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City of Lafayette 
Initial Study Checklist 
The Homes at Deer Hill Project 
(Terraces of Lafayette Project Alternative) 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 
The proposed Homes at Deer Hill Project (Terraces of Lafayette Project Alternative) is a project under the California Environ-
mental Quality Act (CEQA). This Initial Study was prepared by PlaceWorks for the City of Lafayette (City), Planning & Building 
Department. This Initial Study was prepared pursuant to the CEQA (Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.), CEQA 
Guidelines (Title 14, Section 15000 et seq. of the California Code of Regulations).   

1.  Title:   The Homes at Deer Hill Project  
(Terraces of Lafayette Project Alternative) 

2.  Lead Agency Name and Address: City of Lafayette   
Planning & Building Department  
3675 Mount Diablo Boulevard #210  
Lafayette, CA 94549 

3.  Contact Person and Phone Number:    Greg Wolff  
Senior Planner  
(925) 299-3204 

4.  Location:    3233 and 3312 Deer Hill Road  
Lafayette, CA 94549 

5.  Applicant’s Name and Address:   O’Brien Land Company, LLC   
3569 Mount Diablo Boulevard. Suite E  
Lafayette, CA 94549  

6.  General Plan Land Use Designations:   Administrative/Professional/Multi-Family Residential (3233 Deer 
Hill Road)      
Low-Density Single-Family Residential (3312 Deer Hill Road) 

7.  Zoning: Administrative/Professional Office (APO) (3233 Deer Hill Road) 
Single Family Residential District-20 (R-20) (3312 Deer Hill Road) 

8.  Description of Project:   See page 6 of this Initial Study 

9.  Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:  See page 3 of this Initial Study 

10.  Other Required Approvals:   The City of Lafayette requires discretionary permits and approvals for 
the proposed Project. See page 9 of this Initial Study. 

 



CITY OF LAFA YETIE 
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED 

The environment,,) factors checked below \\"ould be potenti.1lly affected by the proposed Project, involving at least one impact 

that is,, Potentially Signmcant Impact, as indic.lted by the checklist on the following pages . 

• Aesthetics 0 

• Biologic-a I Resources • • Greenhouse Gas Emissions • • Land Use 0 
0 Population & Housing 0 

• T r.msportation / Traffic 0 

DETERMINATION: 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

Agriculture & Forestry Resources 

Cultur.1l Resourc-es 

Hazards & Haz.1rdous Materi.1ls 

Mineral Resources 

Public Sen-ices 

Utilities & Sen-ice Systems 

• Air Quality 

0 Geology & Soils 

0 Hydrology & Water Qu.1lity 

• Noise 

0 Recreation 

• Mandatory Findings of 

Significance 

0 I find that the proposed Project COULD NOT lm·e a significant effect on the environment and a NEGA

TIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

0 I find that, although the proposed Project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not 

be a significant effect in tllis case because revisions in the Project haYe been made by or agreed to by the 

City . A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be p1·epared. 

• I find that the proposed Project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR) will be prepared. 

0 I find that the proposed Project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially significant unless 

mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least o~e effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier 

document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on 

the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets . An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, 

but it must analyze only the effects tl1at remain to be addressed. 

0 I find that although the proposed Project could have a significant effect on the em;ronment, because all po

ten tially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARA

TION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR 

or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions o r nlitigation measures that are imposed upon the pro

posed Project, nothing further is required. 

Signature Date 

Niroop Srivatsa Planning & Building Director 

Printed Name Title 
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OVERVIEW AND BACKGROUND 

This Initial Study checklist was prepared to assess the environmental effects of The Homes at Deer Hill Project (Terraces of Lafa-
yette Project Alternative), herein referred to as the “Revised Project.” This Initial Study consists of a depiction of the existing 
environmental setting and the project description followed by a description of various environmental effects that may result from 
construction and operation of the Revised Project.  

An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was prepared for the Terraces of Lafayette Project and was certified on August 12, 2013 
(SCH #2011072055). The Draft and Final EIRs for the Terraces of Lafayette Project are referenced throughout this Initial Study 
and herein are together referred to as the “Certified EIR.” This Initial Study evaluates the potential environmental impacts of the 
Revised Project and identifies sections of the Certified EIR that address or mitigate potential impacts associated with the Revised 
Project. Where potential impacts cannot be mitigated by the measures contained in the Certified EIR, this Initial Study identifies 
environmental topics for which a detailed analysis will be required in a Supplemental EIR. 

A detailed project description and environmental setting is provided below.   

LOCATION AND SETTING 

A. REGIONAL LOCATION 
As shown on Figure 1, the Revised Project site is located in the City of Lafayette, approximately 18 miles northeast of San Fran-
cisco. Lafayette is situated in central Contra Costa County east of the City of Orinda, north of the Town of Moraga, and west of 
the City of Walnut Creek. The Terraces of Lafayette Project site (herein referred to as the Project site) is located on an approxi-
mately 22.27-acre parcel at 3233 Deer Hill Road in east central Lafayette, south of Deer Hill Road, west of Pleasant Hill Road, 
and north of State Highway 24. Properties located to the north and west of the Project site are owned by the Project applicant 
with the exception of APN 232-150-021. As part of the Revised Project, a dog park would be created on an approximately 3-
acre parcel on the north side of Deer Hill Road across from the Project site. The Project site and dog park site are together re-
ferred to as the Revised Project site in this Initial Study.  

B. LOCAL SETTING 
The Project site is located at the southwest corner of the Deer Hill Road/Pleasant Hill Road intersection and is bound by Pleasant 
Hill Road to the east, Highway 24 to the south and Deer Hill Road to the west and north. The dog park site is bound by Pleasant 
Hill Road to the south and is adjacent to a residential property to the west and open space to the north and east. Land uses desig-
nated on the General Plan Map as Medium Density Single Family Residential (up to 6 du/acre) (MDR) and Community Facili-
ties/Civic Uses, and zoned Single-Family Residential District-10 (R-10) and Two-Family Residential District-1 (D-1), lie to the 
east of the Project site across Pleasant Hill Road. Existing land uses to the east include a gas station and single-family residential, 
as well as Acalanes High School, which is located at the northeast corner of the Deer Hill Road/Pleasant Hill Road intersection. 
Land uses designated on the General Plan Map as MDR and zoned Multiple-family Residential/Professional Office One-story 
District (MRP), General Commercial District (C-1), and Planned Unit District (P-1) are located to the south and southeast of the 
Project site across Highway 24. Uses to the west and north of the Project site include a residential to the west of the dog park site 
and vacant land designated Rural Residential Single-Family (up to 0.1 du/acre) and Low Density Single-Family Residential (up to 
2 du/acre), and zoned Low-Density Residential District (LR-10) and Single-Family Residential District-20 (R-20).   

The Lafayette Ridge Trail Staging Area into Briones Regional Park is located approximately 1,800 feet north of the Deer Hill 
Road/Pleasant Hill Road Intersection. Springhill Elementary School is adjacent to the Staging Area. The surrounding land uses 
are illustrated in Figure 2.   

   



Figure 1
Regional and Vicinity Map

Source: PlaceWorks, 2014.
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Figure 2
Local Setting Map

Source: Google Earth Pro, 2011.
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C. EXISTING SITE CHARACTER 
The Project site is currently developed with approximately 27,000 square feet in paved surfaces and approximately 5,000 square 
feet in various structures, including a vacant single-family residence, two small office buildings, a garage, a cargo storage box, and 
a construction trailer. The primary access point to the vacant residence and existing buildings in the eastern portion of the Project 
site is a paved driveway off Deer Hill Road. A gravel road from Deer Hill Road provides access to the middle portion of the Pro-
ject site, where a former quarry was permitted1 and operated from 1967 to 1970. Contra Costa County issued an earlier permit2 
in 1962 that allowed grading on the site. Materials taken from the Project site were used for the construction of Pleasant Hill 
Road, Deer Hill Road, and BART. A part of the north-east portion of the Project site has served as a seasonal Christmas tree lot 
since 1997. The remainder of the Project site is vacant.   

Approximately 85 percent of the Project site has either been graded or disturbed as a result of previous uses. Vegetation on the 
site is dominated by a cover of non-native and native grasslands, with stands of planted and remnant native oak woodland, scat-
tered ornamental tree plantings around the existing residence and outbuildings, and riparian woodland and scrub along a creek 
that traverses the northern portion of the property. The majority of the site is currently grass-covered and approximately 100 
trees are concentrated near the driveway and drainage in the eastern portion of the site. Most of the coast live oak trees were 
planted in a row along the existing and original driveways onto the site, presumably around the time Deer Hill Road was devel-
oped in the early 1970s. One mature valley oak growing next to the existing vacant residence and several nearby younger valley 
oaks and coast live oaks to the southeast appear to be naturally occurring. Historic aerial photographs show that the mature valley 
oak predates the 1950s. This oak has a trunk diameter of 58 inches, with a canopy radius of 30 to 50 feet, and the tree is estimat-
ed to be over 200 years old by the Project applicant’s arborist.3   

The majority of the Project site is characterized as a steep hillside that slopes downhill in a southward direction. On-site topogra-
phy is generally uneven and consists of four relatively flat-lying areas (terraces) ranging in elevation from 330 to 463 feet above 
mean sea level (msl). As shown on the City’s Lafayette Ridge Area Map, the southern terminus of Lafayette Ridge is located im-
mediately southeast of Deer Hill Road. The original topography of the site has been altered due to grading for Deer Hill Road, 
State Highway 24, and the on-site quarry operations in the late 1960s.  

The dog park site contains a vacant one-story single-family home and multiple accessory structures. The City’s Lafayette Area 
Ridge Map/Hillside Overlay District Map shows a Class I Ridgeline Setback located on a portion of the Project site and dog park 
site. 

D. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The Revised Project would redevelop the 22.27-acre Project site with 44 single-family detached homes and a community park. 
The site plan for the Revised Project site is attached as Figure 3. Each home would be on an approximately 4,500-square-foot lot 
located along new interior roadways on the western portion of the parcel on the south side of Deer Hill Road. Vehicular access to 
the homes would be via a driveway at the western end of the Project site’s Deer Hill Road frontage. A new roundabout would be 
constructed at the Project driveway. Two additional driveways would be provided on Deer Hill Road; one driveway would pro-
vide access to a drop-off area for the proposed park and the other would provide access to the proposed parking lot.  

In the northern portion of the Revised Project site a new all-weather multi-use soccer/lacrosse/rugby field would be developed 
along with restrooms, bicycle racks, a playground, plaza, nature area, and drop-off area and parking lot. The parking lot would 
be accessible by eastbound Deer Hill Road and southbound Pleasant Hill Road. The parking lot would include a designated stu-
dent drop-off area. Bus turnouts would be provided on Deer Hill and Pleasant Hill Roads. A 10-foot-wide multi-use trail would 
traverse the southern portion of the Project site. 

The site plan for the proposed dog park is illustrated in Figure 4. The dog park would be accessed by the new roundabout that 
would be constructed on Deer Hill Road as part of the Revised Project. As shown in Figure 4, there are two design plans for the 
dog park. Phase One of the dog park would be developed by the Project applicant along with the other components of the Re-
vised Project. The future enhancements of the dog park would be developed by other parties at a later date as a function of time,  
   
                                                                 

1 Contra Costa County Land Use Permit 82-67. 
2 Contra Costa County Grading Permit G-1267. 
3 Traverso Tree Service, March 15, 2011.  Tree Inventory and Assessment for the Deer Hill and Pleasant Hill Road Project. 
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JUNE, 2014
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Revised Project Proposed Site Plan

Source: Gates + Associates, June, 2014.
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funding, and community interest. The precise timeframe for the future phase(s) has not yet been determined. The design of the 
future enhancements is conceptual and subject to revision as the precise design plans for the future dog park enhancements are 
developed. Future enhancements of the dog park are evaluated in this Initial Study as proposed in Figure 4. Additional analysis for 
future enhancements may be required as future phases are planned and designed if they differ substantially from Figure 4. Mitiga-
tion measures included in this Initial Study would apply to future enhancements which are consistent with Figure 4.   

Phase One of the dog park development would include a gravel driveway and parking lot. Existing buildings on the site would be 
demolished to allow for the development of the parking lot and driveway. Existing ground materials would be maintained as the 
surface for the dog park. Delineated wetlands on the dog park site would remain on the site and a pedestrian bridge would pro-
vide a crossing from the parking lot to the fenced dog areas, which include a half-acre area for small dogs and 1-acre area for large 
dogs. The dog areas would be accessed by gates in the center of the dog park site and would be surrounded by fences. 

Future enhancements of the dog park would include a paved driveway and parking lot. A bio-retention area would be provided 
on site to treat stormwater runoff from the paved areas. As under Phase One, delineated wetlands on the dog park site would 
remain on the site and a pedestrian bridge would provide a crossing from the parking lot to the fenced dog areas, which include a 
half-acre area for small dogs and 1-acre area for large dogs. Future enhancements could include a sidewalk along the park drive-
way and walkway leading from the parking area to the pedestrian bridge crossing. An area would be provided at the entrance to 
the dog areas that would contain benches, a pet fountain, and dog play equipment.  

E. REQUIRED PERMITS AND APPROVALS 
The City of Lafayette requires the following permits and approvals for the proposed Project:   

1. General Plan Amendment from Administrative/Professional Office (APO) to Low Density Single Family Residential (LD-
SFR). 

2. Zoning amendment for the proposed Planned Unit Development (P-1) Zoning. 

3. Land Use Permit for the proposed dog park in the R-20 Zone.  

4. Hillside Development Permit for development within the Hillside Overlay District, under Chapter 6-20, Hillside Develop-
ment, Lafayette Municipal Code (LMC).  

5. Design Review of the aesthetic elements of the Revised Project (e.g. site layout, open space and topography, orientation and 
location of buildings, vehicular access, circulation and parking, setbacks, height, walls, fences, landscaping, and lighting 
plans), under LMC Title 6, Article 5, Design Review. 

6. Tree Permit for the removal of protected trees, under LMC Section 6-1706. 

7. Grading Permit for proposed grading of the Revised Project site. 
 
Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15381, “Responsible Agencies” include all public agencies other than the Lead Agency which 
have discretionary approval over a project. 

