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INTRODUCTION 
 
This document is prepared as an informational document for City action on the Planned 
Development of 13 single family homes on 65 acres and development of one single family home 
with a second unit on an adjoining 2-acre parcel.  The document has five sections: 
 
1. Public Comments on Draft EIR.  This section contains facsimiles of the comment 
letters received on the Draft EIR (published and circulated in June 2007) as well as a summary 
statement of the oral comments made during the City of Pacifica Planning Commission public 
hearing on July 2, 2007.  The comment letters have been individually numbered.  A list of the 
commenters is provided at the front of the section. 
 
2. Responses to Comments.  This section provides a written response to each substantive 
comment raising an environmental issue submitted on the Draft EIR.   
 
3. Text Amendments to the Draft EIR.  In response to comments, some changes have 
been made to the EIR text. The changes correct inaccuracies and clarify the analysis in the Draft 
EIR.  Where text in the Draft EIR has been deleted, the text is marked with strike-out.  
Underlined text represents new text that is added to the Draft EIR. 
 
4. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.  The California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) requires that the City of Pacifica adopt a reporting or monitoring program 
for the measures which mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment.  The Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program (“MMRP”) specifies monitoring and reporting requirements 
for all mitigation measures identified in the EIR which mitigate potentially significant impacts.  
 
5. Attachments.  A Mission blue butterfly survey was completed July 2007 and is 
presented in Attachment A.  Photo simulations prepared by the project applicant are presented in 
Attachment B.  Project Alternative concept plans are presented in Attachment C.  Additional 
commitments to project design made by the applicant is presented in Attachment D.  A revised 
development plan for the 2-acre agricultural lot is presented in Attachment E.  Inclusionary 
housing land dedication is shown in Attachment F. 
 
This document, together with the Draft EIR, comprises the Final EIR for the project. 
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1.0  PUBLIC COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR 
 
COMMENT LETTERS  
(Received during public review period from June 20 to August 6, 2007) 
 
Public Agencies 
 
1. California Department of Transportation 
2. City of Pacifica Open Space Committee 
3. City of Pacifica Planning Commission, Commissioner William Leon 
 
Organizations 
 
4. Pacificans for Sustainable Development  
 
Individuals 
 
5. Todd Bray  
6. Bill Moore 
7. Jim Wagner 
8. Timothy Duff 
9. Karen Rosenstein 
10. Graham Brew 
 
ORAL COMMENTS 
(Received at Planning Commission Public Hearing on July 2, 2007) 
 
11. Nancy Hall 
12. Karen Rosenstein 
13. John Curtis 
14. City of Pacifica Planning Commission, Commissioner Leon 
15. City of Pacifica Planning Commission, Commissioner Cicerone 
16. City of Pacifica Planning Commission, Commissioner Nathanson 
17. City of Pacifica Planning Commission, Commissioner Campbell 
18. City of Pacifica Planning Commission, Commissioner Maykel 
19. City of Pacifica Planning Commission, Commissioner Ranken 
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From: Crabtree, Michael  
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2007 11:39 AM 
To: Diaz, Lee 
Subject: July 18 OSC Motion re Harmony @1 
 
  
 
 
 
At its meeting of July 18, 2007, the Open Space Committee adopted the 
following motion: 
 
  
 
"The Open Space Committee commends the applicants regarding the open 
space aspects of the "Harmony @ 1" project, yet the Committee has 
concerns regarding the visual impact of the project on prominent 
ridgelines and recommends that the applicant work on further minimizing 
the visual impacts of the project by methods including, but not limited 
to, possible reduction in house sizes or change in the location of 
houses." 
 
  
 
Passed 5 in favor and 1 abstention. 
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July 30, 2007 
 
Lee Diaz 
City of Pacifica                                                                                                                           
Planning Department 
1800 Francisco Blvd 
Pacifica, Ca 94044 
 

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) – Submission of Questions and Concerns – 
The Harmony @1 Roberts Road Subdivision – State Clearinghouse number was not listed 

 In regards to the impacts from various elements of the proposed project,  I am requesting the 
following information to help me resolve questions and concerns.  
                                                                                                                                                
I.  A. In regards to Grading and Paving, According to the DEIR there will be of 27,918 cubic          
         yards of onsite grading, 4,573 cubic yards will be used for fill which is to remain on    
         site. Identify the following:  

 
1) Identify the location of each area where excavation is proposed on all properties                                    
2)     Identify the location of all areas receiving fill on all properties      

         3)     State the estimated height, length and width in feet at each area proposed to be cut             
4)     State the dimensions in feet of each area receiving cut or imported fill material.  
3)     How many truck trips in/out per day will be required? how many truck days are planned?  
4)     What will the route of travel be for the trucks? 
5)     What hours are the trucks scheduled for trips in and out?  

