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Introduction

1.1

Background and Purpose

In summer 2013, the City of Half Moon Bay initiated a multi‐year collaborative process to
update its General Plan, Local Coastal Program (LCP), and Zoning Ordinance; also referred to as
Plan Half Moon Bay. In support of that effort, in June 2014 a draft report titled Plan Half Moon
Bay: Existing Conditions, Trends, and Opportunities (“Report”) was prepared. The Report
covers a broad range of planning considerations and baseline conditions. Following receipt of
initial input from community members and the General Plan Advisory Committee, the Report
was revised and published as a reference document in July 2014. The General Plan Advisory
Committee considered the Report at sessions on July 1 and July 29, 2014. The Half Moon Bay
City Council and Planning Commission received an overview of the Report at a Joint Study
Session on July 22, 2014.
Since summer 2014, the City received additional comments about the report. In response to
this input, two addenda to the Report were prepared in early 2015:
Addendum 1: Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas, revisions to Figure 5‐1:
Habitats, February 2015 (note: this version of Figure 5‐1: Habitats is superseded
by Addendum 3)
Addendum 2: Parks and Recreation, revisions to Figure 8‐1: Existing and
Planned Parks and Recreation Resources, March 2015
From March 2015 through December 2015, the Plan Half Moon Bay effort has centered on a
series of community engagement opportunities to garner additional input for informing policy
development. During this time, in preparation for their future review, the Planning Commission
revisited the Report at study sessions on August 25 and September 22, 2015. Commissioners
and members of the public asked additional questions and made more comments about
information presented in the Report during those forums.
Following the Planning Commission study sessions, the City determined that it would be
appropriate to revisit past input received on the Report, while also considering the new
comments. The result of this assessment is Addendum 3 provided in Section II of this “Report
Update: Addendum 3, Supplemental Information and Comment Summary” document (“Report
Update”), which comprehensively presents and addresses all comments received on the Report
between June 2014 and September 2015. Addendum 3 included in this Report Update
supersedes Addendum 1. The July version of the Report with Addenda 2 and 3 is the final
version of this background document.
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1.2

Comments: How they are Categorized and Addressed

This Report Update serves as a means for cataloguing and addressing all comments received on
the Report from June 2014 through September 2015.
Appendix A includes an accounting of comments received. The comments are presented in
table format and identified by date, the commenter, and the version of the Report to which the
comments pertain. An explanation for how each comment is addressed is also provided in the
table. Comments are addressed in one of three ways: 1) through an amendment to the Report
included in Addendum 3; 2) through the provision of Supplemental Information (provided in
Section III of this Report Update); or 3) in another manner as explained in a Response. Each of
these methods is further described below:
Addendum 3: The comment indicates a need for corrections and/or additions of relevant
information to improve the accuracy and usefulness of the Report. The Report is revised
pursuant to the new language and or graphics depicted in the Addendum 3.
Supplemental Information: The comment does not identify significant inaccuracies or directly
pertain to the scope of the Report; however, the comment highlights information that is of
interest to community members, the Planning Commission and/or the General Plan Advisory
Committee. When readily available, the comment is addressed directly or with related
materials in the Supplemental Information section of this Report Update.
Responses: Responses describe how comments are addressed when they do not result in
Report revisions via Addendum 3 or the provision of Supplemental Information. Responses
include the following: citations of where specific information is located in the Report and/or
another resource; explanations of report information; and/or acknowledgement of the
comment and how it is not specifically pertinent as background information; but rather, could
be considered in future efforts for Plan Half Moon Bay, including policy development or the
environmental assessment. Responses are provided in the following subsection 1.3 if they are
related to prevalent comments, or in the comment summary table in Appendix A.

1.3

Prevalent Comments and Responses

Comments received on the Report referred to a wide variety of subjects. Some topics received
a predominate number of comments. Those specific topics are listed below with an explanation
of how these comments are addressed.
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Planning Area – Addendum 3: The Plan Half Moon Bay planning area was originally
established and presented in the Report as follows: inclusive of the entire City-limits with
three additional unincorporated areas: properties in commercial agriculture use on the
south side of SR 92 between the City limits to the west and the Pilarcitos Bridge to the east;
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the City-owned Johnston House property on Higgins Canyon Road, and properties in
commercial agriculture use on the east side of HWY 1 at the south end of town. A number
of other areas have been suggested for inclusion in the planning area. The City Council on
November 3, 2015 added two additional areas: the Moonridge neighborhood on
Miramontes Point Road and properties in commercial agriculture use on the north side of
SR 92 between Diggs Canyon and Ox Mountain Roads. Inclusion of these unincorporated
areas within the project area does not indicate City interest in a sphere amendment or
annexation. These areas affect the comprehensive planning of Half Moon Bay and are being
acknowledged because of their relationship to the City. Figure 1-2: Planning Area map is
updated and provided in Addendum 3.


Existing Land Uses – Addendum 3: Discrepancies were identified on Figure 3-1: Existing
Land Use. The most significant include incorrect designations of properties that are in
“Open Space” use or in a “Vacant” condition but depicted in “Agriculture” and/or
“Nurseries and Greenhouses” use. The map has been revised and the associated table,
charts and text that refer to these uses, acreages and/or percentages of use by category
have also been revised for consistency. Furthermore, Tables 3-2 and 3-3 which include
summaries of LCP/General Plan Land Use designations and Zoning in terms of land area
have been corrected. Additional considerations are also of note:
 The existing land use map was originally created using parcel data from the San
Mateo County Assessor, which indicates the land use for each parcel as recorded by
the Assessor. This data source has been found to be reasonably accurate and
provides a good starting point. Many parcels were spot-checked using aerial
imagery. Additional comments from community members, GPAC members and
Planning Commissioners have been reviewed by staff and incorporated into the
revisions.
 The percentage of agricultural land reported in Section 3.1 has changed with the
removal of large tracts from this land use category, and is now more accurate to the
reality on the ground. However, it should be noted that for mapping like this, a land
use category is counted for the entire acreage of a parcel of land with which it is
associated, even if it does not physically take up 100% of the parcel.



Paper Subdivisions - Response: A number of comments on the Report pertain to “paper
subdivisions” or “paper lots” located throughout the City. This topic is bought up in the
Report within discussions about Planned Unit Developments (PUD). In particular,
commenters expressed interest in the legal status of lots within the Wavecrest and West of
Railroad PUDs. Both of these areas contain many undeveloped properties which are
identified by the County Assessor with individual parcel numbers. In addition to being
undeveloped, streets and infrastructure are also not provided in these areas (e.g. “paper
streets” being those only recognized on paper).
3
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The City cannot make a broad reaching statement about all of these paper lots. The status
of each requires individual research to determine compliance with the Subdivision Map Act.
In the case of parcels for which property taxes are not being paid, the City is aware that San
Mateo County has imposed tax liens on a few of them and put some parcels up for auction.
More detail about the property tax status of these properties is not readily available to the
City and would require research beyond the scope of this Report.


Traffic Modeling – Response: The traffic model that will be used to evaluate the General
Plan and LCP update is maintained by the City/County Association of Governments (C/CAG)
of San Mateo County and the Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) of Santa Clara County. It
is referred to as the C/CAG-VTA Travel Demand Model. Traffic throughout the Bay Area
region is accounted for in this traffic model, as is growth to 2040, beyond the 2035 planning
horizon for the Plan Half Moon Bay updates. This model is calibrated to actual trip counts
(which include visitor trips); covers a two-county area in detail (San Mateo and Santa Clara);
and accounts for traffic coming in and out of these counties from surrounding areas (e.g.
San Francisco and the east bay) over time.



Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHAs) – Addendum 3 and Response (below):
Figure 5‐1: Habitats was revised in Addendum 1. That revision included the addition of
overlays indicating the locations of previously mapped ESHA and potential ESHA. One of the
habitat areas was incorrectly presented in the Addendum 1 map. Addendum 3 includes a
correction to that habitat area (Monterey Cypress instead of Central Coast Riparian Scrub in
the Wavecrest area) and also retains the ESHA and potential ESHA overlays.
The maps presented in Figure 5‐1: Habitats, Figure 5‐2: Special‐Status Plant Species, and
Figure 5‐3: Special‐Status Animals and Critical Habitat Special Status Species are for general
reference. For Figure 5‐1: Habitats, habitats shown were determined based on literature
review, database review including the National Wetlands Inventory, and field
reconnaissance by qualified biologists with an on‐going practice in Half Moon Bay. For
Figures 5‐2 and 5‐3, the mapping of special‐status plant and animal species and critical
habitat comes directly from the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). These maps
are generalized, as the CNDDB does not allow specific mapping of their data in order to
protect the habitats of sensitive species. Whether or not a reported sighting is incorporated
into the data provided by the database is not something the City can control. Furthermore,
it should be noted that the generalized locations of special-status species shown in these
figures cover sites on or near private property, where the City cannot conduct more
detailed assessments without property owner permission. Thus, the CNDDB is utilized as a
guide, but not as a final determination for the precise location of ESHA and special‐status
species in Half Moon Bay, for which site-specific study would be required.
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The maps presented in Figures 5‐1, 5‐2 and 5‐3 are intended to provide guidance and depict
the generalized location and extent of areas known or expected to support or contain
sensitive biological resources for a long‐term time horizon (e.g. the planning horizon year
for the Plan Half Moon Bay Local Coastal Program and General Plan updates is 2040). The
LCP is being drafted to include policies that require detailed site-specific determinations, as
well as periodic updates to the city‐wide generalized maps of habitats and sensitive species.
Thus, future implementation of the LCP is anticipated to include ongoing evaluation and
updates of these maps. Revisions may result from periodic reviews that identify changed
conditions; following confirmation of reported sightings of sensitive species; or when more
detailed site-specific information is provided as part of a requirement, such as in the case of
a development proposal. Detailed biological assessment would be conducted in response to
credible reports of sightings of special‐status species and for development proposals in
areas of known or potential ESHA in order to establish detailed mapping that is as accurate
and relevant as possible.
This overall approach is consistent with the Coastal Act as described in the California Coastal
Commission’s Local Coastal Program Update Guide, July 31, 2013:
“You should consider updating your LCP to clarify that while maps can serve as an
illustrative tool to help identify potential resources, it is the actual presence of ESHA on
the site that should dictate whether ESHA policies apply to a site. Your LCP update
should ensure that ESHA and wetland determinations are based on actual site‐specific
conditions, not just existing maps, such as through biological surveys at the time of
proposed development or plan amendments, and that any area that actually meets the
definitions of either must be given all the protections provided in your LCP, regardless of
its prior presence or absence on a resource map.”


Habitat Buffers - Response: Buffers shall be of a sufficient size to ensure the biological
integrity and preservation of the ESHA they are designed to protect, and shall be
determined through a biological study performed by a qualified biologist on a case-by-case
basis. As a general rule, buffers shall be a minimum of 100 feet in width. However, smaller
widths may be allowed, or greater widths may be required based on results of the sitespecific assessment. Furthermore, certain activities such as maintenance and emergency
repairs may necessitate reduced buffer widths.



View Corridors and Visual Resources - Response: Figure 6-1 Primary View Corridors intends
to illustrate view corridor areas for both the ocean and the foothills. Foothills to the east of
the study area provide for a dramatic backdrop visible throughout the City and thus the
figure could depict foothill viewing areas within the entire study area; however, the figure
emphasizes the proximate foothill views between HWY 1 past the eastern limits of the
study area. The ocean view corridor locations correspond to land areas between HWY 1 to
5
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the east, and the Pacific Ocean to the west in spans where very limited development occurs.
These areas provide territorial views of lands immediately adjacent to the ocean beaches.
Because much of Half Moon Bay’s coastline is adjacent to steep bluffs, ocean water can only
be viewed from the tops of the bluffs and beach, but in most cases, not from nearby flat
lands. The view corridor identified at HWY 1 and HWY 92 provides for a territorial view of
the Pilarcitos Creek riparian area between HWY 1 and the ocean. HWY 92 provides bluewater ocean views from the Hilltop area, as well as outside the study area in the higher
elevations near Skyline Boulevard.
Figure 6-2: Visual Resources further acknowledges land uses (e.g. historic resources and
agriculture) and natural features (e.g. hillsides and ridgelines, riparian corridors) that help
define the unique visual quality of the Half Moon Bay landscape.


Storm Drainage - Response: The City of Half Moon Bay oversees the City’s natural and
manmade drainages, as indicated in Chapter 5 of the Report (Environmental Resources and
Hazards). Beginning on page 5-60 of the Report are discussions of Surface Water Resources,
Watersheds, Major Creeks and Drainages, Minor Creeks and Drainages, Ground Water
Resources, Water Quality, etc. Figure 5-4: Surface Waters and Watersheds presents the
locations of all major drainages. Various types of flooding are also discussed and mapped in
Chapter 5.
With respect to the condition of the drainages, the City performs routine maintenance with
supervision by a certified on-site biologist to ensure appropriate measures are taken to
protect ESHAs and avoid any special status species. The most recent drainage maintenance
was performed in fall 2015 and included removal of obstructions to restore the
hydrological/hydraulic function of the drainages. The City will again conduct routine
maintenance in fall 2016 before the onset of the 2016-2017 rainy season.
Initiated by the City in late 2015, preparation of a comprehensive Storm Drainage Master
Plan (SDMP) is currently underway. Existing conditions will be evaluated in phase 1 of the
SDMP for completion in 2016. Long term drainage options (e.g. upstream or off-stream
detention, habitat restoration, and erosion control) will be studied in phase 2 in 2017.
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Sea Level Rise - Response: The City of Half Moon Bay is in receipt of a grant from the
California Coastal Commission administered by the Ocean Protection Council to supplement
the City’s investment in sea level rise and coastal erosion mapping. The grant supports
preparation of reference documentation and maps using best available data sources that
will be informative to Plan Half Moon Bay policy development. The resulting study,
including maps, will be made available under separate cover.
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II

Addendum 3
Addendum 3 of the Report includes updates, revisions, and/or expands upon the following
topics:


Planning Area (Chapter 1): Updated Figure 1-2: Planning Area is provided incorporating
City Council approved revisions to the planning area.



Existing Land Uses (Chapter 3): Maps, tables and charts have been revised to accurately
reflect Half Moon Bay’s land use distribution. Replacement pages for Chapter 3, pages 110 are provided along with corrected Tables 3-2 and 3-3.



Habitat Areas (Chapter 5): Figure 5-1: Habitats was updated to correctly identify a
habitat area (Monterey Cypress instead of Central Coast Riparian Scrub in the
Wavecrest area) and retains the ESHA and potential ESHA overlays that were added to
the map in the Addendum 1 revision. This map supersedes the map provided in
Addendum 1.



Parkland (Chapter 8): As a result of additional research, parkland acreages have been
revised. They are presented in a manner consistent with the City’s December 2015
Impact Fee Study along with a new table that compares parkland standards.



Economic and Real Estate Conditions and Trends: For the July 2014 version of the
Report, Figure 25 Sales Tax Revenue Trend (nominal) was not formatted correctly in the
published version. A corrected version of Figure 25 has been provided.

The revisions and additions associated with Addendum 3 are provided below and comprise
Section II of this Report Update.
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2.1 Planning Area
Addendum 3 - Chapter 1 – Revised Figure 1-2: Planning Area

8

Existing Conditions, Trends, and Opportunities Assessment:
Comment Summary and Supplemental Information

2.2 Existing Land Uses
Addendum 3 - Chapter 3 - Replacement pages 1-10:
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Addendum 3 - Chapter 3 - Revised Tables 3-2 and 3-3:

Table 3-2:

Half Moon Bay LCP and San Mateo County General Plan Land
Use Designations in the Planning Area
Acres

Percent of City

Percent of Planning
Area

1,090

28%

26%

Open Space Reserve

784

20%

19%

Urban Reserve

306

8%

7%

791

20%

19%

48

1%

1%

Residential - Medium Density

618

16%

15%

Residential - High Density

125

3%

3%

119

3%

3%

105

3%

3%

13

0%

0%

1,246

32%

30%

Regional Public Recreation

352

9%

8%

Horticultural Business

150

4%

4%

Public Facilities & Institution

102

3%

2%

Light Industrial

33

1%

1%

Total in City

3,882

100%

93%

280

N/A

7%

4,162

N/A

100%

Land Use Designation
Inside City Limits (Half Moon Bay LCP)
Reserve

Residential
Residential - Low Density

Commercial
Commercial - General
Commercial - Visitor Serving
Planned Development District

Outside City Limits (San Mateo County General Plan)
Agriculture
Total in Planning Area
Source: Dyett & Bhatia, 2014.

