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Plan Half Moon Bay

Foreword
Background: The City of Half Moon Bay has been engaged in a multi-year effort to
comprehensively update its Local Coastal Program (LCP) and General Plan Elements. The
project has been known as “Plan Half Moon Bay.” The First Public Drafts of the Local Coastal
Land Use Plan (the policy component of the LCP) and General Plan Elements were presented to
the community over the course of several sessions with the Half Moon Bay General Plan
Advisory Committee in 2016 and early 2017. The comment period on these first public draft
policy documents concluded February 14, 2017.
General Plan Advisory Committee: The City Council appointed a thirteen member General Plan
Advisory Committee (GPAC) to oversee and assist with community outreach and the
preparation of the draft Local Coastal Land Use Plan and General Plan Elements. GPAC
members were selected to represent the community at-large, and to provide the perspective
and expertise of specific interest groups including conservation and environmental advocates;
real estate professionals and developers; business and commercial land owners; one Planning
Commissioner and one Parks and Recreation Committee Member. The GPAC held sixteen (16)
public sessions from its initiation in early 2014 to January 2017.
The GPAC has two primary responsibilities. First, the committee is charged with ensuring that
the Half Moon Bay community’s diverse interests are considered throughout the Plan Half
Moon Bay process. The GPAC has been accomplishing this mission by informing community
members about Plan Half Moon Bay; encouraging the community to participate in numerous
community forums and input opportunities; and by sharing the various viewpoints they have
heard at GPAC meetings. The GPAC’s second primary role is to provide community based policy
guidance. In the case of differing or conflicting intentions, the GPAC, per their mission
statement, has worked toward consensus statements to the extent feasible.
The GPAC hosted eight (8) community forums between April 2016 and January 2017 on the
Frist Public Draft Local Coastal Land Use Plan and General Plan Elements. At each session, the
GPAC received a presentation of key policy topics for each portion of the draft policy
documents and then shared their thoughts on the draft materials. The committee invited
community members to participate in their collaborative discussions. In most cases, the topics
discussed by the GPAC were not brought to a vote because there was general agreement from
the group about the policies and overall direction. The GPAC did vote in a few specific cases
where the issues were more complex and/or there was less consensus. These specific
consensus votes are recorded in detail in Summary Notes from their sessions summarized
below:
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•

Conservation for Open Space Land Use Designation: There is no such designation in the 1993
LCLUP. The GPAC agreed that one is needed and also discussed the conditions for which it
would be applied, specifically including lands owned by open space trusts or that have been
deed restricted for conservation purposes.

•

City Park Land Use Designation: A “Local Recreation and Open Space” land use designation is
provided in the 1993 LCLUP; however, it is not currently applied to the 1993 LCLUP map. The
GPAC is supportive of a similar designation for City Parks.

•

Character of Highway 1: A “Town Boulevard” concept was found to be a favorable approach
worth developing further; most significantly, all of the GPAC members support both a reduced
speed limit and reduced driving speeds on Highway 1.

•

East of and adjacent to Highway 1 - Separated Class 1 Bicycle and Pedestrian Route: The GPAC
members agreed that a new bicycle and pedestrian route should be included in the plan on
the east side of Highway 1 spanning the length of the City (north to south). This would result
in parallel paths on both the east and west side of Highway 1 throughout the City.

•

ESHA Mapping: Maps need to incorporate prior studies, new expanded studies in specific
areas, and wetland delineations.

Purpose of the Consolidated Comments Summary: The Consolidated Comments document
embodies a significant volume of both community and GPAC input on the First Public Draft
Local Coastal Land Use Plan and General Plan Elements. The purpose of the summary is to
support the next phase of review, which will be conducted by the Half Moon Bay Planning
Commission.
The summary is comprised of direct and/or paraphrased statements received from the GPAC
and community members. The source documents for the comments included in this summary
are posted in a “General Plan Library” which is viewable via the www.PlanHMB.org project
page. They are in two locations: 1) Reports and Documents: Community Comments – both the
2016 and 2017 volumes include original written comments; 2) Meeting Documents: GPAC
Meeting Summary Notes from April 28, 2016 – January 26, 2017. This consolidation is meant to
make the input more accessible and useful to all involved in the Plan Half Moon Bay LCP and
General Plan Element updates.
Comments in the summary are from one of four sources:
•

GPAC at GPAC Meetings: In most cases GPAC discussions at their community forums led
to what can be considered a consensus direction. In a few cases, individual members
made suggestions that were not further developed as the suggestions did not represent
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the group’s overall viewpoint. In some cases, as previously presented, consensus votes
were taken, including one case in which a dissenting opinion is also recorded.
•

GPAC Members’ Individual or Written Comments: Several GPAC members provided
written comments, all of which were not reviewed by the whole committee. Also, as
noted above, some individual comments made by GPAC members in their public
sessions reflected their own view point and were not necessarily pursued by the group.

•

Community Members at GPAC Meetings: The GPAC provided ample time for community
members to share their input and even included community members in their
discussions. Some of this input became part of the GPAC’s general direction, other input
did not.

•

Community Members’ Written Comments: Community members, including property
owners, residents, policy advocates, and others, submitted written comments on the
First Public Draft policy documents.

Consolidated Comments Summary Format: The document is simply formatted and includes
color highlighted to improve readability, as follows:
Top Level: This is the top level of the hierarchy and is the basis for the Table of Contents. The
category includes Process Topic, LCLUP (as a whole), each chapter of the Local Coastal Land Use
Plan, and each General Plan Element.
Section Reference: This level references the specific section of either the Local Coastal Land
Use Plan chapter or General Plan Element as applicable.
General Topic: This level identifies the primary subject of the comment. Several comments may
come under each General Topic.
Comment: These are the transcribed and/or paraphrased comments.
Page Number: This level identifies the specific page, or the first page of the section reference,
as applicable.
Comment/Commenter Information: This information is not highlighted and includes the
following:
•
•
•
•

Date
Comment Source: For example, GPAC meeting, letter, etc.
Information about the Commenter: For example, Community Member or GPAC
Member
Commenter Name: Note that the names of comment makers were not typically
recorded at GPAC sessions. The Summary Notes from those sessions specify if the
iii

Consolidated Comments on the First Public Draft
Local Coastal Land Use Plan and General Plan Elements
comment was from a GPAC member or a community member. In some cases the
discussions included both, in which case the comment in this summary is typically
attributed to the GPAC.
Conclusion: The Consolidated Comments document is a useful tool that organizes and conveys
GPAC wisdom and hard work toward both of their primary mission of representing the
community interests broadly and achieving consensus on policy guidance for Plan HMB. This
document will serve as a reference companion for review of the forthcoming revised Local
Coastal Land Use Plan and General Plan Elements.

iv

Process Topic
Section Reference Not Applicable
Procedural
With regards to conflict of interest and the FPPC guidance, recusal only required when the subject is material. Concerned that overly strict interpretation will lead to delays in the
process.
Page Reference Not Applicable
6/30/2016
GPAC Meeting #11
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
A community member expressed concern about potential conflict of interest for a GPAC member. The GPAC member responded and reminded attendees that the City Council
appointed the GPAC members; that every member has a potential conflict because of their residence alone; and furthermore that in the event of Council concern or actual finding
of potential conflict per the regulations in place that he would step down or refrain from specific discussions. He also noted that other members have recused themselves from
portions of discussions in the past due to potential conflict and that this is how it is handled.
Page Reference Not Applicable
10/13/2016
GPAC Meeting #12
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
A point by point matrix of how and why things changed between the 1993 LUP and the first draft LUP is needed.
Page Reference - Applies Generally
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Commenter asked if written comments will be provided to GPAC members and also requested a “crosswalk” between the 1993 LUP and the draft LUP.
Page Reference - Applies Generally
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Concern about the overall process; especially with regards to ensuring that the GPAC’s direction is specifically abided by and followed through the process.
Page Reference Not Applicable
11/17/2016
GPAC Meeting #13
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting

Plan Half Moon Bay
First Public Draft - June 20, 2017

1

Consolidated Comments
Local Coastal Plan & General Plan Update

Discussion of preparation for future sessions. GPAC members indicated that they would like larger maps and like having background documents in advance. They noted that they
handout provided at the session was very helpful.
Page Reference Not Applicable
11/17/2016
GPAC Meeting #13
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
How will future drafts of the documents be formatted to indicate changes from the previous version? Noted that it would not necessary to prepare this like the policy
comparison summary document prepared for the first public draft Local Coastal Land Use Plan.
Page Reference Not Applicable
11/17/2016
GPAC Meeting #13
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
More focus is needed on existing problems and issues.
Page Reference - Applies Generally
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Need a large scale map for use in the GPAC sessions.
Page Reference - Applies Generally
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Request that in advance of preparing the comment summary and response table, the comments as submitted be posted so that GPAC and community members can see what
others are thinking.
Page Reference Not Applicable
10/13/2016
GPAC Meeting #12
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Speed is the by-product of accuracy. This process needs to take time and not be rushed.
Page Reference - Applies Generally
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
The process seems open-ended which is good because there are still people who don’t know about the General Plan and LCP updates. Is there another round of discussion
coming?
Page Reference - Applies Generally
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6/30/2016
GPAC Meeting #11
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Want to ensure that the public understands the document and its purpose.
Page Reference - Applies Generally
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
With respect to transparency provide the following: provide recordings of the GPAC sessions and a comparison of 1993 and the first draft LUP.
Page Reference - Applies Generally
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Would like to have hard copies of the forthcoming elements in advance of the next discussion.
Page Reference Not Applicable
10/13/2016
GPAC Meeting #12
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
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LCLUP
Applies Generally
Document Construction
• "Shall" language: Based on the concern I heard from others, would
recommend continuing with the use of "shall" in the policies as done so in the 1993 LCLUP to avoid having this become a stumbling block
• The use of italicized text in the policies is very confusing. Originally thought these were "Notes to the reader" but some are called out this way and others not. This was a
recurring issue in draft elements
• Recommend reversing the order of these 4 elements in
the LCLUP: 1. Coastal Hazards; 2. Coastal Resources; 3. Coastal Access and Recreation; 4. Land Use. Coastal hazards provides context for the other three elements -- Think it would
be helpful to have read this first as background. Reading both Coastal Hazards and Coastal Resources before the Land Use element would be helpful for review of the Land Use
policies. Reordering would more accurately reflect the priorities and requirements of the Coastal Act
• Section 2.1 is too sparse. Does not sufficiently explain the background of the Coastal Act and LCLUP regarding the City's local control. Background info in the 1993 LUP was
helpful, and I recommend adding (at start of draft LCLUP Introduction) the history of the Coastal Act from 1993 LUP Chapter I. Introduction, A. Coastal Act, Section 1. History. Also,
add to Section 2.1.2, the portion of 3rd paragraph on page 3 (in Section 2.2 of this same chapter) of the 1993 LUP, that starts with the sentence: "It is apparent that at least some
coastal act policies will conflict..." and ends with "... and other similar resource policies."
Page Reference - Applies Generally
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar
Concern expressed about the document organization with a preference specified for more sections and policies regarding each topic presented following the narrative (not
separated as in the formatting of the first draft LUP).
Page Reference - Applies Generally
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Link back to the guiding principles.
Page Reference - Applies Generally
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Need complete Coastal Act policies in each section, not just the summaries.
Page Reference - Applies Generally
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Plan language should say “shall” and not “may.”
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Page Reference - Applies Generally
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Policies that refer out to other agencies that do not have authority is like a blank check; e.g. San Mateo County Congestion Management Plan.
Page Reference - Applies Generally
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Provide Coastal Act references to indicate why various pieces of the LUP would be implemented.
Page Reference - Applies Generally
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Provide strike through and italics to indicate changes between the 1993 and first draft LUP.
Page Reference - Applies Generally
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Public wants policies with teeth that defend the community’s values.
Page Reference - Applies Generally
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Requirement for consistency between the LUP and General Plan Elements and also noted that the 2013 Circulation Element had not been made completely consistent with the
1993 LUP.
Page Reference - Applies Generally
10/13/2016
GPAC Meeting #12
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Suggested that it would be best to avoid proper names for the various programs and topics for a number of reasons, including that they may change over time; e.g. One Water
and Build it Green.
Page Reference - Applies Generally
11/17/2016
GPAC Meeting #13
GPAC Member
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Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Use “shall” where it belongs.
Page Reference - Applies Generally
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Would like closer linkage between the text/narrative and the policies.
Page Reference - Applies Generally
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting

• Dividing the policies into "Guiding" and "Implementation "seems to have led to redundant policies. If the current set of Guiding policies were integrated with/into the relevant
Implementing policies, could help reduce the number of policies needed, and provide better context for the implementing policies. In general, Guiding Policies are too vague and
insubstantive
• Please go back to the practice (in the 1993 LUP) of using numbers instead of bullets to delineate different parts of a policy

Page Reference - Applies Generally
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar

• Organization of document is challenging for users. better format: (1) full test of relevant coastal Act policies for each Chapter; (2) narrative text; (3) proposed LUP Policies - the
Implementation Plan could be all together in a separate section and changes between 1993 LUP and current should be indicated
• Some Chapter 3 coastal Act Sections in Appendix A could be eliminated as HMB's Coastal Zone not suitable for facilities or land uses pertaining to Aquaculture etc.
• Appendix: Coastal Act 30007.5 can only be used by the Costal Commission to resolve policy conflicts, not local governments
•Appendix: Footnotes re: oil and gas reserves are incorrect