         
       B. What is the physical dimension in feet of the depth, width and length estimated for   
            each excavation proposed to accommodate the following components of the project:  

 
1) Roads 
2)      Sight Triangle for new street at Roberts Rd (see Figure 9. page 19 appendix G) 
3)      Foundations and excavations for each housing unit 
4) Storm water drains connecting to City storm water systems 
5) Sanitary Sewer system 
6) Underground Utilities 
7)      Retention Ponds 
8)       Retaining walls 
9) Other below grade excavations and/or cuts  

 
C.  What is the estimated amount in cubic yards of excavation(cut) of soil and rock necessary 
to accommodate each of the following proposed components of the project: 
 

1) Roads 
2)      Sight Triangle for new street at Roberts Rd (see Figure 9. page 19 appendix G) 
3)      Foundations and excavations for each housing unit 
4) Storm water drains connecting to City storm water systems 
5) Sanitary Sewer system 
6) Underground Utilities 
7) Retention ponds 
8)      Retaining walls 

         9)      Other below grade excavations and/or cuts 
       10)      Total amount of cubic yards of soil and/or rock from all excavations   
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RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) – Submission of Questions and Concerns – 
The Harmony @1 Roberts Road Subdivision – State Clearinghouse number was not listed 

 
   II.  A. In regards to the Project Characteristics section of the DEIR , there is insufficient                                              

information to evaluate the level of impacts at the building site that involve runoff water flows 
due to the proposed increase of the impervious cover. Therefore, I am requesting the following 
information: 

 
B.  Identify the following areas: 

1) Each area that will be covered with impervious material                                                       
2) The  sq. ft. of each area to be covered with impervious material                                        
3)The total amount of new impervious surface to be added by the project                                
4) Also, show all areas that will be covered with pervious material 

C.   In regards to the water storage capacity and/or the water flow capacity, what are the                                     
dimensions in feet of the depth, width and length estimated for each component required to 
move the captured runoff.  

1)  Retention ponds                                                                                                                            
2) Any other water retention features i.e. cistern, holding tanks  

D.  In regards to the water storage capacity and/or the water flow capacity how many gallons of 
water will be stored in each component and/or how many gallons will flow from or through 
each component per minute/hr. for the following components: 

1) Retention ponds                                                                                                                     
2) Any other water retention features i.e. cistern, holding tanks                                                  

III.       In regards to concerns of the impact of the proposed project on Scenic Vistas and Scenic 
Roadways. Pacific’s HPD ordinances include language that calls for the preservation and 
enhancement of the landscape including vistas.  The property contains prominent ridgelines 
and is a significant hillside landform.  

            1) The project does not include the same requirements for all the lots being considered.       
The 2 lots on Fassler Ave. and the Agricultural parcel need to be included in all the same 
considerations such as, but not limited to, the visual impacts as all the other parcels  

   A.      Although reviews for the initial homes and structures will under go an approval process.                                
There needs to be discussion in the DEIR of a review process for planning the following 
issues that governs all the properties: 

1) Designation of the location of any future accessory buildings and structures on each lot                               
2) Height and size limits for any future accessory buildings and structures                                
3) City review of the visual impacts of any proposed future accessory building and or 
structure                                                                                                         

  B.       In order to better understand and evaluate potential impacts, it would be helpful to see 
simulated photographs of the following views from various vantage points along and across 
highway 1, including Mori Point, the Quarry, Rockaway Beach and Linda Mar Beach:     

      1) Project related elevations and simulation of the current project as proposed                          
2)  Elevations depicting a simulation of the reduced lots alternative                                           
3)  Elevations depicting a simulation of the 2 buildings proposed on the agricultural lot                                    
4)  Night time photos depicting the potential impacts of light coming from all houses. As 
currently proposed and from the reduced lots alternative                                                          
5) Night Photos of the agricultural parcel buildings and the 2 Fassler Ave. buildings                                        
6) include simulated night time street light and new road way vehicle light from all the project 
streets, the agricultural parcel and the 2 lots on Fassler Ave. 

kate werner
#3-2

kate werner
#3-3

kate werner

kate werner



 - 3 -

 
RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) – Submission of Questions and Concerns – 
The Harmony @1 Roberts Road Subdivision – State Clearinghouse number was not listed 
 IV.  A.   Environmental Impact Analysis.  The proposed project includes plans to capture runoff 

and route it through the retention ponds. The ponds may be used, visited by, and/or 
occupied by any endangered, protected or Special-Status Species identified in the DEIR. 
The SF garter snake, red legged frog, dusky footed wood rat, ETC. 