19

Plan Half Moon Bay

Table 3-3:

Half Moon Bay and San Mateo County Zoning
Acres

Percent of City

Percent of
Planning Area

1,081

28%

26%

OS-R Open Space - Reserve

775

20%

19%

U-R Urban Reserve

306

8%

7%

690

18%

17%

R-1 Single Family Residential

122

3%

3%

R-1-B-1 Single Family Residential

121

3%

3%

R-1-B-2 Single Family Residential

344

9%

8%

R-1-B-3 Single Family Residential

7

0%

0%

R-2 Two Family Residential

46

1%

1%

R-3 Multiple Family Residential

49

1%

1%

272

7%

7%

OS-P Open Space - Passive

138

4%

3%

OS-A Open Space - Active

124

3%

3%

10

0%

0%

138

4%

3%

C-D Commercial, Downtown

66

2%

2%

C-G Commercial, General

36

1%

1%

C-VS Commercial, Visitor-Serving

32

1%

1%

C-R Commercial, Residential

4

0%

0%

PUD - Planned Unit Development

1,367

35%

33%

A-1 Exclusive Floriculture

139

4%

3%

P-S Public Service

110

3%

3%

MHP Mobile Home Park

57

1%

1%

IND Industrial

30

1%

1%

Total in City

3,883

100%

93%

280

N/A

7%

4,163

N/A

100%

Zoning District
Inside City Limits
Reserve

Residential

Open Space

OS-C Open Space - Conservation
Commercial

Outside City Limits
PAD/CD
Total in Planning Area
Source: Dyett & Bhatia, 2014.
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2.3 Habitat Areas
Addendum 3, Chapter 5 – Revised Figure 5-1: Habitats:
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2.4 Parkland
Addendum 3, Chapter 8 - Additional parkland acreage information and calculations:
In fall 2015, the City of Half Moon Bay conducted a fee study that resulted in an updated parkland
inventory. This inventory differs from the one presented in Chapter 8 of the Existing Conditions Report
in that it updates the list of existing parks and facilities and how park acreages were counted. For the fee
study, additional lands were included in the parkland total. Generally these lands are owned and/or
maintained by the City for passive recreation, such as the Poplar Beach parking lot, access, and
California Coastal Trail corridor and portions of the Johnston House property. Inclusion of these lands, in
addition to the City’s existing and planned parks, results in a total park acreage of 59.2 compared to the
22.6 acres reported in the Existing Conditions Report. The existing park service ratio of total parkland
acreage per 1,000 residents for the updated parkland inventory is 5.05, based on a service population of
11,721 (U.S. Census, 2010). The City’s updated parks inventory is included for reference below in Tables
1 through 3. Table 4 presents a comparison of parkland standards.

Table 1: Developed City Parks (North to South)
Acres1

Park Name
Frenchmans Creek Community Park2

1.75

Kehoe Avenue Park

0.15

Oak Avenue Park

0.87

John L. Carter Memorial Park
Skate Park (City approved, pending)

0.96
3

Mac Dutra Park

0.09

Ocean View Park
Kitty Fernandez Park

0.16
0.62

4

Seymour/Magnolia Park (name TBD)

0.40
5

1.28

Smith Field

13.20

Total Developed City Parks Acres

19.48

Notes:
1. Unless otherwise noted, all acreages per City of Half Moon Bay GIS/County Assessor
2. Estimate of developed vs. undeveloped, source: Public Works
3. Source: City of Half Moon Bay Staff Report, June 2, 2015
4. Located within City right-of-way
5. City-owned future parkland
Source: City of Half Moon Bay, December 2015.
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Table 2: Other City-Maintained Parkland Areas (North to South)
Parkland Area Name

Acres
1

Naomi Patridge Trail

4.55

Pilarcitos Creek Trail adjacent to Oak Avenue Park
Pilarcitos Creek Trail under HWY 1 to HWY 92

2

2.05

3

0.20

Poplar Beach Property: Beach Parking Lot & Coastal Trail
Segment4
San Mateo County Coastal Trail segment adjacent to landfill
Half Moon Bay Statue

6

2.44
0.42

Johnston House Property: Train Depot &Walking Loop
Thane Avenue: Coastal Trail segment

19.75
5

8

Total Other City Maintained Parkland Acres

7

10.00
0.31
39.72

Notes:
1. Estimated Area: Mirada Road–Wavecrest 3.75 miles length * 10 FT width = 4.55 AC
2. City-owned properties with trail and bridge over creek
3. Not owned by City; City maintains and has easement; estimated area: 900 FT length * 10 FT
width = 0.2 AC
4. City-owned properties from Kelly Avenue at north end, to Poplar parking lot at south end
5. San Mateo County-owned parcels (approx. 35 AC)–City-maintained trail west to bluff top
6. Located within City right-of-way
7. Includes all City-maintained portions of larger property
8. Located within City right-of-way; estimated area: 1340 FT length * 10 FT width = 0.31 AC
Source: City of Half Moon Bay, December 2015
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Table 3: Other City-Owned Open Spaces and Recreation Areas Currently Not Programmed or City-Maintained
(Not included in parkland inventory)
Open Space or Recreation Area Description
Remainder Poplar Beach Property

Acres

1

15.58

Remainder of Johnston House Property

2

9.52

Railroad Avenue 3
Surfers Beach

5.5

4

Redondo Beach

3.6
4

Oak Avenue Park

3.15
5

Frenchmans Creek Community Park

0.97
5

2.45

6

Smith Field

16.1

Total

56.87

Notes:
1. Acreage owned by City not including parking lot, Coastal Trail, bluffs, or beach access
2. Acreage owned by City not utilized for passive open space
3. Acreage owned by the City with Coastside Land Trust Conservation Easement
4. Acreage owned by City
5. Acreage owned by City in riparian corridor
6. City-owned acreage not developed or in passive use
Source: City of Half Moon Bay, December 2015

Table 4: Comparison of Parkland Standards
Total Acres
Required

Additional Acres
Needed to Meet
Standard

8 (1995 Recreation Element)

93.77

34.57

7

82.05

22.85

6

70.33

11.13

5 (Recent revision to HMB Subdivision Ordinance)

58.61

None

4 (Previous HMB Subdivision Ordinance provision)

46.88

None

Parkland Standard (Acres/1,000 Service Population)

Notes:
1. Assumes 11,721 service population (U.S. Census, 2010).
2. Assumes 59.2 acres existing parkland acreage.
Source: City of Half Moon Bay, December 2015
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2.5 Economic and Real Estate Conditions and Trends
Addendum 3, Economic and Real Estate Conditions and Trends - Revised Figure 25: Sale Tax
Revenue (nominal):

Figure 25

Sales Tax Revenue Trend (nominal)

$3,000,000

$2,500,000

$2,000,000

$1,500,000

$1,000,000

$500,000

$2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13
Source: City of Half Moon Bay
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III

Supplemental Information

Some of the comments and requests for information were beyond the scope of the Report.
However, in cases where relevant and readily available information and materials could be
provided, they are included in this section. The source of the information is cited for each case.
For data from sources other than the City of Half Moon Bay, the accuracy of the information
cannot be confirmed; however, in most cases the data sources are other governmental entities
and the information is taken from publically reviewed and adopted documents. Additional
information is provided for the following topics on the subsequent pages in this section:
Land Use:
 Land Use Distribution in other Coastal Jurisdictions
 Public Ownership Map
 Residential Lot Sizes and Zoning Requirements
 Canada Cove Open Space Evaluation
Historic Resources:
 Core Area/Downtown - Age of Structure 1950 and Earlier
Aesthetics and Urban Form:
 HWY 92 Interchange Aerial Maps
 Visual Quality
Coastal Access and Amenities:
 California Coastal Trail
 Beach Access
 Beach Amenities
Environmental Resources:
 Threats to Open Space and Habitat
 Habitat Areas and Water Resources Overlay
Transportation and Infrastructure:
 Traffic Volumes Compared to Population
 Walk Score
 Parking Survey Summary
 Half Moon Bay Bridges – Summary of Conditions
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3.1

Land Use

Land Use Distribution in other Coastal Jurisdictions:
Three recent summaries of land use distribution for coastal areas in San Mateo County are
provided for reference.
City of Pacifica – Source: Pacifica General Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report, March 2014
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Midcoast San Mateo County – Source: Final Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan Environs Half
Moon Bay Airport, September 2014
NOTE: The study area includes Princeton, Pillar Ridge, and Seal Cove as well as most of El Granada,
Montara, and Moss Beach along with open space and other areas within the airport overlay zone.

Princeton – Source: Plan Princeton – Community Plan, Local Coastal Program, and Zoning
Regulations Update, Existing Conditions Report, 2014
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Public Ownership Map (from Second Addendum to Report, March, 2015):

Residential Lot Sizes and Zoning Requirements:
29

Plan Half Moon Bay

The following neighborhood maps present comparisons of parcel size to the minimum site area
required in the neighborhood’s zoning district. This study includes most of the City’s
neighborhoods with R-1-B-1 and R-1-B-2 zoning. In the R-1-B-1 and R-1-B-2 zoning districts, the
minimum site area is 6,000 and 7,500 square feet (SQ FT), respectively. The parcels highlighted
on each map do not conform to the minimum site area of their zone. Additional parcels for
most neighborhoods are likely also not conforming with respect to minimum site area. The
maps are not intended to identify all of the nonconforming parcels, but rather, indicate the
predominate parcel sizes for each neighborhood in cases where they are less than the
minimum.
The neighborhoods listed below, their zoning, and the site area threshold used for each map
are listed in the table below, and the maps are presented on the following pages.

Neighborhood
Miramar

Zoning
R-1-B-1

Minimum Site
Area SQ FT
6,000

Study: Site Area
< Listed SQ FT
Notes:
6,000 Highly varied parcel sizes

Arleta Park

R-1-B1

6,000

Frenchmans Creek

R-1-B-2

7,500

Myrtle - Magnolia Streets;
6,000 approx. 50% parcels
conform
Approx. 1/3 parcels < 7,500
7,000 SQ FT

Sea Haven

R-1-B-2

7,500

6,500 Most parcels < 6,500 SQ FT

Grand View

R-1-B-2

7,500

6,000 <1% parcels conform

7,500

Approx. 25% parcels <
6,000 7,500 SQ FT

Highland Park

R-1-B-2

Casa Del Mar

R-1-B-2

7,500

Grand – Belleville

R-1-B-2

7,500

Approx. 50% parcels
7,000 between 6,000 and 7,000
SQ FT
Many parcels are approx..
5,500 5,000 SQ FT

Source: All maps in this series were prepared with the City of Half Moon Bay GovClarity GIS,
Summer 2015 version. Zoning data from City of Half Moon Bay, parcel sizes from San Mateo
County Assessor and the GIS program calculations.
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Canada Cove Open Space Evaluation:
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3.2

Historic Resources

Core Area/Downtown – Age of Structure 1950 and Earlier:
Source: City of Half Moon Bay GIS and San Mateo County Assessor Data
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3.3

Aesthetics and Urban Form

Highway 92 Interchange Aerial Maps:
Source: City of Half Moon Bay GIS – Maps at same scale
Provided for comparison purposes with respect to the relative land area of each interchange.

Highway 92 at Highway 1 and Main Street

Highway 92 at Highway 101
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Visual Quality:
The visual quality of Half Moon Bay is described in various portions of the Report, especially in
Chapter 3 (Land Use and Urban Form) and Chapter 6 (Aesthetics). Chapter 5 (Environmental
Resources and Hazards), in describing habitat types and their locations indirectly furthers the
aesthetic context. However, comments indicate that a more direct statement regarding the
noticeable openness apparent throughout town - of the highly visible foothills, bluff tops,
numerous stands of mature trees, and expansive sky views - is facilitated by Half Moon Bay’s
specific mix of land uses. It is noted that the collective agricultural, horticultural, and vacant
land along with modest building heights and densities in developed areas, provides for distinct
and unconstrained views across the landscape, defining Half Moon Bay’s memorable aesthetic
setting and further enhancing the small town charm.

3.4

Coastal Access and Amenities

California Coastal Trail:
The California Coastal Trail is referenced in various portions of the Report, including Chapter 4
(Circulation, Parking, and Coastal Access) and Chapter 8 (Parks, Recreation, and Public Service).
Several comments indicated that the significance of the Coastal Trail should be further
acknowledged. The California Coastal Trail is a network of public trails along the 1,200 mile
California coastline and is more than half complete (Source: CaliforniaCoastalTrail.info). It is
noted that the trail segments in Half Moon Bay, which have been extended over time and are
nearly complete within the City limits, is a significant local, regional, and State resource. In Half
Moon Bay, the Coastal Trail provides for passive and active recreation, attracts visitors, and
serves as a commute corridor for some cyclists and pedestrians. As the Trail continues to
expand and more linkages are made, it is expected that the significance of this resource will
also expand. Portions of the Coastal Trail may be threatened by future sea level rise and
erosion. This consideration is being studied by both the City of Half Moon Bay and San Mateo
County (“SeaChange” Sea Level Rise Vulnerability Assessment). Both studies are anticipated to
be made available in 2016.

Beach Access and Amenities:
The Report provides an overview of beach access and amenities in Chapter 4: Circulation,
Parking, and Coastal Access. Further information about coastal-oriented recreational facilities is
provided in Chapter 8: Parks, Recreation, and Public Services. Additional detail about each
beach’s amenities and facilities has been requested through community feedback on the
Report. This summary focuses on ADA provisions and other amenities of each beach area within
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the City of Half Moon Bay’s limits from north to south. The following two notes provide
information about how the summaries are organized and assumptions made:




Beach Names and Groupings: All of the beaches have formally recognized names and
are owned or managed by the State, San Mateo County, and/or the City. For some of
the beaches, there are additional informal names commonly used by community
members and found on various maps. For these occurrences, all known names are
provided in this summary; however, there may be more colloquial references to some of
these areas than City staff is aware of. Contiguous beaches with similar oversight,
amenities and access are grouped together in the descriptions.
California Coastal Trail Amenities: Coastal access pathways, benches, trash/recycling,
etc. are provided periodically along the California Coastal Trail. These amenities are
assumed to be available near and between all of the beaches listed below and are not
specifically cited beyond those that are found adjacent to each beach.

El Granada: This beach is located partially within the City of Half Moon Bay, some beach access
located on private property in City of Half Moon Bay; most of this beach and access are located
in Pillar Point Harbor within unincorporated San Mateo County.







California Coastal Trail: Access provided
Parking: Public parking lot at Pillar Point Harbor
ADA: Parking and California Coastal Trail access in location where trail is near beach
grade
Beach Access: Shallow slope to beach
Other Amenities: Boat launch at Pillar Point Harbor, stairs from Sam’s Chowder House
property to beach, RV park, benches and lighting
Signage: Directional signage from HWY 1, informational signage at Pillar Point Harbor

Surfers/Vallejo Beach: These beaches are located within the City of Half Moon Bay, the uplands
are unincorporated San Mateo County; beaches owned by City of Half Moon Bay, San Mateo
County, and State of California.







California Coastal Trail: Access provided
Parking: No public parking lot, driveway turn-around at Coronado Street
ADA: Limited access
Beach Access: Breakwater eroded low bluffs
Other Amenities: San Mateo County Mirada Surf Park
Signage: Not evident
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Miramar, Mirada, Alcatraz, Naples Beaches: These are State beaches fronting the Miramar
neighborhood. Public coastal access amenities aside from the California Coastal Trail, are not
available.







California Coastal Trail: Access predominately serves the surrounding neighborhood
Parking: No long-term public parking
ADA: Relatively level roadways intersect the California Coastal Trail in several locations
and may provide ADA access to the trail for neighborhood residents
Beach Access: Steep pathways on eroding bluffs
Other Amenities: N/A
Signage: HWY 1 directional signage

Half Moon Bay State Beaches - Roosevelt, Dunes, Venice, Elmar, and Francis: This contiguous
stretch of State beaches provides prime coastal access for public use and enjoyment in Half
Moon Bay. The northern portion of Roosevelt Beach fronts the Miramar neighborhood and
Elmar Beach fronts the Casa Del Mar neighborhood.