Page Reference - Applies Generally
6/14/2016
Email
Community Member
Lennie Roberts
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1. Plan HMB Introduction
1.2 Planning Context
Economic Development
Page 1-2 makes reference to “thriving” Downtown; suggest another description.
1-2
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
1.4 Relationship Between Plans and Regulations
Plans and Regulations
Describe the authority of other agencies; e.g. US Fish and Wildlife Services, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, etc.
1-8
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
1.5 Organization
Greenhouse Gases
Page 1-11 of the draft LCP, states that GHGs are addressed in the Safety Element but could not find "GHG" or "carbon" or "greenhouse" in the element.
1-11
2/14/2017
E-Mail
GPAC Member
Jimmy Benjamin
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2.1 LCLUP Introduction
2.1.1 Purpose of the Local Coastal Land Use Plan
Plans and Regulations
• Section 2.1 is too sparse. Does not sufficiently explain the background of the Coastal Act and LCLUP regarding the City's local control. Background info in the 1993 LUP was
helpful, and I recommend adding (at start of draft LCLUP Introduction) the history of the Coastal Act from 1993 LUP Chapter I. Introduction, A. Coastal Act, Section 1. History. Also,
add to Section 2.1.2, the portion of 3rd paragraph on page 3 (in Section 2.2 of this same chapter) of the 1993 LUP, that starts with the sentence: "It is apparent that at least some
coastal act policies will conflict..." and ends with "... and other similar resource policies."
1-13
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar
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2.2 LCLUP Land Use
2.2.2 Existing Land Use
Parks and Open Space
The Pacific Ridge dedication area for the path and open space should be mapped.
2.2-5
6/30/2016
GPAC Meeting #11
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
2.2.3 Land Use Plan Framework
Agriculture
As a field clinical breeding laboratory for UC Davis VMTH, we are the only full time equine breeding facility serving SMC. Part of our business is assisting local vets with breeding,
offering boarding and training for young horses and breeding. We employ staff of 10, offer onsite housing and we support education through residential internships. Here are
the uses we would like to be permitted in any rezoning or redefinition of the Urban Reserve zone:
• Equestrian centers including training, boarding, lessons and equestrian events open to the public
• Large animal vet services and related buildings (surgical, outpatient and rehab facilities etc.
• On-farm low-cost housing for employees and interns, residential trailers, mobile homes, prefab mini-homes or up to 20 units on parcels of 50 acres or more
• Single-family residential housing, one per parcel of 5 acres or more (in lieu of Table 9.1 in draft), one per 5 acres subject to a use permit and cluster development (no lot sizes
greater than one acre)
• Public street access for us (either at our HWY 1 gate entrance), Bark Court, Frenchman's Creek Road (if maintained by city) would be important resource to accommodate public
events and serving as emergency facility for large animals in a disaster
• Water policy for new agricultural wells (not for residential use), expanded water storage, and where possible, access to low cost reclaimed water
2.2-23
6/14/2016
E-Mail
Branscomb Farm
KC Branscomb
Conservation
The City needs an Open Space Conservation land use designation.
2.2-7
6/30/2016
GPAC Meeting #11
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Development
Be proactive about the key community issue: where we can and cannot develop.
2.2-26
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
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I live in Moss Beach and am a member of Resist Density - www.resistdensity.org. So much of what happens in HMB affects citizens in Moss Beach, Montara and El Granada.
Page Reference Not Applicable
6/1/2016
E-Mail
Community Member
John Petino
Document Construction
• Page 2.2-13-23 - It would be easier to understand the LCLUP policies if the narratives for the respective PUDs were paired with the corresponding policies
• Page 2.2-13 - Re: Guerrero Ave site please refer to comments provided by Jo Chamberlain (Coastside Land Trust) with respect to the status of this site
• Page 2.2-13 - Re: Surf Beach/Dune Beach, 2nd paragraph (all one sentence) is confusing. Not clear how development could "enhance access to the beach."
• Page 2.2-14-15 - Re: Venice beach Area, reference to "lack of water" needs explanation -- is the issue water rights, sewer connection?
• Page 2.2-14-15 - Re: Venice beach Area, does the proposed "Planned Development designation" represent a change from the existing
LCLUP?
• Page 2.2-15 - Re: Pilarcitos West Urban Reserve, Coastside Land Trust owns parcels in this site. Contact Jo Chamberlain for more information
• Page 2.2-16 - Re: Matteucci, Flooding hazards (from Pilarcitos Creek) should be noted for this site
2.2-13
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar
• Page 2.2-13-23 - The narratives for the PUDs are not consistent in their descriptions of conditions which makes it hard to understand the implications for development. Most
problematic with respect to ESHA. Different phrasings are used for describing ESHA presence and implications (e.g. Public Facilities vs. Surf Beach/Dunes Beach), and ESHA is not
even mentioned for other PUDs that clearly have potential ESHA (e.g., Arleta Park/..., and Wavecrest South). Other conditions that should be described more consistently include:
access needs (e.g. street improvements), sewer and water rights that would be required for new development; implications for public coastal access and recreation (including
Coastal Trail); and hazards (e.g., erosion, drainage, flooding, landslide, tsunami) that would affect development and/or be exacerbated by development. Suggest adding more
rows to each of the tables such that conditions -- ESHA (presence or potential), site access and water rights, coastal access, hazards, etc.-- can be consistently noted for each of
these PUDs

2.2-13
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar
Hazardous Materials
Reminded staff that he had previously provided input to staff about hazards and hazardous waste sites.
2.2-8
10/13/2016
GPAC Meeting #12
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
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Housing
Attached copy of 'Regulations Governing the Short-Term Rental Home Use of Properties.' from Maui County, HI
2.2-41
11/1/2016
Email
Community Member
David Schorr
Need more options for seniors in the community.
2.2-41
11/11/2016
Email
Community Member
Ozzie Berke
Would like to see more housing built for seniors.
2.2-41
11/14/2016
Email
Community Member
Gale McIntosh
Land Use

• Why is there a reduction in the total number of multi-family units?
• Who makes the decision regarding which policy is the most protective of coastal resources?
• Table 2.2-21: Where will the non-development occur? Were the PD areas factored into the table?
• Policy 2.2-I.5: Does this policy mean that individual property owners are giving up land value to provide coastal resources? Will there be compensation for non-use of property?
• How will individual property owners be compensated of ESHA's are top priority?

2.2-3, 16, 18, 24, 27, 29, 32, 40, 43, 45, 47, 48, 49, 52, 55, 56
2.4-2, 13, 14, 67
6/29/2016
Letter
Community Member
Ann Carey
Concerned with the characterization of the Urban Reserve land use designation. The designation is not open space, but applicable to active agriculture businesses. More should
be done to support agriculture businesses through land use allowances to support viability of those uses.
2.2-11
10/13/2016
GPAC Meeting #12
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
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Discussed the belief that the properties at 909 and 921 Miramontes Rd more appropriately belong in the Urban Reserve district rather than the Open Space Reserve.
2.2-11, 2.2-23, 2.2-24, 2.2-30
9/7/2016
Letter
Community Member
Wayne and Dana Pastorino
HMB's "Planning Area" in maps in 2.2.2 Land Use Patters and Distribution is confusing because lands included in this category are outside Urban/Rural Boundary
• PUD's completed since 1993 should not be continued as PUD's they are severely constrained due to hazards and should be placed in new "Completed PUD" category and
remaining should be in "Planned PUD" category
• West of RR Ave PUD should be designated as a priority area for implementation of the Lot Retirement Condition of Approval of the Pacific Ridge project
• Specific Plan language in all PUDs should be mandatory and uniformly applied
2.2-2
6/14/2016
Email
Community Member
Lennie Roberts
Open Space Reserve designation is in place for some properties east of Main Street near Downtown and that it is not consistent with the existing lot sizes and other factors of
land use.
2.2-11
10/13/2016
GPAC Meeting #12
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Property owner at 450 Wavecrest 065-090-060 would like to amend zoning from A-1 to C-VS. States that all surrounding properties are currently zoned as open space or visitor
serving and believes that rezoning the property would be in the best interest of all involved.
2.2-7
5/2/2016
Letter
Community Member
Jennifer Souza and Steven Melo
There are land use designations called “reserves;” however, these are really “delays” and not protected. Need a new land use designation for open space conservation (as
opposed to open space reserve).
2.2-11
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Map Corrections
The Land Use Diagram Figure 2.2-3 should be revised to show the Alves parcels as Commercial-General, and the Zoning should be Commercial-General (C-G). The Urban Rural
Boundary should also be revised to show the Alves parcel within the Urban area.
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2.2-11
12/20/2016
Email
Community Member
Lennie Roberts
Open Space