» California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

» City of Lafayette 

» Contra Costa County Building Inspection Department 

» Contra Costa County Fire Protection District 

» San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board 

» US Army Corps of Engineers 

» US Fish and Wildlife Service   



Phase One: To Be Developed by the Project Applicant Future Enhancements: To Be Developed by Others

Figure 4
Proposed Dog Park Site Plan

Source: Gates + Associates, March 6, 2014. 0
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 

 AESTHETICS I.

Would the Project:   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a)  Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?         
b  Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality 

of the site and its surroundings?         
c)  Substantially  damage  scenic  resources,  including,  but  not 

limited  to,  trees,  rock  outcroppings,  and  historic  buildings 
within a State scenic highway? 

       

d)  Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would 
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area? 


(lighting)


(glare)

   

DISCUSSION:  

a) As described on page 4.1-9 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, the City of Lafayette values hills and ridges as part of 
its semi-rural character and sense of identity. The City protects two basic types of scenic views that are relevant to the 
Revised Project: residential entryways, and hills and ridgelines. The Project site is located at the Pleasant Hill Road Resi-
dential Entryway as designated by the General Plan. The City’s Viewing Elevation Map illustrates areas from which views 
of scenic hillsides and ridgelines are considered. The Project site is also visible from a number of protected locations. The 
Certified EIR identifies a significant and unavoidable impact as the Terraces of Lafayette Project would obstruct a Scenic 
View Corridor.  

The Homes at Deer Hill Project would redevelop the Revised Project site, which is located at the Pleasant Hill Road Res-
idential Entryway and visible from several scenic viewpoint locations. This is a potentially significant impact that will be ad-
dressed in the Supplemental EIR. 

b) As described on page 4.1-40 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, the visual character of the Revised Project site vicini-
ty ranges from suburban to semi-rural. As stated on page 4.1-41 of the Draft EIR, the visual character of the Project site is 
currently that of open space, either graded or rolling hillsides, that many members of the community consider to be a vis-
ual resource. While the Terraces of Lafayette Project would redevelop the Project site with 315 multi-family housing 
units in 14 two- and three-story buildings, the Homes at Deer Hill Project would redevelop the Project site with 44 sin-
gle-family homes, each with a lot size of approximately 4,500 square feet (approximately one-tenth acre). Nevertheless, 
as under the Terraces of Lafayette Project, under the Homes of Deer Hill Project the Project site would redevelop a site 
with the appearance of open space to a suburban residential and multi-use public site. This is a potentially significant impact 
that will be addressed in the Supplemental EIR. 

c) As described on page 4.1-41 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, the Project would have a significant impact if it would 
substantially damage scenic resources from State Highway 24, a State-designated Scenic Highway.4 The Project site is visi-
ble from State 24 in the westbound direction, and is partially visible in the eastbound direction. Although the Revised 
Project has been designed to screen proposed homes from lower elevations, the Revised Project would have the potential 
to affect views from State Highway 24. This is a potentially significant impact that will be addressed in the Supplemental 
EIR. 

d) As described on page 4.1-41 of the Draft EIR, the Project site is currently largely undeveloped and construction of the 
Project would add new sources of light and glare to the site and surrounding area. Under the Terraces of Lafayette Pro-
ject, the primary source of new light would be from multi-family residential buildings and exterior lighting in parking and 

                                                                 
4 California Department of Transportation website, http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/scenic_highways/, accessed on March 27, 

2014.   
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landscaped areas. Glass and metal for building windows, roofing, and parked car windshields, as well as potential photo-
voltaic panels to supply solar energy, would be potential sources of glare under the Terraces of Lafayette Project. 
Nighttime lighting modeling conducted for the Terraces of Lafayette Project showed that lighting would be screened by 
proposed landscaping and trees such that impacts would be less than significant. Lighting impacts associated proposed 
homes, parking areas, and landscaping under the Homes at Deer Hill Project will be evaluated in the Supplemental EIR to 
determine if nighttime lighting would be sufficiently screened under the Revised Project. This impact is considered to be 
potentially significant and will be evaluated in the Supplemental EIR. 

The Homes at Deer Hill Project includes park uses that were not analyzed in the EIR for the Terraces of Lafayette Pro-
ject. The proposed dog park, neighborhood park, and field would not be illuminated at night, therefore there would be 
no light and glare impact associated with the park. As a result, the impact from lighting at park uses would be less than sig-
nificant impact, and thus will not be evaluated in the Supplemental EIR. 

The Certified EIR for the Terraces of Lafayette Project finds that potential glare from photovoltaic panels would be a sig-
nificant impact and contains the following mitigation measure:  

Mitigation Measure AES-4: Proposed photovoltaic panels shall be designed to ensure the following: 

» The angle at which panels are installed precludes, or minimizes to the maximum extent practicable, glare ob-
served by viewers on the ground. 

» The reflectivity of materials used shall not be greater than the reflectivity of standard materials used in residential 
and commercial developments. 

» Panels shall be sited to minimize their visibility from Mount Diablo Boulevard, Pleasant Hill Road, and Deer Hill 
Road. 

With the implementation of Mitigation Measure AES-4 from the Terraces of Lafayette Project Certified EIR, glare im-
pacts associated with potential photovoltaic panels would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. Since this 
impact would be less than significant with mitigation, this issue will not be addressed in the Supplemental EIR. 

 

 AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES II.

Would the Project:   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a)  Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of 

Statewide  Importance  (Farmland),  as  shown  on  the maps 
prepared pursuant  to  the Farmland Mapping and Monitor‐
ing  Program  of  the  California  Resources  Agency,  to  non‐
agricultural use? 

       

b)  Conflict with  existing  zoning  for  agricultural  use,  or  a Wil‐
liamson Act contract?         

c)  Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest 
land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), 
timberland  (as  defined  by  Public  Resources  Code  section 
4526), or  timberland  zoned Timberland Production  (as de‐
fined by Government Code Section 51104(g))? 

       

d)  Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land 
to non‐forest use?         

e)  Involve  other  changes  in  the  existing  environment which, 
due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of 
farmland  to non‐agricultural use or of conversion of  forest 
land to non‐forest use? 
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DISCUSSION: 

a) As stated on page 4 of the Initial Study published as Appendix A2 of the Certified EIR, Lafayette does not contain any 
Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance. Therefore, there would be no impact. Since no 
impact would result, this issue will not be addressed in the Supplemental EIR.   

b) As stated on page 4 of the Initial Study published as Appendix A2 of the Certified EIR, Lafayette does not contain any 
agricultural zoning or Williamson Act contracts. Therefore, there would be no impact. Since no impact would result, this 
issue will not be addressed in the Supplemental EIR.   

c) As stated on page 4 of the Initial Study published as Appendix A2 of the Certified EIR, Lafayette does not contain any 
forest land or timberland zoning. Therefore, there would be no impact. Since no impact would result, this issue will not be 
addressed in the Supplemental EIR. 

d) As stated on page 4 of the Initial Study published as Appendix A2 of the Certified EIR, the Project site does not contain 
forest land. The dog park site also does not contain forest land. Therefore, there would be no impact. Since no impact 
would result, this issue will not be addressed in the Supplemental EIR. 

e) As described in Sections II.a) through II.d), above, the Revised Project site does not contain any farmland. Therefore, 
there would be no impact. Since no impact would result, this issue will not be addressed in the Supplemental EIR.  

  

 AIR QUALITY III.

Would the Project:   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a)  Conflict with or obstruct  implementation of  the  applicable 

air quality plan?         
b)  Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to 

an existing or projected air quality violation?         
c)  Result  in  a  cumulatively  considerable  net  increase  of  any 

criteria  pollutant  for  which  the  project  area  is  in  non‐
attainment  under  applicable  federal  or  State  ambient  air 
quality standards (including releasing emissions that exceed 
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

       

d)  Expose  sensitive  receptors  to  substantial pollutant concen‐
trations?         

e)  Create  objectionable  odors  affecting  a  substantial  number 
of people?         

DISCUSSION: 

a)-c)   The Revised Project would involve the construction and subsequent occupancy of 44 housing units, as well as the devel-
opment and operation of a ball field, playground, and dog park. The maintenance and occupancy of residential uses, and 
the use of public park facilities, do not typically directly result in the generation of criteria or other pollutants in such 
manner as to conflict with a regional air quality plan, violate air quality standards, or otherwise create an air quality im-
pact. Nevertheless, vehicle trips associated with the construction of the Project and with the vehicle trips of eventual resi-
dents and visitors could result in the generation of criteria or other pollutants in excess of pertinent federal and/or re-
gional air quality standards. The Revised Project includes fewer residential units and structures than were evaluated in the 
Certified EIR but would create new park uses that were not evaluated in the Certified EIR. Potential air quality impacts 
are considered to be potentially significant and will be evaluated in the Supplemental EIR. 
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d) The Project site is located adjacent to Highway 24. The high volume of vehicular traffic on this major roadway would re-
sult in the creation of substantial pollutant concentrations to which future users of the proposed Project could potentially 
be exposed. Exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations could thus result in a potentially signif-
icant impact. An Operational Health Risk Assessment (HRA) was prepared for the Certified EIR that evaluated potential 
health risks from off-site emission sources within 1,000 feet of the Project site along the Project site boundary and at the 
locations of the proposed residential apartment buildings. The Revised Project includes changes to the proposed type of 
residential uses and on-site building configuration that would require a revised Operational HRA. For example, unlike the 
multi-family buildings evaluated in the Certified EIR, the single-family residential uses of the Revised Project would have 
backyards that would be treated as sensitive outdoor areas for the revised Operational HRA. The addition of the proposed 
park would also result in new outdoor sensitive receptors that would need to be evaluated. Potential impacts are consid-
ered to be potentially significant and will be evaluated in the Supplemental EIR.  

e) As stated on page 4.2-33 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, the proposed project is not a type of project that has the 
potential to generate substantial odors or be subject to odors that would affect a substantial number of people. The pro-
posed park uses proposed by the Revised Project would also not have the potential to generate substantial odors. There-
fore, no impact would occur. Since no impact would result, this issue will not be addressed in the Supplemental EIR. 

 

 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES IV.

Would the Project:   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a)  Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through 

habitat modifications, on any  species  identified as a candi‐
date, sensitive, or special status species  in  local or regional 
plans, policies, or  regulations, or by  the California Depart‐
ment of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

       

b)  Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or 
other  sensitive natural community  identified  in  local or  re‐
gional  plans,  policies,  regulations  or  by  the  California  De‐
partment of  Fish  and Wildlife or US  Fish  and Wildlife  Ser‐
vice? 

       

c)  Have  a  substantial  adverse  effect  on  federally  protected 
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
(including,  but  not  limited  to, marsh,  vernal  pool,  coastal, 
etc.)  through  direct  removal,  filling,  hydrological  interrup‐
tion, or other means? 

       

d)  Interfere  substantially  with  the  movement  of  any  native 
resident or migratory  fish or wildlife species or with estab‐
lished native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or  im‐
pede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 

       

e)  Conflict  with  any  local  policies  or  ordinances  protecting 
biological  resources,  such  as  a  tree  preservation  policy  or 
ordinance? 

       

f)  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conserva‐
tion  Plan, Natural  Community  Conservation  Plan,  or  other 
approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan? 

       

DISCUSSION: 

a) As stated in page 4.3-30 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, the Terraces of Lafayette Project would result in a signifi-
cant impact due to the potential to impact off-site mitigation locations (including the dog park site) to offset on-site im-
pacts to biological resources. The Revised Project would also have the potential to require off-site mitigation, which could 
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result in a similar impact. In addition, as described on pages 4.3-30 to 4.3-31 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, the 
Project site has the potential to contain special-status bird and/or bat species. Construction, demolition, and ground dis-
turbing activities on the Project site would have the potential to affect such species. In addition, as described in response 
to Comment ORG1-184 in the Terraces of Lafayette Project Final EIR, the parcel on which the proposed dog park is 
proposed has been the subject of previous biological resource mitigation investigations. Response to Comment ORG1-
184 states, “Until systematic surveys have been conducted through the flowering period of species suspected to possibly 
occur on the AMD property [i.e., the parcel on which the dog park is proposed], many of which become inconspicuous 
during the late summer and fall months, a determination on whether any occurrences of special-status plant species is not 
possible.” The potential for impacts to plant and animal species on the properties that would be developed under the Re-
vised Project, or potential off-site locations, would be a potentially significant impact that will be evaluated in the Supple-
mental EIR. 

b) As described on pages 4.3-31 to 4.3-32 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, the stands of blue wildrye grassland on the 
Project site are considered a sensitive natural community. As under the Terraces of Lafayette Project, development of the 
Revised Project would result in the removal of grasslands. This is a potentially significant impact that will be evaluated in the 
Supplemental EIR. 

c) As described on page 4.3-18 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, an intermittent creek channel and small tributary 
ephemeral drainage traverse the Project site. Development of the Revised Project would include new creek crossings and 
pedestrian trails that would have the potential to adversely affect the creek channel. This is a potentially significant impact 
that will be evaluated in the Supplemental EIR. 

d) As described on page 4.3-35 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, the Terraces of Lafayette Project would alter the 
existing habitat on the site, eliminating most of the oak woodland and converting grass and ruderal cover to structures, 
roadways, parking areas, and ornamental landscaping. The Revised Project would similarly develop park uses in areas of 
the Project site containing grasslands and oak woodland. This is a potentially significant impact that will be evaluated in the 
Supplemental EIR. 

e) As described on page 4.3-36 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, the Terraces of Lafayette Project conflicted with 
several General Plan policies, as well as the City’s Tree Protection Ordinance. The Revised Project site plan avoids or 
lessens some of the policy conflicts of the Terraces of Lafayette Project. However, the Revised Project would have the po-
tential to conflict with General Plan policies and the Tree Protection Ordinance. This is a potentially significant impact that 
will be evaluated in the Supplemental EIR. 

f) As stated on page 4.3-42 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, no habitat conservation plans have been prepared ad-
dressing the Project site and surrounding lands. Therefore, there would be no impact. Since no impact would result, this 
issue will not be addressed in the Supplemental EIR. 
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 CULTURAL RESOURCES V.