California Coastal Trail: Multiple access points
Parking: Large fee public parking lots
ADA: ADA parking and restroom facilities, in some locations relatively flat, smooth and
stable ground provides access to top of dunes/bluffs, allowing for views of water and
beach sand, good access to California Coastal Trail
Beach Access: Multiple pathways from dunes/bluffs to beaches with modest slopes
Other Amenities: Camping, permanent public restrooms, showers, trash and recycling
facilities, benches, bicycles parking, park ranger station and staffing
Signage: Directional signage from HWY 1, informational signage in parking lots and at
ranger station, interpretative signage and educational materials also available.

Poplar Beach: This beach and its amenities are owned and maintained by the City of Half Moon
Bay. It fronts the Alsace Lorraine and Arleta Park Neighborhoods.
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California Coastal Trail: Access provided
Parking: Fee public parking lot includes a parking area reserved for horse transport
vehicles
ADA: ADA parking; access to top of dunes/bluffs may be limited due to inconsistent
grading, pavement surface irregularities, and security fencing issues
Beach access: Steep and eroding pathway
Other Amenities: Portable restroom facilities, trash and recycling facilities, bicycling
parking
Signage: Directional from HWY 1, parking restrictions indicated throughout the parking
lot

Existing Conditions, Trends, and Opportunities Assessment:
Comment Summary and Supplemental Information

Upgrades to the Poplar Beach parking lot and beach interface areas (top of bluff near California
Coastal Trail and beach access pathway) could be considered as a project for a future Capital
Improvement Program (CIP). Improving ADA and beach access and consolidation of signage
could be included in the project. The 2015 CIP program includes improvements to the California
Coastal Trail and an outfall in the vicinity of the Poplar Beach parking lot and beach access
pathway.

Redondo: This beach fronts the North Wavecrest area.







California Coastal Trail: Limited access – trail is being extended south to improve access
to the area in the future
Parking: No public parking lot
ADA Access: Not designated
Beach access: Severely steep and eroding pathways, some partially located on private
property, used by public to access beach
Other Amenities: N/A
Signage: Not evident

Staff has observed the poor condition of the informal beach access points, which are eroding in
what appears to be an alarming fashion due to their steepness and continued public use. If a
suitable alternate location for public access can be found (e.g. public property with stable soils,
etc.), a stair system would greatly improve ease, safety and the future environmental condition
of the high bluff abutting this beach. Such a project could be part of a future CIP for the City.

Ocean Colony/Ritz: This area may be considered a southern expanse of Redondo Beach, or may
have another colloquial name; however, it has frontage on the Ocean Colony neighborhood,
golf course and Ritz Carlton properties.







California Coastal Trail: Access provided
Parking: Designated public parking areas – open lot and parking garage spaces
ADA Access: ADA parking and California Coastal Trail access
Beach access: Stairs to beach
Other Amenities: Portable restroom facilities
Signage: Directional signage from HWY 1 and along Miramontes Point Road

The City’s 2015-2016 CIP includes a project for upgrading the stairs to this beach.
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3.5

Environmental Resources

Threats to Open Space and Habitat:
Comments on the Report expressed concern about threats to open space and habitat as an
existing condition. Open space and habitat are separate yet related topics. Open space areas
may be developed, such as for parks, and not specifically provide for habitat. Habitat areas may
occur on lands not designated for open space. In either case, development of vacant and/or
underutilized property is likely the most significant threat to the establishment of open space
and preservation of habitat. Development occurring amidst areas of vacant or underutilized
land can cause fragmentation, which may affect its value as habitat and eliminates the
opportunity to acquire contiguous lands for open space by public and/or nonprofit entities. On
the other hand, development can also support the provision of open space through the
dedication of parkland and the establishment of permanent buffers from areas identified as
EHSA. In any case, significant care must be made in siting development appropriately and in
ensuring compliance with the California Coastal Act’s habitat and open space protection
requirments.
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Habitat Areas and Water Resources Overlay:
Source: City of Half Moon Bay’s Local Coastal Program (page 215), updated in 1993.
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15,700

16,100

16,700

2005

2010

2014
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17,300

2000

29,800

29,300

28,800

32,500

32,000

28,000

27,000

26,500

28,000

27,000

37,800

35,800

41,000

40,000

39,300

Outside Half Moon Bay comparison data

City of Half Moon Bay

29,000

27,800

28,500

26,700

25,800

HWY 1
near
SR 92

HWY 1
near
Main St
(No
HMB)

5,200

6,300

4,200

5,000

4,700

15,700

17,600

21,000

N/A

N/A

20,100

20,000

23,300

20,600

20,300

Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT)
SR 82
HWY 1
(ECR)
near
near
SR 84
FrenchHillsnear
SR 92
SR 92
mans
dale
Portola
near
near
Creek Rd
Blvd
Rd
HWY 1 Main St

24,700

23,600

25,800

23,500

22,900

SR 92
near SR
35 S

105,500

108,000

108,500

112,000

N/A

I-280
near
Haynes
Rd

105,500

104,500

105,000

108,500

N/A

I-280 near
Edgewood
Rd

11,721

11,324

12,600

11,842

N/A

HMB
Population

754,639

718,451

721,900

707,163

N/A

San Mateo
County
Population

Population

Population: Year 2000 and 2010 US Census; Year 2005 Projections and Priorities 2009 ABAG, Year 2014 California Department of Finance

AADT from Caltrans Traffic Census Program http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/census/

Sources:

Key:

15,800

HWY 1
near
Main
St
(So
HMB)

1995

Year

Traffic Volumes Compared to Population:
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Walk Score:

Source: Walk Score – WWW.walkscore.com
Each number represents the walk score on a scale of 1 -100 with 1 representing very poor
walkability and 100 representing exceptional walkability. For each neighborhood, a property
located in the approximate center was selected for the Walk Score website’s determination to
generally represent the walk score for the neighborhood.
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Parking Survey Summary:

Background:
A survey of parking space usage was conducted in May and July 2011 to determine which
streets, hours, and days of the week have the highest occupancy rate. The survey methodology
consisted of counting cars in parking spaces at specific times of the day to determine how many
spaces were filled to establish occupancy rates. The surveys were conducted in May and July,
months when Half Moon Bay attracts many visitors, especially on the weekends. School is still
in session in May, and generally out in July, thus there is some additional differentiation to
consider from these timing choices. Survey timing details are as follows:
 May 2011: Thursday May 12, Friday May 13, and Saturday May 14 at 9:00 AM, 11:00
AM, 1:00 PM, 3:00 PM, and 5:00 PM
 July 2011: Tuesday July 19, Saturday July 23, and Sunday July 24 at 9:00 AM, 11:00 AM,
1:00 PM, 3:00 PM, 5:00 PM, and 7:00 PM
478 public parking spaces in the Downtown area were surveyed. The survey perimeter was
defined as follows: Main Street Bridge to the north; Filbert Street to the south; Purrissima
Street to the west, and Johnston Street to the east. This area focuses on the commercial and
mixed-use portion of the Downtown area. Parking use was found to be in lower demand
outside this perimeter. The public parking provided within the survey area included street
spaces on Main Street from the Main Street Bridge to Filbert Street; Mill Street, Kelly Avenue,
Miramontes Street, and Correas Street between Johnston and Purissima Streets; and the Mill
Street and City Hall parking lots. The survey data is provided in tables on the following pages.
Survey Highlights:
 During the 2011 peak summer season, the average parking occupancy level in the
Downtown area was approximately 50%. The survey also noted that during the low
season from January to May, the Downtown occupancy levels may average 30% or
lower.
 The highest occupancy rate occurred between the hours of 11:00 AM and 1:00 PM. The
occupancy rate during this period was often 100%, even on the side streets.
 The occupancy rates were consistently highest on Saturdays and Sundays between
11:00 AM and 7:00 PM.
 Johnston and Purissima Streets had much lower parking occupancy rates than Main
Street and its cross streets.
 Feedback from merchants indicated that a number of employees/owners park in the
Main Street spaces. It was noted that these parkers could utilize side streets or
Purrisima and Johnston streets to free up the parking on Main Street.
 Parking is limited on Main Street to 2 hours, promoting turnover. The surveyors noted
that enforcement could be increased to potentially improve compliance.
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State Parks 2015

HMB City

HMB City

Pilarcitos
Creek

Seymour
Ditch

Ocean
Colony

Unpainted
Corten Steel
truss over
concrete
abutment
Unpainted
Corten Steel
truss and
piers.
Concrete
abutments
Aluminum
truss and
steel piers.
Concrete
abutments
Painted
Steel over
concrete
abutments
Wood

Structural
Material

*Year built cannot be readily confirmed.

*

2002

State Parks 1992

Frenchman’s
Creek

Date
Built

San Mateo *
County

Owner

Mirada Road

Location

Fair

Fair

Poor.
Extensive
corrosion
in truss and
cross
beams
Excellent

Good

Structure
Condition

Coastal Trail Bridges (Pedestrian and Bike Use only)

Wooden Planks

Wooden Planks

Wooden Planks
(Alaskan Cedar)

Wooden Planks
and Plywood
over failing
metal beams

Wooden Planks

Deck Material

Source: City of Half Moon Bay Community Development Department

Half Moon Bay Bridges – Summary of Conditions:

Fair

Fair

Excellent

Poor

Good

Deck
Condition

Relocation
and erosion
control
required
Planned for
rehabilitation
2016/2017

Engineering
study needed
to determine
needed
repairs or
replacement
None

Significant
Maintenance
Required
None
apparent
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HMB City

Pilarcitos
Creek

Reinforced
Concrete
Abutments
Painted
galvanized
steel
Painted
galvanized
steel

Structural
Material

HMB City

Miramontes
Street

*

1901

Date
Built

Reinforced
Concrete
Abutments

Concrete
Arch,
Abutments
Spandrels &
Wing Walls

Structural
Material
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*Year built cannot be readily confirmed.

HMB City

Owner

Main Street
over
Pilarcitos
Creek

Bridges

Streets and Roads Bridges

*Year built cannot be readily confirmed.

2005

2013

HMB City

Kehoe Ditch

Date
Built

State Parks *

Owner

Frenchmans
Creek

Location

Highway 1 Trail Bridges

Plan Half Moon Bay

Poor.
Several
large cracks
in Wing &
Spandrel
Walls
Good

Structure
Condition

Good

Good

Fair

Structure
Condition

Asphalt
Concrete
roadway and
wooden paths
attached to
both spandrels
Reinforced
Concrete

Deck Material

Wooden Planks

Reinforced
Concrete with
asphaltic trail
Concrete

Deck Material

Roadway &
pathways
in fair
condition.
Not ADA
compliant
Good

Deck
Condition

Good

Good

Fair

Deck
Condition

Significant
Maintenance
Required
Engineering
tests
performed to
determine
need and
feasibility
None

None

None

Significant
Maintenance
Required
None
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Comprehensive Comment Table
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Version of the Report
July 2014 with two
Addenda
July 2014 with two
Addenda
July 2014 with two
Addenda
July 2014 with two
Addenda
Version of the Report

Table A-3: Oral Comments
Walter Sensing

Harvey Rarback

Ann Carey

Deborah Ruddock (Councilmember speaking as a
private citizen)
Table A-4: Planning Commission Study Session
Comments
Planning Commissioners: Desman, Roman,
Conroy, Hernandez, and Evans

August 25, 2015

August 25, 2015

August 25, 2015

August 25, 2015
September 22,
2015

Date

June 2014 Draft
June 2014 Draft
June 2014 Draft
July 2014
July 2014 with two
Addenda

Jo Chamberlain, GPAC Member
Sara Polgar, GPAC Member
San Mateo Land Exchange - #1
San Mateo Land Exchange - #2
Rick Hernandez, Planning Commissioner

July 7, 2014
July 8, 2014
July 8, 2014
October 2, 2014
August 25, 2015
September 22,
2015
Date
August 25, 2015

July 2014 with two
Addenda

June 2014 Draft

Diane Johnson, GPAC Member

July 6, 2014

Version of the Report
June 2014 Draft

Table A-2: Written Comments
J. C. “Chris” Orman and Nanette Orman, MD

Date
July 2, 2014

Table A-1: Comment Index

Comprehensive Comment Tables

A-43

Page A-43

A-41

A-40

A-40

Page A-39
A-39

A-4
A-8
A-14
A-19
A-23

A-3

Page A-3
A-3
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A-2

Commenter
Orman

Johnson

#
1.

2.

Ch. 9
Infrastructure

Topic
Ch. 3
Land Use and
Urban Design

Table A-2: Written Comments

Section 9.3 – Storm Drain System: The following
additional information should be added to section
9.3: Currently, there are two drainage ditches
owned by a patchwork of private owners that are
responsible for a significant portion of the
stormwater drainage for the city. These ditches
are the Kehoe and Roosevelt ditches. The ditches
are poorly maintained, which creates flooding
during heavy storms. In addition, there is a house
built over the Roosevelt ditch creating additional
issues at this location. There is an opportunity to
address these issues in the overall drainage plan
for the long term.

Detail
All paper streets west of Pilarcitos Avenue in Half
Moon Bay depicted in this report be deleted from
further consideration in the comprehensive
planning process being undertaken by the City.
These undeveloped paper streets are located
within Half Moon Bay State Beach and are
presently zoned as OS-P Open Space – Passive by
the City. The undeveloped extension of Beach
Avenue to the west of Pilarcitos Avenue be
deleted because it is located within Half Moon Bay
State Beach and is presently zoned as OS-P Open
Space – Passive by the City.

A-3

Resolution/Response
Response: The comment refers to
paper streets mapped west of
Pilarcitos Avenue in the Casa Del
Mar neighborhood. Properties
adjacent to these streets are
owned by the State of California
and are referred to as beach
properties. The General Plan land
use designation is Regional Public
Recreation and the zoning is OS-P
as stated in the comment. Vacating
public right-of-ways is a policy
decision and not a subject for the
Report.
Response: References to both the
Kehoe and Roosevelt drainages
were added to the July 2014
version of the Report and are listed
in Table 9-1. Also see Section 1.3
Prevalent Comments and
Responses for an overview of the
City’s approach to storm drainage
maintenance and planning.
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Chamberlain

Chamberlain

Chamberlain

Chamberlain

3.

4.

5.

6.

Figure 3-7: Existing PUD: Add reference to Senior
Housing on the PUD map.

Figure 4-2: Existing and Planned Bicycle Facilities:
The comment indicates that “can’t get across
arroyo” via a mapped informal trail in line with
the Coastal Trail in the vicinity of Redondo beach
and further notes that the Coastal Trail “does not
extend this far” as shown on the map in the same
area.
Ch. 4
Figure 4-5: Coastal Access Points: With respect to
Circulation
the Coastal Access Trail, the comment notes that
the “trail currently ends at Seymour;” and further
notes about a parking area indicated at Redondo
Beach that “this is a privately owned parking area,
‘Halsted’.”
Ch. 5
Pages 5-5 and -6: California Coast Act: The
Environmental comment highlights references to Bodega Bay.
Resources and
Hazards

Ch. 4
Circulation

Ch. 3
Land Use and
Urban Design

A-4

Response: The references to
Bodega Bay are part of the
language in the citation from the
California Coastal Act, Section
30233, “Diking, filling or dredging;
continued movement of sediment
and nutrients.” Note that some
sections of the Coastal Act include
additional references and

Response: Figure 4-5 was revised
in the July 2014 version of the
Report with respect to the parking
area reference.

Response: The suggested
reference to senior housing
indicates a site that is not an
existing PUD. It may be that the
reference intends to acknowledge
the nearby Amesport Landing PUD,
which is shown on the map, and
has been developed with senior
housing.
Response: Figure 4-2 was revised
in the July 2014 version of the
Report to accurately represent the
Coastal Trail extents and informal
trail alignment.

Chamberlain

Chamberlain

Chamberlain

Chamberlain

7.

8.

9.

10.

Figure 5-3: Special-Status Animals and Critical
Habitat: The comment includes reference to “Salt
Marsh Common Yellow Throat” in the vicinity of
Wavecrest Road.
Figure 5-4: Surface Waters and Watersheds:
There were several additional wetlands identified
on CLI’s trails extension. Much of West of Railroad
and Wavecrest is seasonal wetland. Wavecrest
Ditch does no go straight to ocean. The comment
included an indication for the way that the
Wavecrest Ditch is routed.