1)There has been no discussion or analysis included in the DEIR of the potential impacts to                    
wildlife from the creation of the retention ponds. What are the potential impacts to 
endangered and other listed species?   

2) Special Status Amphibian and Reptile Species (pg IV.B-19). What mitigation should be 
considered in order to ensure that the retention ponds do not create a sink for the 
endangered or any other species likely to be attracted to the retention ponds? 

 
B.  Specifically, what measures will be taken to address the following potential impacts to 

water quality from the runoff water at the project site that will empty into and be routed 
through to the ponds:  

   1) From parking garages, automobiles, structures, waste bins, etc.                                            
2) From residents and others i.e. landscape gardeners who use fertilizers and/or                              
pesticides                                                                                                                                 
3) Spaying or other pest and/or rodent control efforts affecting water quality.                         
4) Sediments from areas that have been graded    

C. What specific measures will be taken to address the following potential impacts to 
safeguard the snakes and frogs and other creatures from the following: 

1) water quality                                                                                                                                                  
2) harassment from curious or unknowing residents and our visitors                                                               
3) harassment from the domestic pets of residents and visitors                                             
4) habitat alterations and water flow disruption                     

         D.  There is no discussion or recommendation of what types of plants should be placed in the 
water retention pond area. I.E. plants that both protect and provide benefit to the protected 
species that are likely to visit or live on the site. 

V.        Inclusionary Housing. There is no discussion of how the project will satisfy its requirement                           
for below market rate housing. Please explain what the applicants’ actual plan is. 

           1) Will the BMR units be located on site? 
                 
VI.       CC&R’s Appendix D 

1) Section 7.21 No further subdivision. Provides that lot 11 may be subdivided into 2 lots.                            
The applicant stated during the public hearing that this was in error and the language would 
be changed to reflect no further subdivision. State the language proposed to ensure that no 
further subdivision of lots occurs. 
 
2) Section 2.12 Partition of Common Area. The language states that 2/3 of the owners shall 
have the right to vacate or alter the map and order an equitable partition of the project. 
During the Public Hearing the applicant said that this was in error and that the open space 
would be protected. Specify the means and language proposed to ensure that the open 
space remains open.  
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RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) – Submission of Questions and Concerns – 
The Harmony @1 Roberts Road Subdivision – State Clearinghouse number was not listed 
 
 
VII. Traffic flow and circulation. 
 

1) What is the proposed route of travel of the residents traffic from the proposed project onto 
Fassler Avenue and Roberts Road during the AM and PM peak hours? 

 
2) What is the proposed route of travel from Fassler Avenue and Roberts Road into the       

proposed project during the AM and PM peak hours? 
 

3) What is the proposed route of travel for non peak hour travel in and out of the project? 
 

 
 
 
Sincerely, 

 

 

William “Leo” Leon 

Planning Commissioner                                                                                                                    
City of Pacifica 
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From: todd bray [mailto:jazb@sbcglobal.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2007 8:46 AM 
To: Diaz, Lee 
Cc: christopher@ranken.com; cperrett@comcast.net; Crabtree, Michael; 
Farbstein, Kathryn; hcicerone@comcast.net; mellissa hippard; jillscott; leo; 
mayburrito@goofbuster.com; BJ Nathanson; Robert PELLEGRINI; Richard Campbell; 
ron; Karen Rosenstein; sieera club editor; stuart 
Subject: Spelling corrections to Harmony comments 
 
Lee Diaz 
City Planner 
 
 
RE: Comments on Harmony EIR. 
 
Dear Lee, 
 
I'd like to say up front that I would prefer to see this project clustered 
along Roberts Road so the ridgeline between Rockaway and Linda Mar can be 
preserved from the ribbon style development layout described in the Harmony 
EIR. 
 