Would the Project:   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a)  Cause a substantial adverse change  in  the significance of a 

historical resource as defined in Section 15064.5?         

b)  Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5?         

c)  Directly  or  indirectly  destroy  a  unique  paleontological  re‐
source or site or unique geologic feature?         

d)  Disturb  any  human  remains,  including  those  interred  out‐
side of formal cemeteries?         

DISCUSSION: 

a) As described on page 4.4-11 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, the buildings on the Project site are not historical 
resources for the purposes of CEQA. Therefore, the alteration, moving, or demolition of on-site buildings under the Re-
vised Project would not cause a significant impact. 

The Revised Project includes a dog park on the north side of Deer Hill Road on a parcel containing existing structures that 
could be considered to be historical resources. This is a potentially significant impact that will be evaluated in the Supple-
mental EIR. 

b) As described on page 4.4-11 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, although no known archaeological sites are present on 
the Project site, the potential for unrecorded sites exists, especially in the northeastern portion of the site near the inter-
mittent creek channel. Therefore, the potential exists that the Revised Project’s construction could disturb unknown re-
sources. In addition, the dog park site on the north side of Deer Hill Road was not evaluated in the Certified EIR and has 
the potential to contain archaeological resources. The Certified EIR for the Terraces of Lafayette Project finds that poten-
tial disturbance to archaeological resources would be a significant impact and contains the following mitigation measure:  

Mitigation Measure CULT-1: In the event that archaeological materials are discovered during Project construction 
activities, the applicant shall inform its contractor(s) of the archaeological sensitivity of the Project site by including 
the following italicized measures in contract documents. The City shall verify that the following language is included 
in the appropriate contract documents: 

If prehistoric or historical archaeological deposits are discovered during Project activities, all work within 25 feet of the discovery 
must stop and the City shall be notified. A qualified archeologist shall inspect the findings within 24 hours of discovery, consult 
with agencies as appropriate, and make recommendations regarding the treatment of the discovery. Project personnel should not 
collect or move any archaeological materials or human remains and associated materials. Archaeological resources can include 
flaked-stone tools (e.g. projectile points, knives, choppers) or obsidian, chert, basalt, or quartzite toolmaking debris; bone tools; 
culturally darkened soil (i.e. midden soil often containing heat-affected rock, ash and charcoal, shellfish remains, faunal bones, 
and cultural materials); and stone-milling equipment (e.g. mortars, pestles, hanstones). Prehistoric archaeological sites often 
contain human remains. Historical materials can include wood, stone, concrete, or adobe footings, walls, and other structural 
remains; debris-filled wells or privies; and deposits of wood, glass, ceramics, metal, and other refuse. Cultural resources shall be 
recorded on California Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) Form 523 (Historic Resource Recordation form). If it is de-
termined that the proposed Project could damage unique archaeological resources, mitigation shall be implemented in accordance 
with Public Resources Code Section 21083.2 and Section 15126.4 of the CEQA Guidelines. Possible mitigation under Public 
Resources Code Section 21083.2 requires that reasonable efforts be made for resources to be preserved in place or left undis-
turbed. If preservation in place is not feasible, the Project applicant shall pay in lieu fees to mitigate significant effects. Excava-
tion as mitigation shall be limited to those parts of resources that would be damaged or destroyed by the Project. Possible mitiga-
tion under CEQA emphasizes preservation in place measures, including planning construction avoid archaeological sites, incor-
porating sites into parks and other open spaces, covering sites with stable soil, and deeding the site into a permanent conservation 
easement. 
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With the implementation of Mitigation Measure CULT-1 from the Terraces of Lafayette Project Certified EIR, archaeo-
logical resource impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. Since this impact would be less than sig-
nificant with mitigation, this issue will not be addressed in the Supplemental EIR. 

c) As described on page 4.4-12 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, while the likelihood of unknown paleontological or 
geologic resources existing in the Project area is expected to be low due to previous disturbance and grading at the site, 
and its earlier use as a quarry, the Pleistocene sediments that underlie the Project site have the potential to contain paleon-
tological resources. Therefore, the potential exists that the Revised Project’s construction could disturb unknown re-
sources. In addition, the dog park site on the north side of Deer Hill Road was not evaluated in the Certified EIR and has 
the potential to contain paleontological resources. The Certified EIR for the Terraces of Lafayette Project finds that po-
tential disturbance to paleontological resources would be a significant impact and contains the following mitigation meas-
ure: 

Mitigation Measure CULT-2: In the event that fossils are discovered during Project activities, the applicant shall in-
form its contractor(s) of the paleontological sensitivity of the Project site by including the following italicized lan-
guage in contract documents. The City shall verify that the following language is included in the appropriate contract 
documents: 

The subsurface at the construction site may be sensitive for paleontological resources. If paleontological resources are encountered 
during project subsurface construction, all ground-disturbing activities within 25 feet must stop and the City shall be notified. A 
qualified paleontologist shall inspect the findings within 24 hours of discovery, consult with agencies as appropriate, and make 
recommendations regarding the treatment of the discovery. Project personnel shall not collect or move any paleontological mate-
rials. Paleontological resources include fossil plants and animals, and such trace fossil evidence of past life as tracks. Ancient ma-
rine sediments may contain invertebrate fossils such as snails, clam and oyster shells, sponges, and protozoa; and vertebrate fossils 
such as fish, whale, and sea lion bones. Vertebrate land mammals may include bones of mammoth, camel, saber tooth cat, horse, 
and bison. Paleontological resources also include plant imprints, petrified wood, and animal tracks. If it is determined that the 
proposed Project could damage unique paleontological resources, mitigation shall be implemented in accordance with Public Re-
sources Code Section 21083.2 and Section 15126.4 of the CEQA Guidelines. Possible mitigation under Public Resources Code 
Section 21083.2 requires that reasonable efforts be made for resources to be preserved in place or left undisturbed. If preservation 
in place is not feasible, the Project applicant shall pay in lieu fees to mitigate significant effects. Excavation as mitigation shall 
be limited to those parts of resources that would be damaged or destroyed by the Project. Possible mitigation under CEQA empha-
sizes preservation in place measures, including planning construction avoid archaeological sites, incorporating sites into parks 
and other open spaces, cover-ing sites with stable soil, and deeding the site into a permanent conservation easement. 

With the implementation of Mitigation Measure CULT-2 from the Terraces of Lafayette Project Certified EIR, paleonto-
logical resource impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. Since this impact would be less than sig-
nificant with mitigation, this issue will not be addressed in the Supplemental EIR. 

d) As described on page 4.4-12 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, while the likelihood of unknown human remains 
existing in the Project area is expected to be low, Native Americans have historically inhabited the Lafayette area, espe-
cially around creeks. Therefore, the potential exists that the Revised Project’s construction could disturb unknown hu-
man remains. In addition, the dog park site on the north side of Deer Hill Road was not evaluated in the Certified EIR and 
has the potential to contain human remains. The Certified EIR for the Terraces of Lafayette Project finds that potential 
disturbance to human remains would be a significant impact and contains the following mitigation measure: 

Mitigation Measure CULT-3: Procedures of conduct following the discovery of human remains have been mandated 
by Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, Public Resources Code Section 5097.98 and the California Code of Reg-
ulations Section 15064.5(e) (CEQA). According to the provisions in CEQA, if human remains are encountered at 
the site, all work in the immediate vicinity of the discovery shall cease and necessary steps to ensure the integrity of 
the immediate area shall be taken. The Contra Costa County Coroner shall be notified immediately. The Coroner 
shall then determine whether the remains are Native American. If the Coroner determines the remains are Native 
American, the Coroner shall notify the NAHC within 24 hours, who will, in turn, notify the person the NAHC iden-
tifies as the most likely descendent (MLD) of any human remains. Further actions shall be determined, in part, by the 
desires of the MLD. The MLD has 48 hours to make recommendations regarding the disposition of the remains fol-
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lowing notification from the NAHC of the discovery. If the MLD does not make recommendations within 48 hours, 
the owner shall, with appropriate dignity, re-intern the remains in an area of the property secure from further dis-
turbance. Alternatively, if the owner does not accept the MLD’s recommendations, the owner or the descendent 
may request mediation by the NAHC. 

With the implementation of Mitigation Measure CULT-3 from the Terraces of Lafayette Project Certified EIR, impacts to 
human remains would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. Since this impact would be less than significant 
with mitigation, this issue will not be addressed in the Supplemental EIR. 

   

 GEOLOGY AND SOILS VI.

Would the Project:   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a)  Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse 

effects, including the risk of loss, injury or death involving: 
  i)  Rupture of a known earthquake  fault, as delineated on 

the most  recent Alquist‐Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning 
Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based 
on other substantial evidence of a known fault? 

  ii)  Strong seismic ground shaking? 
  iii)  Seismic‐related ground failure, including liquefaction? 
  iv)  Landslides, mudslides or other similar hazards? 

       

b)  Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?         

c)  Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that 
would become unstable as a  result of  the project, and po‐
tentially  result  in on‐or off‐site  landslide,  lateral  spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse? 

       

d)  Be  located on expansive soil, as defined  in Table 18‐1‐B of 
the Uniform Building Code, creating substantial  risks  to  life 
or property? 

       

e)  Have  soils  incapable  of  adequately  supporting  the  use  of 
septic  tanks  or  alternative  waste  water  disposal  systems 
where  sewers  are  not  available  for  the  disposal  of 
wastewater? 

       

DISCUSSION: 

a.i) As described on page 4.5-18 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, none of the faults mapped in the City of Lafayette are 
considered to be active or potentially active, defined by the City of Lafayette’s General Plan as having recorded earth 
movement or displacement within the last 10,000 years. In addition, the California Geological Survey does not include 
Lafayette on its list of cities affected by Alquist-Priolo Fault Zones.5 As stated on page 4.5-19 of the Terraces of Lafayette 
Draft EIR, the active faults with the potential for surface rupture are not known to be located directly beneath or project-
ing toward the Project site. Therefore, the potential for surface rupture is considered to be low for the Revised Project 
and the impact is less than significant. Since this impact would be less than significant, this issue will not be addressed in the 
Supplemental EIR. 

a.ii) As described on pages 4.5-19 to 4.5-20 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, an earthquake of moderate to high magni-
tude in the San Francisco Bay Region could cause considerable ground shaking in the Project area. New construction un-

                                                                 
5 California Department of Conservation, http://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/rghm/ap/Pages/affected.aspx, accessed on April 7, 

2014. 
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der the proposed Project would be required to comply with the California Building Code (CBC) at a minimum, taking in-
to consideration the proposed use of the structures. Structures built under the CBC are designed to: 1) resist minor 
earthquakes without damage, 2) resist moderate earthquakes without structural damage but with some nonstructural 
damage, and 3) resist major earthquakes without collapse but with some structural as well as non-structural damage. With 
adherence to the mandatory CBC requirements, impacts associated with ground shaking would be less than significant. 
Since this impact would be less than significant, this issue will not be addressed in the Supplemental EIR. 

a.iii) As described on page 4.5-20 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, although a portion of the Project site is susceptible to 
liquefaction, soils encountered during test pit drilling located stiff to very stiff clay and therefore the potential for lique-
faction is low. The dog park site is not mapped as being susceptible to liquefaction.6 Due to the low potential for liquefac-
tion at the site, the potential for lateral spreading is also considered low. Therefore, strong ground shaking associated with 
a large earthquake on a nearby fault would not trigger soil liquefaction and associated ground failures on the Project site 
and impacts would be less than significant. Since this impact would be less than significant, this issue will not be addressed 
in the Supplemental EIR.  

b) As described on page 4.5-21 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, development of the Project site would involve grad-
ing and excavation that could result in erosion and/or loss of topsoil. The City’s Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) contains Best Management Practices to control erosion and sediment dispersion from new construction. As un-
der the Terraces of Lafayette Project, under the Revised Project the Project applicant would be required to submit an 
SWPPP to the State Water Resources Control Board and a Stormwater Control Plan, hydrology/hydraulic report, grad-
ing plan, and erosion control plan to the City’s Engineering Services Division. With these procedures and controls, im-
pacts would be less than significant. Since this impact would be less than significant, this issue will not be addressed in the 
Supplemental EIR. 

c) As described on pages 4.5-22 to 4.5-23 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, site preparation and grading activities to 
develop the Project site would consist of excavation and recompaction of on-site soils, and foundation settlement could 
occur due to the consolidation and compression of weak soil under the weight of new fill and structural loads of the Ter-
races of Lafayette Project. The Revised Project would involve similar activities and potential soil impacts. Site preparation 
for the proposed dog park on the north side of Deer Hill Road would involve less extensive activities, but would involve 
site work to prepare the park driveway, parking area, and on-site walking path and future sitting area. As described in the 
Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, Project site locations with existing fill have the greatest potential for moderate settle-
ment or ground cracking to occur, and relatively shallow groundwater is present at the Project site at times. The Certified 
EIR for the Terraces of Lafayette Project finds that potential soil instability impacts associated with fill and shallow 
groundwater would be significant and contains the following mitigation measure:  

Mitigation Measure GEO-1: Prior to issuance of the grading permits, development of the final grading plans shall be 
coordinated with a City approved Geotechnical Engineer and Engineering Geologist in order to tailor the plans to 
accommodate known soil and geologic hazards and to improve the overall stability of the site. The final 40-scale 
grading plans for the Project shall be reviewed by the City-approved Geotechnical Engineer. Grading operations 
shall meet the requirements of the Guide Contract Specifications included in Appendix D of the Geotechnical Explo-
ration: The Terraces of Lafayette, prepared by ENGEO Incorporated on August 18, 2011 and revised September 2, 
2011, and shall be observed and tested by the City-approved Geotechnical Engineer 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1 from the Terraces of Lafayette Project Certified EIR, geologic im-
pacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. Since this impact would be less than significant with mitiga-
tion, this issue will not be addressed in the Supplemental EIR. 

d) As described on page 4.5-23 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, the Project site soils and bedrock vary from low to 
high shrink-swell potential, with variations in moisture content, which can result in damage to slab-on-grade, pavements, 
and structures founded in shallow foundations. The Certified EIR for the Terraces of Lafayette Project finds that potential 
impacts associated with expensive soils would be significant and contains Mitigation Measure GEO-1. With the imple-

                                                                 
6 United States Geological Survey, San Francisco Bay Region Geology and Geologic Hazards Susceptibility Map, 

http://geomaps.wr.usgs.gov/sfgeo/liquefaction/susceptibility.html, accessed on April 7, 2014. 
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mentation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1 from the Terraces of Lafayette Project Certified EIR, expansive soils impacts 
would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. Since this impact would be less than significant with mitigation, 
this issue will not be addressed in the Supplemental EIR. 

e) As stated on page 4.5-23 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, the Project site is served by the Contra Costa County 
Sanitary District and its wastewater facilities. No septic tanks are proposed to serve new development and there would be 
no impact. Since no impact would result, this issue will not be addressed in the Supplemental EIR.  