Ch. 5
Figure 5-6: Known and Potential Contaminated
Environmental Sites: The comment calls out the location of the
Resources and “County landfill haz mat site.”
Hazards

Ch. 5
Environmental
Resources and
Hazards
Ch. 5
Environmental
Resources and
Hazards

Ch. 5
Figure 5-1: Habitats: The comment indicated
Environmental incidence of “Monterrey Cypress” in the
Resources and Wavecrest area.
Hazards

A-5

requirements for specific areas in
the Coastal Zone.
Addendum: The area in question
should show this area as Monterey
Cypress rather than Central Coast
Riparian Scrub. The correct version
of Figure 5-1: Habitats is provided
in Addendum 3.
Addendum and Response: See
Section 1.3 Prevalent Comments
and Responses for a discussion of
ESHA and mapping requirements.
Response: The July 2014 version of
the Report was updated to show
corrected alignment of Wavecrest
Ditch in Figure 5-4. Wetlands
shown on the map are pursuant to
the Bay Area Aquatic Resources
Inventory (BAARI) and the wetland
indications on the map were not
revised in that they conform to that
data source as shown.
Response: The July 2014 version of
the Report was updated to include
history and description of the now
closed Half Moon Bay Landfill and
on-going maintenance and
monitoring. The location of the
closed land fill is also indicated in
Figure 5-6 – Known Potential
Contaminated Sites.
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Chamberlain

Chamberlain

Chamberlain

Chamberlain

Chamberlain

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Ch. 9
Infrastructure

Ch. 9
Infrastructure

Ch. 9
Infrastructure

Ch. 8
Parks,
Recreation,
and Public
Services

A-6

Response: See Section 1.3,
Prevalent Comments and
Responses regarding the
forthcoming sea level rise
vulnerability assessment.
Page 8-6 – Trails: Add Pilarcitos Trail – Francis
Response: The comment is noted.
Beach to Main with link to Kelly.
The Pilarcitos Creek Trail is
described as it now functions: as
an undercrossing of HWY 1 for
bikes and pedestrians. The
comment suggests an extension of
the trail that can be considered in
the General Plan and LCP Updates.
Page 9-3 – Potential Water System Improvements: Response: The comment is noted.
Santa Cruz purchases lawns for 50¢ a square foot
Numerous suggestions for
– seems like a nice solution.
supporting water conservation in
Half Moon Bay have come forth in
various community forums. The
updated General Plan will include
water conservation policies to
support a variety of options.
Figure 9-1: Existing Storm Drainage System:
Response: The July 2014 version of
Wavecrest ditch does not go to the ocean, is
the Report was updated to show
diverted to Seymour Ditch. The comment included corrected alignment of Wavecrest
an indication for the way that the Wavecrest Ditch Ditch in Figure 9-1.
is routed.
Page 9-10 – Existing Sewer Deficiencies: Sewer
Response: The Sewer Authority
plant is in flood and tsunami zone.
Midcoast Wastewater Treatment
Plan (SAM) is not located in the
flood zone as mapped by FEMA,
but it is in the tsunami inundation

Ch. 5
Page 5-89 – Climate Change and Sea Level Rise:
Environmental Add a map of potential sea level rise. Add sea level
Resources and rise and resulting coastal erosion.
Hazards

Chamberlain

Chamberlain

Chamberlain

16.

17.

18.

Economic and
Real Estate
Conditions

Stakeholder
Interviews
Summary
Ch. 9
Recreation
and Coastal
Access

Ch. 10
Noise

Campgrounds: Add both RV and Tent

Page 21, Recreation: Add references to dog park
and horse shoes at Smith Field.

Page 10-12 – Temporary Noise Sources: Add leaf
blowers.

A-7

area. The statement that “no
critical infrastructure” is exposed to
tsunami hazards is thus incorrect. A
discussion of vulnerabilities
associated with the treatment plant
is included in the Half Moon Bay
Sea Level Rise Vulnerability
Assessment, forthcoming under
separate cover.
Response: Numerous comments
about noise sources in Half Moon
Bay have come forth in various
community forums. The updated
General Plan will include noise
policies to support a variety of
options for addressing noise
concerns.
Response: Some of this
information is included in the
Report; for example, Table 8-1:
Parks and Recreation Facilities,
cites dog parks and horseshoe pits
as amenities provided at Smith
Field. References to these facilities
are not included in the Stakeholder
Interview Summary because they
were not made by the stakeholders
during their interviews.
Response: References to camping
activities were added throughout
various sections of the July 2014

Appendix A

Chamberlain

Chamberlain

Polgar

19.

20.

21.

Economic and
Real Estate
Conditions
and Trends
Ch. 2
Key Planning
Issues

and Trends
Economic and
Real Estate
Conditions
and Trends

A-8

version of the Report.
Page 21: Add reference in bulleted list to:
Response: These recreation
amenities are referenced in
 Horse shoes
Chapter 8 (Parks, Recreation, and
 Dog park
Public Services) of the report; e.g.
page 8-2, Table 8-1: Parks and
Recreation Facilities.
Figure 25: Sales Tax Revenue Trend (nominal): No Addendum: Figure 25 was not
graph.
correctly formatted for the July
2014 version of the Report. It is
provided in Addendum 3.
Page 2-1, Section 2.1, Substandard Lots and PUDs: Response: The discussion was
Issues and implications for substandard lots and
revised for the July 2014 version of
PUDs are either not sufficiently explained or
the Report to describe the existing
supported. For example, it is not clear from the
regulations and process.
text why the fact that substandard lots having to
Implications cited are limited to
meet specific design criteria before being
those that are directly related to
permitted contributes to this being a key planning the requirements for developing
issue. The paragraph describing PUDs does
PUDs. The Report does not make
provide an example of a how one of the PUD
specific policy recommendations
regulations can be confusing and create
regarding PUDs.
unnecessary uncertainty for developers, but the
fact that preparing a comprehensive area-wide
specific plan for each PUD can be “cumbersome
and expensive” is not really the issue, it is more of
a red herring. Furthermore, based on the critiques
of the piecemeal approach to development that
has led to many of the city’s planning issues (e.g.,
in Section 2.3 Circulation, page 2-6 Connectivity
and Street Systems), one might think that taking a
more comprehensive approach to planning new

22.

Polgar

Ch. 3
Land Use and
Urban Design

development is a good thing. My point is that the
conclusions here are not laid out well enough or
sufficiently connected back to problems such that
it is clear why they are key planning issues. Even
when I reviewed the topic-specific analyses and
discussions in later chapters (e.g., substandard
lots and PUDs in Chapter 3), I did not find further
explanation of how substandard lots and PUD
regulations are key issues challenging the city’s
capabilities to achieve community priorities. I
would recommend fleshing out these sections to
clearly show how these topics are problematic for
making land use decisions that support the
community’s priorities and are consistent with
other relevant laws, plans and policies.
If nothing else, this would help pinpoint
actions/changes that might be appropriate for the
alternatives.
Page 3-21 and Figure 3-3: Existing General Plan,
Regional Public Recreation: These areas are
defined as lands that are in “public ownership”. In
Figure 3-3, the entire coastal bluffs bounded by
Kelly, Railroad, the westward extension of Grove
and the ocean shown as this designation, but
some of these areas are privately owned. It is not
until later, on page 3-51, that this conflicting land
use designation is explicitly mentioned. This
should be identified and the reason for it
explained on page 3-21 in the description of
Regional Public Recreation. Otherwise it is
confusing because it makes the reader think that

A-9

Response: The language was
revised for the July 2014 version of
the Report. Also see Section III
Supplemental Information of this
Report Update for a Public
Ownership Map.

Appendix A
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23.

24.

Ch. 3
Land Use and
Urban Design

Ch. 3
Land Use and
Urban Design

these lands are publicly owned and set aside for
the uses described under Regional Public
Recreation, when in fact about half that area is a
PUD, and the changes to the PUD designation
would have significant implications for this area.
Page 3-48, PUDs: It is inappropriate to make the
assumption stated in the last sentence of the
paragraph ending just before the table, and I do
not see how it is supported by the report. The
sentences is: “Most of these PUDs are
constrained by development conditions posed in
the LUP that were designed to protect resources
and control density, but which may not be
considered outdated.”
Pages 3-54 and -55, PUDs: The major challenges
identified in LUP to developing remaining paper
divisions cited on page 3-51 are: substandard lot
sizes; fragmented ownership; lack of
utility/infrastructure; and, conflicts with resource
conservation policies in the Coastal Act and LUP.
This last challenge – conflicts with resource
conservation policies in the Coastal Act and LUP –
should also be mentioned in the discussion of
Development Challenges: Substandard Lots and
PUDs beginning on 3-53. It is misleading to
separate out this challenge from the others, as if it
is reasonable to consider changes to development
regulations on substandard lots and PUDs without
considering the resource conservation values of
the lands in question (e.g., presence of seasonal
wetlands or other sensitive habitats) – not to

A-10

Response: Language was added to
the July 2014 version of the Report
recognizing resource conservation
and hazard avoidance.

Response: The sentence was
redacted from the text of the July
2014 version of the Report.

Polgar

Polgar

Polgar

Polgar

25.

26.

27.

28.

Ch. 5
Environmental
Resources and
Hazards

Ch. 4
Circulation

Ch. 4
Circulation

Ch. 4
Circulation

Page 5-8, Habitat Areas and Water Resources
Overlay: The report should include here (or
reference the figure number, if it is already
included) the “Habitat Areas and Water Resources
Overlay” map that is identified in 3-2. a. under
Designation of Sensitive Habitats.

mention the hazards (e.g., accelerating bluff
erosion) associated with putting development in
some of these areas. If vagueness or lack of
certainty in the permitting process is truly an issue
for PUD development that needs to be resolved,
then we are poorly served to artificially segregate
the relevant planning considerations in developing
a more predictable planning and permitting
process.
Page 4-22, Wavecrest Trail Project: The
description of the Wavecrest trail project is
inaccurate. Please contact Jo Chamberlain,
Executive Director of the Coastside Land Trust to
get the correct description.
Page 4-22, Figure 4-5: Coastal Access Points: The
parking area at the end of Redondo Beach Road is
on private land is not designated as a public
parking lot. Also, the area being used there as
parking is eroding very rapidly and will not
withstand many more winters before it fails (i.e.,
falls onto the beach below!).
Page 4-25, Coastal Access and Amenities: Parking
lot at the end of Poplar Street is a pay lot.

A-11

Response: Clarification regarding
the paid parking lot for Poplar
Beach was added for the July 2014
version of the report.
Supplemental Information: The
”Habitat Areas and Water
Resources Overlay” map is a figure
in the current Half Moon Bay LCP. It
is included in Section III Supplemental Information of this

Response: References to parking
areas at Redondo Beach were
redacted for the July 2014 version
of the Report.

Response: The text was revised for
the July 2014 version of the Report
correcting the description of the
Wavecrest Trail project.
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29.

30.

Ch. 5
Environmental
Resources and
Hazards

Ch. 5
Environmental
Resources and
Hazards

Pages 5-43 to 5-49, Key Planning Issues and
Implications: I realize that this is a review of the
biological resources for the project area as they
pertain to land uses, but the discussion of Key
Planning Issues and Implications, and the
Summary do not sufficiently address (or even
acknowledge) challenges to protection of
biological resources (i.e., ESHAs) that can be
caused by development (e.g., fragmentation of
habitat areas leading to loss of their habitat
values; spread of invasive species; changed
hydrology of nearby habitats). Without identifying
these types of considerations this report does not

Page 5-15, Figure 5-1: Habitats: Please include
notation (e.g., asterisk in the legend, or hatching)
in this map to indicate those habitats that are
considered ESHA’s, and another notation for
those that may be considered ESHA’s depending
on specific conditions. (This is specified in the CCC
LCP Update Guidance, so there is no reason not to
include it in this report.)

A-12

Report Update as a reference. Also,
see Addendum 3 for an updated
Figure 5-1: Habitats, which
indicates ESHA and potential ESHA
in overlay patterns.
Addendum: Updated Figure 5-1:
Habitats is provided in Addendum
3. The map indicates ESHA and
potential ESHA as overlays on
habitat types, which should address
this comment. (Note, this
formatting was provided in
Addendum 1, which included a
revised Figure 5-1; however, that
map is now superseded with the
Figure provided in Addendum 3,
which includes a correction to a
habitat type.)
Supplemental Information:
Language is provided in Section III
of this Report Update
acknowledging challenges to
protection of biological resources
as noted in the comment.

Polgar

Polgar

Polgar

31.

32.

33.

A-13

Response: The July 2014 version of
the Report was updated to include
history and description of the
closed Half Moon Bay Landfill and
on-going maintenance and
monitoring. The location of the
closed land fill is also indicated in
Figure 5-6: Known Potential
Contaminated Sites.
Ch. 5
Bluff Erosion: I could not find any place in this
Response: See Section 1.3
Environmental chapter that identifies the key role of bluff erosion Prevalent Comments and
Resources and as a source of new beach sand on our coastside
Responses regarding the
Hazards
beaches. This should be noted (e.g., perhaps on
forthcoming Sea Level Rise
page 5-113 in the paragraph on sedimentation
Vulnerability Assessment which will
and erosion) as an important planning
consider erosion.
consideration for maintaining beaches (for
recreation and habitat).
Ch. 4 Circulation Sections 4.4 and 8.1, Trails: These sections do not Response: Language was added to
Ch. 8
mention the erosion threatening key parts of the
page 4-22 of the July 2014 version
Parks,
Coastal Trail, nor do the Key Planning Issues and
of the Report acknowledging the
Recreation, and Implications identify the need to fill gaps in the
Coastal trail gap and future trail
Public Services trail to allow for connectivity throughout the
improvements. Also see Section
planning area. Overwhelmingly the community
1.3 Prevalent Comments and
has said that enjoying the natural beauty of the
Responses regarding the
coastside on trails is one of the favorite aspects of forthcoming Sea Level Rise

Ch. 5
Environmental
Resources and
Hazards

provide a basis for identifying how different
alternatives will perform in terms of conservation
– one of the Key Objectives in Section 1.4., and
the top choice for planning actions identified in
the community survey: “Preserving environmental
resources and open space.”
Page 5-75, Groundwater Quality: I had been
under the impression that there was a capped
county landfill at the end of Seymour Street. If this
is the case, it would be good to note it in this
section because it may be exposed as the bluffs
erode back.
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San Mateo Land
Exchange –
Letter #1

San Mateo Land
Exchange –
Letter #1

San Mateo Land
Exchange –
Letter #1

34.

35.

36.

37.

Ch. 3
Land Use and
Urban Form

Page 3-8, Land Use: Can Commercial
Recreation/Visitor Serving be defined and added
to this section and chart since it is a priority land
use within the Coastal Zone.

living in HMB. This update needs to address this
priority through protection and enhancement of
trails. The report does not sufficiently lay out the
existing conditions or issues related to trails to
allow for this effort.
Ch. 8
Page 8-5, Open Space: The number one choice for
Parks,
planning actions identified by community
Recreation, and members in the survey was to preserve
Public Services environmental resources and open space. The
paragraph on open space is insufficient (e.g., in
identifying threats to protection of open space) to
support identification of what is needed, in terms
of general plan land use policies, to protect these
areas.
Ch. 2
Page 2-2 – Planned Unit Development (PUD)
Key Planning
Regulations: Report needs to address the legal
Issues and
standing of existing subdivisions, lots, and
Implications
dedicated streets within the PUD. Change Chapter
2 to Chapter 3 at end of paragraph.
Ch. 3
Page 3-2, Chart 3-1 – Existing Land Use – Planning
Land Use and
Area: Is the distribution of land uses similar to
Urban Form
other coastal communities?

A-14

Supplemental Information: Land
use distribution information readily
available from other coastal
communities has been provided to
Section III – Supplemental
Information of this Report Update
for reference.
Response: Commercial uses,
including visitor serving and
recreation, are discussed in more
detail in the Economic and Real
Estate Conditions and Trends

Response: The text was revised to
provide clarification for the July
2014 version of the Report.

Supplemental Information:
Language is provided in Section III
of this Report Update to further
acknowledge a range of threats to
open space.

Vulnerability Assessment.

San Mateo Land
Exchange –
Letter #1
San Mateo Land
Exchange –
Letter #1

San Mateo Land
Exchange –
Letter #1
San Mateo Land
Exchange –

39.

41.

42.

40.

San Mateo Land
Exchange –
Letter #1

38.