Can new open space land use designations be applied to areas that may be hazardous in addition to areas specifically for conservation of the land in open space?
2.2-11
10/13/2016
GPAC Meeting #12
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Open space could benefit the City through carbon storage; e.g. carbon farming.
2.2-11
10/13/2016
GPAC Meeting #12
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Provide a definition for open space consistent with State of California Government Code. GPAC Discussion: GPAC members focused their discussion items on topics most essential
to the good of the group and will submit more detailed comments about document format, specific language, etc. to staff.
4-3
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Planned Unit Development (PUD)
In the past, the City tried to proceed with a corporation yard on the property adjacent to the SAM plant, however, it did not progress. It is pointless to have this area in a PUD
designation.
2.2-10
6/30/2016
GPAC Meeting #11
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
• Proposing to include track changes to demonstrate how draft LCLUP differs from existing
• In adding up proposed residential development units in PUD section as 2,955 units against a development (2016) total of 860 units there is an increase of 47% compared to
2014 units. Are numbers correct? Who/when were estimates made? If these estimates date from 1993, any updates over the past 23 years?
• Regarding the L.C. Smith Estate PUD, there is a list of 6 important policies, but the plan states that all may be superseded by future approved development. Does this apply to
all PUDs or just the Smith Estate?
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2.2-10
5/31/2016
E-Mail
Community Member
Paul Grigorieff
• Amend document text and figures to reflect that the property with APN's 048-133-030, 048-133-040, 048-133-050, and 048-133-060 are zoned as low density residential rather
than Surf Beach PD. Land Use Diagram should be amended to show the extension of Pullman Ave and Champs Elysee Blvd.
• Add clarifying language regarding the Stoloski approved project. Stoloski property was not a part of the Surf Beach subdivision, the parcel was separate and is now an approved
subdivisions for four residential lots.
• Policies 2.2-I.44 to 2.2-I.5 should not apply to the approved Stoloski subdivision.
• Figure 2.4-2 should be updated to reflect the developed area of the property. In addition, the agricultural production will cease in the near future.
2.2-11, 2.2-14, 2.2-51, 2.4-8
9/28/2016
Letter
Community Member
Mark Stoloski
• Approval of all specific plans shall also require amendment of LCP, and certification by the coastal commission
• Pilarcitos West Urban Reserve should be designated as priority area
Note: See hard copy of comment to see list of summary PUDs in 1993 LCP/LUP with commenter's notes
2.2-11
6/14/2016
Email
Community Member
Lennie Roberts
• Can the changes to the Bernado Station area be outlined? Why is there a reduction in the C-VS area? Is there an addition of Horticulture Business? Is there a reduction in
Medium Density area? Will some areas become part of North Wavecrest?
• With regard to re-designation to the area West of Railroad Ave to Regional Public Recreation: How will individual land owners be compensated? Will our property taxes be
suspended during this period?
• With regard to Coastal Development Permits: Why does the City require permits for all development?
• Will there be changes to the current zoning regarding substandard lots?
• Will the City support Certificate of Compliances for individual legal lots in vacant and underutilized sites in planned development districts?
2.2-10
6/29/2016
Letter
Community Member
Ann Carey
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• Page 2.2-16-17 - Re: Arleta Park/Miramontes, Other specific conditions/issues that are relevant to this site: Railroad-right-of-way would severely limit access to much of this site
(for development.) Rapid erosion will squeeze the Coastal Trail
• Page 2.2-17-19 - Re: Wavecrest Restoration Area, Provide more detail about and/or documentation of the "Wavecrest Restoration Project" (in the appendix). Readers unfamiliar
with the background on this PUD won't know the details of the project
• Page 2.2-17-19 - Re: Wavecrest Restoration Area, City has used lots in PUD for retirement of development rights. Should be noted in the narrative
• Page 2.2-17-19 - Re: Wavecrest Restoration Area, Paragraph before South Project Area, first sentence: Change "purchased" to "acquired". Vast majority of parcels were
acquired through donations by the landowners to land trusts as opposed to purchased by land trusts
2.2-16
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar

• Please modify the narrative and policies pertaining to PDD/PUDs to: (1) Bring conditions up to date; (2) Move PUD narrative to be included with PUD site policies; (3) Greater
specificity required in PUD development policies; (4) Policy 2.2-I.25 - Preparation of a specific plan should be required for all PUD sites; (5) Policy 2.2-I.27 - Visitor-serving uses are
given priority in the Coastal Act and should not be limited to "especially scenic coastal areas" and convenience establishments should be proximate to residential areas to reduce
travel trips, should be conditionally permitted (6) Policy 2.2-I.29 - Common and public space are two different things, should not be cumulatively calculated (7) LUP should include
policy that requires permanent extinguishing of legal subdivided lots in the PD
Note: See page 6-8 of hard copy of comment for commenter's PUD specific recommendations
• Draft does not adequately define mechanisms/standards by which Urban Reserve and Open Space Reserve lands can be developed in land uses other than those currently
permitted. When "substantial development has already taken place" is vague. Policies need more specific standards and process for considering lands uses other than those
allowed in UR and OSR
2.2-10
6/14/2016
Email
Community Member
Wendy Brewer Lama
• Policy 2.2-1.80: Would the abandonment of Redondo Beach Road for coastal access be counter to this Policy? Can we have alternatives where development could help improve
access?
• Does the 20 lodging units per acre density apply to the North Wavecrest for visitor serving projects?
• Policy 2.2-1.83: Why limit access to Wavecrest to the existing Higgins Canyon/Hwy 1 intersection?
• Policy 2.2-1.87: Please define West of Miramontes Point Rd. Extension
• Policy 2.2-1.89: Can a separate project that incorporates all the policies of the Wavecrest PUD be processed in North Wavecrest?
• Policy 2.3-1.72: Is the Wavecrest Conservancy Project the same as the Wavecrest Restoration Project? Can visitor serving commercial development be located in the draft plan
policies for North Wavecrest?
2.1-5
2.2-4, 6, 9, 17, 18
6/28/2016
Email
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San Mateo Land Exchange
John Callan

• Requesting a list of the existing policies that are to be struck from all the PUD's.
• Would like to have text included to expand the hotel and lodging areas adjacent to the Ocean
• Page 2.2-4: Does this section only address dedicated Open Space?
• Will the requirements of Commercial- Visitor Serving apply to the commercial visitor serving portion of PUD's?
• Will the existing Wavecrest Restoration Project map be incorporated into the new plan? Is the Wavecrest Restoration Map considered a specific plan?
• Wants to have lodging allowed in the North Wavecrest area
• Figure 2.2-2: Does the plan include Ola Vista properties on the south side of Redondo Beach Rd in the Ocean Colony PUD or is it in the Wavecrest Restoration Project?
2.1-5
2.2-4, 6, 9, 17, 18
6/28/2016
Email
San Mateo Land Exchange
John Callan

• Will PUD areas be eliminated by the draft plan? Is the draft plan proposing PD as a GP designation or zoning? Will all PUD's be rezoned to a different designation?
• What is a reasonable amount of time to get the EIR, the LCP, the GP, and then the implementing zoning changes adopted by the City and certified by the CCC?
• Won't it be confusing for the City and landowners to have a split plan?
• Will only the core area land use designations change under the Draft Plan? How can the Draft Plan be considered an update if it only deals with a small portion of the City?
• How will the Draft Plan stay current with Hazard changes and regulation changes?
• Will the new plan maps have equal weight as the written text?