I would encourage the planners/commissioners and council members who will be 
influencing this project to look very closely at how these 14 to 18 units will 
affect the visual harmony of the hillsides and ridgeline, as they now exists.  
 
As conciliation to the applicant for modifying the subdivision from 14 lots 
that travel up the ridgeline a density bonus could be offered to encourage the 
development be clustered along Roberts Road.  
 
This project has gone from 10 units to 14 to 18 units with little regard for 
its visual impacts. The architects' designs are pleasing but present very loud 
façades to the Linda Mar area of Pacifica. At the first study session the 
buildings were shown to be on the Fassler side of the ridgeline. Now the 
majority of structures are on the Linda Mar side of the ridgeline in an evenly 
spaced cadence reminiscent of Christmas tree lights which the structures will 
undoubtedly resemble during evening, night time and early morning hours.  
 
The facades described in the EIR show a virtual wall of glass thirty to thirty 
four feet high with rap around decks that will stare out at the ocean 
overlooking Linda Mar State Beach. I'm sure the views from the structures will 
be pleasing to the owners, but for the community at large to loose the 
tranquility of an undeveloped ridgeline is quite un-necessary when a 
clustering of the units along Roberts Road with a density bonus would 
facilitate the applicants development ambitions and preserve one of 
Pacifica's signature ridgelines.  
 
 
 
Todd M. Bray 
468 Donaldson 
Pacifica CA 94044 
(650) 355 6788 
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From: WWillymary@aol.com [mailto:WWillymary@aol.com]  
Sent: Friday, August 03, 2007 7:37 AM 
To: Diaz, Lee 
Subject: Harmony Project 
 
  
Please add this comment to the EIR for the Harmony Project proposed by 
Tait Cowen and Stuart Newton: 
 
I feel the project is excellent the way it is proposed. They are zoned 
for 11 lots and all they are asking for is 11 lots. Based on the General 
Plan, the Hillside Preservation Act and the excellent design of the 
project, I strongly recommend the applicants be granted their proposed 
project 
 
  
Thank You  
 
William Moore 
23 Spruce Ct. 
Pacifica, Ca. 94044 
 
  
 
Thank You  
Bill Moore 
 
Interstate Brands 
Cell: 510-774-6840 
Fax: 650-359-5098 
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From: jim wagner [mailto:wags903@msn.com]  
Sent: Friday, August 03, 2007 1:08 PM 
To: Diaz, Lee 
Subject: harmonyat1 
 
  
 
Hi Lee, 
 
I know it's comment phase for this EIR. I would like to put on the record that 
I think this is one of the finest projects to come our way in a long time. The 
homes seem to disappear into the hillside, lots are large, and there is a 
large swath of land being dedicated to open space and habitat. This is a green 
project and employs many of the tools that make less of an impact on our 
environment. Traffic is not an issue. I have lived here for 33 years. Fassler 
was new when I came here and it hasn't changed much in that time. I drive that 
road almost daily and I cannot imagine 13 homes creating any traffic, 
especially with the design of the access. 
 
  
All in all, I support this project and believe it will be a wonderful 
Compliment to our city. 
 
  
 
Thanks 
 
Jim Wagner 
904 Linda Mar Bl 
Pacifica 
738.4900 
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8/6/07 
        VIA EMAIL 650-359-5807 
 
Mr. Lee Diaz 
Senior Planner, Planning Department 
City of Pacifica, CA 
 
Re: Harmony at One Project DEIR 
 
Dear Mr. Diaz: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Harmony at One project (“project”) DEIR. As 
the lead agency under CEQA, the City of Pacifica (“City”) is required to provide the public with 
the opportunity to comment on the project’s identified potential adverse impacts to environment, 
and on the measures proposed to mitigate those impacts to reduce them to a less than significant 
level.   
 
Process 
Given the failure of the City to properly circulate all of the documents prepared for the DEIR as 
required under CEQA, the comment period must be extended so that the all of the additional 
documents not provided to the public for review, including the additional biological surveys 
prepared by the applicant between January and July 2007.  
 
Biology 
Contrary to the findings of the biological assessment contained in the circulated DEIR, additional 
biological surveys not included in the DEIR and prepared by the applicant confirm the presence 
of habitat for listed species under the State and federal Endangered Species Act, including 
Mission blue butterfly host plants and eggs on these plants. In addition to this significant new 
survey information, there are apparently new mitigations proposed by the applicant to reduce 
project impacts to listed species. Unfortunately, the public has no way to comment on this new 
information as it was not provided as part of the circulated DEIR documents. Thus, the public 
has no way to review and comment on this significant new information (i.e. location of listed 
species habitat, proposed mitigations to reduce project impacts to species to a less than 
significant level) as part of the comment period on the DEIR. Please provide the applicant’s 
additional biological assessment data.  
 