Ch. 3
Land Use and
Urban Form
Ch. 3
Land Use and

Ch. 3
Land Use and
Urban Form
Ch. 3
Land Use and
Urban Form

Ch. 3
Land Use and
Urban Form

Page 3-35, Population Trends: Population Trends
should include information contrasting the

Page 3-30, Planned Development: PUD section
needs to describe previously approved plans.

Pages 3-9 and -10, Recreation, Open Space and
Vacant Land: Vacant land could have different
outcomes than recreational and open space lands
and should not be grouped with them.
Page 3-21, Planned Development District: This
section should include previously approved
projects within the PUD’s.
Page 3-22 and 3-24, Table 3-2 and 3-3: Table 3-2
indicates 32% of City with a PUD designation, on
page 3-24 Table 3-3 indicates 35% of City is zoning
PUD – where is the difference?

A-15

Response: This section describes
the land use designation and not
any specific development.
Response: The General Plan/LCP
land use designations do not
exactly align with the zoning
designations within the study area,
which is not atypical. One of the
benefits of updating the General
Plan and LCP together is the
opportunity to review consistency
between land use and zoning
designations. For example, land
use designations for the West of
Railroad, Guerrerro Avenue,
Miramar Beach and Nursermen’s
Exchange PUDs are not mapped in
the “Planned Development
District;” however, these areas do
have PUD zoning and are described
in the LCP as PUDs.
Response: This section describes
the zoning designation and not any
specific development.
Response: The July 2014 version of
the Report includes a paragraph

portion of the Report.
Response: A separate category for
vacant land was provided in the
July 2014 version of the Report.
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San Mateo Land
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Letter #1

San Mateo Land
Exchange –
Letter #1

San Mateo Land
Exchange –
Letter #1

43.

44.

45.

Letter #1

Ch. 3
Land Use and
Urban Form

Ch. 3
Land Use and
Urban Form

Ch. 3
Land Use and
Urban Form

Urban Form

Page 3-48 Table 3-11: Planned Unit
Developments: Which specific parcels within
North Wavecrest PUD are considered

Page 3-45, Underutilized: Is North Wavecrest
considered underutilized? Is there a graphic
representation of the vacant land and the
underutilized land? Some land within North
Wavecrest may be suitable for commercial visitor
serving or residential use and should be
considered for that use.

Page 3-37, Table 3-9: Current Development:
Table 3-9 needs to include the recently approved
Coastside Land Trust Trail within the North
Wavecrest PUD or the recently approved Stoloski
subdivision within the Surf Beach PUD.

anticipated growth in the existing HMB Land Use
Plan and the actual growth.

A-16

immediately preceding Table 3-8
on page 3-36 that includes
comparisons of actual growth to
growth anticipated by the LCP.
Response: The purpose of the
table is to summarize commercial
and residential development
projects that are approved but not
yet constructed. This inventory will
be used to inform the traffic study
and other technical analysis later in
the process. At that time, the list
will be updated as appropriate.
Response: Figure 3-6: Opportunity
Sites in the July version of the
Report indicates underutilized and
vacant land. Portions of Wavecrest
are shown in Open Space use
because they were purchased by
the Coastside Land Trust in many
cases. Other portions of Wavecrest
are shown as Vacant because they
are not developed. Underutilized
properties are those where
development already exists.
Definitions of Open Space,
Underutilized and Vacant are
provided in the text.
Response: Note that Table 3-11
from the June 2014 Report draft is
Table 3-13 in the July 2014 version.

San Mateo Land
Exchange –
Letter #1

San Mateo Land
Exchange –
Letter #1

San Mateo Land
Exchange –
Letter #1

San Mateo Land
Exchange –
Letter #1

46.

47.

48.

49.

Ch. 5
Environmental
Resources and
Hazards

Ch. 4
Circulation

Ch. 4
Circulation

Ch. 3
Land Use and
Urban Form
Page 4-11, Figure 4-2: Existing and Planned
Bicycle Facilities: Figure 4-2 – show approved
Coastside Land Trust trail in North Wavecrest
PUD.
Page 4-25, Key Planning Issues and Implications:
This section should discuss impacts to private
property and other approved land uses adjacent
to the trails. It should also discuss the opportunity
to create compatible uses with the trails such as
commercial recreation uses and some residential
uses that could utilize these improvements.
Page 5-1 – Environmental Resources and Hazards:
How will the preliminary maps and designations
be vetted by other biological professionals? How
will these preliminary designations impact
proposed development?

Page 3-51, Paper Subdivisions: Is there a legal
opinion to support the abandonment of the
existing recorded subdivisions?

underutilized per table 3-11? Why only 2 parcels
out of 693 parcels? Fragmented ownership should
not be a reason to place parcels in a vacant
category rather than underutilized. There are
opportunities for trades and consolidation near
existing access points that should be considered
for this area.

A-17

Response: See Section 1.3
Prevalent Comments and
Responses regarding habitat areas.

For this Report, “Vacant” means
that these parcels are not
developed. The two parcels
designated as “Underutilized” have
some development on them.
“Underutilized” does not imply that
such parcels are more appropriate
for development or redevelopment
than any others, including vacant
parcels. The term describes the
existing condition of the parcel.
Response: See Section 1.3
Prevalent Comments and
Responses for an overview of paper
subdivisions.
Response: Figure 4-2 was updated
for the July 2014 version of the
report to indicate the approved
trail segment.
Response: These comments
pertain to future policy
development and are not
addressed in the Report.
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San Mateo Land
Exchange –
Letter #1

San Mateo Land
Exchange –
Letter #1

San Mateo Land
Exchange –
Letter #1

San Mateo Land
Exchange –
Letter #1

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

Page 5-21, Monterey Cypress Forest and
Monterey Pine Forest: What would be the
development setback for a Monterey Cypress or
Pine Forest? Can Redondo Beach Road be
maintained? Can recreational or residential uses
be nearby?
Page 5-24, Vernal Marsh: What would be the
development setback from a Vernal Marsh? Can
Redondo Beach Road be maintained? Can
recreational or residential uses be nearby?

Ch. 8
Parks,
Recreation, and
Public Services

Page 8-1 – Parkland Calculation: Trails should be
added into calculation of parks. Economic cost of
acquisition, improvement and maintenance needs
to be addressed. Impacts to quality of life/impacts

Page 5-39, Figure 5-2: Special Status Plant
Species: What would be the development setback
from a Choris Popcornflower? Can Redondo Beach
Road be maintained? Can recreational or
residential uses be nearby?
Ch. 5
Page 5-50, Hydrology and Water Quality:
Environmental Hydrology section – How are the existing ditches
Resources and within Half Moon Bay going to be addressed?
Hazards

Ch. 5
Environmental
Resources and
Hazards

Ch. 5
Environmental
Resources and
Hazards

Ch. 5
Environmental
Resources and
Hazards

A-18

Response: The existing condition of
the City’s drainage system is
presented in Chapter 9 –
Infrastructure, Section 3 – Storm
Drain System of the Report. Also
see Section 1.3 Prevalent
Comments and Responses of the
Report Update for an overview of
the City’s approach to storm
drainage maintenance and
planning.
Addendum: See Addendum 3 for
updated parkland inventory. Also
note that changing the criteria is a
policy consideration and not

Response: See Section 1.3
Prevalent Comments and
Responses for more information
about habitat buffers.

Response: See Section 1.3
Prevalent Comments and
Responses for more information
about habitat buffers.

Response: See Section 1.3
Prevalent Comments and
Responses for more information
about habitat buffers.

San Mateo Land
Exchange –
Letter #1

San Mateo Land
Exchange –
Letter #2

San Mateo Land
Exchange –
Letter #2

55.

56.

57.

Page 8-3, Figure 8-1: Existing and Planned Parks
and Recreation Resources: Figure 8-1 gives the
impression that the existing recreational uses will
be expanded in these areas? Please explain the
service area radius.

Ch. 2
Page 2-2. PUD Regulations “and avoid hazards to
Planning Issues the approval of the Coastal Commission that affect
and Implications the remaining vacant PUD areas.”
Issue: This direction seems problematic in that
how does the City decide which PUD’s are
“viable?” Will the remaining PUD’s be left stranded
with the same policies/designation that prevents
reasonable use of their property? Is the City paying
$1 Million for a partial General Plan?
Ch. 3
Page 3-21. Regional Public Recreation “publiclyLand Use and owned beaches and associated uplands that
Urban Design` SHOULD (caps added) be maintained as State
Beach by California Department of Parks and
Recreations.” Issue: If the upland areas are not
owned by State Parks, what leverage does the City
have to have them maintain these upland areas
when they can’t maintain or fix existing critical trail

Ch. 8
Parks,
Recreation, and
Public Services

to adjacent development needs to be discussed.
What is the status of the previous interest of a
park near Ola Vista Beach?

A-19

Supplemental Information: See
Section III of this Report Update for
a map indicating public ownership,
including State owned property.
Also note that the City of Half
Moon Bay owns and maintains
Poplar Beach and its parking lot.

covered in this Report. Many of the
previously identified potential park
sites have not come to fruition.
Consideration of the number, size,
type and location of future parks is
not in the scope of the Report.
Response: The identification of
number, size, types and location of
future parks is a policy
consideration not covered in this
Report. The service areas are
defined in Table 8-2: Park and
Recreation Facilities Classification
and Minimum Standards.
Response: This comment pertains
to policy considerations, which are
not covered in this Report.
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Letter #2

San Mateo Land

58.

59.

60.

Ch. 3

Ch. 3
Land Use and
Urban Design

Ch. 3
Land Use and
Urban Design

A-20

Response: In the context of Table
3-13: Planned Unit Developments,
“unique owners” is indicated in the
Number of Owners column, which
presents the number of different
owners of record within each
designated PUD area per San
Mateo County Assessor records.
The reference to Wavecrest in the
cited language is intended to
acknowledge the North Wavecrest
PUD. The South Wavecrest PUD has
been developed with a golf course
and “Wavecrest” has become a
common reference to the North
Wavecrest PUD area.
Page 3-48. Planned Unit Development “reiterating Response: When the draft plans are
those with continued relevance and revising others made available for public review,
to improve clarity or better reflect current
property owners can determine the
conditions and standards.”
potential effects of the draft
Issue: When in the process will property owners
language and submit their input.
be able to determine if the current LUP policies
This will occur later in the plan
and development density will apply to their
update process.
property? How will the new plan reconcile the
specific plan preparation requirement?
Page 3-54. Planned Unit Development
Response: This comment pertains

and bridge infrastructure? Please define the
extent, location and ownership of the upland areas
described above. What are the potential impacts if
the upland areas are not maintained by State
Parks?
Page 3-48. Planned Unit Development “As
evidenced by Wavecrest, Venice Beach, and
Surf/Dunes Beach, the number of unique owners
of parcels within a given PUD site can be high.”
Issues: Define unique owners. Have recent
ownership studies been done on each of these
areas? Wavecrest is broken out into two separate
PUD’s and should be addressed separately.

San Mateo Land
Exchange –
Letter #2

San Mateo Land
Exchange –
Letter #2

San Mateo Land
Exchange –
Letter #2

San Mateo Land
Exchange –
Letter #2

61.

62.

63.

64.

Exchange –
Letter #2

“coordination among all the properties in a given
PUD…”
Issue: Will the new plan exceed the typical 20% of
gross area of a PUD be devoted to public access? If
public land acquisitions and trail development has
occurred within a PUD, that should count towards
the 20% requirement.
Pages 3-47 – 3-54, Planned Unit Development. The
Existing Conditions Report fails to distinguish Ola
Vista Beach from the Wavecrest PUD. Ola Vista has
3 predominant landowners, access off of Redondo
Beach Road and is adjacent to other development.
The biological condition of the property has not
been ascertained by the Existing Conditions
Reports. For these factors, Ola Vista Beach
subdivision should be considered for future
potential development.
Page 4-11, Figures 4-2: Existing and Planned
Bicycle Facilities - Does this map reflect the
approved Coastal Land Trust trail?

Page 4-22. Trail “will provide a safe route for
visitors that directs traffic away from sensitive
habitat areas.”
Issue: The location of the trails should also direct
traffic away from conflicts with adjacent private
property and associated uses.
Ch. 4 Circulation Page 4-23, Figure 4-5: Coastal Access Points and
Page 4-25. Removal of Redondo Beach parking
area
Issue: Why remove Redondo Beach Road from the

Ch. 4
Circulation

Ch. 4
Circulation

Ch. 3
Land Use and
Urban Design

Land Use and
Urban Design

A-21

Response: Figure 4-2 was updated
for the July 2014 version of the
report to indicate the approved
trail segment.
Response: Existing regulations
require the protection of sensitive
habitat areas. Policies for trail
compatibility relative to adjacent
land uses may be a consideration in
the forthcoming plan updates.
Response: The referenced parking
area is not publically owned.

Response: The Report intends to
provide more information about
the study area for the topic area
presented. It is beyond the scope of
the Report to make site specific
land use recommendations.

to policy considerations, which are
not covered in this Report.
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Letter #2
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Exchange –
Letter #2

San Mateo Land
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Letter #2

65.

66.

67.

68.

Ch. 9
Infrastructure

Ch. 9
Infrastructure

Page 9-5, Storm Drain and Ditch Maintenance:
“Not all activities are performed at every location.”
Issue: What determines the specific activities to
be performed? What if the City fails to perform the
activity and the adjacent property owner
“experiences negative environmental impacts?”
Page 9-6. What are the specific maintenance
measures for Redondo Beach Road?

public parking area when you have it designated as
a coastal access point? How is this consistent with
promoting public access and the investment made
for the trails?
Ch. 5
Page 5-17, Figure 5-1: Habitats. Please describe
Environmental changes to Figure 5-1 Habitats.
Resources and
Hazards
Ch. 5
Page 5-67, Figure 5-4: Surface Waters and
Environmental Watershed. Please describe changes to Figure 5-4:
Resources and Surface Waters and Watersheds.
Hazards

A-22

Response: Half Moon Bay is
preparing an updated Pavement
Condition Index (PCI) for all of the
City’s streets. The PCI indicates the
current condition of each
roadway’s surface condition. A
pavement management system
computer model will then be
utilized to develop cost effective
repair plans based on the PCIs.
Repair plans are updated over time,
and approved and funded as part of

Response: The Wavecrest Ditch
and Seymour Drainage channel
mapping were revised to indicate
the correct alignment of these
facilities.
Response: See Section 1.3
Prevalent Comments and
Responses for an overview of the
City’s approach to storm drainage
maintenance and planning.

Response: See Section 1.3
Prevalent Comments and
Responses regarding this figure.

Hernandez

Hernandez

Hernandez

69.

70.

71.

Ch. 1
Introduction

General

General

Page 1-2, Planning Boundaries; Page 1-4, Figure 12: Planning Area: We don't include
population/traffic from midcoast or peninsula in
our planning, but we do include East of town on 92
and the Johnston house. Seem arbitrary. Why is

I heard there is a growth limit on the mid coast, is
that true?

What are the legal ramifications of the Existing
Trends, Conditions document?

A-23

the Capital Improvement Program
(CIP). Redondo Beach Road was
slurry sealed up to the City’s
boundary in 2014 and its PCI is
25. There are no plans for
additional improvements at this
time; however, the roadway will
continue to be considered as part
of the City’s overall pavement
management program.
Response: The legal status of
background documents depends on
how the documents are used. For
Plan Half Moon Bay, the Report and
Report Update are intended to
serve as one of many sources of
information.
Response: With respect to
residential growth on the midcoast,
refer to San Mateo County Local
Coastal Program, Component 1 –
Locating and Planning New
Development, Growth
Management, Section 1.23: Timing
of New Development in the
Midcoast.
Addendum: See Section 1.3
Prevalent Comments and
Responses for a discussion of the
planning area and Addendum 3 for
revisions to the area.
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72.

73.

74.

