne vibration from trains. Specifically, Category 1 uses (vibration-
sensitive equipment) within 300 feet from the rail line, Category 2 uses (residences and 
buildings where people normally sleep) within 200 feet, and Category 3 uses (institutional land 
uses) within 155 feet of the rail line shall require a site-specific groundborne vibration analysis 
conducted by a qualified groundborne vibration specialist in accordance with the current FTA 
and FRA guidelines prior to obtaining a building permit. Vibration control measures deemed 
appropriate by the site-specific groundborne vibration analysis to meet 65 VdB, 72 VdB, and 
75 VdB respectively for Category 1, Category 2, and Category 3 uses, shall be implemented by 
the project applicant and approved by the City prior to receiving a building permit. 

Completion and 
approval of 
groundborne vibration 
analysis 

Prior to issuance of 
first building permit 

Developer Department of 
Economic and 
Community 
Development 

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 

MM4.10-1 A signal timing adjustment to redistribute green time to better serve future vehicle 
volumes would reduce delay at the intersection, and improve operations at #1 Miller 
Avenue/Linden Avenue. This would cause the intersection to operate at an acceptable LOS D in 
the PM peak hour. 

Completion of timing 
adjustment 

Prior to issuance of 
certificate of 
occupancy for project 
triggering 
unacceptable delay 

Developer Department of 
Public Works 

MM4.10-2 Convert one westbound through lane to a second westbound left-turn lane, and 
retime and optimize the traffic signal at E. Grand Avenue/Gateway Boulevard. 

Completion of street 
improvements 

Prior to issuance of 
certificate of 
occupancy for project 
triggering 
unacceptable delay 

Developer Department of 
Public Works 

MM4.10-3 Modify the eastbound approach to include one left-turn pocket and one through-right 
shared lane, and retime and optimize the traffic signal at Grand Avenue/Airport Boulevard to 
reallocate green time. 

Completion of street 
improvements 

Prior to issuance of 
certificate of 
occupancy for project 
triggering 
unacceptable delay 

Developer Department of 
Public Works 

MM4.10-4 Add a southbound left-turn pocket by removing existing parking and retime and 
optimize the traffic signal at Baden Avenue/Linden Avenue to reallocate green time to better 
serve future volumes. 

Completion of street 
improvements 

Prior to issuance of 
certificate of 
occupancy for project 
triggering 
unacceptable delay 

Developer Department of 
Public Works 
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MM4.10-5 Modify the westbound approach to add a left-turn pocket, modifying the approach to 
include three left-turn lanes, one through lane, and one right-turn lane, and optimize the traffic 
signal at San Mateo Avenue/Airport Boulevard to reallocate green time to better serve future 
volumes. 

Completion of street 
improvements 

Prior to issuance of 
certificate of 
occupancy for project 
triggering 
unacceptable delay 

Developer Department of 
Public Works 

MM4.10-6 Include an additional westbound through lane, add a second southbound right-turn 
pocket, and retime and optimize the traffic signal at South Airport Boulevard/Gateway 
Boulevard to reallocate green time to better serve future traffic volumes. 

Completion of street 
improvements 

Prior to issuance of 
certificate of 
occupancy for project 
triggering 
unacceptable delay 

Developer Department of 
Public Works 

MM4.10-7 A signal timing adjustment to redistribute green time to better serve future vehicle 
volumes would reduce queuing at the southbound right-turn movement. This would cause the 
intersection to operate at an acceptable LOS D and with acceptable queue lengths during the 
PM peak hour. 

Completion of street 
improvements 

Prior to issuance of 
certificate of 
occupancy for project 
triggering 
unacceptable delay 

Developer Department of 
Public Works 

MM4.10-8 Add a second off-ramp lane from northbound US-101 at Grand Avenue/Poletti Way 
to increase capacity of the off-ramp to serve future demand. 

Completion of street 
improvements 

Prior to issuance of 
certificate of 
occupancy for project 
triggering 
unacceptable delay 

Developer Department of 
Public Works 

MM4.10-9 Repurpose the eastbound and westbound approaches to include one left-turn pocket 
and one through-right shared lane, and retime and optimize the traffic signals at Miller 
Avenue/Linden Avenue. This lane modification would not require any additional right-of-way. 

Completion of street 
improvements 

Prior to issuance of 
certificate of 
occupancy for project 
triggering 
unacceptable delay 

Developer Department of 
Public Works 

MM4.10-10 A signal timing adjustment to optimize cycle length and redistribute green time to 
better serve future vehicle volumes would reduce delay at the intersection, and improve 
operations at this intersection. 

Completion of street 
improvements 

Prior to issuance of 
certificate of 
occupancy for project 
triggering 
unacceptable delay 

Developer Department of 
Public Works 

MM4.10-11 A signal timing adjustment to redistribute green time to better serve future vehicle 
volumes would reduce delay at the intersection, and improve operations at this intersection. 
This would cause the intersection to operate at an acceptable LOS D during the PM peak hour. 
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MM4.10-12 Construct an additional northbound right-turn lane, southbound left-turn lane, 
southbound right-turn pocket, and retime and optimize the traffic signals at E. Grand 
Avenue/Gateway Boulevard. 

    

MM4.10-13 Convert the westbound approach to include one left-turn lane and one through-right 
shared lane. 

Completion of street 
improvements 

Prior to issuance of 
certificate of 
occupancy for project 
triggering 
unacceptable delay 

Developer Department of 
Public Works 

MM4.10-14 Modify the eastbound and westbound approach to each have one left-turn pocket 
and one through-right shared lane, and retime and optimize the traffic signals at Grand 
Avenue/Linden Avenue. 

Completion of street 
improvements 

Prior to issuance of 
certificate of 
occupancy for project 
triggering 
unacceptable delay 

Developer Department of 
Public Works 

MM4.10-15 Modify the eastbound approach to include one left-turn pocket, one through lane, 
and one right-turn pocket, and retime and optimize the traffic signals at Grand Avenue/Airport 
Boulevard. This lane modification and signal timing adjustment would reduce vehicle delay at 
the intersection, and improve operations at #10 Grand Avenue/Airport Boulevard. 

Completion of street 
improvements 

Prior to issuance of 
certificate of 
occupancy for project 
triggering 
unacceptable delay 

Developer Department of 
Public Works 

MM4.10-16 Retime and optimize the traffic signals at Baden Avenue/Linden Avenue. Completion of street 
improvements 

Prior to issuance of 
certificate of 
occupancy for project 
triggering 
unacceptable delay 

Developer Department of 
Public Works 

MM4.10-17 Construct an additional westbound left-turn lane, provide a northbound right-turn 
pocket, and retime and optimize the traffic signals at San Mateo Avenue/Airport Boulevard. 

Completion of street 
improvements 

Prior to issuance of 
certificate of 
occupancy for project 
triggering 
unacceptable delay 

Developer Department of 
Public Works 

MM4.10-18 Construct an additional northbound left-turn lane, and retime and optimize the traffic 
signals at So. Airport Boulevard/Gateway Boulevard. 

Completion of street 
improvements 

Prior to issuance of 
certificate of 
occupancy for project 
triggering 
unacceptable delay 

Developer Department of 
Public Works 
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MM4.10-19 Modify the eastbound approach to include two left-turn lanes, one through-left 
shared lane, and one right-turn lane, and retime and optimize the traffic signal at US-101 
NB/So. Airport Boulevard Off Ramp/So. Airport Boulevard to reallocate green time to better 
serve future volumes. 

Completion of street 
improvements 

Prior to issuance of 
certificate of 
occupancy for project 
triggering 
unacceptable delay 

Developer Department of 
Public Works 
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