 

 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS VII.

Would the Project:   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a)  Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or  indi‐

rectly,  that may  have  a  significant  impact  on  the  environ‐
ment? 

       

b)  Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or  regulation of an 
agency adopted  for  the purpose of  reducing  the emissions 
of greenhouse gases? 

       

DISCUSSION: 

a)‐b)  The Revised Project would involve the construction and subsequent occupancy of 44 housing units, as well as the devel-
opment and operation of a ball field, playground, and dog park. Construction of the Project, and vehicle trips associated 
with the construction of the Project and with the vehicle trips of eventual residents and visitors would generate green-
house gas (GHG) emissions. The Revised Project includes fewer residential units and structures than were evaluated in 
the Certified EIR but would create new park uses that were not evaluated in the Certified EIR. Potential GHG emissions 
impacts are considered to be potentially significant and will be evaluated in the Supplemental EIR. 

 

 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS VIII.

Would the Project:   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a)  Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 

through the routine transport, use or disposal of hazardous 
materials? 

       

b)  Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through  reasonably  foreseeable  upset  and  accident  condi‐
tions  involving  the  release of hazardous materials  into  the 
environment? 

       

c)  Emit  hazardous  emissions  or  handle  hazardous  or  acutely 
hazardous  materials,  substances  or  waste  within  one‐
quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 

       

d)  Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous 
material sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Sec‐
tion 65962.5 and, as a result, create a significant hazard to 
the public or the environment? 
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Would the Project:   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
e)  For  a  project  located  within  an  airport  land  use  plan  or, 

where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles 
of a public airport or public use airport, would  the project 
result  in  a  safety hazard  for people  residing or working  in 
the project area? 

       

f)  For a project within  the vicinity of a private airstrip, would 
the project  result  in a  safety hazard  for people  residing or 
working in the project area? 

       

g)  Impair  implementation  of  or  physically  interfere  with  an 
adopted  emergency  response  plan  or  emergency  evacua‐
tion plan? 

       

h)  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, inju‐
ry  or  death  involving  wildland  fires,  including  where 
wildlands  are  adjacent  to  urbanized  areas  or  where  resi‐
dences are intermixed with wildlands? 

       

DISCUSSION: 

a) As described on page 4.7-15 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, multiple hazardous material generators and sites are 
located in the Project site vicinity, but none are within the Project site itself. The dog park site was not evaluated in the 
Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR and also does not contain any hazardous generators or sites.7 As under the Terraces of 
Lafayette Project, the Revised Project would not include the routine transport or disposal of hazardous materials. Con-
struction and operation of the Revised Project would involve the routine use and handling of small amounts of hazardous 
materials that would not be of a type or occur in sufficient quantities on site to pose a significant hazard to public health 
and safety or the environment. Therefore, the impact would be less than significant. Since this impact would be less than 
significant, this issue will not be addressed in the Supplemental EIR. 

b) Page 4.7-16 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR finds that potential hazards impacts associated with landscaping would 
be less than significant. Landscaping for the Revised Project would be of a similar nature as under the Terraces of Lafa-
yette Project and would therefore also be less than significant. 

As described on pages 4.7-16 to 4.7-16 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, existing buildings on the Project site could 
contain asbestos-containing materials (ACM) and lead-based paints (LBP). Existing buildings on the dog park site could al-
so contain ACM and LBP. ACM and LBP do not pose a health risk when left undisturbed, but result in hazardous expo-
sure when deteriorated, damaged, or disturbed. The Certified EIR for the Terraces of Lafayette Project finds that poten-
tial hazards impacts associated with these materials would be significant and contains the following mitigation measure:  

Mitigation Measure HAZ-1a: Hire the services of a CalOSHA certified qualified asbestos abatement consultant to 
conduct a pre-construction assessment for asbestos containing materials. Prior to the issuance of the demolition per-
mit, the applicant shall provide a letter to the City Planning & Building Services Division from a qualified asbestos 
abatement consultant that no ACMs are present in the buildings. If ACMs are found to be present, the hazardous ma-
terials shall be properly removed and disposed prior to demolition of buildings on the Project site in compliance with 
applicable federal, State, and local regulations, such as the U.S. EPA’s NESHAP regulation, BAAQMD Regulation 
11, Title 8 of the California Codes of Regulations, the Unified Program, and the City’s General Plan Policies, as de-
scribed in Section A. 

                                                                 
7 California Department of Toxic Substances Control, EnviroStor, http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/Default.asp, accessed 

on April 8, 2014; California State Water Resources Control Board, GeoTracker, http://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/, accessed on April 8, 
2014; and United States Environmental Protection Agency, EnviroMapper for Envirofacts, http://www.epa.gov/emefdata/em4ef.home, 
accessed on April 8, 2014. 
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Mitigation Measure HAZ-1b: Hire the services of a qualified lead paint abatement consultant to conduct a pre-
construction assessment of lead based paints. Prior to the issuance of the demolition permit, the applicant shall provide 
a letter to the City Planning & Building Services Division from a qualified lead paint abatement consultant that no lead 
paint is present in onsite buildings. If lead paint is found to be present on buildings to be demolished or renovated, the 
hazardous materials shall be properly removed and disposed in compliance with applicable federal, State, and local reg-
ulations, including the U.S. EPA’s NESHAP regulation, Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Title 8 of the Cali-
fornia Codes of Regulations, the Unified Program, and the City’s General Plan Policies, as described in Section A. 

With the implementation of Mitigation Measures HAZ-1a and HAZ-1b from the Terraces of Lafayette Project Certified 
EIR, hazardous materials impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. Since this impact would be less 
than significant with mitigation, this issue will not be addressed in the Supplemental EIR. 

c) As stated on page 4.7-17 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, one school, Acalanes High School, is located within ¼-
mile of the Project site. The Certified EIR finds that adherence to applicable regulations would prevent hazardous impacts 
during Project construction, and that operation of the Project would not generate hazardous materials or result in the 
type of handling or materials storage that would result in harmful impacts. The Revised Project would involve similar 
construction activities and uses and therefore would result in similar effects. Therefore, impacts would be less than signifi-
cant. Since this impact would be less than significant, this issue will not be addressed in the Supplemental EIR. 

d) As described on pages 4.7-17 to 4.7-18 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, the Project site itself is not listed as a haz-
ardous materials site pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. The dog park site was not evaluated in the Terraces 
of Lafayette Draft EIR and also does not contain any hazardous generators or sites.8 Therefore, there would be no impact. 
Since no impact would result, this issue will not be addressed in the Supplemental EIR. 

e) As stated on page 4.7-18 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, the Project site is not located within two miles of a public 
airport or airport land use plan. As such, no impact would occur. Since no impact would result, this issue will not be ad-
dressed in the Supplemental EIR. 

f) As stated on page 4.7-18 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, there are no private airstrips within the vicinity of the 
Project site. As such, no impact would occur. Since no impact would result, this issue will not be addressed in the Supple-
mental EIR. 

g) The Contra Costa County Fire Protection District (CCCFPD) will review the Revised Project site plan to ensure that it 
meets requirements for adequate emergency vehicle access. Potential impacts associated with interference with an adopt-
ed emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan are considered to be potentially significant and will be evaluated 
in the Supplemental EIR. 

h) As shown in Figure 4.7-1 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, the entire Project site is located in a “High” risk fire haz-
ard severity zone, as designated by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CALFIRE). As described 
on page 4.7-19 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, the Project applicant would be required to prepare a City-
approved Vegetation Management Plan that includes native, drought tolerant, and fire resistant species, and mandatory 
compliance with the CBC would further reduce risks as a result of wildland fires. Therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant. Since this impact would be less than significant, this issue will not be addressed in the Supplemental EIR. 

 

                                                                 
8 California Department of Toxic Substances Control, EnviroStor, http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/Default.asp, accessed 

on April 8, 2014; California State Water Resources Control Board, GeoTracker, http://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/, accessed on April 8, 
2014; and United States Environmental Protection Agency, EnviroMapper for Envirofacts, http://www.epa.gov/emefdata/em4ef.home, 
accessed on April 8, 2014. 
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 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY IX.

Would the Project:   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a)  Violate any water quality  standards or waste discharge  re‐

quirements?         

b)  Substantially  deplete  groundwater  supplies  or  interfere 
substantially  with  groundwater  recharge  such  that  there 
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a significant low‐
ering of the local groundwater table level? 

       

c)  Substantially alter  the existing drainage pattern of  the  site 
or area,  including through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, in a manner which would result in substan‐
tial erosion or siltation on‐ or off‐site? 

       

d)  Substantially alter  the existing drainage pattern of  the  site 
or area,  including through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount 
of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding 
on‐ or off‐site? 

       

e)  Create or contribute  runoff water which would exceed  the 
capacity  of  existing  or  planned  stormwater  drainage  sys‐
tems? 

       

f)  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?         

g)  Place  housing  within  a  100‐year  flood  hazard  area  as 
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insur‐
ance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map? 

       

h)  Place within a 100‐year  flood hazard area structures which 
would impede or redirect flood flows?         

i)  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, inju‐
ry or death  involving flooding,  including flooding as a result 
of the failure of a levee or dam? 

    

j)  Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?      

DISCUSSION: 

a), f) As described on page 4.8-14 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, the construction of the Terraces of Lafayette Project 
could impact water quality through proposed grading, excavation, and cut and fill activities. Ground disturbance during 
construction could cause erosion of exposed surfaces during rainfall events, causing sedimentation of on- and off-site wa-
tercourses. The Terraces of Lafayette Project would create impervious surfaces (roads, structures, walkways) and change 
the local topography, which would have the potential to alter surface runoff rates and drainage patterns. The Revised Pro-
ject would involve similar site preparation and construction activities, and would therefore result in similar potential im-
pacts. The Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR states on page 4.8-15 that, under the applicable National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit, the Project applicant would be required to submit a Notice of Intent to the 
State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) prior to beginning construction activities. Prior to issuance of grading 
permits a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would be prepared and submitted to the SWRCB, which 
would identify construction Best Management Practices (BMPs) to mitigate Project impacts. The Project applicant would 
be required to submit a Stormwater Control Plan, hydrology/hydraulic report, grading plan, and erosion control plan to 
the City of Lafayette’s Engineering Services Division. These reports would outline approved post-construction BMPs, in-
cluding site-design and source- and treatment-control BMPs to reduce pollutants in post-development runoff. In addition, 
a Stormwater Control Operation and Maintenance (O&M) Plan would be submitted to the City and an Operations and 
Maintenance Agreement would be recorded prior to issuance of a building permit. The Revised Project would be re-
quired to implement these same measures and procedures. Therefore, as under the Terraces of Lafayette Project, the im-
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pact for the Revised Project would be less than significant. Since these impacts would be less than significant, these issues 
will not be addressed in the Supplemental EIR. 

b) The Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR states that the Project site is served by the East Bay Municipal Utilities District (EB-
MUD), which obtains its water supply principally from surface waters, primarily the Mokelumne River watershed. The 
Revised Project site is not located over any significant groundwater basin as identified in by the San Francisco Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). If groundwater dewatering is required as part of the Revised Project and dis-
charged to off-site to a storm drain or receiving water body, a site-specific NPDES dewatering permit would be obtained 
from the RWQCB and a Waste Discharge Authorization would be issued. Therefore, as under the Terraces of Lafayette 
Project, the impact for the Revised Project would be less than significant. Since this impact would be less than significant, 
this issue will not be addressed in the Supplemental EIR. 

c), d)  As under the Terraces of Lafayette Project, the Revised Project would result in an increase in impervious surfaces, which 
could increase peak runoff rates at downstream drainage facilities and create downstream drainage and erosion problems, 
as described on page 4.8-22 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR. The Revised Project site plan includes an on-site 
drainage control and detention system to ensure that off-site runoff rates and volumes do not exceed pre-development 
levels. However, additional hydrologic analyses and detailed system design specifications would be provided to the City 
prior to the issuance of grading plans and would be needed to ensure that impacts would be less than significant. The Cer-
tified EIR for the Terraces of Lafayette Project finds that potential impacts associated with the altered drainage pattern of 
the site would be significant and contains the following mitigation measure:  

Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1a: Prior to the issuance of grading permits, additional hydrologic analyses and detailed 
drainage design drawings for the bioretention basins shall be submitted in a Final Stormwater Control Plan to the 
City for review and approval. The analyses shall include: 

» 10-year peak flows.  

» Comparison of post-development peak flow rates and volumes to pre- development conditions.  

» Final calculations providing size, capacity, location, and infiltration rates for the proposed bioretention basins. 

» On-site storm drain system piping layout and pipe size calculations.  

Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1b: An Operation and Maintenance (O&M) Plan and Schedule shall be prepared as part 
of the Final Stormwater Control Plan and submitted to the City of Lafayette. The property owner (or Homeowners 
Association) shall enter into a standard stormwater O&M agreement with the City, codifying their responsibility for 
O&M performance and reporting. An O&M Manual shall be prepared and submitted to the City prior to the issuance 
of grading permits. The O&M Manual shall specify that the design storage capacity of the basins will be maintained 
and that accumulated residual sediment and other material will be cleaned out. The detention basins shall be inspect-
ed at least once per year prior to the start of the rainy season and debris removal shall occur on an as needed basis. 