A-24

Response: The Economic and Real
Estate Trends portion of the Report
cites the Chamber of Commerce’s
2012 estimate of 3.8 million visits
and also presents travel and
lodging trends. See Section 3.1
Prevalent Comments and
Responses for a discussion of the
traffic model.
Ch. 2
Page 2-1: What is the definition of underutilized
Response: Underutilized land is
Key Planning
land?
defined and discussed on pages 3Issues and
45 and -46 in Chapter 3. For the
Implications
purposes of Plan Half Moon Bay,
the term is defined as follows:
“sites on which the assessed land
value is greater than the assessed
value of existing permanent
improvements on the land.”
Ch. 2
Pages 2-1 and 2-2, Physical Planning Issues; Page 3- Response: The comment is noted.
Key Planning
53, Section 3.7 – Key Planning Issues and
The Housing Element is adopted as
Issues and
Implications: Our current regional housing needs
stated. There is no specific
Implications Ch. are met by existing housing and vacant lots zones
suggestion in the Report about
3
for residential use (not including PUD's). There is
prioritization of more housing
Land Use and no demographic trend requiring us to prioritize
development. The Report provides
Urban Design more housing development.
a synopsis of existing regulatory
conditions for various land uses,
including residential development

Ch. 1
Page 1-2, Demographics, and Page 4-21 Coastal
Introduction
Access: We should capture visitors from other
Ch. 4 Circulation communities as part of our studies, including
Economic and trends - how many more visitors are we going to
Real Estate
get? Section 4 (of Chapter 4) lacks number of
Conditions and visitors coming to Half Moon Bay.
Trends

Lemos Farm not included in the planning area?
Why isn’t Ox Mountain included in the planning
area?

Hernandez

Hernandez

Hernandez

75.

76.

77.

Ch. 3
Land Use and
Urban Design

Ch. 2
Key Planning
Issues and
Implications Ch.
3
Land Use and
Urban Design
Ch. 2
Key Planning
Issues and
Implications Ch.
3
Land Use and
Urban Design

Pages 3-2 to -6, Chart 3-1 and Table 3-1: Existing
Land Use: 2246 of 4267 acres are undeveloped
land.

Page 2-2, Planned Unit Development Regulations
and various pages in Chapter 3 related to PUDs:
What does it mean that PUD's are currently having
non-conforming uses? What are the risks and
benefits of changing how the PUD's work or
leaving them the way they are?

Sections 2.1 – Land Use Planning and Development
and 3.5 – Development Context: It would be
helpful to point out that there is an exception to
this growth limit with the State’s Density Bonus
Law (see also Leslie Gardens and how that got
approved).

A-25

Response: Generally, nonconforming development includes
uses and structures that were
established/constructed prior to
adoption of current land use
regulations; the nonconforming
development, in one or more ways,
does not meet the new regulations.
Chapter 18.25 of the Half Moon
Bay Municipal Code –
Nonconforming Uses – provides the
specific regulations. Chapter 18.02
– Definitions includes a definition
for “Nonconforming structure.” The
evaluation of risks and benefits
associated with changing PUD
regulations could be explored
during future policy development.
Addendum: See Addendum 3 for
updates to the existing land uses
maps, charts and tables.

and notes means for making
changes if it is so desired through
policy development.
Response: This exception is
documented in the adopted
Housing Element, pages 2-18 and 19.
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78.

79.

80.

81.

Ch. 3
Land Use and
Urban Design

Ch. 3
Land Use and
Urban Design

Ch. 3
Land Use and
Urban Design

Ch. 3
Land Use and
Urban Design

Page 3-11 – Corridors and Connectivity: The
Coastal Trail is a major artery serving locals and
visitors and connects the North and South portion
of the coast.

Page 3-11 – Community Centers and Nodes: Half
Moon Bay library is not used for any sporting
events that I am aware of.

Page 3-6 – Table 3.1, Page 3-22 - Table 3-2, and
Page 3-23 - Table 3-3: Table 3-1 v Table 3-2 - How
come the acreage doesn't add up in these two
tables? 3989 v 4120 and 4267 v 4400. Same
concern for table 3-3.
Page 3-6, Figure 3-1: ROW = Right of Way (define)

A-26

Addendum: There was an error in
the formula that totaled the
acreages and percentages in tables
3-2 and 3-3. See Addendum 3 for
corrected versions of these tables.
Response: In the existing land use
map (Figure 3-1), the term “rightsof-way” indicates highways,
roadways including private streets,
and the “paper streets” in
undeveloped subdivisions. This
map is based on parcel data;
therefore the rights-of-way here
are the spaces between Assessor’s
parcels, coinciding with the
existing, as well as the “paper”
roadway network. This is consistent
with the general definition of rightof-way, which typically refers to an
easement granted for
transportation purposes.
Response: The sentence also
includes reference to the Ted
Adcock/Senior/Community Center
where some sporting related
activities and classes occur.
Supplemental Information:
Language is provided in Section III
of this Report Update to more fully
describe the significant role of the
Coastal Trail.

Hernandez

Hernandez

Hernandez

82.

83.

84.

Ch. 3
Land Use and
Urban Design

Ch. 3
Land Use and
Urban Design

Ch. 3
Land Use and
Urban Design

Page 3-34 – Growth Limit – Measure D: Please
mention the urban density exception.

Page 3-28 – Mobile Home Park District: What is
the 300 sq feet of community open space for the
300 homes on this property? That's 108,000
square feet or 2.5 acres. The MHP that is Canada
Cove.

Page 3-14 – LCP Land Use Plan: seems redundant
with earlier sections.

A-27

Response: The current LCP is
referenced throughout the Report
relative to the subject of each
chapter. Policy overlap occurs
between topics; thus, some of
these sections may seem
redundant.
Supplemental Information: Canada
Cove was established in the 1970s
prior to enactment of current
zoning requirements; however, it
does conform to the Open Space
requirements specified in Municipal
Code Section 18.17.030 Mobile
Home Park District, Development
Standards. With 362 mobile homes
(361 existing and one recently
approved), just under 2.5 AC of
open space are required. [362
Homes * 300 SQ FT = 108,600 SQ
FT = 2.49 AC] City staff determined
that Canada Cove has at least 4 AC
of open space. A summary of
Canada Cove’s Open Space areas is
provided in Section III of this Report
Update.
Response: It is assumed that the
comment is referring to the State
Density Bonus Law. Response: This
exception is documented in the
adopted Housing Element, pages 2-
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85.

86.

Ch. 3
Land Use and
Urban Design

Ch. 3
Land Use and
Urban Design

Page 3-42 – Vacant: 378 acres = vacant, Table 3.1
498 acres = vacant

Page 3-35, Population Trends: What is the change
in institutional housing that occurred in the last 10
years? What was the group quarter population
drop from 2000?

A-28

18 and -19.
Response: Table 3-7 indicates that
group quarters population dropped
significantly (848 to 18) from 2000
to 2010. Institutionalized housing is
a subset of this population and
comprised most of the group
quarter population decline over
that decade (789 to 0). Staff and
the consultants have researched
these categories and populations
through various sources (e.g.
Census data and definitions,
Housing Element background
information, and the San Mateo
County Housing Authority) and
cannot determine the cause of
these changes. It is noted that the
Department of Finance’s E-8
housing estimates for 2000-2010
presents a steady decline in group
quarters over the ten year period
and not a sudden drop. If new
information is uncovered, an
update will be provided to the
General Plan Advisory Committee
and Planning Commission.
Response: The difference between
the amounts of vacant land
reported on page 3-42 and in Table
3-1 is due to the fact that 120 acres

Hernandez

Hernandez

Hernandez

Hernandez

87.

88.

89.

90.

Ch. 3
Land Use and
Urban Design
Ch. 6
Aesthetics

Ch. 3
Land Use and
Urban Design

Ch. 3
Land Use and
Urban Design

Ch. 3
Land Use and
Urban Design

A-29

of the land shown as vacant in the
existing land use table (Table 3-1)
had current development projects
on it, and was counted in the
Current Development Projects
category for the opportunity sites
discussion.
Page 3-47 to -48 – Planned Unit Developments: I
Response: The statement does not
would have legal review this policy
make a recommendation; it is a
recommendation before putting it in a sanctioned statement that identifies the
city document.
opportunity to consider PUD
policies as part of the
comprehensive Plan Half Moon Bay
process if it is desired to do so.
Page 3-51, Paper Subdivisions: What is the legal
Response: See Section 1.3
status of the paper lots West of HWY 1. We should Prevalent Comments and
establish legal standing of these paper lots. Also
Responses for a discussion of paper
County of San Mateo indicates that many of these subdivisions.
properties are abandoned and taxes have not been
paid on them for years but they are too small for
the county to initiate tax proceedings.
Page 3-54 – Substandard Lots: we should call out
Supplemental Information: Several
the existing substandard properties that
studies of properties with
Commissioner Tom Roman called out.
substandard site area are
presented in Section III of this
Report Update.
Page 3-10, Urban Form and Aesthetics: This
Supplemental Information:
document fails to capture the most obvious visual
Language is provided in Section III
characteristic of our community: Half Moon Bay is of this Report Update to more fully
dominated by large portions of undeveloped
describe the visual quality of Half
coastal access and stunning views of the foothills.
Moon Bay, especially with respect
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91.

92.

93.

Ch. 4

Ch. 4
Circulation

Ch. 4
Circulation

Pages 4-10 to -14: Pedestrian and Bicycle

Pages 4-9 to-10 – Key Planning Issues and
Implications: The lack of an integrated
transportation plan along the coast is not called
out. The mishmash of speed limits in the planning
are along HWY 1 and 92 should be called out. No
timing of traffic lights along the coast.

Less than 40% of the land in the planning area is
developed residential, industrial, commercial or
institutional. While only a small portion of the
town is zoned as Open Space, the collective
agricultural, horticultural, and vacant land create
an open visual aesthetic and small town charm
that defines our community.
More generally, moving forward I would like to
have use VMT v. LOS as it encourages less driving
overall in favor of alternatives.

A-30

Response: Various methods and
standards can be considered for
the traffic modeling. If VMT
modeling is readily available, it can
be considered as one of the
methods. Also see Section 1.3
Prevalent Comments and
Responses for a discussion of the
traffic model.
Response: Several of the Key
Planning Issues identified in
Chapter 4 pertain to the function,
congestion, safety, and alternate
mode use of HWY 1 and SR 92. The
County is currently working on a
transportation plan (Connect the
Coastside) for the Midcoast, and
includes consideration of Half
Moon Bay. The City is coordinating
with the County and will use
relevant information that may
support the Plan Half Moon Bay
effort.
Response: San Mateo County

to the sense of openness
associated with the current land
use pattern.

Hernandez

Hernandez

Hernandez

94.

95.

96.

Circulation: Can we get data on how much traffic
used the trails prior to the bridge collapse? Same
for Naomi Patridge Trail. There is no continuous
pedestrian/Bike path East of HWY 1

A-31

initiated a bike count program in
September 2015. It is anticipated
that it will grow over time. The
trails in Half Moon Bay would be
appropriate locations for future
counts. Staff and the consultants
do not know of any other trail
counts.
Ch. 4
Page 4-11, Fig. 4-2; Page 4-23; Fig. 4-5, Page 8-6,
Response: Figure 4-2 was updated
Circulation
Trails: Can we document informal historical trails
to include the Coastside Land Trust
Ch. 8
around town (clear foot paths with historical right
trail. Mapping informal trails is
Parks,
of ways, easements). Figure 4-2 doesn't include
beyond the scope of the report. It
Recreation, and CLT train which is semi-paved or the other informal should be further noted that in
Public Services trails in this area.
some cases informal trails may
encroach on private property or be
unsafe for some potential trail
users. Policy in the forthcoming
updated General Plan and LCP
could encourage adding trails that
are currently not recognized on the
City’s maps as future actions on a
case by case basis as ownership
and other factors are resolved.
Ch. 4 Circulation Pages 4-21 to -24, Coastal Access: Lack of safe
Supplemental Information:
access to the beach is an issue at Poplar, Redondo, Language is provided in Section III
and other locations; they are not ADA compliant
of this Report Update to more fully
entrances and they are dangerous to the public.
describe the state of access points
You can't reach many of the beaches with ADA
with respect to safety, ADA access
compliant paths. You don't call out horse use and
and equestrian use.
access.
Ch. 5
Pages 5-8, Local Policies, Page 5-16, Vegetative
Response: See Section 1.3

Circulation

Appendix A

Hernandez

Hernandez

Hernandez

97.

98.

99.

Ch. 6
Aesthetics
Ch. 7
Cultural
Resources

Ch. 6
Aesthetics

Can we inventory the heritage trees in town as
part of this document?

Page 6-21 – Figure 6-1: Primary View Corridors:
ocean views chart doesn't seem accurate or useful.

Ch. 5
Page 5-89, Climate Change and Sea Level Rise: I
Environmental didn’t see a map of sea level rise.
Resources and
Hazards

Environmental Habitat Types and Page 5-46 Draft General Plan
Resources and and Local Coastal Plan (2000, draft, not
Hazards
adopted): 2.3 When we ID an ESHA, isn't there a
minimum set back from the ESHA (100'). Can we
call that out? Can we have a map that reflects the
protected boundary around ESHA's?

A-32

Response: See Section 1.3
Prevalent Comments and
Responses for more information
about the forthcoming sea level
rise risk assessment.
Response: See section 1.3
Prevalent Comments and
Responses for a discussion of Half
Moon Bay’s view corridors and
visual resources.
Response: Preparation of a
heritage tree inventory is a
significant project in and of itself
and is beyond the scope of the Plan
Half Moon Bay project. However,
the General Plan and LCP Updates
can include policies regarding
heritage trees, including
implementation measures for
conducting such an inventory in the
future. Also, it should be noted that
various vegetative habitat types
have been identified and mapped.
The Eucalyptus, Monterey Cypress,

Prevalent Comments and
Responses for more information
about habitat buffers.

Ch. 7
Cultural
Resources

Ch. 7
Cultural
Resources

100. Hernandez

101. Hernandez

Page 7-15, Tables 7-2 and 7-3, Historic Resources:
Can we capture photos of historic resources and
trails (maybe get the public to do this with
annotation and geolocation on smart phones?)

Page 7-12, Figure 7-1: Historic Resources: Can we
get a map of cultural, archeological and historical
resources?

A-33

and Monterey Pine Forest habitats
contain stands of Half Moon Bay’s
mature trees.
Response: 51 historic properties
are mapped in Figure 7-1.
Archeological resources are not
mapped in order to maintain their
security due to their often fragile
nature. Approximately 100
additional potential resources were
identified in the record search for
this report which could be added to
the inventory if they meet specific
criteria as determined through
additional research.
Response: The City does not have
resources to manage this type of
effort; however, community
members could initiate and
participate in such a program. It
should also be noted that
additional photo documentation of
historic resources is available on
the City’s web site (Current
Planning page). Also, The Treasures
of Half Moon Bay, provides an
excellent summary and color
photographs of the primary historic
structures in the Downtown area. It
was prepared by the Half Moon Bay
History Association in 2010.
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Ch. 7
Cultural
Resources

Ch. 7
Cultural
Resources

Ch. 7
Cultural
Resources

Ch. 8
Parks,

102. Hernandez

103. Hernandez

104. Hernandez

105. Hernandez

Chapter 8: Don't mention homeless encampments
near Safeway, Kelly and HW Y1 or the homeless

Page 7-31, Table 7-3: Historic Properties
Determined Eligible and/or Requiring Further
Evaluation within the Planning Area: Main Street
Bridge status has changed.

Page 7-29, Table 7-3: Historic Properties
Determined Eligible and/or Requiring Further
Evaluation: Hatch Farm House not listed (or I
missed it).

Page 7-20, Table 7-2: Previously Identified Built
Environment Resources within the Planning Area:
The burger king was remodeled. The Olympian was
demolished.

A-34

Response: Table 7-2 indicates that
a number of formerly identified
resources may no longer be
deemed eligible for local or other
listing. Neither of the properties
noted in the comment are included
in Table 3-2 Historic Properties
Determined Eligible and/or
Requiring Further Evaluation. The
properties included in this table
were identified by a number of
sources outside the City and thus
this table indicates need to update
the City’s inventory.
Response: It is assumed that the
comment refers to the home at 520
Kelly Avenue on the Hatch
Elementary School property. This
structure is listed as the Ben Cunha
House/Alves House. With respect
to status, it appears eligible for
National register through survey
evaluation.
Response: As the comment
identifies, the Main Street Bridge
has recently been added to the
National Register. Future listings of
the City’s resources will document
this new status.
Response: Homeless counts are
included in the recently adopted

Ch. 8
Parks,
Recreation, and
Public Services

109. Hernandez

108. Hernandez

Ch. 8
Parks,
Recreation, and
Public Services
Ch. 8
Parks,
Recreation, and
Public Services

107. Hernandez

106. Hernandez

Housing Element.