In light of the presence or known occurrence of listed species under the State and federal 
Endangered Species Act (ESA) in and/or near the project area, including the Mission blue 
butterfly, San Francisco garter snake and California red-legged frog, the applicant must apply to 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) for an incidental take permit under the federal ESA, 
and if needed have a Habitat Conservation Plan prepared in coordination with the City and other 
agencies. The applicant’s proposal to avoid a take of the listed snake and/or frog species by 
posting an exclusion fence is inadequate to ensure that no take occurs. The proposed 50-foot 
setbacks between the homesites and the documented host plants for the Mission blue butterfly 
are inadequate and should be extended to at least 2,000 feet. In particular, the Lot 11 and 
driveway is too close to listed species habitat and should be eliminated, or relocated to the 
cluster of other sites on the upper ridge. 
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The DEIR incorrectly states that the closest known presence of host plants for the Mission blue 
butterfly are over two miles away at Milagra Ridge; in fact Mission blue butterfly habitat is 
known to occur less than one mile away at Sweeney Ridge (National Park Service/GGNRA staff 
biologists communication, June 2007). The DEIR’s proposed future preparation of a 
management plan to protect the Mission blue butterfly host plant is not adequate to ensure 
protection of listed species. Revised and additional mitigations are required, and must be 
included in a revised DEIR circulated for public review and comment. In addition, there is 
documented presence of the white-tailed kite, a fully protected species under the state ESA.   
Thus, the project must be revised to avoid this species entirely. 
 
Aesthetics 
The project’s viewshed impacts are significant and cannot be mitigated without reducing the 
total number of homesites and relocating a reduced number of sites to less visible locations on 
the site. In particular, the proposed Lot 11 homesite is highly visible from state and federal 
parkland including Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA) park land at Mori 
Point and Sweeney Ridge, and from Linda Mar State Beach. Given it’s isolation on a 
separate ridgeline and highly visible knoll located up to 2,000 feet away from all of the other 
homesites that are clustered on the project site’s upper ridgeline, Lot 11 must eliminated (or 
relocated to the cluster of other sites on the upper ridge). Because Lot 11 is so highly visible, no 
alternate site in the vicinity of Lot 11 exists that could serve to mitigate the site’s high visibility 
and significant viewshed impacts. Additional mitigations are required to minimize viewshed 
impacts including a reduction in the number of total lots proposed, reduction in building heights 
and densities, and more effective design treatments such as sod roofs.   
 
General Plan/Land Use/Zoning 
The proposed homesite locations are inconsistent with the Pacifica Hillside Preservation District 
(HPD) overlay that requires clustering to avoid viewshed and other impacts impacts. Lot 11 and 
its driveway must be eliminated or the site relocated to cluster it with other homes to comply 
with the HPD requirements.  
 
Alternatives 
The “reduced lot” alternative should be revised to include elimination of Lot 11 to reduce 
visibility of project. The “elimination of Lot 11” alternative by itself is not a viable one to reduce 
project impacts which can only be accomplished by eliminating Lot 11 together with one or 
more of lots 3-6 and 8. The “environmentally superior” alternative should be revised to combine 
the “reduced lot” and “elimination of Lot 11” alternatives.  
 
Thank you for your consideration of my comments. 
 
 
Timothy Duff 
407 Roberts Road 
Pacifica, CA 94044 
 
Cc Lucy Triffleman, UWFWS 
  Chris Powell, National Park Service/GGNRA 
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From: Karen Rosenstein [mailto:karen@catsincharge.com]  
Sent: Monday, August 06, 2007 12:27 AM 
To: Farbstein, Kathryn; Stuart Newton 
Cc: Karen Rosenstein; Crabtree, Michael; Chris Ranken; 
thclifford@comcast.net; hcicerone1@gacintl.com; turbocody@yahoo.com; 
Leo; rcampbell.azlaw@comcast.net; ron maykel; 
-melissa.hippard-sierraclu.org; John Maybury; jillscott; Bob Pilgrim; 
NancyHall; dinahv-earthlink.net 
Subject: My Questions and Concerns RE: Harmony  
 
  
 
August 6, 2007 
 
  
Kathryn Farbstein 
City Planner 
City of Pacifica 
1800 Francisco Blvd. 
Pacifica, CA 94044 
 
Dear Kathryn, 
 
Below are my concerns and questions regarding the Draft EIR for the 
proposed project  called Harmony.  Please include my e-mail as part of 
the project file and the questions to be answered file. Please email me 
back if you need a hard copy of my e-mail.   
 