With the implementation of Mitigation Measures HYDRO-1a and HYDRO-1b from the Terraces of Lafayette Project 
Certified EIR, the impact would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. Since these impacts would be less than 
significant with mitigation, these issues will not be addressed in the Supplemental EIR. 

e) As under the Terraces of Lafayette Project, the Revised Project would result in an increase in impervious surfaces, which 
could increase peak runoff rates at downstream drainage facilities, as described on page 4.8-23 of the Terraces of Lafa-
yette Draft EIR. The Revised Project site plan includes an on-site drainage control and detention system to minimize 
downstream pollution potential. However, site drainage flows from 10- and 100-year storm events may not be safely 
conveyed through the existing off-site storm drain system. The Certified EIR for the Terraces of Lafayette Project finds 
that potential impacts associated with the capacity of the existing stormwater drainage system would be significant and 
contains the following mitigation measure:  

Mitigation Measure HYDRO-2: As part of the Final Stormwater Control Plan, the Project applicant shall provide to 
the City an analysis that shows the peak discharge from the Project site for the 10-year and 100-year storm and 
demonstrate that this discharge can be safely conveyed through the existing off-site storm drain system. 
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With the implementation of Mitigation Measure HYDRO-2 from the Terraces of Lafayette Project Certified EIR, the 
impact would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. Since this impact would be less than significant with mit-
igation, this issue will not be addressed in the Supplemental EIR. 

g), h)   As stated on page 4.8-24 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, the Project site is not located within the 100-year or 500-
year flood zone. The dog park site is also not located within a flood zone.9 Therefore, housing would not be constructed 
within a 100-year floodplain and no structures would be located within a 100-year floodplain that could impede flood 
flows. As a result, no impact would occur. Since no impact would result, this issue will not be addressed in the Supple-
mental EIR. 

i) As stated on page 4.8-24 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, two reservoirs are located in close proximity to the Pro-
ject site: the Lafayette Reservoir, located approximately 2.2 miles to the southwest; and the Leland Reservoir, located 
approximately 0.5 mile to the southeast. However, the Revised Project site is outside of the dam inundation zones for 
these reservoirs. Because the site is elevated, the risk for flooding is further reduced. Therefore, no impact would occur. 
Since no impact would result, this issue will not be addressed in the Supplemental EIR. 

j) The Revised Project site is located more than 10 miles from San Francisco Bay therefore would not be impacted by tsu-
namis. Similarly, because the Revised Project site is outside of dam inundation zones of Lafayette Reservoir and Leland 
Reservoir and there are no other large bodies of water in the area, there is no risk of inundation due to seiches. However, 
because the Project site is located on a hillside that is susceptible to landslides, there is a potential for mudflows. The Cer-
tified EIR finds that potential impacts would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1. 
Mitigation Measure GEO-1 is also recommended for implementation with the Revised Project, as discussed in Section VI, 
Geology and Soils, above. Therefore, the impact would be less than significant. Since this impact would be less than signifi-
cant, this issue will not be addressed in the Supplemental EIR. 

 LAND USE AND PLANNING X.

Would the Project:   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a)  Physically divide an established community?         

b)  Conflict with any applicable  land use plan, policy, or regula‐
tion of an agency with  jurisdiction over the project  (includ‐
ing, but not  limited  to  the general plan, specific plan,  local 
coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the pur‐
pose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

       

c)  Conflict  with  any  applicable  habitat  conservation  plan  or 
natural community conservation plan?         

d)  Create  or  exacerbate  a  conflict  between  land  uses  on  the 
Project site and in the surrounding area?         

DISCUSSION: 

a) The Certified EIR finds that the Terraces of Lafayette Project would have no impact associated with division of an estab-
lished community because the Project is contained within a single parcel and would not create physical barriers for sur-
rounding development. Similarly, the dog park site is located north of Deer Hill Road and would not create new barriers. 
Therefore, the impact would be less than significant. Since this impact would be less than significant, this issue will not be 
addressed in the Supplemental EIR.    

b) General Plan Land Use Designations. As described on page 4.9-16 of the Draft EIR, the General Plan Land Use 
designation of the Project site is Administrative/Professional/Office/Multi-Family Residential. The dog park site is des-

                                                                 
9 Federal Emergency Management Agency, 2009, National Flood Insurance Program, Flood Insurance Rate Map No. 06013C0288F. 
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ignated as Low-Density Single-Family Residential. The Revised Project would construct 44 homes on the approximately 
22-acre site, which represents an overall density of two dwelling units per acre, which does not exceed the maximum 
density of 35 dwelling units per acre permitted in the Administrative/Professional/Office/Multi-Family Residential land 
use designation. No housing is proposed for the dog park site, for which the maximum allowable density is two dwelling 
units per acre. (Consistent) 

General Plan Goals and Policies. The Certified EIR includes Table 4.9-1, which lists relevant goals and policies from 
the Lafayette General Plan and provides a discussion regarding whether the Terraces of Lafayette Project would be con-
sistent with each goal and policy. Table 1 reproduces Table 4.9-1 of the Certified EIR and compares the Revised Project’s 
consistency with the General Plan to the consistency analysis in the Certified EIR. As shown in Table 1, the Revised Pro-
ject would be consistent with the Lafayette General Plan. Therefore, the Revised Project would avoid Impacts LU-1 and 
LU-2 in the Certified EIR. (Consistent)  

Zoning Regulations. Pages 4.9-21 to 4.9-24 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR discuss the consistency of the Ter-
races of Lafayette Project with the City’s Zoning Regulations. The Project site is within the Administrative/Professional 
Office (APO) zoning district. The dog park site is within the Single Family Residential District-20 (R-20) district. The 
Revised Project proposes a zoning amendment to rezone the Project site as Planned Unit Development (P-1). 

» Permitted Uses. Any uses are permitted in the P-1 zone so long as the uses are in harmony with each other, fulfill 
the function of the planned development, and substantially comply with the General Plan. Proposed residential and 
park uses would be generally compatible and, as described above, the Revised Project is consistent with the General 
Plan. Publicly owned parks are permitted with a Use Permit in the R-20 zone. (Consistent) 

» Building Heights and Setbacks. The final development plan for the Revised Project would stipulate the location, 
height, and number of stories of the Revised Project and would be subject to the approval of the City of Lafayette 
Planning Commission. No buildings or structures are proposed for the dog park site. (Consistent) 

» Landscaping. The final development plan for the Revised Project would contain the location and design of proposed 
landscaping and would be subject to the approval of the City of Lafayette Planning Commission. The R-20 zone does 
not contain any landscaping requirements that would apply to the proposed dog park. (Consistent) 

Hillside Development Requirements. The Certified EIR includes Table 4.9-2, which lists relevant sections of the 
hillside development regulations set forth by the City’s Municipal Code and provides a discussion regarding whether the 
Terraces of Lafayette Project would be consistent with each regulation. Table 2 reproduces Table 4.9-1 of the Certified 
EIR and compares the Revised Project’s consistency with the hillside development regulations to the consistency analysis 
in the Certified EIR. As shown in Table 2, the Revised Project’s consistency with the City’s hillside development regula-
tions will be evaluated in the Supplemental EIR. (To Be Determined) 

Creek Setback Requirements. As described on page 4.9-30 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, development 
should be setback 12 feet from the top of the creek bank on each side pursuant to Creek Setback Requirements. The Sup-
plemental EIR will provide a detailed evaluation of the Revised Project’s potential impacts to the creek corridor. (To Be 
Determined)  

c) As stated on page 4.9-30 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, there are no habitat conservation plans or natural com-
munity conservation plans applicable to the Project Site. Therefore, there would be no impact with regard to conservation 
plan conflicts. Since no impact would result, this issue will not be addressed in the Supplemental EIR. 

d) As described on page 4.9-30 to 4.9-32 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, the Project would create land use conflicts 
if land uses in the vicinity of the Project site would be adversely affected by proposed on-site uses, or if future residents of 
the Project would be affected by off-site land uses in the vicinity. The Revised Project would develop the Project site with 
single-family homes and park uses, and would develop the dog park site with a public parking lot and dog park. These uses 
would be consistent with nearby recreational uses at Briones Regional Park and Acalanes High School. One residential 
property would be directly abutted by the proposed dog park. However, planned future enhancements could include tree 
planting along the western side of the dog park driveway and parking lot, which would help to provide privacy for the ex-
isting home. Therefore, the impact would be less than significant. Since this impact would be less than significant, this issue 
will not be addressed in the Supplemental EIR.  
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TABLE 1 CERTIFIED EIR TABLE 4.9-1: LAFAYETTE GENERAL PLAN POLICY CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS  

Goal/Policy 
Number  Goal/Policy Content 

Certified EIR 
Consistency Finding  Revised Project Consistency Discussion 

Goal LU‐2  Ensure that development respects the 
natural environment of Lafayette. Pre‐
serve the scenic quality of ridgelines, 
hills, creek areas, and trees. 

Not Consistent  Consistent. As discussed in Section IX, Hydrology and Water Quality, construction of 
the Revised Project would result in the creation of impervious surfaces (roads, 
houses) that could alter surface runoff rates and drainage patterns from the site 
and increase surface runoff rates, peak flows, and sediment transport downstream. 
These potential impacts would be mitigated to less‐than‐significant levels through 
the implementation of Mitigation Measures HYDRO‐1a, ‐1b, and ‐2 from the Certi‐
fied EIR.  
The Revised Project reduces the tree removal impacts of the Terraces of Lafayette 
Project, and would preserve the 200‐year old valley oak located on the Project site. 
In addition, whereas the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR proposes two‐and‐three 
story multi‐family apartment buildings, the Revised Project proposes two‐story 
single homes, which would be less visible from off‐site viewpoints. Biological re‐
source and aesthetic impacts of the Revised Project will be evaluated in detail in the 
Supplemental EIR.  

Policy LU‐2.1  Density of Hillside Development: Land 
use densities should not adversely affect 
the significant natural features of hill 
areas. 

Not Consistent  Consistent. The Revised Project would redevelop the Project site with single‐family 
homes at an overall density of 2 dwelling units per acre, which is a less intensive 
style of development than is called for in the City’s General Plan, which allows office 
and multi‐family development at a maximum development of 35 dwelling units per 
acre and 35 feet in height. The Revised Project would maintain the northeastern 
corner of the Project site as park, parking, and opens pace uses that would not be 
highly visible from off‐site locations. Therefore, although the Revised Project would 
redevelop the Project site such that the hillside would no longer appear undevel‐
oped, the proposed residential density would not adversely affect the natural ap‐
pearance of the Project site. 

Policy LU‐2.2  Cluster Development: Preserve im‐
portant visual and functional open 
space by requiring development to be 
clustered on the most buildable por‐
tions of lots, minimizing grading for 
building sites and roads. 

Not Consistent  Consistent. The Lafayette Municipal Code defines clustering as the grouping of resi‐
dential buildings on a parcel so as to create substantial contiguous open space that 
is separate from development on the parcel (Section 6‐2003). The Revised Project 
would develop the southern portion of the Project site with 44 homes. The north‐
ern portion of the Project site would be maintained as open space, with a ball field, 
playground, parking, and undeveloped spaces. 

Policy LU‐2.3  Preservation of Views: Structures in the 
hillside overlay area shall be sited and 
designed to be substantially concealed 
when viewed from below from publicly 
owned property. The hillsides and ridge‐
lines should appear essentially undevel‐

Not Consistent  Consistent. Please see discussion of consistency with Policy LU‐2.1. Although the 
Revised Project would redevelop the Project site such that the hillside would no 
longer appear undeveloped, the proposed residential density is a less intensive style 
of development than is called for in the City’s General Plan, and the northeastern 
corner of the Project site would be maintained with uses that would not be highly 
visible from off‐site locations. The Revised Project has been designed to screen 
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TABLE 1 CERTIFIED EIR TABLE 4.9-1: LAFAYETTE GENERAL PLAN POLICY CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS  

Goal/Policy 
Number  Goal/Policy Content 

Certified EIR 
Consistency Finding  Revised Project Consistency Discussion 

oped, to the maximum extent feasible.  proposed homes when viewed from lower elevations. 

Goal LU‐3  Encourage well‐designed residential 
development. 

Consistent  Consistent. Pursuant to section 6‐271 of the Lafayette Municipal Code, the pro‐
posed Project would be subject to design review. Design review would be conduct‐
ed by the Design Review Commission in order to evaluate the aesthetic elements of 
the Project, including: height, mass, lot coverage, setbacks, relationship of struc‐
tures, site plan, continuity of design, relationship to neighboring properties and 
terrain, and other aspects. The Lafayette Municipal Code stipulates specific findings 
which the Design Review Commission must make in granting final approval for a 
project. Therefore, compliance with the design review provisions of the Lafayette 
Municipal Code would ensure consistency with Goal LU‐3 to the maximum extent 
practicable. 

Policy LU‐4.1  Infrastructure Design: Public and private 
infrastructure should reinforce the 
semi‐rural qualities of residential neigh‐
borhoods. 

Consistent  Consistent. As described above, the Project would be subject to design review and 
the lighting plan would be evaluated together with the other aesthetic elements of 
the Project at that time. In granting final approval for a project, the Design Review 
Commission must make specific findings, including findings related to screening of 
exterior appurtenances and exterior lighting. Therefore, compliance with the design 
review provisions of the Lafayette Municipal Code would help to ensure consistency 
with Policy LU‐4.1 to the maximum extent practicable. 

Goal LU‐13 

Ensure that the Eastern Deer Hill Road 
area near the intersection of Pleasant 
Hill Road is developed, where develop‐
ment is appropriate, in a manner con‐
sistent with Lafayette’s community 
identity. 

Not Consistent  Consistent. The General Plan Land Use Element defines Lafayette’s community 
identity as semi‐rural. The Revised Project would develop the Project site with sin‐
gle‐family homes and park uses. These uses would be consistent with nearby resi‐
dential, open space, and public uses. 

Policy LU‐13.2 

Consider options for development south 
of Deer Hill Road and north of Deer Hill 
Road where adjacent to Pleasant Hill 
Road. 