1-6, 11, 12
2.1-5-7
2.2-3, 16, 18, 24, 27, 29, 32, 40, 43, 45, 47, 48, 49, 52, 55, 56
2.4-2, 13, 14, 67
6/29/2016
Letter
Community Member
Ann Carey
Concerned that the requirement for specific plans for PUDs was dropped.
2.2-10
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
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Create a separate category for completed PUDs.
2.2-10
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
For the Pacific Ridge PUD (Dykstra Ranch) would like the plan to refer to the court settlement.
2.2-22
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
For the Public Facilities PUD, the 1993 policies are brought forward; however, it is clear now that ESHA is present. The Pilarcitos Avenue extension (southward) into the Public
Facilities PUD area should not be brought forward.
2.2-10
6/30/2016
GPAC Meeting #11
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting

Lived on Wave Ave for 20 years. With increasing evidence of climate change, this area is at risk of flooding and tsunamis. That this area is PUD-appropriate according to the
LCLUP is strange as it would encourage development in a flood zone. Has an environmental report been done? Suggestions:
Short-term:
• Prevent parking on unimproved half of Wave Ave. All homes have 2 car garages and 2 car driveway capacity.
• Prevent homeless folks from sleeping in cars and trailers and in encampments in the fields. Patrol the area and connect them with social services, churches etc.
• Potentially finish 2nd lane of Wave so people park in front of their own homes
Long-term:
• Sewage plant needs to be relocated out of potential flood zone
• This area has longstanding horse facility, doesn't fit into traditional sense of "commercial use." If no distinction between commercial and equestrian areas, perhaps it should.
2.2-15
2/3/2017
E-Mail
Community Member
Catherine Mone
Need for additional research to confirm the deed restriction for open space/wetlands was recorded for the Guerrero Planned Unit Development. The City has not provided the
trail access and this may have been a contingency.
2.2-13
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
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Question about distinction between PUD and Planned Development (PD)
2.2-10
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Some of the Matteucci PUD property may have been set aside as a buffer.
2.2-16
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Strike out developed PUDs.
2.2-10
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting

The Pubic Facilities PUD District adjacent to the SAM plant is inappropriate. The area is ESHA and includes a riparian corridor with habitat for both the San Francisco Garter Snake
(SFGS) and California Red Legged Frog (CRLF). Furthermore, the area is subject to hazards from tsunami and dam failure. It is not an appropriate location for new public facilities.
2.2-10
6/30/2016
GPAC Meeting #11
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Why did Council direct focus away fro PUDs and do community members understand what PUDs are? Some other members noted Ocean Colony as a successful PUD.
2.2-10
4/28/2016
GPAC Meeting #9
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
• Do not want to see changes made to the 1993 PUD policies
2.2-10
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar
• Farmland Map (page 2.4-29) Commercial stables/breeding facilities are not considered agricultural uses under Williams Act or Coastal Act, but might be conditionally permitted
as compatible visitor-serving/recreational uses; Coastal Staff should be consulted
2.4-29
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6/14/2016
Email
Community Member
Lennie Roberts
Procedural
The GPAC wants to discuss land use.
2.2-1
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Projected Development
Need policies that support analysis of development in or near drainage corridors.
2.2-26
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Text Corrections
Error in line 12: The Cypress Cove Townhomes is not a condominium, they are individual properties zoned R-3, not multi-family buildings.
2.2-21
5/9/2016
E-Mail
Community Member
Suzanne Hyder
Vehicle Circulation
Traffic obviously won’t get significantly better. Need PUDs to have policy to mitigate traffic impacts caused by their development.
2.2-10
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
2.2.4 Projected Development
Coastal Development Forecast (San Mateo County)
How was full build-out calculated?
2.2-30
4/28/2016
GPAC Meeting #9
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Need to present build out, not just 2040 projections. This needs to be related to the roadway capacity.
2.2-30

Plan Half Moon Bay
First Public Draft - June 20, 2017

19

Consolidated Comments
Local Coastal Plan & General Plan Update

6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Projected Development
• Limit new development to within services capacities and allocating limited public services/resources for priority uses that:
- Draft LUP does not discuss effects of build-out on regional coast access in relation to Coastal Act requirements. What is anticipated growth in coastal access traffic and how will
roads accommodate at build out?
- Draft policies 2.2-I.140 and 2.2-I.141 don't address road capacities as limiting factor for new development
- The draft LUP relies on the 1993 LCP water allocation allowances. Policies 2.2-1.148 and 2.2-1.154 provide no assurance that the reservation of water capacity for priority uses
can be met.
• Please modify the draft LUP to: (1) develop a policy framework in the LUP to require a system for identifying current capacities of public service facilities to serve new
developments (for reference see 2005 Draft LUP "Capacity Budget" and Policies 10-3a-c etc.; (2) revise table 2.2-22 to include visitor serving uses as a priority use; (3) develop a
policy framework allocating limited road capacity to priority uses.
2.2-27
6/14/2016
Email
Community Member
Wendy Brewer Lama
• Need proof of ownership of zoning and other permits/entitlements, as well as demonstration of parcel legality
• LCP/LUP must include buildout numbers. LCO must demonstrate there is adequate sewer, water, and highway capacity to accommodate buildout
• Need new policies on lot retirement and consolidation. What happened to Pacific Ridge Lot Retirement Funds?
• For PUD's create categories for 'completed' and 'planned.' PUD language should be mandatory ("shall")
• Farmland protection: (1) map prime soils and use coastal act definition over state important farmland definition; (2) protect open field agriculture/floriculture as well as
floriculture greenhouses; (3) use finance tools e.g. Williamson act
2.2-27
6/14/2016
Email
Community Member
Lennie Roberts

• Page 2.2-26 - The population trend projections have a huge impact on build out calculations for the LCLUP which, affect implementation of the land use policies. (For example,
Policy 2.2-I.140 Capacity Expansion). The regionally-provided ABAG population trend numbers should be used unless there is data-driven justification for using other numbers for
the LUP. Justification and differences in data sources and/or methodology should be thoroughly explained in narrative
• Page 2.2-27 - Number of parcels/potential units of development should be explicitly stated in addition to the number of acres (103)
• Page 2.2-27 - To help with understanding of development potential on substandard lots, description needs to be more specific as to the requirements; not clear how the
implementing policies (later in this chapter) address these lots
• Page 2.2-29 - First paragraph, second sentence: Change "purchased" to "acquired". Vast majority of the parcels were acquired through donations by the landowners to land
trusts (as opposed to purchased by land trusts)
2.2-27
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8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar
• Page 2.2-26-31 - Section is too vague and lacks the necessary information and analysis to draw conclusions about Development Potential. Information about availability of water
connections and sewer hook-ups should be discussed here, and analysis conducted to determine availability of these for the categories of land where future development may
occur. A more comprehensive understanding of Development Potential should be reflected in the Implementation Policies to effectively guide decision-making that supports the
Guiding Policies. For example, the LCLUP should include the number of parcels and potential units for development in existing neighborhoods, and how many of these have water
and sewer connections already assigned/attached to them --and the same information for substandard lots in these existing neighborhoods and for PUDs. This is important
because, when it comes to land use decisions, our City has an track record of piecemeal decision-making that harms habitat and environmental quality, traffic and circulation
issues, agricultural and visual resources, etc. The LCLUP cannot solve this problem, but can do a better job of forcing the City to consider impacts and a broader issues when
making land use decisions