 
Thank you! 
 
  
 
Sincerely, 
 
  
Karen Rosenstein 
200 Troglia Terrace 
Pacifica, CA 94044 
650/738-9715 
 
**** 
 
My Concerns and Questions: 
 
 
Building on a very visible ridge line in Pacifica 
 
The six acres being used for building are the most visible ones of the 
property 
 
The proposed houses might be unique creations but isn't this project a 
subdivision? 
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I believe the houses are still too big even being built into hillside 
 
Too much excavation without a definite grading plan in place 
 
Unstable soil which is requiring more excavation than normal per the Draft EIR 
 
Too much emphasis on fixing the visual impact from the Linda Mar and Pedro 
Point neighborhoods and not enough on the visual impact from the Quarry path, 
West and parts of East Rockaway, Fassler and from Mori Point ridge 
 
The proposed street underlines the housing envelopes making it hard to ignore 
or disguise  
 
Street lights at night in addition to house lighting reinforces the street 
underscoring the houses concern 
 
Will the ponds be accessible to non-residents? 
 
I find it fascinating to see in the Draft EIR the word "vacant" to describe 
this property.  This property has vegetation that provides housing for many 
different animal species, just not the human variety. I would appreciate the 
Draft EIR to be amended to use the word "undeveloped" instead of vacant. 
 
Traffic section does not mention anything about: 
 
the impact of a separate driveway for lot 11 on Roberts Rd and its sight line 
issues  
 
What will be needed for the Fassler right turn only lane?  
Traffic study implies it is okay to add miniscule amounts of more traffic even 
though Highway One/Fassler and Reina Del Mar intersections are already at LOS 
F and thus won't make much of a difference 
 
Why are the agricultural property owners benefiting from the roadwork 
for the 13 houses and yet aren't part of the HOA or the design standards? 
 
I am disappointed to read that the definition of Green Coastal Architecture 
has this contradiction of terms in the same sentence: "carving out suitable 
living space which bends to conform to the natural contours of the ground.    
How is cutting something out conform to the natural shaping of the land form? 
More importantly how does this make this architecture environmentally 
friendly? 
 
The low end elevation for Lot 11 varies from 36 feet above MSL to 40 feet to 
50 feet as you progress through the Draft EIR.  Which is it? 
 
I repeatedly hear from various sources that our police and fire resources are 
maxed out or that we are understaffed.  Yet in this Draft EIR it says that we 
are perfectly fine. Which is it? 
 
Under the section, Impacts, it's stated that by building the project as 
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proposed, it would prevent people from passively recreating on this property. 
I disagree.  By building the paved street area it makes it easier for both 
four wheelers and walkers as well as motocross riders to access this area than 
is currently possible.  Thus I disagree with the statement of that this 
project will have on police usage, I believe it will be more.  I know that I 
will be including this on my list of places to walk in Pacifica once it is 
paved and graded and  I doubt I will be the only one! 
 
Section 9.1.1 Reads Fassler Ave is a four lane arterial thru the project study 
area.  Wouldn't it be more accurate to say that it is adjacent to the project 
study area? 
 
Still in Section 9.1.1  The traffic studies consider the intersection of 
Fassler and Coast Lane which has no residents on it but is used as a 
"shortcut" to One.  Yet there are two streets that are just below this 
intersection, Copeland and Ebken that are the exits for Rockaway residents on 
these streets, in addition to providing access to the church on Ebken and the 
 American Legion hall.  Why were these streets not considered as contributing 
to Fassler Ave traffic especially since there are more than 14 houses on these 
two streets? 
 
While much has been made that this project is adding only minimal increases to 
the traffic situation, I would like to remind people that minimal increases 
eventually add up to significant increases  or we wouldn't have the traffic 
problems we do here in Pacifica. 
 