Consistent  Consistent. The Project site is located south of Deer Hill Road adjacent to Pleasant 
Hill Road. This location is where Policy LU‐13.2 calls for development options. 

Policy LU‐20.1  Traffic Service Standards: Consider the 
level of service (LOS) goals and stand‐
ards set forth in the Circulation Chapter 
when evaluating development pro‐

Not Consistent  To Be Determined. Traffic impacts of the Revised Project will be evaluated in detail 
in the Supplemental EIR. 
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TABLE 1 CERTIFIED EIR TABLE 4.9-1: LAFAYETTE GENERAL PLAN POLICY CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS  

Goal/Policy 
Number  Goal/Policy Content 

Certified EIR 
Consistency Finding  Revised Project Consistency Discussion 

posals. 

Policy LU‐20.4  Fire: Review all development projects 
for their impacts on standards for fire 
service specified in the General Plan: 
fire stations three miles apart in urban 
areas, six miles apart in rural areas, with 
a five‐minute response time. Require 
fair share payments and/or mitigation 
measures to ensure that these stand‐
ards or their equivalent are maintained. 

Consistent  Consistent. The Contra Costa County Fire Protection District would assess an impact 
fee of $591 per dwelling unit10 on the Project and collection of this fee would be 
sufficient to accommodate new development without further compromising the 
delivery of fire services in the vicinity of the Project site. 

Policy LU‐
20.12 

Growth Management Implementation: 
Review development projects for con‐
formance with adopted performance 
standards and require mitigation 
measures where necessary to maintain 
adopted standards. Capital improve‐
ments shall be in place at the time of 
project implementation when necessary 
to maintain adopted performance 
standards. 

Consistent  Consistent. As described in Chapter 4.11 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, the 
Terraces of Lafayette Project is consistent with local and regional growth projec‐
tions and would not result in unplanned growth. The Revised Project involves less 
residential growth than was evaluated in the Certified EIR. Additionally, proposed 
utilities would connect to existing water, sewer, stormwater, natural gas, and elec‐
trical infrastructure and no new capital improvements would be required to support 
development of the proposed Project. 

Source: Lafayette General Plan, 2002; PlaceWorks, 2014. 

 

                                                                 
10 Contra Costa County Fire Protection District, 2005, Fire Facilities Impact Fee Study and Report, page 10, available online at http://lafayette.granicus.com/MetaViewer. 

php?view_id=&clip_id=1588&meta_id=22173, accessed on April 14, 2014. 
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TABLE 2 CERTIFIED EIR TABLE 4.9-2: HILLSIDE DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS   

Municipal 
Code Section  Summary of Requirement 

Certified EIR 
Consistency 
Finding  Revised Project Consistency Discussion  

Hillside  
Overlay  
District  
Provisions  
(Section 6‐
2013) 

Historical photographs of the Project site indicate that 
existing structures, including the vacant single‐family 
residence, have been present on‐site since at least 
1974. Additionally, the Administrative/Professional/ 
Office/ Multi‐Family Residential General Plan Land Use 
designation applies to the site. The Low‐Density Single‐
Family Residential General Plan Land Use designation 
applies to the dog park site. The City of Lafayette’s 
Lafayette Area Ridge Map/Hillside Overlay District Map 
shows a Class I Ridge Setback covering a portion of 
both parcels of the Revised Project site, and identifies 
both parcels as entirely located in the Hillside Overlay 
District. As such, the provisions of the Hillside Overlay 
District (HOD) from the Lafayette Municipal Code apply 
to the Project site. 

Consistent  Consistent. The Revised Project would construct 44 homes on the approximately 
22‐acre site, which represents an overall density of two dwelling units per acre, 
which does not exceed the maximum density of 35 dwelling units per acre permit‐
ted in the Administrative/Professional/Office/Multi‐Family Residential land use 
designation. No housing is proposed for the dog park site, for which the maximum 
allowable density is two dwelling units per acre. The Revised Project proposes a 
zoning amendment to rezone the Project site as Planned Unit Development (P‐1). 
Any uses are permitted in the P‐1 zone so long as the uses are in harmony with 
each other, fulfill the function of the planned development, and substantially 
comply with the General Plan. Proposed residential and park uses would be gen‐
erally compatible, and as described above the Revised Project is consistent with 
the General Plan. Publicly owned parks are permitted with a Use Permit in the R‐
20 zone. 

Ridgeline 
Setback 
Exception  
(Sections 6‐
2028, 6‐2029, 
6‐2067, and 
6‐2071) 

A portion of each of the Revised Project site parcels is 
located within a Class I Ridgeline Setback area. Findings 
Required for Grant of Exemption: In granting an 
exemption to the prohibition on development with a 
Ridgeline Setback area, the Planning Commission must 
find that the Project would be consistent with the 15‐
degree declination restrictions and Hillside 
Development Permit Requirements (described below). 

Not Consistent  Consistent. As part of the proposed P‐1 zoning, the applicant is requesting an 
exception to the 15‐degree declination and ridgeline setback requirements. 
Therefore, upon rezoning the Revised Project would be consistent with these 
hillside development requirements. 

15‐Degree 
Declination 
Restriction 

Applications for an exemption permitting development 
within a Class I Ridgeline Setback area are subject to 
the 15‐degree declination restrictions established in 
the Hillside Development Requirements. The 
requirements stipulate that no development shall be 
approved that will result in any portion of a building 
within a Class I ridgeline setback that is higher than a 
plane sloping downward at a declination of 15 degrees 
from the horizontal intercept of the ridgeline as shown 
in Figure 4.9‐5 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR. 
The measurement shall be made at the nearest point of 
the development to the ridgeline and measured 

Consistent  Consistent. The proposed Planned Unit Development is designed to utilize the 
existing terraces to the maximum extent practicable. The rezoning to Planned Unit 
District (P‐1) would provide for the 15‐degree declination to not apply to the Re‐
vised Project. As part of the proposed P‐1 zoning, the final development plan for 
the Revised Project would stipulate the location, height, and number of stories of 
the Revised Project and would be subject to the approval of the City of Lafayette 
Planning Commission. Upon rezoning, this requirement would not apply to the 
Revised Project. 
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TABLE 2 CERTIFIED EIR TABLE 4.9-2: HILLSIDE DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS   

Municipal 
Code Section  Summary of Requirement 

Certified EIR 
Consistency 
Finding  Revised Project Consistency Discussion  

perpendicular to the ridgeline or as a radius from the 
endpoint of the ridgeline. 

Hillside  
Development 
Permit  
(Sections 6‐
2015, 6‐2031 
through  
6‐2034, 6‐
2067, and 6‐
2070) 

Building and grading permits would be required for 
construction of the proposed Project, and therefore, a 
Hillside Development Permit for an existing lot of 
record would also be required for construction within 
the HOD, pursuant to Sections 6‐2015, 6‐2031 through 
6‐2034, 6‐2067, and 6‐2070 of the Hillside 
Development Requirements. Upon issuance of this 
permit, the Project would be consistent with the 
Hillside Development Requirements. The following 
findings must be made for a Hillside Development 
Permit: 

» The development is consistent with the applicable 
goals and policies of the General Plan and is in con‐
formance with applicable zoning regulations. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Not Consistent 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Consistent. As described above, the Project would be consistent with relevant 
goals and policies in the General Plan. 

  » The development will preserve open space and 
physical features, including rock outcroppings and 
other prominent geological features, streams, 
streambeds and ponds, native vegetation, native ri‐
parian vegetation, animal habitats and other natural 
features. 

Not Consistent  Consistent. The Project would preserve the northern portion of the Project site 
with open space and physical features. The Revised Project reduces the tree 
removal impacts of the Terraces of Lafayette Project, and would preserve the 200‐
year old valley oak located on the Project site. Biological resource impacts will be 
evaluated in detail in the Supplemental EIR. 

  » The development and each associated improvement 
is located and designed to complement the natural 
terrain and landscape of the site and surrounding 
properties, and relates to the development pattern, 
including density and distribution, of the surround‐
ing neighborhood. 

Not Consistent  Consistent. Although the Revised Project involves a large amount of grading, in 
large part to remediate soil conditions stemming from former quarry conditions, 
the Revised Project proposes a density and style of development that is consistent 
with the surrounding neighborhood. 

  » Structures in a Hillside Overlay District will, to the 
extent feasible, be located away from prominent lo‐
cations such as ridgelines, hilltops, knolls and open 
slopes. 

Consistent  Consistent. Proposed building heights were designed to comply with the height 
limits required under the City’s zoning code. Heights would be limited depending 
upon location within the Project site. As part of the proposed P‐1 zoning, the final 
development plan for the Revised Project would stipulate the location, height, and 
number of stories of the Revised Project and would be subject to the approval of 
the City of Lafayette Planning Commission.  



CITY OF LAFAYETTE 
THE HOMES AT DEER HILL PROJECT (TERRACES OF LAFAYETTE PROJECT ALTERNATIVE) INITIAL STUDY 

PAGE 32 

TABLE 2 CERTIFIED EIR TABLE 4.9-2: HILLSIDE DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS   

Municipal 
Code Section  Summary of Requirement 

Certified EIR 
Consistency 
Finding  Revised Project Consistency Discussion  

  » Development grading will be minimized to reduce 
cut and fill, preserve existing geologic features, 
topographic conditions and existing vegetation, re‐
duce short and long‐term erosion, slides, and flood‐
ing, and abate visual impacts. 

Not Consistent  Consistent. The proposed Project includes extensive grading but geology and 
hydrologic impacts would be mitigated to less‐than‐significant levels. Visual 
impacts will be evaluated in detail in the Supplemental EIR. 

  » Each structure proposed complies with the city’s 
residential design guidelines, and development land‐
scaping will ensure visual relief and complement 
each proposed structure to provide an attractive en‐
vironment. 

Consistent  Consistent. The Project would be required to meet design review findings. 

  » The development will not create a nuisance, hazard, 
or enforcement problem within the neighborhood or 
the city, nor require the city to provide an unusual or 
disproportionate level of public services. 

Consistent  Consistent. The Project would contain residential uses that would not cause any 
unusual nuisances, hazards, or enforcement problems. 

  » The new or replacement vegetation for the devel‐
opment is native to the surrounding area in areas 
abutting open space and natural areas, such as oak 
woodland, chaparral, grassland and riparian areas, 
excluding planting for erosion control or land stabili‐
zation. 

Consistent  Consistent. The Project would provide native replacement vegetation. 

  For projects on existing lots of record within the Hillside 
Overlay District, the following additional findings must 
be made: 

   

  » When within a L‐R‐10 or L‐R‐5 district, within 100 
feet of a restricted ridgeline area, or when an excep‐
tion to a ridgeline setback has been granted, the de‐
velopment will result in each structure being sub‐
stantially concealed when viewed from lower eleva‐
tions from publicly owned property (including free‐
ways, roadways, open space, parks and trails), using 
the viewing evaluation map as a guide to establish 
locations from which views are considered. 

Not Consistent  To Be Determined. The Revised Project is requesting an exception to build within 
the ridgeline setback that covers a portion of the Project site. The Revised Project 
has been designed to screen proposed homes from lower elevations, including 
southbound Pleasant Hill Road and the Highway 24 westbound on‐ramps. The 
Supplemental EIR will contain visual simulations to determine whether all struc‐
tures would be substantially concealed when viewed from lower elevations from 
publicly owned properties. 
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TABLE 2 CERTIFIED EIR TABLE 4.9-2: HILLSIDE DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS   

Municipal 
Code Section  Summary of Requirement 

Certified EIR 
Consistency 
Finding  Revised Project Consistency Discussion  

 

» The development uses site planning techniques to 
the extent feasible to preserve hillsides, knolls, and 
ridgelines and open space, minimize grading and 
impacts to habitat, and preserve on‐site open space 
and vegetation, terrain, scenic vistas, streams or 
other courses, or other areas of ecological signifi‐
cance. 

Not Consistent  To Be Determined. The Revised Project site plan would lessen impacts on‐site nat‐
ural resources. However, the Revised Project would involve extensive grading and 
would have the potential to adversely affect habitat and views of scenic vistas. 
These potential impacts will be addressed in detail in the Supplemental EIR. 

 

» The development provides adequate emergency 
vehicle access, including turn‐around space, to the 
building site and surrounding on‐site undeveloped 
or isolated areas while protecting trees, minimizing 
grading, and preserving to the extent feasible the 
natural hillside character of the site.   

Not Consistent  To Be Determined.  These potential impacts will be addressed in detail in the 
Supplemental EIR. 

  » The development, including site design and the loca‐
tion and massing of all structures and improvements 
will, to the extent feasible: 

- Preserve the open space and uncluttered topog‐
raphy of the city;  

- Minimize the loss of privacy to surrounding resi‐
dents; 

- Not have a significant visual impact when viewed 
from lower elevations from publicly‐owned 
properties (including freeways, roadways, open 
space, parks and trails), using the viewing evalu‐
ation map as a guide; and 

- Not interfere with a ridgeline trail corridor or 
compromise the open space or scenic character 
of the corridor. 

Not Consistent  To Be Determined. The Revised Project would preserve portions of the Project site 
as open space and would develop the Project site with an overall residential densi‐
ty that is consistent with surrounding neighborhoods. The Revised Project would 
also create a new dog park that would provide new publicly‐accessible open space 
in Lafayette.  
 
While the development of the Project site would not affect privacy for surrounding 
residents, the development of the dog park would create a public parking lot in 
close proximity to an existing home on the north side of Deer Hill Road. However, 
planned future enhancements could include tree planning along the western side 
of the dog park driveway and parking lot, which would help to provide privacy for 
the existing home. Although the Revised Project has been designed to screen pro‐
posed homes from lower elevations, the Supplemental EIR will include a detailed 
analysis to determine whether visual impacts would be created by the Revised 
Project. 

Source: Lafayette Municipal Code; PlaceWorks, 2014. 
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 MINERAL RESOURCES XI.

Would the Project:   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a)  Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource 

that would be of value to the region and the residents of the 
State? 

       

b)  Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral 
resource  recovery  site  delineated  on  a  local  general  plan, 
specific plan, or other land use plan? 