2.2-26
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar
• Page 2.2-30-31 - 2nd sentence: Provide breakdown of the future units into vacant & underutilized in developed neighborhoods, undeveloped PUDs, and how many lots are
substandard in each of these
• Page 2.2-33 - Why aren't ABAG population trend numbers not being used?
• Page 2.2-35 - Are the ABAG HMB population trend numbers for 2040 misstated? Much higher than the ones stated on page 2.2-2.6
• Page 2.2-35 - 2nd paragraph: "In order to assure that all available public works capacity is not consumed by non-priority land uses, the LCP reserves a minimum capacity for
priority land uses." How does this work in practice?
• Page 2.2-35 - Provide water capacity number in AFY to allow for comparison AFY numbers provided in the text
• Page 2.2-39 - 1st paragraph is confusing, explain in laymen's terms
2.2-30
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar
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• What is the LUP's permitted build-out? Cannot be consistent with the Coastal Act/CEQA requirements without permitted development and impacts of this development
• Draft LUP does not define where new residential development will be focused to satisfy the Coastal Act mandate and the Coastal Commission approved Policy 9-4. Should
identify infill areas and other areas qualifying for measure D permits. Note Policy 2.2-27 allows for future development on vacant sites, yet existing neighborhoods are not
mapped/defined. Suggested modifications: (1) Incorporate Policy 9.4 as amended in Coastal Commission approved 2009 amended LCP in LUP (2) direct new residential
development to infill areas consistent with Policy 9.4 and Measure D with geographic infill and secondary infill areas defined in map (3) Identify and calculate number of infill and
Downtown Area lots and estimate the lapsed time over which Measure D permits will be allocated in accordance with growth control measure. Indicate where development
should occur consistent with phasing plan that reflects city's and Coastal Act's polices

2.2-27
6/14/2016
Email
Community Member
Wendy Brewer Lama
Build out limit beyond the projections needs to be provided.
2.2-26
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Build out needs to be carefully presented because it has significant relationship to infrastructure; e.g. sewer capacity has already been increased and is adequate to accommodate
build out.
2.2-26
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Noted that most of the presentation addressed existing development and that although Half Moon Bay is in a good position because of bluffs and existing public property
ownership patterns, more discussion about new development is needed.
2.2-26
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting

Take a step back and look at context for what is all happening. Beyond working to conform to the California Coastal Act, the draft LUP projects one thousand new homes and
300,000 square feet of additional commercial development. Consider the plan with regards to benefits to views and species, but also the citizens. The situation could lead to
“tragedy of the commons” situation where development that benefits a few harms others. Consider the public good for existing citizens.
2.2-26
6/30/2016
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GPAC Meeting #11
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
The draft LUP policy does not reflect our understanding of how development affects our risk; e.g. impervious surfaces and run-off.
2.2-26
6/30/2016
GPAC Meeting #11
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
2.2.5 Water and Sewer Service
Bicycle and Pedestrian Circulation/Infrastructure
Poplar, Kelly and the underpass of HWY 1 are very challenging for cycling.
2.2-33
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Green Infrastructure
Consider storm water as a resource – for recharging the aquifer, supporting habitat, and providing recreational opportunities.
2.2-33
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Storm water is an example of a geological feature that connects the community.
2.2-33
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Use storm water as a resource to support wild life.
2.2-33
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Infrastructure
Infrastructure rarely gets enough coverage: e.g. development right up to Roosevelt and Pullman drainages; consideration of more aspects of erosion – especially inland related to
drainages.
2.2-33
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
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GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
The longevity of the SAM plant needs to be addressed.
2.2-39
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
With respect to the SAM plant, we should look past the 2040 plan horizon and seriously consider the potential future need to move the plant and designate a site for it. We need
to communicate with SAM. The City should provide community information about sea level rise hazards, for example, through the City’s newsletter. We should be careful about
rushing to contact individual property owners as study of the issue and potential timing becomes better informed.
2.2-39
6/30/2016
GPAC Meeting #11
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Water Supply

1/3
• 2.2-33 - Best not to reference percentages by water source for Coastside CWD because it varies year to year based on number of operational, weather and capital improvement
considerations
• 2.2-33 - Sentence describing Johnston House property is incorrect. Coastside CWD serves the Johnston House parcel.
• 2.2-33 - Statement that Coastside CWD "does not allow connections" is misleading. Coastside CWD follows internal policy and the rules and regulations mandated by various
agencies that govern the District.
• 2.2-33 - Document references multiple public water systems. Only one serves the City - Coastside CWD
• 2.2-33 - All references from 2010 Urban Water Management Plan, including gross per capita consumption per day and 2009 Water Conservation Act targets are no longer
accurate. All numbers were updated for the 2015 plan.
• 2.2-34 - Population estimates are outdated. Use 2015 Urban Water Management Plan to reference Coastside CWD's population estimates.
• 2.2-34 - The Water Shortage Contingency Plan was updated/adopted in September 2016 - See Appendix J.
• 2.2-66 - Water priving: Coastside CWD must comply with Prop 218 when pricing water for retail customers. The District may not favor one class of customer over another.
2.2-33 2.2-66
2/9/2017
Letter
Coastside County Water District
Cathleen Brennan
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3/3
• 9-1 - Best not to reference percentages by water source for Coastside CWD because it varies year to year based on number of operational, weather and capital improvement
considerations. Contact Cathleen Brennan for long term averages.
• 9-2 Since comparing costs of connections between Coastside CWD and Montara Water and Sanitary District, please check facts regarding Montara WSD's cost of water
connection. Current Coastside fee for a 5/8"x3/4" service connection is $16,030.
• 9-3 - Description of Coastside CWD's compliance for 2009 Water Conservation Act is incorrect. Refer to table 5-1 in 2015 plan.
9-3 - Description of Coastside CWD's water demand projections is incorrect. Refer to 2015 urban Water Management Plan - Chapter 6.
• 9-3 - Water Shortage Contingency Plan was updated/adopted in September 2016, see Appendix J of 2015 Urban Water Management Plan.
• 9-3 - Water system improvements listed are to improve reliability not to increase water supplies for Coastside CWD.
• 9-3 - Use 2015 Urban Water Management Plan, not 2010 to reference most current information for Coastside CWD.
9-1 - 9-3
2/14/2017
Letter
Coastside County Water District
Cathleen Brennan
2.2.6 Policies
Coastal Access
• Page 2.2-66 The California Coastal Act, Section 30001.5 states): “The legislature further finds and declares that the basic goals of the state for the coastal zone are to: . . . (c)
Maximize public access to and along the coast and maximize public recreational opportunities in the coastal zone consistent with sound resources conservation principles and are
a majority of the public access along HMB's coastline, section does not discuss these public trust lands. Should provide explanation of public access along beaches, including: the
common law Public Trust Doctrine which protects lands held in trust by California for the public and what this means for public access to beach; California's use of the mean high
tide line to demarcate the limit of public ownership on beaches; potential threats to maintaining public trust lands/implications for policy implementation; City is responsible for
enforcing public trust right of access through implementation of the LCLUP policies; policies that direct and enable the City to protect public access along beaches by addressing
the identified threats.
2.2-66
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar
Development

• Page 2.2-41 - Policy is too vague, needs more context or be removed
• Page 2.2-41 - Recommend rewrite to say "Site and design land uses such that they, prevent impacts which would significantly degrade ESHA; are compatible with adjacent uses
including the continuance of ESHA and parks and recreation areas; and avoid exposure to current and future hazards as well as exacerbation of these hazards for other land uses"
• Page 2.2-42 - "Public Realm" is an odd phrase, preferable to describe areas that are part of the public realm
2.2-41
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar
Development Impact Fees
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Because circulation challenges are significant, traffic impact analyses should be prepared for each development proposal and that there should be a comprehensive solution.
2.2-40
10/13/2016
GPAC Meeting #12
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Link development impact fees to transportation improvement for existing facilities.
2.2-43
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Past method for calculating park in lieu fees that was based on bedroom count for each housing unit.
2.2-43
10/13/2016
GPAC Meeting #12
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Document Construction
• Page 2.2-40 - The combination of Policies 1.2 & 1.3 from the 1993 LCLUP into Policy 2.2-G.2 "Policy Hierarchy" conflates the meanings of the 1993 policies. Policy 1.2 addresses
policy overlap or conflict within the LCLUP and specifies that the one "most protective of coastal resources shall take precedence." Somewhat vague because "most protective" is
a matter of interpretation of the policies as implemented in a particular context. However, this policy approach is probably the best option for these cases of policy
overlap/conflict that are "internal" to the LCLUP. Policy 1.3 addresses policy conflicts between the Land Use Element and other, "external" sources, stating that the Coastal Land
Use Element takes precedence. There is nothing vague about this policy. These policies address two different things and should not be combined. Recommend keeping them as
written in the 1993 LCLUP, with one change: replace "Coastal Land Use Element" with "Land Use Plan" in Policy 1.3 to provide consistency with Policy 1.2, and achieve intention of
these policies so when overlap occurs, policies most protective of coastal resources take precedence. This change will ensure Land Use Element policies taking precedence, but
also other LCLUP elements