Under Measure Bio-2, it mentions that one of the tree removal conditions 
states that a tree can be removed if it creates a visual blight when viewed 
from a residence.  Does this mean trees can be removed to improve a homeowners 
view even though it makes the house more visible from afar? Would this apply 
to a future homeowner who went ahead and despite the CC&Rs removed trees or 
other vegetation because they want a better view and don't believe the HOA 
will take them to court? 
 
Assuming the project is approved and built as proposed, how big will the 
replacement trees be that are being planted for the removed heritage trees?  
Who will be responsible for the maintenance of these newly planted trees? 
Where will the water source come from to water these trees for the first three 
years of being planted? If the trees are not taken care of, they will not be 
around to provide the screening that they were intended to provide for the 
project and thus will not be providing the mitigation for visual impact that 
was part of the approval for the project. 
 
The Draft EIR states that the HOA will be responsible for not only the 
maintenance of their immediate yards, private open space but for the entire 
acreage.  Will the HOA be paying for a landscaping crew to come in and do the 
invasive plant removal or are they expecting help from an outside source to 
manage this?  I know from personal experience that this will be very expensive 
to the HOA. I am concerned that this open space management will not be 
performed and I believe it needs to be made a condition of approval. 
 
While I greatly appreciate the time, effort and money, the Harmony development 
team has invested in this project, I cannot give it my support.  Yes, there 
are many environmentally friendly aspects to this project, but to me the most 
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important one, doing no harm to the land is being violated.   
 
I do understand why someone would like to have a house on this land having 
been there on a clear day and seeing the beautiful view from this property.  
But so is the view from the rest of Pacifica of this ridge line and I believe 
that is the more important view for us Pacificans to have in our town.  
 
 
 
 
From: Karen Rosenstein [mailto:karen@catsincharge.com]  
Sent: Monday, August 06, 2007 11:19 AM 
To: Farbstein, Kathryn; Crabtree, Michael 
Cc: Karen Rosenstein 
Subject: Addendum to my Harmony questions and concerns 
 
Hi Kathryn and Michael! 
 
I just wanted to add that I believe the strict design standards of the 13 
houses should apply to the houses being built on the landlocked Agricultural 
parcel as well and that I believe they should be part of the HOA since they 
benefit enormously from the rest of the project. 
 
Thanks! 
 
Karen 
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From: Graham Brew <gecbrew@yahoo.com> 
 
Date: August 17, 2007 8:54:42 AM PDT 
 
To: leo-rollene@earthlink.net, christopher@ranken.com, 
hcicerone@comcast.net, TheMaykelFamily@sbcglobal.net, 
turbocody@hotmail.com, rcampbell.azlaw@comcast.net, cperrett@comcast.net 
 
Subject: Public Comment re: Harmony@1 in southern Pacifica 
 
Reply-To: Graham Brew <gecbrew@yahoo.com> 
 
 
Dear Pacifica Planning Commissioners, 
 
I live at 836 Corona Drive, Pacifica.  And I would like to expression 
comment on the planned Harmony@1 development on the hills above Fassler. 
 
As we all know, Pacifica State Beach and Rockaway Beach are two of the 
jewels of scenic Pacifica.  With the Harmony@1 project as currently 
proposed, the visual impact on the beaches are surrounding open space 
areas in southern Pacifica will be hugely negative.  The applicant 
suggests that the homes will be off this beautiful, undeveloped, 
ridgeline.  But the EIR I have read hardly supports this position.  In 
the plans I have seen, the homes are located almost exactly on the 
prominent ridgeline - no doubt to maximize the views and vistas for the 
potential residents.   
 
The developers have gone to some lengths to propose sustainable 
material, best building practices, and other mitigations - these moves 
are commendable.  But regardless of their color, materials, or exact 
size, these huge homes will basically be an enormous eyesore for all of 
southern Pacifica.  They will loom like a line of 13 large boxes 
surrounding the beaches and adjacent open space - acutely visible from 
hundreds of homes, and to countless thousands of visitors. 
 
In particular, the home planned off Roberts Road will be highly visually 
intrusive to anyone on or near the beach, Montara Mountain, or traveling 
Highway 1 in southern Pacifica.  I am sure these creative developers can 
do a far better job at reducing the overall visual impact of this 
otherwise noteworthy development. 
 
I understand the the initial comments from the planning commission are 
in agreement with many of these sentiments concerning visual impact, and 
I applaud that position. 
 
I wish you all the best in your efforts to make best use of Pacifica's 
precious nature resources. 
 
  
 
Graham Brew 
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