       

DISCUSSION: 

a), b)  As stated on page 13 of the Initial Study published as Appendix A2 of the Certified EIR, Lafayette does not contain any 
known mineral resources. Therefore, there would be no impact. Since no impact would result, these issues will not be ad-
dressed in the Supplemental EIR. 

   

 NOISE XII.

Would the Project:   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a)  Exposure of persons  to or generation of noise  levels  in ex‐

cess  of  standards  established  in  the  local  general  plan  or 
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

    

b)  Exposure of persons  to or generation of excessive ground‐
borne vibration or groundborne noise levels?      

c)  A substantial permanent  increase  in ambient noise  levels  in 
the  project  vicinity  above  levels  existing without  the  pro‐
ject? 

    

d)  A  substantial  temporary  or  periodic  increase  in  ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing with‐
out the project? 

    

e)  For  a  project  located  within  an  airport  land  use  plan  or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles 
of a public airport or public use airport, would  the project 
expose people residing or working in the project area to ex‐
cessive noise levels? 

    

f)  For a project within  the vicinity of a private airstrip, would 
the project expose people residing or working in the project 
area to excessive noise levels? 

    

DISCUSSION: 

a) The Project site is located adjacent to Highway 24 and the Pittsburg-Baypoint BART line. These two transportation 
rights-of-way, either alone or in combination, could result in the exposure of future residents to levels of noise in excess 
of applicable State or local standards. Therefore, the impact could be potentially significant and will be addressed in detail 
in the EIR. 

b) Residential and park uses, such as those proposed by the Project, are not typically associated with the ongoing generation 
of excessive levels of vibration or groundborne noise from operations. Nevertheless, construction activities associated 
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with Project development have the potential to result in significant levels of vibration that may be perceptible at nearby 
sensitive receptors. Therefore the impact could be potentially significant and will be addressed in detail in the EIR. 

c) Residential and park uses, such as those proposed by the Project, are not typically associated with excessive, ongoing op-
erations-related noise that would lead to substantial permanent increases in ambient noise levels. Nevertheless, since the 
project would result in an increase in vehicle trips and traffic on surrounding roadways, it could indirectly result in a sub-
stantial permanent increase to ambient noise levels, and the impact could therefore be potentially significant and will be ad-
dressed in detail in the EIR. 

d) Residential and park uses, such as those proposed by the Project, are not typically associated with excessive operations-
related noise that would lead to substantial temporary or periodic increases in ambient noise levels. Nevertheless, con-
struction associated with development of the project could lead to short-lived generation of excessive noise levels that 
could result in substantial temporary or periodic increases to ambient noise levels, and the impact could therefore be po-
tentially significant and will be addressed in detail in the EIR. 

e) As stated on page 4.7-18 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, the Project site is not located within two miles of an 
airport or airport land use plan. As such, no impact would occur. Since no impact would result, this issue will not be ad-
dressed in the Supplemental EIR. 

f) As stated on page 4.7-18 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, there are no private airstrips within the vicinity of the 
Project site. As such, no impact would occur. Since no impact would result, this issue will not be addressed in the Supple-
mental EIR. 

 

 POPULATION AND HOUSING XIII.

Would the Project:   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a)  Induce  substantial population growth  in an area, either di‐

rectly (for example, by proposing new homes and business‐
es) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or 
other infrastructure)? 

       

b)  Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitat‐
ing the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?         

c)  Displace  substantial  numbers  of  people,  necessitating  the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?         

DISCUSSION: 

a) As stated on page 4.11-10 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, the Project would result in a substantial and unplanned 
level of growth if estimated buildout would exceed local or regional growth projections. The Certified EIR finds that, be-
cause the Terraces of Lafayette Project would not result in as much growth as is permitted under the current zoning for 
the Project site, the Terraces of Lafayette Project would not result in a significant growth impact. With 44 homes, and as-
suming the average household size of 2.74 persons per household consistent with the 2010 Census estimate for owner-
occupied households in Lafayette,11 the Revised Project would result in a residential population of approximately 121 
persons. Compared to the Terraces of Lafayette population growth of 658 residents, the Revised Project would result in 
less growth. Therefore, the impact for the Revised Project would also be less than significant. Since this impact would be 
less than significant, this issue will not be addressed in the Supplemental EIR.  

b), c)  As stated on page 4.11-12 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, the Terraces of Lafayette Project would not displace any 
residents or housing because the one housing unit on the Project site is vacant. The Revised Project would affect an addi-

                                                                 
11 U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census, Table H12.  
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tional housing unit, which is located on the dog park site. This housing unit is also vacant. Therefore, the impact for the 
Revised Project would also be less than significant. Since these impacts would be less than significant, these issues will not 
be addressed in the Supplemental EIR. 

 

 PUBLIC SERVICES XIV.

Would the Project:   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a)  Would  the  project  result  in  substantial  adverse  physical 

impacts associated with  the provision of new or physically 
altered  governmental  facilities,  need  for  new or  physically 
altered  governmental  facilities,  the  construction  of  which 
could  cause  significant  environmental  impacts,  in order  to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other 
performance objectives for any of the public services: 

       

  i.  Fire protection?         
  ii.  Police protection?         
  iii. Schools?         
  iv. Parks?         
  v. Other public facilities?         

DISCUSSION: 

a),i.  As described on pages 4.12-7 to 4.12-8 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, the Terraces of Lafayette Project would 
generate up to 658 residents. This population growth would increase demand for fire protection and emergency medical 
response services for the Contra Costa County Fire Protection District (CCCFPD), which is currently not meeting its tar-
get response time. However, as stated on page 4.12-8 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, the CCCFPD has deter-
mined that the Terraces of Lafayette Project would not result in the need for new or expanded CCCFPD facilities. The 
Revised Project would generate a smaller residential population of 121 approximately residents; therefore, the impact for 
the Revised Project would also be less than significant.12 As under the Terraces of Lafayette Project, the Revised Project 
would be required to pay a fire facilities impact fee. Since this impact would be less than significant, this issue will not be 
addressed in the Supplemental EIR. 

ii. As described on pages 4.12-13 to 4.12-15 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, the Terraces of Lafayette Project would 
increase demands for the Lafayette Police Services Department (LPSD). With 16 sworn officers13 for a resident popula-
tion of 23,893,14 the LPSD currently maintains a staffing level of 0.67 officers per 1,000 residents. As noted on page 
4.12-14 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, the LPSD staffing level was recently reduced from 0.7 due to budget cuts. 
The Revised Project would increase the service population by 121, which would not decrease the staffing level for the 
LPSD.15  

                                                                 
12 Ted Leach, Fire Inspector, Contra Costa County Fire Protection District, Personal communication with Kelly Cha, Planner at 

PlaceWorks, on May 13, 2014. 
13 City of Lafayette Police Department website, http://www.ci.lafayette.ca.us/index.aspx?page=107, accessed on April 17, 2014. 
14 U.S. Census, 2010, http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/community_facts.xhtml#none, accessed on April 17, 

2014. 
15 23,893 existing population + 121 revised Project residents = 24,014 service population. 16 officers / 23.985 = 0.67 officers per 

1,000 population. 
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As stated on page 4.12-12 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, the Lafayette General establishes a standard response 
time of three minutes for life-threatening calls and calls involving criminal misconduct, and seven minutes for non-
emergency calls. The response time to Priority One calls is an average of four minutes, 50 seconds, and to Priority Two 
calls is six minutes, 50 seconds. Therefore, response times for Priority One calls are currently not meeting the standard 
established in the General Plan.  

As stated on page 4.12-14 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, General Plan Policy S-7.1 provides a framework for 
evaluating the potential impact of development on the delivery of law enforcement services and assessing impact fees as 
warranted. The City would prepare a nexus study to determine the appropriate fee that could support the LPSD’s addi-
tional personnel and associated equipment. This would ensure that the Project impact fee would be sufficient to accom-
modate new development without further compromising the delivery of police services in the vicinity of the Project site. 
Although the Revised Project would not decrease LPSD staffing levels, the Revised Project could exacerbate the LPSD’s 
existing inability to meet the response time standard established in the General Plan. In addition, as stated in the Terraces 
of Lafayette Draft EIR, the LPSD’s staffing level is below the average officers’ per capita ratio of 1.2 for Contra Costa cit-
ies16 and impacts the ability for pro-active community policing.17 Therefore, the impact would be potentially significant and 
mitigation would be required. 

Mitigation Measure PS-1a: The Project’s outdoor lighting plan shall be reviewed and approved by the Lafayette Po-
lice Services Department prior to the issuance of building permits by Contra Costa County. 

Mitigation Measure PS-1b: The Project shall include a video surveillance system. The location and position of the 
video surveillance system shall be reviewed and approved by the by the Lafayette Police Services Department prior 
to the issuance of building permits by Contra Costa County. 

Mitigation Measure PS-1c: The Project shall include the services of a private security company to routinely patrol the 
premises during construction of the proposed Project. A draft contract between a private security company and the 
Project developer shall be reviewed and approved by the Lafayette Police Services Department prior to the issuance 
of building permits by Contra Costa County. 

Mitigation Measure PS-1d: The Project shall pay a police impact fee to the City prior to the issuance of building 
permits by Contra Costa County. The City would prepare a nexus study to determine the appropriate fee that could 
support the LPSD’s additional personnel and associated equipment. If the impact fee assessment by the City is not in 
place at the time of building permit issuance for the Project, the Project applicant would be required to pay the fees 
after the building permit issuance when the City finishes the nexus study. 

With the implementation of Mitigation Measure PS-1 from the Terraces of Lafayette Project Certified EIR, as modified 
above, police service impacts associated with Revised Project would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 
Since this impact would be less than significant with mitigation, this issue will not be addressed in the Supplemental EIR. 

iii. The Project site lies within the boundaries of the Lafayette School District (LAFSD) and the Acalanes Union High School 
District (AUHSD). Using the AUHSD’s student yield rates for residential units ranging from 0.17 to 0.25,18 the Revised 
Project would generate eight to eleven high school students.19 Given that the capacity of Acalanes High School is 1,400 
and the 2012-2013 school enrollment was 1,390,20 the additional students as a result of the Revised Project could exceed 
the Acalanes High School’s capacity. However, as stated on page 4.12-25 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, given 
declining enrollment trends at other AUHSD schools, excess enrollment at Acalanes High School could likely be accom-
modated through transfers. Therefore, impacts to the AUHSD would be less than significant.  

                                                                 
16 Lafayette Police Department, 2012, 2011 Yearly Activity Report, Presentation to City Council. 
17 Hubbard, Mike.  Chief of Police, Lafayette Police Department.  Personal communication with The Planning Center | DC&E.  Oc-

tober 19, 2011. 
18 Learned, Chris. Associate Superintendant of Business Services, Acalanes Union High School District. Personal communication with 

PlaceWorks. October 25, 2011.   
19 0.17 students per household x 44 households = 7.5 students; 0.25 students per household x 44 households = 11 students. 
20 Acalanes Union High School District, 2012-13 School Accountability Report Card for Acalanes High School, 

http://www.acalanes.k12.ca.us/cms/lib01/CA01001364/Centricity/domain/6/sarcs/AHSSARC.pdf, accessed on April 17, 2014. 
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 As stated on page 4.12-26 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, the LAFSD does not have a student yield rate but, as-
suming a general yield rate of 0.20 students per residential unit,21 the Revised Project would generate approximately nine 
K-5 Grade students.22 The capacity of Springhill Elementary School is 530 students23 and current enrollment is 492 stu-
dents.24 With nine new students, the capacity would not be exceeded. 

The current enrollment of Stanley Middle School is 1,152 students,25 and the school can accommodate up to 1,320 stu-
dents. Assuming a general yield rate of 0.20, the Revised Project would generate approximately nine 6-9 Grade students. 
The additional students would not exceed the maximum capacity of Stanley Middle School. Therefore, the Revised Pro-
ject would not require the construction or expansion of LAFSD facilities. Therefore, impacts to LAFSD would be less than 
significant. Since this impact would be less than significant, this issue will not be addressed in the Supplemental EIR. 

iv. As described on page 4.12-43 of the Terraces of Draft EIR, there are three regional park facilities surrounding the Project 
area: Lafayette Reservoir, Briones Regional Park, and Las Trampas Regional Wilderness. Future residents of the Revised 
Project would be expected to use these three parks from time to time; however, given the vast size of the regional park 
facilities and the relatively infrequent usage that future residents would make of them, the Revised Project would not re-
sult in substantial deterioration. Built facilities, such as visitor centers, picnic areas, children's play areas, and parking facil-
ities currently account for no more than 10 percent of EBRPD land. The modest increase in usage that could potentially 
result from construction of the Revised Project would not trigger need for new built facilities. Therefore, a less-than-
significant impact would occur. Since this impact would be less than significant, this issue will not be addressed in the Sup-
plemental EIR.   

v.  The Project site is served by one library, the Lafayette Library and Learning Center (LLLC), located at 3491 Mount Dia-
blo Boulevard, approximately one mile to the southwest of the Project site. The Revised Project would generate up to 
121 residents, which may increase the use of library services within Lafayette and the need for library facilities. However, 
the LLLC currently does not experience any deficiencies. Furthermore, given physical and online access to 26 libraries in 
the Contra Costa County, the Revised Project would not require the LLLC to hire more staff or to expand existing facili-
ties. Therefore, the impact would be less than significant. Since this impact would be less than significant, this issue will not 
be addressed in the Supplemental EIR.   

 

 RECREATION XV.

Would the Project:   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a)  Would  the  project  increase  the  use  of  existing  neighbor‐

hood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such 
that  substantial physical deterioration of  the  facility would 
occur or be accelerated? 