A-35

Response: The comment is noted.
The purpose of this section of the
Report was to provide an overview
of public park and recreation
facilities, especially the City’s.
Commercial recreation facilities can
be considered in the policy
development for Plan Half Moon
Bay.
Page 8-5, Recreation Programs: Boy's and Girls
Response: The comment is noted.
club does this now.
Programming and agreements with
non-profits and other entities may
change over time.
Page 8-7, Table 8-3: Park Land Deficiency: Park
Addendum: Page 8-7, first
Standards - Half Moon Bay has 22.6 acres of Park.
paragraph, Park Land Deficiencies,
The current GP requires adding another 69 acres.
states that the City has a parkland
deficiency of 69 acres. Table 8-3
indicates that the City has 21.6
acres of parks and a 69 acre
parkland deficiency. See
Addendum 3 for an updated
parkland inventory.
Page 8-15, Solid Waste and Recycling: Garbage
Supplemental Information:
from tourists along the beaches, roads, bluff tops is Language is provided in Section III
not identified, but major area of concern. Trash
of this Report Update to note
from visitors is not called out. Don't call out
beach amenities including waste
pollution from horse tourism.
facilities provided in the vicinity of
the beaches and concern about
litter as an existing condition.

Recreation, and population (~12-18).
Public Services
Ch. 8
Page 8-1, Existing Parks: Cameron's RV park is
Parks,
missing.
Recreation, and
Public Services

Appendix A

Ch. 8
Parks,
Recreation, and
Public Services

Ch. 8
Page 8-7, Table 8-3: Parkland Deficiency: Can you
Parks,
put in a table documenting the different acreages
Recreation, and applicable for the various standards?
Public Services

111. Hernandez

112. Hernandez

Page 2-3 – Park Standards: I would modify/delete
the language around Quimby Act as it is misleading
(implies that we can only set aside 3 acres/ 1000
residents which is not true).

Ch. 8
Page 8-15, Medical Facilities: Are we deficient in
Parks,
our medical resources on the coast?
Recreation, and
Public Services

110. Hernandez

A-36

Response: According to the US
Dept. of Health and Human
Services Health Services and
Services Administration (HRSA)
Data Warehouse
(www.hrsa.gov/tools) Half Moon
Bay is not identified as a medically
underserved area/population
(MUA). HRSA defines MUAs as
those having too few primary care
providers, high infant mortality,
high poverty or a high elderly
population. Although not indicated
by HRSA’s criteria, community
members have expressed concern
about access to health care services
and their input will be considered
in policy development.
Response: The Quimby Act is an
important regulatory tool whereby
local jurisdictions may acquire land
for public use through dedications
associated with development. The
text does not make a
recommendation to match the
City’s parkland standard to 3
acres/1,000 population.
Addendum: A parkland standards
comparison table is included in
Addendum 3 which presents
updated parkland inventory.

Ch. 9
Infrastructure

Ch. 9
Infrastructure

115. Hernandez

116. Hernandez

Page 9-2, Water System: Didn't we just approve a
recycled water project for the Ritz?

Chapter 9: Bridges and their state not called out in
Infrastructure. Seymour Canyon (near Poplar
Beach) and the massive erosion taking place,
Sweetwater Bridge, Arroyo de En Medio Bridge.

Ch. 8
Page 8-11, Figure 8-2: Existing and Planned Public
Parks,
Facilities: Why is Quarry Park called out on this
Recreation, and map? Same for the state park?
Public Services

114. Hernandez

Page 2-3 – Park Standards and Page 8-17 –
Appropriate Parkland Standards: Please modify
the policy recommendation on reducing the
number of acres.

Ch. 8
Parks,
Recreation, and
Public Services

113. Hernandez

A-37

Response: The intention for this
recommendation is that during the
policy review for Plan Half Moon
Bay, an appropriate and consistent
standard be determined. Currently
the City’s General Plan and
Subdivision Ordinance have
different standards.
Response: Quarry Park and
Burleigh Murray Ranch State Park,
which are not Half Moon Bay
facilities, appear in Figure 8-2
because they are regional
recreation facilities. Even though
they are not in city limits, they are
parks in the vicinity, just as creeks
and roads outside of city limits are
also mapped. For this map, these
parks provide regional context for
recreation.
Supplemental Information: A
summary of the City’s bike,
pedestrian and auto bridges
including brief notes about their
condition is included in Section III
Supplemental Information of this
Report Update.
Response: Currently, recycled
water is not utilized at the Ritz. The
Sewer Authority Midcoast (SAM)
has been working with the
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Coastside County Water District
(CCWD) to potentially provide
recycled water for a range of uses
not requiring potable water in the
future.

Topic
Ch. 3
Transportation

Ch. 5
Environmental
Resources and
Hazards
Ch. 9
Infrastructure

#
Commenter
117. Walter Sensing

118. Walter Sensing

119. Walter Sensing

Need a citywide assessment of drainage.

What is the status of the ESHA information?
Concerned that recent information omits citations
in the California Natural Diversity Database
(CNDDB)

Detail
The City’s planning effort should coordinate with
San Mateo County’s Connect the Coastside. Is
Connect the Coastside an “existing condition?”
Can we influence it?

Public - August 25 – July 2014 Report including two Addenda

Table A-3: Oral Comments

A-39

Response: See Section 1.3
Prevalent Comments and
Responses for an overview of the
City’s approach to storm
drainage maintenance and

Resolution/Response
Response: City staff is in
frequent communication with
San Mateo County’s staff and
consultants regarding their
Connect the Coastside
transportation planning effort.
The City has reviewed and
commented on Connect the
Coastside work products and
attended Connect the Coastside
meetings. Connect the Coastside
will be acknowledged in Plan Half
Moon Bay documents (e.g. the
draft General Plan and its
associated EIR) as appropriate
depending upon the status of
that effort at the time.
Response: For Figure 5.1: Please
see Section 1.3 Prevalent
Comments and Responses
regarding Figure 5.1: Habitats.
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General

Ch. 5
Environmental
Resources and
Hazards
Ch. 9
Infrastructure

Ch. 5
Environmental
Resources and
Hazards
Ch. 4
Transportation

120. Harvey Rarback

121. Harvey Rarback

122. Harvey Rarback

123. Ann Carey

Traffic: Look at growth not just in Half Moon Bay
and midcoast; consider growth on the peninsula.

Page 5-15, Figure 5-1: Habitats: The ESHA map
needs to be updated. It was not. It needs to be
updated within six months of siting of a species.

Hazards are not emphasized enough, especially
drainage. Erosion also needs to be emphasized; as
well as drought and sea level rise. Will lose lots of
land.

The report was completed 13 months ago and the
Planning Commission is just hearing about it
tonight.

A-40

planning.
Response: The Report was
provided to the Planning
Commission at a joint study
session with the City Council on
July 22, 2014. New Planning
Commissioners received the
report upon commencement of
their terms of service.
Response: See Section 1.3
Prevalent Comments and
Responses for an overview of the
City’s approach to storm
drainage maintenance and
planning. Also note in the same
section information about the
forthcoming Sea Level Rise
Vulnerability Assessment.
Addendum: Please see Section
1.3 Prevalent Comments and
Responses regarding ESHA
mapping and Addendum 3 for a
revised map.
Response: At the Planning
Commission study session on
September 22, 2015, staff
provided an overview of the twoCounty (San Mateo and Santa
Clara) traffic model that accounts
for growth within and outside
both counties and is used as a

General

Planning Area

Ch. 5
Environmental
Resources and
Hazards
Ch. 9
Infrastructure

General

124. Debbie
Ruddock

125. Debbie
Ruddock

126. Debbie
Ruddock

127. Debbie
Ruddock

The greenhouse gases (GHG) inventory will be
included in the forthcoming Climate Action Plan.
Consideration of GHG will be required in the
future.

Would like the report to include a list and/or maps
showing the water sheds and the ground water
basins.

Why is the planning area not looking south? The
City occupies a space in a web of intersections
including green and grey open spaces and
watersheds that cross jurisdictional boundaries.

The context of the Existing Conditions Report is
that it is a tool. It provides good baseline mapping
for GIS which will support both day-to-day use and
long term analysis.
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standard for long term analysis.
The transportation analysis of the
forthcoming EIR will include a
description of what is included in
the model.
Response: Staff looks forward to
incorporating updated map data
into the City’s GIS system.
Expanding mapping and other
databases is a desired benefit of
undertaking comprehensive
planning efforts.
Response: See Section 1.3
Prevalent Comments and
Responses of this Report Update
for a discussion of the planning
area and Addendum 3 for
revisions to the area.
Response: Section 5.2:
Hydrology and Water Quality of
the Report is devoted to these
topics, including discussion and
mapping of watersheds,
drainages, water resources,
groundwater, and hydrological
hazards.
Response: The comment is
noted. GHG will be studied and
presented in the Climate Action
Plan; assessment of the
forthcoming General Plan’s
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128. Debbie
Ruddock

Ch. 9
Infrastructure

Identify location of cable, broadband and other
communications infrastructure.
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performance with respect to
GHG will also be assessed in the
associated Environmental Impact
Report.
Response: Communications
infrastructure is regulated by the
PUC. The City does not oversee
these installations and does not
have access any associated maps.
Half Moon Bay’s public safety
and emergency operations
providers coordinate with the
utilities in the event of
earthquakes, fires, floods, etc.
and share information about
these types of infrastructure if
they are impacted.

Topic
Ch. 2
Key Planning
Issues

Ch. 6
Aesthetics

General

General

#
Commenter
129. Evans

130. Evans

131. Hernandez

132. Hernandez

There are redundancies and duplicated text in the
document.

The report does not reflect findings they have
made in public forum; e.g. Garbage, bridges as
infrastructure, etc.

What is the nature or purpose of the photos? They
don’t represent his view of HMB.

Detail
The document includes some suggestions for
solutions; for example, regarding the Circulation
Element and Highway 1 Safety Study. Why?
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Resolution/Response
Response: The consultants have
provided some insight based on
their experience and relative to
the findings from the report.
They are not meant to supersede
the Planning Commission’s
direction.
Response: The planning
consultant conducted a
“windshield survey” of the visual
condition of some of the City’s
primary roadways. This approach
is useful for presenting some
aspects of the visual
environment, especially as it is
experienced by visitors.
Response: Community input is an
additional component for the
Planning Commission’s
consideration.
Response: The comment is
noted. The appearance of
redundancy occurs in summaries
of existing policies relative to the
City’s LCP and General Plan as
well as other relevant
requirements such as those

Table A-4: Planning Commissioners - August 25 and September 22, 2015 Study Sessions – July 2014 Report including two
Addenda
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Ch. 3
Land Use

Ch. 3
Land Use

Ch. 6
Aesthetics

135. Conroy

136. Conroy

137. Conroy

134. Roman

Ch. 8
Parks, Rec. &
Public Fac.
General

133. Hernandez

The report seems to include recommendations;
e.g. park standards. Would like the report to call
out existing parkland acreage.
Will this document be revised? There are some
regulation changes that could affect the
information.
How specifically were the existing land use maps
(Fig 3-1: Existing Land Use) established? Specific
map comments:
 The south half of Wavecrest is shown as
agricultural land, but is not in agricultural
use.
 The entire zone of land behind the PUD by
Rocket Farms at north end of town is not in
agricultural use as shown on the map.
 Another portion shown as
nursery/greenhouse northwest of Rocket
Farms is not in that use.
Chart 3-1: Existing Land Use - Indicates that
Agriculture uses are 18% of the land area, but this
is likely overstated because of map errors and
consideration of where land is truly in active
agricultural use.
Figure 6-2: Primary View Corridors - How were
they developed? The question is specifically in
reference to ocean views versus hillside views.
What is the basis of these? What view corridor is
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Addendum: See Section 1.3
Prevalent Comments and
Responses and Addendum 3, for
a discussion of existing land use
and revisions.
Response: See Section 1.3
Prevalent Comments and
Responses for an explanation of
view corridors and visual

pursuant to the California Coastal
Act. Overlap occurs in some
areas, thus the lists may appear
to be repeated.
Response: The existing parkland
acreage is indicated on Page 8-1
and in Table 8-1 of Ch. 8
Response: This Report Update
describes how the comments are
to be addressed herein.
Addendum: See Section 1.3
Prevalent Comments and
Responses and Addendum 3, for
a discussion of existing land uses
and revisions.

139. Conroy

138. Conroy

at HWY 1 and 92 (over Safeway)? Seems too
schematic to be useful.
General
In the community survey report, traffic was
identified as the #1 issue and indicated support for
transportation improvements. The Existing
Conditions Report does not specifically support
this #1 issue.
Ch. 1
Demographics: Is there an explanation for the
Introduction
demographics indicating fewer people (-225) and
Ch.4
more households (+300) from 2000 to 2010? There
Transportation are more complaints about traffic now. Would like
to see more demographic data about midcoast;
e.g. from Pacifica to Half Moon Bay.
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Response: The community
engagement process continues to
indicate traffic as a priority issue
and it will be treated as such in
the planning effort.
Supplemental Information: With
respect to population and traffic
volume changes overtime, a
comparison is provided in Section
III of this Report Update. With
respect to Half Moon Bay’s
population change from 2000 to
2010, Page 5 in the Economic and
Real Estate Conditions and
Trends notes that the decline is
likely due at least in part to young
adults leaving the City to go to
college or find work elsewhere
(residents age 20 to 34 are a
smaller share of total population
in 2010). Also note that the
decline in group quarters
population of 830 persons over
this same decade would be a
significant contribution to the
overall totals. By considering this
factor, the result is that the
household population actually
increased by 312 persons.

resources.
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Staff comments during study session: Some of
these areas have been added to the study area;
e.g. portions of HWY 92 and Johnston House.
LAFCO considers district boundaries every 5 years.
A measure adopted at the County level prohibits
Half Moon Bay from annexing rural lands. The
Connect the Coastside effort provides some
context for circulation from Devil’s Slide to Half
Moon Bay.

Ch. 4
What we do to Half Moon Bay is important to
Transportation Moss Beach and vice versa. How is this to be
considered in the planning effort?

142. Deman

141. Deman

Ch.4
The traffic study utilizes the level of service (LOS)
Transportation standard. It does not take visitors and midcoast
contributions into account. Alternately, consider
using vehicle miles traveled (VMT) as the Half
Moon Bay standard.
Ch. 4
A traffic/circulation study was completed a few
Transportation years ago. Does the traffic study scope need to
stop at the borders, or should it consider a bigger
sphere?

140. Hernandez
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Additional notes about the
decline in group quarters
population is provided in
response to comment #85.
Response: See Section 1.3
Prevalent Comments and
Responses of this Report Update
for a discussion about the traffic
model.
Response: See Section 1.3
Prevalent Comments and
Responses of this Report Update
for a discussion about the traffic
model.
Response: The Connect the
Coastside study is being
developed concurrently and data
produced therein can be
referenced for the PlanHMB
effort to provide midcoast
context. Also, see Section 1.3
Prevalent Comments and
Responses of this Report Update
for a discussion about the traffic
model.

148. Evans

147. Evans

146. Evans

145. Evans

144. Evans

143. Deman

Ch. 3
Land Use
Ch. 4
Transportation
Planning Area

Why is HWY 92 included in the scope?

Relative to the Downtown core, need inventory of
parking downtown; streets have different widths.
More data is needed specific to visual planning.

Staff comments during study session: This relates
to Caltrans and characteristics of particular
roadways – e.g. HWY 1 and SR 92 are not limited
access. The community has more need for
sensitive design. Some policies will be based on
anecdotal information instead of specific traffic
data because of context.
Ch. 3
Need stronger comparison of housing
Land Use
starts/population/number of automobiles over
time; e.g. back 20-30 years as a means to consider
the project going forward.
Ch. 3
HWY 1 and 92 – Illustrate scaling of this
Land Use
intersection; e.g. the HWY 92 and Main Street
Ch. 4
intersection is overwhelmed by the HWY 1 and 92
Transportation intersection and can be shown in an overlay.
Ch 4.
Walkability index – Walk score could be added.
Transportation Parking index – is there an equivalent?

Ch. 4
When it comes to traffic do we focus on local
Transportation streets or highways?
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Response: Much of this data is
provided in the Economic
Conditions and Real Estate
Trends portion of the Report.
Supplemental Information: A
graphic incorporating scaled
aerial maps is provided in Section
III of this Report Update.
Supplemental Information:
Readily available walkability
index scores and other forms of
information about parking are
provided in Section III of this
Report Update.
Supplemental Information:
Readily available information
about parking is provided in
Section III of this Report Update.
Response: HWY 92 operations
have bearing on Half Moon Bay’s
planning. See also Section 1.3

Response: This question is
relevant to policy choices for
HWY 1. Options for HWY 1 will be
discussed further through the
policy development process.
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Ch. 4
Main Street bridge status has changed.
Transportation
Ch. 6
Cultural

151. Hernandez

152. Hernandez

Heritage trees: would like an inventory.

Would like photos of historic resources included.

Ch. 7
Cultural
Resources

150. Hernandez

Why looking at just city limits, why don’t include
all of the property that cradles the Coastside?

Planning Area

149. Evans
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Prevalent Comments and
Responses for a discussion of the
planning area.
Addendum: See Section 1.3
Prevalent Comments and
Responses for a discussion of the
planning area and Addendum 3
for revisions to the area.
Response: Preparation of a
photographic inventory of Half
Moon Bay’s historic resources is a
significant project in and of itself
and is beyond the scope of the
Plan Half Moon Bay project. It
should also be noted that
additional photo documentation
of historic resources is available
on the City’s website (Current
Planning page). Also, The
Treasures of Half Moon Bay,
provides an excellent summary
and color photographs of the
primary historic structures in the
Downtown area. It was prepared
by the Half Moon Bay History
Association in 2010.
Response: Future use of the
historic resource summary tables
will include appropriate updates.
Response: Preparation of a
heritage tree inventory is a

Ch. 1
Introduction

Ch. 3
Existing trails with historic uses should be
Transportation documented and shown in plans.

154. Hernandez

155. Hernandez

The demographic information should include the
number of visitors to Half Moon Bay.

Ch. 4
Beach access points at Redondo and Poplar are
Transportation difficult and this should be documented in the
report.

153. Hernandez

Resources
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significant project in and of itself
and is beyond the scope of the
Plan Half Moon Bay project.
However, the General Plan and
LCP Updates can include policies
regarding heritage trees,
including implementation
measures for conducting such an
inventory in the future. Also, it
should be noted that various
vegetative habitat types have
been identified and mapped. The
Eucalyptus, Monterey Cypress,
and Monterey Pine Forest
habitats contain stands of Half
Moon Bay’s mature trees.
Supplemental Information: A
summary of these conditions is
included in Section III of this
Report Update.
Response: The Economic and
Real Estate Trends portion of the
Report cites the Chamber of
Commerce’s 2012 estimate of 3.8
million visits and also presents
travel and lodging trends. See
also Section 1.3 Prevalent
Comments and Responses for a
discussion of the traffic model.
Response: Mapping informal
trails is beyond the scope of the
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157. Hernandez

156. Hernandez

Ch. 5
Environmental
Resources and
Hazards

Ch. 8
Parks, Rec &
Public Fac.

There is an army bunker on the Coastal Trail at

A military cleanup site is shown Downtown. What
is it?
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report. It should be further noted
that in some cases informal trails
may encroach on private
property or be unsafe for some
potential trail users. Policy in the
forthcoming updated General
Plan and LCP could encourage
adding trails that are currently
not recognized on the City’s maps
as future actions on a case by
case basis as ownership and
other factors are resolved.
Response: The California State
Water Resources Control Board
maintains a comprehensive GIS
database of contaminated sites
throughout the State
(“Geotracker”). Further review of
the sites in Half Moon Bay,
indicates that the military
cleanup site shown Downtown is
incorrectly mapped in
Geotracker. This particular site is
associated with a case named
“Half Moon Bay Flight Strip,” and
should be mapped at the Half
Moon Bay Airport. Staff
contacted the local Regional
Water Quality Control Board to
notify them and confirm.
Response: This site was not

Ch. 8
Parks, Rec. &
Public Fac.

Ch. 8
Parks, Rec. &
Public Fac.

158. Hernandez

159. Hernandez
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Kelly – an artillery range. Not sure it is called out as identified in any of the sources
a historical item.
used by the historical resources
consultant, which was
comprehensive and included a
records search through the
California Historic Resources
Information System Northwest
Information Center. If there is
interest in updating the City’s
historic resources inventory in
the future, this site could be
studied at that time.
Camerons RV park is not called out. It serves
Response: The Report’s focus is
recreational purposes.
on City facilities. Consideration of
commercial recreational facilities
can be included in policy
development.
Section 3 – Canada Cove – implies that it includes 2 Supplemental Information:
acres of open space. Where is it? Canada Cove is
Canada Cove was established in
referenced as needing open space. How much?
the 1970s prior to enactment of
This needs to be clarified.
current zoning requirements;
however, it does conform to the
Open Space requirements
specified in Municipal Code
Section 18.17.030 Mobile Home
Park District, Development
Standards. With 362 mobile
homes (361 existing and one
recently approved), just under
2.5 AC of open space are
required. [362 Homes * 300 SQ

Appendix A

Ch. 3
Page 3-14 is redundant with an earlier section.
Transportation

Planning Area

Ch. 4
Tables 3-2 and 3-3: Acreages do not add up.
Transportation

163. Hernandez

164. Hernandez

Should Ox Mountain land fill be included in the
planning area?

The sphere area that extends up HWY 92 does not
include Lemos Farm, only the south side of the
road.

162. Hernandez

161. Hernandez

The parks section should call out that Half Moon
Bay has only 22 acres of parkland.

Ch. 8
Parks, Rec. &
Public Fac.
Planning Area

160. Hernandez
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FT = 108,600 SQ FT = 2.49 AC]
City staff determined that Canada
Cove has at least 4 AC of open
space. A summary of Canada
Cove’s Open Space areas is
provided in Section III of this
Report Update.
Response: The existing parkland
acreage is indicated on Page 8-1
and in Table 8-1 of Ch. 8
Addendum: See Section 1.3
Prevalent Comments and
Responses for a discussion of the
planning area and Addendum 3
for revisions to the area.
Response: The current LCP is
referenced throughout the
Report relative to the subject of
each chapter. Policy overlap
occurs between topics; thus,
some of these sections may seem
redundant.
Addendum: See Section 1.3
Prevalent Comments and
Responses for a discussion of the
planning area and Addendum 3
for revisions to the area.
Addendum: There was an error
in the formula that totaled the
acreages and percentages in
tables 3-2 and 3-3. See

Ch. 2
Land Use

General
Ch. 9
Infrastructure

Ch. 3
Land Use

Ch. 3
Land Use

165. Hernandez

166. Roman

167. Roman

168. Evans

Staff Comments during study session: There is a

The original standards were 5k sq. ft. lots; now
they are 7.5K sq. ft. The result is reduced housing
starts due to being difficult to develop. Would like
to compare zoning map to actual density.

Residential lots and substandard lots: regulations
have changed; e.g. page 351 refer to vacant
substandard lots; however many more are
substandard. In the R1-B2 district, 98% of the lots
are substandard; 94% are substandard in
Seahaven; etc. This is a city-wide problem. There is
a source document (PDP 30-04 from July 8, 2004)
that looks at existing conditions of zoning. That
report noted that if going to rezone, the General
Plan update is the time to do it.

Every section of the report triggered a problem in
the City; e.g. drainage. Ch. 9 identifies stormwater
treatment and lack of facilities. This will require
attention in the General Plan. There is a current
effort for a master drainage plan.

Need a legal determination of paper lots – has one
been made? Are they legal under the Subdivision
Map Act?
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Addendum 3 for corrected
versions of these tables.
Response: See Section 1.3
Prevalent Comments and
Responses for an overview of
paper lots.
Response: The forthcoming
General Plan will include
Implementing Policies for
preparation of a number studies
and programs related to
infrastructure.
Response: Zoning standards will
be considered as part of the
project update for the LCP.
Zoning will also be compared to
General Plan land use
designations for consistency. The
recently adopted Housing
Element also evaluates zoning
constraints relative to the
production of housing. This is a
policy issue that can be discussed
as the draft plan moves forward
through the process.
Supplemental Information: Maps
of most neighborhoods with R-1B1 and R-1-B2 zoning with
minimum lot sizes 6,000 and
7,500 SQ FT respectively, are
provided in Section III of this
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General

General

170. Conroy

171. Evans

172. Evans

General

169. Evans

Pre-1950 buildings downtown would like a map of

Concern about community input. There is not a
huge “middle” in Half Moon Bay. For example,
there are many younger and older individuals;
there are many without a high school education
and many with advanced education. The
community survey report not representative of all
folks in town.
Wants suggestions and input to evolve in the
documents.

Staff Comments during study session: The report
should be considered a starting point.

change in code (development under the condition
described formerly required a use permit). Now,
setbacks are fairly uniform and the proportionality
rule has been eliminated (this had been added to
the code in 2000, establishing a floor area ratio
(FAR) limit), due to unintended consequences
affecting substandard lots.
What about the consultant who doesn’t know Half
Moon Bay?
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Response: The process includes a
phase of community engagement
during which working draft
policies are vetted for further
refinement with the GPAC and
Planning Commission. The
process is designed to directly
respond to the Commissioner’s
comment.
Supplemental Information: See

Response: Throughout the
planning process, the consultant
is supported by a GPAC, the
Planning Commission, City
Council, community engagement
and staff who all have significant
insight into Half Moon Bay.
Response: Staff confirms that
community engagement with a
broad spectrum of stakeholders
will continue.

Report Update. For each, a
representative study indicates
properties that are
nonconforming with respect to
minimum site area.

all of them.
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Section III of this Report Update
for a map of parcels in the
Downtown area built in 1950 or
earlier.
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Written Comments
Table B-1: Written Comment Index
Date
July 2, 2014

Table A-2: Written Comments
J. C. “Chris” Orman and Nanette Orman,
MD

Version of the Report Page
June 2014 Draft
B-2

July 6, 2014

Diane Johnson, GPAC Member

June 2014 Draft

B-2

July 7, 2014
July 8, 2014
July 8, 2014
October 2, 2014
August 25, 2015
September 22,
2015

Jo Chamberlain, GPAC Member
Sara Polgar, GPAC Member
San Mateo Land Exchange –Letter #1
San Mateo Land Exchange – Letter #2
Rick Hernandez, Planning Commissioner

June 2014 Draft
June 2014 Draft
June 2014 Draft
July 2014
July 2014 with two
Addenda

B-3
B-20
B-23
B-28
B-30
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Appendix B
From Rick Hernandez – via email – 8-25-15

Big Picture Comments/Notes:

* This document fails to capture the most obvious visual characteristic of our community: Half Moon
Bay is dominated by large portions of undeveloped coastal access and stunning views of the foothills.
Less than 40% of the land in the planning area is developed residential, industrial, commercial or
institutional. While only a small portion of the town is zoned as Open Space, the collective agricultural,
horticultural, and vacant land create an open visual aesthetic and small town charm that defines our
community.
* We don't include population/traffic from midcoast or peninsula in our planning, but we do include East
of town on 92 and the Johnston house. Seem arbitrary.
* We should capture visitors from other communities as part of our studies, including trends - how
many more visitors are we going to get?
* I heard there is a growth limit on the mid coast, is that true?
* More generally, moving forward I would like to have use VMT v. LOS as it encourages less driving
overall in favor of alternatives
* Bridges and their state not called out in infrastructure
* Garbage from tourists along the beaches, roads, bluff tops is not identified, but major area of concern
* What is the legal status of the paper lots West of HWY1
* Can we capture photos of historic resources and trails (maybe get the public to do this with annotation
and geolocation on smart phones?)
* What are the legal ramifications of the Existing Trends, Conditions document?
* Can we inventory the heritage trees in town as part of this document?
* Can we document informal historical trails around town (clear foot paths with historical right of ways,
easements)
* Lack of safe access to the beach is an issue at Poplar, Redondo, and other locations

Specific Comments
Section 1
* What is the definition of underutilized land?
* ROW = Right of Way (define)
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* 2246 of 4267 acres are undeveloped land.
* Our current regional housing needs are met by existing housing and vacant lots zones for residential
use (not including PUD's). There is no demographic trend requiring us to prioritize more housing
development.

Section 2-2 What does it mean that PUD's are currently having non-confirming uses?
What are the risks and benefits of changing how the PUD's work or leaving them the way they are?
Having researched this a little, I'm very concerned about efforts to modify these areas during this
General Plan update.
What is the change in institutional housing that occurred in the last 10 years?
Growth Limit * It would be helpful to point out that there is an exception to this growth limit with the
states Density Bonus Law (see also Leslie Gardens and how that got approved)
Park Standards - Half Moon Bay has 22.6 acres of Park. The current GP requires adding another 69 acres.
I would modify/delete the language around Quimby Act as it is misleading (implies that we can only set
aside 3 acres/ 1000 residents which is not true).
Can you put in a table documenting the different acreage applicable for the various standards.
Please modify the policy recommendation on reducing the number of acres.
Why is Quarry Park called out on this map? Same for the state park?
2.3 When we ID an ESHA, isn't there a minimum set back from the ESHA (100'). Can we call that out?
Can we have a map that reflects the protected boundary around ESHA's?
Can we get a map of cultural, archealogical and historical resources?
The lack of an integrated transportation plan along the coast is not called out. The mishmash of speed
limits in the planning are along HWY 1 and 92 should be called out. No timing of traffic lights along the
coast.
Trash from vistiors is not called out.
Coastal Access - you can't reach many of the beaches with ADA compliant paths. You don't call out horse
use and access. Don't call out pollution from horse tourism...
Why is Lemos Farm not included in the planning area?
3-11 Half Moon Bay library is not used for any sporting events that I am aware of.
3.11 The Coastal Trail is a major artery serving locals and visitors and connects the North and South
portion of the coast.
3.11 Can we get data on how much traffic used the trails prior to the bridge collapse? Same for Naomi
Patridge Trail. There is no continuous pedestrian/Bike path East of HWY 1
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3-14 seems redundant wtih earlier sections.
3-3(3-17) Why isn't OX Mountain included in the planning area?
Table 3-1 v Table 3-2 - How come the acreage doesn't add up in these two tables? 3989 v 4120 and 4267
v 4400. Same concern for table 3-3.
3-28 what is the 300 sq feet of community open space for the 300 homes one this property? That's
108,000 square feet or 2.5 acres. The MHP that is Canada Cove.
3-34 please mention the urban density exception.
3-42 378 acres = vacant, Table 3.1 498 acres = vacant
Table 3-7 What was the group quarter population drop from 2000?
3-47 PUD - I would have legal review this policy recommendation before putting it in a sanctioned city
document.
3-51 Paper subdivisions - We should establish legal standing of these paper lots. Also County of San
Mateo indicates that many of these properties are abandoned and taxes have not been paid on them for
years but they are too small for the county to initiate tax proceedings.
3-51 Substandard Lots - we should call out the existing substandard properties that Commissioner Tom
Roman called out.
Figure 4-2 doesn't include CLT train which is semi-paved or the other informal trails in this area.
Section 4 lacks number of visitors coming to Half Moon Bay
Figure 6-1 ocean views chart doesn't seem accurate or useful.
Section 6 - can we get an inventory of Heritage trees?
7-20 the burger king was remodeled. The Olympian was demolished.
7-31 Main Street Bridge status has changed.
Hatch Farm House not listed (or I missed it)
8 Don't mention homeless encampments near safeway, Kelly and HWY1 or the homeless population
(~12-18)
8-1 Cameron's RV park is missing
8-5 Boy's and Girls club does this now.
8-15 Are we deficient in our medical resources on the coast?
9-2 Didn't we just approve a recycled water project for the Ritz?
Bridges are missing from this section and their status.
Seymour Canyon (near poplar beach) and the massive erosion taking place, Sweetware, Medio Bridge,
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I didn't see a map of sea level rise
I don't think Sara Polgar's written comments at the end were properly addressed (note: she is a sea level
rise expert with BCDC)
Callan’s comments seem aggressive. Have we responded to him in writing?

Additional clarifications from Commissioner Hernandez via email – September 22, 2015
1. With respect to the military cleanup site downtown, I'm not referring to the artillery range on the
bluff tops. There is an item on the map off Main Street and curious as to what that is.
2. With respect to access to Poplar and Redondo beaches, my comment was that they are not ADA
compliant entrances and they are dangerous to the public.
3. I asked a question about the existing conditions report to Lauren - what legal purpose does this solve?
Is it merely something we check off in the process? Is this a foundational document for General Plan that
is used to make policy recommendations in the future? Or is this something that is just going to be cast
aside when we write the GP? From re-reading the LCP, it's strikes me that this is actually the foundation
of the new LCP and it gives us an opportunity to get things right and it will be less contentious to nail
these details down now.
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