       

b)  Does the project include recreational facilities or require the 
construction  or  expansion  of  recreational  facilities  which 
might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

       

                                                                 
21 The general yield rate of 0.2 is used in the adjacent Walnut Creek School District.   
22 0.20 students per household x 44 households = 8.8 students. 
23 Cadotte, Lenee. Chief Business Official, Lafayette School District. Personal communication with PlaceWorks. January 24, 2012.   
24 Lafayette School District, 2012-13 School Accountability Report Card for Springhill Elementary, http://ses-lafsd-

ca.schoolloop.com/file/1269552136764/1269552658424/6238189574854048052.pdf, accessed on April 17, 2014. 
25 Lafayette School District, 2012-13 School Accountability Report Card for Stanley Middle School, http://sms-lafsd-

ca.schoolloop.com/file/1270299472408/1269552622196/8659279329570255735.pdf, accessed on April 17, 2014. 
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DISCUSSION: 

a) As stated on page 4.12-41 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, recreational facilities available to the public are current-
ly used at full capacity. The Revised Project would generate up to 121 new residents and thus would create an additional 
demand of 0.61 acres for parks and recreational services.26 The Project would provide open space and recreational facili-
ties for residents. The 44 proposed homes would generate $275,528 of Parkland Dedication Fees and $280,720 of Park 
Facilities Fees.27 In addition, the Revised Project would provide new recreational facilities that would be accessible to 
Project residents and the greater Lafayette community. Therefore, the project’s impacts on the City’s parks and recrea-
tional facilities would be less than significant. Since this impact would be less than significant, this issue will not be ad-
dressed in the Supplemental EIR. 

b) The Revised Project would supply areas of active and passive recreational space for residents of the Project and greater 
Lafayette community, including a sports field, playground, dog park, trails, and open space uses. The environmental im-
pacts associated with the construction of these facilities will be addressed in the Supplemental EIR. Given the park and 
recreational uses that would be available to Project residents on site, the Revised Project is not expected to greatly in-
crease the use of off-site recreational facilities and the construction or expansion of new off-site recreational facilities 
would not be warranted. Therefore, a less-than-significant impact would occur. Since this impact would be less than signif-
icant, this issue will not be addressed in the Supplemental EIR. 

 

 TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC XVI.

Would the Project:   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a)  Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy estab‐

lishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the 
circulation  system,  taking  into  account  all modes of  trans‐
portation  including mass  transit  and  non‐motorized  travel 
and relevant components of  the circulation system,  includ‐
ing  but  not  limited  to  intersections,  streets,  highways  and 
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit? 

       

b)  Conflict  with  an  applicable  congestion  management  pro‐
gram, including, but not limited to level of service standards 
and  travel  demand  measures,  or  other  standards  estab‐
lished  by  the  county  congestion management  agency  for 
designated roads or highways? 

       

c)  Result  in a change  in air traffic patterns,  including either an 
increase  in traffic  levels or a change  in  location that results 
in substantial safety risks? 

       

d)  Substantially  increase hazards due  to a design  feature  (e.g. 
sharp  curves  or  dangerous  intersections)  or  incompatible 
uses (e.g. farm equipment)? 

       

e)  Result in inadequate emergency access?         

f)  Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding 
public  transit, bicycle, or pedestrian  facilities, or otherwise 
decrease the performance or safety of such facilities? 

       

                                                                 
26 121 residents x 0.005 (5 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents) = 0.61 acres.   
27 Based on the City of Lafayette’s planning and development fees, effective September 26, 2008, 

http://www.lovelafayette.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=499, accessed on April 17, 2014. 
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DISCUSSION: 

a), b) The Revised Project includes 44 new homes, public park uses, and associated parking. The increase in area residents and 
subsequent vehicle trips caused by the Revised Project could result in changes to traffic volumes or levels-of-service 
(LOS) for surrounding roadways and intersections. Such changes in LOS could conflict with applicable plans, ordinances, 
or policies establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, as well as with applicable 
congestion management programs. This is a potentially significant impact that will be addressed in detail in the Supple-
mental EIR. 

c) As stated on page 4.7-18 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, the Project site is not located within two miles of a public 
or a private use airport, nor is it within the land use compatibility plan for any airport. Proposed residential buildings 
would be a maximum of 30 feet tall at the highest, and would have a height similar to other nearby structures and homes. 
Given that the Revised Project would not be located in close proximity to any facilities used by aircraft and since it would 
not be of sufficient height to interfere with typical aircraft operations, the project would not result in changes to aircraft 
patterns in terms of location. The Project would not itself generate air traffic, and the resulting increase in area residents 
would be insufficient to result in substantial changes to the volume of aircraft in the proximity of the Project site; there-
fore, a less-than-significant impact would occur. Since this impact would be less than significant, this issue will not be ad-
dressed in the Supplemental EIR.   

d) The proposed Project would include new Project driveways on Deer Hill Road and Pleasant Hill Road, new parking fa-
cilities, on-site trails, and a new roundabout on Deer Hill Road. The increase in traffic and potential for vehicle queuing 
resulting from the Project could potentially result in hazardous conditions on adjacent roadways, and Project driveways 
and the proposed roundabout could result in conflicts with pedestrians and bicyclists. This is a potentially significant impact 
that will be addressed in detail in the Supplemental EIR.  

e) Emergency vehicle access would be required to access both the residential and non-residential portions of the Revised 
Project. The Revised Project proposes new on-side roadways and driveways that will need to be evaluated to determine 
adequate access for emergency vehicles. This is a potentially significant impact that will be addressed in detail in the Sup-
plemental EIR. 

f) The Revised Project could increase walking and bicycling in the Project site vicinity and would create new on-site walking 
and biking trails. The Revised Project also includes new traffic facilities that could pose conflicts with pedestrians and bi-
cyclists, including new roadways, driveways, and a roundabout on Deer Hill Road. This is a potentially significant impact 
that will be addressed in detail in the Supplemental EIR. 

 

 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS XVII.

Would the Project:   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a)  Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applica‐

ble Regional Water Quality Control Board?         

b)  Require  or  result  in  the  construction  of  new  water  or 
wastewater  treatment  facilities or expansion of existing  fa‐
cilities, the construction of which could cause significant en‐
vironmental effects? 

       

c)  Require  or  result  in  the  construction  of  new  storm water 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the con‐
struction of which could cause significant environmental ef‐
fects? 

       

d)  Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project 
from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or ex‐
panded entitlements needed? 
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Would the Project:   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
e)  Result  in  a  determination  by  the  wastewater  treatment 

provider which  serves or may  serve  the project  that  it has 
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand 
in addition to the provider’s existing commitments? 

       

f)  Be served by a  landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to 
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?         

g)  Comply with  federal,  State,  and  local  statutes  and  regula‐
tions related to solid waste?         

DISCUSSION: 

a) As stated on page 4.14-7 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, the Project is a residential development, which would 
not involve industry that is likely to substantially increase pollutant loading levels in the sanitary sewer system. The Re-
vised Project would also not involve pollutant loads that would be expected to exceed treatment standards established by 
the Regional Water Quality Control Board. Therefore, impacts to sanitary wastewater quality would be less than signifi-
cant. Since this impact would be less than significant, this issue will not be addressed in the Supplemental EIR. 

b), e)  The Central Contra Costa Sanitary District (CCCSD) provides wastewater collection services to the Project site. The 
Revised Project would generate substantially fewer residential units than permitted under the City’s current zoning (44 
residential units versus 779 residential units) assumed for the Project site in City’s General Plan. As stated on page 4.14-8 
of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, the CCCSD Collection Master Plan’s five-year event, which determines the need 
for capital improvements, and the 20-year event analysis, which determines the necessary sizing for sewer improvements 
and the need for new or expanded treatment facilities, utilized land use assumptions based, in part, on General Plan pro-
jections. Therefore, the Project, by being within General Plan projections, is also within the capacity estimates used by 
CCCSD to determine future capacity. Accordingly, any off-site improvements required by the CCCSD have been ac-
counted for in their recently updated CCCSD Collection System Master Plan. Improvements to the CCCSD’s facilities 
that may be required as a result of new development will be funded from the applicable CCCSD fees and charges. The 
Project developer, as with all new connections, would be required to pay these fees and charges at the time of connection 
to the sewer system. As a result, there would be a less-than-significant impact on wastewater treatment facilities.  

Water supply services are provided by the East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD). EBMUD has developed the Wa-
ter Treatment and Transmission Improvements (WTTI) Program to address water treatment capacity constraints in its 
service area. Under this program, the Lafayette water treatment plant (WTP) will be expanded and upgraded to allow it 
to meet forecasted future demand across a territory, which includes the Project site. The Revised Project would not re-
quire the construction of new facilities or the expansion of existing facilities that could result in significant physical im-
pacts, over and above what is currently planned for the Lafayette WTP. As a result, the impact of the Project on water 
treatment facilities would be less than significant. Since these impacts would be less than significant, these issues will not be 
addressed in the Supplemental EIR. 

c) The Project site is served by the City's storm sewer system. As under the Terraces of Lafayette Project, the Revised Pro-
ject would result in an increase in impervious surfaces, which could increase peak runoff rates at downstream drainage fa-
cilities. The Revised Project site plan includes an on-site drainage control and detention system to ensure that off-site 
runoff rates and volumes do not exceed pre-development levels. Lafayette Municipal Code provisions pertaining to 
stormwater apply to all development within the city limits. These provisions ensure that larger projects detain or infiltrate 
runoff so that peak flows and durations match pre-project conditions. Additionally, regardless of the size or scope of the 
development, all project applicants are encouraged to adopt strategies for treating stormwater before it is discharged to 
creeks or municipal storm drains. These strategies are outlined in the City's Stormwater C.3 Guidebook, available to all 
developers. In addition, all new development projects that disturb one or more acres are required to incorporate water 
quality improvements into the site design, as per the Contra Costa County Stormwater C.3 requirements. The require-
ments include the minimization of impervious surfaces, measures to detain or infiltrate runoff from peak flows to match 
pre-development conditions, and agreements to ensure that the stormwater treatment and flow control facilities are 
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maintained in perpetuity. Associated impacts would therefore be less than significant. Since this impact would be less than 
significant, this issue will not be addressed in the Supplemental EIR. 

d) EBMUD’s water demand projections account for anticipated future water demands within EBMUD’s service boundaries, 
including the Project site, and for variations in demand-attributed changes in development pattern. However, EBMUD 
suggests that due to EBMUD’s limited water supply, all customers should plan for shortages in time of drought.  Section 
31 of EBMUD’s Water Service Regulations requires that water service shall not be furnished for new or expanded service 
unless all the applicable water-efficient measures described in the regulation are installed at the proposed Project spon-
sor’s expense. In addition, the Project would be required to comply with mandatory regulations set forth in the California 
Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (Division 2, Title 23, California Code of Regulations, Chapter 2.7, Sections 
490 through 495). Therefore, the Project would result in a less-than-significant impact on water supplies. Since this impact 
would be less than significant, this issue will not be addressed in the Supplemental EIR. 

f) As stated on page 4.14-32 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, Allied Industries collects solid waste from residences 
and businesses in Lafayette, transporting it to the Contra Costa Solid Waste Transfer and Recovery Station (CCSWTRS) 
in Martinez. Solid waste from the proposed Project site would be transferred to the Keller Canyon Landfill in Contra 
Costa County for ultimate disposal. The Central Contra Costa Solid Waste Authority’s (CCCSWA) disposal rate in 2010 
was 3.9 pounds of waste per person per day, which was well below the California Integrated Waste Management Board’s 
(CIWMB) disposal target of 4.5 pounds of waste per person per day. Based on the average household size of owner-
occupied homes from the 2010 Census, the Revised Project would generate 472 pounds of solid waste per day, plus addi-
tional waste at trash receptacles located in the recreational portion of the Revised Project. A stated on page 4.14-33 of the 
Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, the Keller Canyon Landfill is permitted to receive up to 3,500 tons of waste per day and 
currently receives about 2,500 tons of waste per day. Remaining capacity is over 63.408 million cubic yards. Therefore, 
the Keller Canyon Landfill has sufficient capacity to accommodate the Project‘s solid waste disposal needs. The Project’s 
solid waste impacts would therefore be less than significant. Since this impact would be less than significant, this issue will 
not be addressed in the Supplemental EIR. 

g) As stated on page 4.14-34 of the Terraces of Lafayette Draft EIR, the City’s General Plan establishes a goal to comply 
with State requirements to reduce the volume of solid waste through recycling and reuse of solid waste. Additionally, 
Lafayette has adopted a Source Reduction and Recycling Element (SRRE), a Household Hazardous Waste Element 
(HHWE), and a Non-Disposal Facility Element (NDFE) in compliance with the California Integrated Waste Management 
Act. These programs ensure that future development in Lafayette would not compromise the ability to meet or perform 
better than State the mandated target. Additionally, construction and demolition associated with the Revised Project 
would generate significant solid waste. At least half of this waste would be expected to be diverted from landfill disposal 
by recycling in accordance with the City’s construction debris ordinance. Per requirements of the Construction Debris 
Ordinance, the applicant would be required to prepare a waste management plan and summary report. Therefore, the 
proposed Project would comply with applicable statutes and regulations and the impact would be less than significant. Since 
this impact would be less than significant, this issue will not be addressed in the Supplemental EIR. 
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 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE XVIII.

Would the Project:   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a)  Does  the project have  the potential  to degrade  the quality 

of  the  environment,  substantially  reduce  the  habitat  of  a 
fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to 
drop  below  self‐sustaining  levels,  threaten  to  eliminate  a 
plant or animal  community,  reduce  the number or  restrict 
the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or elimi‐
nate  important examples of the major periods of California 
history or prehistory? 

    

b)  Does the project have  impacts that are  individually  limited, 
but  cumulatively  considerable?  (“Cumulatively  considera‐
ble” means  that  the  incremental  effects  of  a  project  are 
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of 
past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the 
effects of probable future projects)? 

    

c)  Does  the  project  have  environmental  effects  which  will 
cause  substantial  adverse  effects on human beings,  either 
directly or indirectly? 

    

DISCUSSION: 

a), c)  The Revised Project has the potential to degrade the environment, including the habitat of special-status species. The 
Revised Project could also cause adverse effects on humans, including through inadequate noise levels, air quality condi-
tions, or safety conflicts. This is a potentially significant impact that will be addressed in detail in the Supplemental EIR. 

b)   The Revised Project has the potential to result in cumulative air quality, GHG emission, noise, and traffic impacts. This is 
a potentially significant impact that will be addressed in detail in the Supplemental EIR. 
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