2.2-40
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar
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• Page 2.2-49-63 - Understanding is that these policies re: PUDs are to remain unchanged from the 1993 LCLUP, based on direction from City Council. If changes are to be made
to these policies, would want opportunity to provide comments. While City Council's directive to staff will result in some awkwardness in the LCLUP with respect to PUDs that
have changed since the 1993 LCLUP, I support this approach and do not want to see changes made
• Page 2.2-65 - Policy should specify that the increase takes into account reserve capacity needs for priority uses. (Policy 2.2-I.148)
• Page 2.2-66 - Will increased sewer capacity take into account revised capacity needs for priority uses?
2.2-49
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar
Infrastructure
• Page 2.2-42 - Logic of this policy (regarding infrastructure) seems partially backwards and/or incomplete. Development capacity is constrained by certain (unavoidable) factors
(e.g. available
water connections, and traffic). These constraints that define development capacity should be clearly listed in this policy. If relevant policies in other elements should be
referenced (e.g. from transportation). Suggest rephrasing existing sentence to say: "Ensure that new development is consistent with the Coastal Act and will not exceed
development capacity, and design public infrastructure, including ..., to be sufficient to serve development capacity."

2.2-42
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar
Land Use

• Is lot retirement included in the GP update?
• Policy 2.2-I.68: Provide timeline acquisition
• Policy 2.2-I.69: Were the 65 units included in the build-out numbers?
• Policy 2.2-I.73: Is the Wavecrest Restoration Project considered a Specific Plan for this area?
• Policy 2.2-I.74: How can the Draft Plan include maximum development numbers of 1000 when the total number in table 2.2-21 is less than that number for the entire City?
• Policy 2.2-I.77; Does the existing public open space ownership meet this requirement for the rest of the PD area?
2.2-55
6/29/2016
Letter
Community Member
Ann Carey
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• Policy 2.2-I.25: What happens if an individual or group of owners wants to develop their land? Can a non-property owner propose a Specific Plan for an area? Who decides
when a specific plan is required?
• Who decides the maximum planned density per parcel?
• In the North Wavecrest area does the existing Land Trust ownership constitute the Open Space requirements for all remaining parcels? How are these areas designated on a
final map/deed?
2.2-47
6/29/2016
Letter
Community Member
Ann Carey
The plan suggests that the economic future of Half Moon Bay is tourism; however, why not also encourage local industries. For example, agriculture is cited, however the fishing
industry is not discussed.
2.2-43
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Lighting
Lighting issues see http://www.skykeepers.org/ordsregs/califord.html
2.2-40
2/14/2017
E-Mail
Community Member
Pamela Fisher
Planned Unit Development (PUD)

• Policy 2.2-1.29: would like updated language and clarity for required open space dedication in PUD's
• Policy 2.2-1.73: Does this policy allow a specific project to be developed that incorporates all the requirements of the PUD policies? Can a smaller portion of Wavecrest be
developed under an individual specific plan?
• Policy 2.2-1.77 What portion of North Wavecrest can be developed with Commercial Recreation? Is visitor serving lodging use considered a Commercial Recreation in the new
plan?
• Policy 2.2-1.79: Will a private project that is not adjacent to the bluff be required to provide vertical access ways to the beach if it is not economically feasible?
2.2-48
6/28/2016
Email
San Mateo Land Exchange
John Callan
Likes the idea of more development rights in Wavecrest. This area has been shackled by the PUD designation; don’t keep it like that for another 20 years. Engage the property
owners and make the area something of value to everyone.
2.2-56
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6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Previously, there was a concept including transfer of development rights in the Wavecrest area. How were the sending and receiving areas defined?
2.2-56
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Specific plans are of great value when Coastal Commission certified. They protect property rights.
2.2-40
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Text Corrections

• Page 2.2-43 - Note to reader demonstrates why population growth trend numbers are important
• Page 2.2-43 - Call out "erosion" specifically. A major way that the named hazards will likely affect development is because they exacerbate erosion
• Page 2.2-43 - Recommend adding a General Implementation policy that reserves the right to place restrictions on development to accomplish what is in policy 2.2-G.11
"Sustainable Land Use Pattern"
• Page 2.2-44 - The LCLUP needs to explicitly define what constitutes the City's "growth management standards" to avoid confusion about what policy requires
• Page 2.2-46 - Too vague for implementation policies. These need additional specificity, or they should be moved to Guiding Policies under 2.2-G.16 Vibrant Downtown
• Page 2.2-47 - Delete "goals" at the end of the first sentence. These are not goals, they are requirements
2.2-43
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar
2.2.
Policies

• Page 2.2-All - Overall, the narrative is disconnected from the policies, could include the full text of the relevant Coastal Act Policies at the start of the section
• Page 2.2-1 - "The following California Coastal Act policies are relevant to the provisions of coastal access and recreation and are incorporated into this LCP. Appendix A contains
the full text of each Coastal
Act policy." Is this meant to say "Land Use"? If so, should include Sections 30211, 30212,30251, 30252, 30253
2.2-1
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
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Sara Polgar

2.3 LCLUP Coastal Access and Recreation
2.3.1 Coastal Act Framework
Coastal Access

• Page 2.3-2 &14 - Neither of these subsections sufficiently describe the threats to (or caused by) public access and coastal recreation, nor key issues related to providing,
protecting and maintaining these. Clear from the policies that these issues were discussed and explored extensively in the community engagement workshops and meetings, and
have been captured in the Synthesis reports, but needs to be integrated into the narrative to provide a basis for the proposed policies
• Page 2.3-3 - Suggest pulling description of the CCT out of this box, and making that content a subsection under Bicycle and Pedestrian Coastal Access. If keeping box, use space
to describe context/implications of this trail -- e.g. agency/policy mandates to complete/enhance/maintain the CCT that affect and/or benefit our community's efforts
2.3-1
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar

• Page 2.3-5 - 1) Could not find in narrative an explanation of what a "Coastal Access Improvement Area" is. (2) Figure needs better labeling. It is referenced multiple times in the
narrative and policies as having various pieces of info, but are not distinguished in figure, so reader has to guess which map features are being referenced. E.g., Policy 2.3-I.34 says
that the map includes improvements identified in the CBPP-- Which are these?; Policy 2.3-I.35 references this figure for improvements identified in CTMP -- what are these?;
Policy 2.3-I.37. Reference to highway crossings in existing Circulation Element - Assuming purple rings are proposed crossings, but would be nice to have it called out in legend
• Page 2.3-7 - Last paragraph of this section states that the LCLUP supports creation of "signalized or protected intersections". Would these be for bike/ped only, or cars too?
2.3-5
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar
The California Coastal Act, Section 30001.5 states (emphasis added): “The legislature further finds and declares that the basic goals of the state for the coastal zone are to: . . . (c)
Maximize public access to and along the coast and maximize public recreational opportunities in the coastal zone consistent with sound resources conservation principles and
constitutionally protected rights of private property owners.” Beaches comprise a majority of the public access along HMB's coastline, yet this section does not discuss these
public trust lands. This section should provide a clear explanation of public access along beaches, including: the common law Public Trust Doctrine which protects lands held in
trust by california for the public and what this means for public access on the beach; California's use of the mean high tide line to demarcate the limit of public ownership on
beaches; the potential threats to maintaining these public trust lands (e.g., development, shoreline armoring, sea level rise) and implications for policy implementation; the fact
that the City is responsible for enforcing the public trust right of access through implementation of the LUP policies; and, policies that direct and enable the City to protect public
access along beaches by addressing the identified threats.
2.3-1
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
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2.3.2 Public Coastal Access
Bicycle and Pedestrian Circulation/Infrastructure
• Page 2.3-10 - Implications of the use of Delay Index Standard (DIS) instead of LOS needs to be explained. An example of how this would change the assessment of traffic should
be provided. Not possible to determine if DIS is appropriate standard to use
• Page 2.3-10 - Widening HWY 1 to four lanes on both sides of Poplar Street wouldn't help congestion which is caused by northbound
traffic backing up from signalized intersections at Kelly and 92. Widening the highway here makes it even less safe for bike/pedestrian HWY 1 crossing at Poplar light. I know
people who have been nearly run over while crossing at pedestrian signal on way to school because impatient drivers won't wait for us to cross 3 lanes of highway. Making the
highway wider only increases crossing length, and with small children, more difficult. Widening will cause more speeding during non-congested times, which will lead to more red
light running - a frequent problem

2.3-10
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar
• Page 2.3-14-16 - These "potential improvements" from the San Mateo County CTMP should be removed from LCLUP. They are generically stated (e.g., "signalization of two
additional intersections") even though they pertain to specific locations Also, seem to be conflating the 2 performance standards (DIS and LOS) with some of these potential
improvements. Lacking a clear explanation of the CTMP performance standards and how they relate to LOS, and without identifying where and demonstrating how the "potential
improvements" actually work, these do not merit inclusion in LCLUP. The farthest that the LCLUP should go in terms of including these is to identify the CTMP as a potential
resource for identifying future
improvements for vehicular coastal access
2.3-14
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar
A Kehoe crosswalk could help other neighborhoods. High visibility crosswalks design with lights built into road is a possible solution.
2.3-2
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Concern about the provision of bike lanes on Highway 1 and potential for conflicts with emergency response vehicles that use the roadway shoulder to travel during traffic
congestion. Suggested to use Naomi Patridge trail instead of adding bike lanes.
2.3-3
4/28/2016
GPAC Meeting #9
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Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Described the trail that will be part of the Pacific Ridge open space conservation easement and that this trail is worthwhile on its own even if it cannot be connected to other trails
or open spaces in the future.
2.3-2
1/11/2017
GPAC Meeting #15
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
How will the forthcoming trails plan be included in the LCP and General Plan updates?
2.3-3
10/13/2016
GPAC Meeting #12
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Look into bike and walking areas, safe routes and connectivity are needed.
2.3-2
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
New trails proposed are ok; however, existing trails have deficiencies and need improvement.
2.3-2
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Potential for more hiking and biking trails? Another GPAC member asked about how the Parks Master Plan will be addressed in the element.
2.3-3
10/13/2016
GPAC Meeting #12
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting

Sand Hill Road in Palo Alto is an example of a high volume four-lane roadway that also has bike lanes and pedestrian crossings. 7 Community members and GPAC discussed the
quality and function of this roadway and cited positive aspects (e.g. good example of complete streets) as well as observations that it is currently causing backups onto HWY 280.
2.3-8
10/13/2016
GPAC Meeting #12
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
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The assertions regarding Poplar Street in this section are inaccurate, and, more importantly, the identified goal of encouraging coastal visitors to walk to the coast can be achieved
with much less cost than the approach proposed here and in policy 2.3-I.38, while maintaining residents' safety and preserving visual resources that help create the beautiful
character of Poplar Street.
First, the access issues along Kelly Ave and Poplar Streets cannot be lumped. Compared to Kelly Ave, relatively few coastal visitors use Poplar Street to bike or walk between
Poplar Beach and downtown because it is a quite a long distance from downtown. Furthermore, when the parking at the end of Poplar Street fills up, cars do not park very far
down Poplar St (as is the case on Kelly Ave). Instead, the parked cars are clustered around the corner of First and Poplar. As a result, these visitors are generally not walking long
distances along Poplar from their cars as they often do along Kelly. (Not to mention that the entire last 1/4 mile of Poplar Street to the beach already has a separated bike/ped
trail.) These are relevant considerations because to implement "complete streets" for Poplar would inevitably involve cutting down the multiple large trees that are in the right-ofway currently which would have serious negative impacts on residents' safety, not to mention destroying the visual resources that these mature roadside trees provide. To cite a
clear example, since large trees in the right-of-way were cut down between 3rd Ave and 2nd Ave, (approximately 5-6 years ago) along Poplar Street, cars accelerate through this
un-treed area faster than before, and faster than the locations where there are still trees. The fact of the matter is that the trees make the road narrower which leads the vast
majority of drivers to go slower to avoid an accident. This phenomenon is well-documented for local streets such as Poplar (examples: http://plannersweb.com/2013/09/wideneighborhood-street-part-2/, http://massengale.typepad.com/venustas/files/SwiftSafetyStudy.pdf, https://www.lgc.org/street-design/ ). No matter what the City does to
encourage bike/ped use, Poplar Street will be heavily used by cars, and the benefits to safety that the trees provide should not be underestimated.
The City should not invest in making Poplar Street into a "complete street" (i.e. removing the trees and installing and maintaining traditional impervious sidewalks) to encourage
pedestrian and bike access, when this goal can be accomplished at much less cost -- financially, enviromentally, and to residents' safety. The simple, low-cost solution is to install
wayfinding signage (at the corner of Poplar Street and 3rd Ave) that directs coastal visitor bike and pedestrian traffic (only!) from the Poplar/Hwy 1 crossing to one block north
along Spruce Street which is has much less car traffic and already has sidewalks along it's entirety between 3rd Ave and Railroad Ave. Meanwhile, the City could consider other
traffic-slowing measures for the un-treed stretches along Poplar Street (e.g., speed humps).
2.3-7
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar
What is the Parallel Trail?
2.3-2
4/28/2016
GPAC Meeting #9
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
California Coastal Trail
Does the Connect the Coastside Plan include an assessment of the California Coastal Trail bridges ex. Seymour?
2.3-3
4/28/2016
GPAC Meeting #9
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
California Coastal Trail
Make sure that the California Coastal Trail is eligible for grant funding support from various sources.
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2.3-3
4/28/2016
GPAC Meeting #9
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Coastal Access

• On page 2.3-3, what is meant by "formal access"? Does it mean "approved" access? What does it mean the ADA access is also included to "varying degrees"? Are any coastal
access points or multi-use trails ADA accessible? If so does access include curb cuts on public streets? ADA access should be a Guiding Policy and a User Group in Section 2.3-I.21
• It seems the city is difficult for physically disabled people to navigate. Is there an adequate definition of the scope of the problem in the draft plan and any remedies?
2.3-3
5/31/2016
E-Mail
Community Member
Paul Grigorieff

• With regard to Redondo Beach Rd access: How can the public be assured that the proposed coastal access will be adequate to provide the necessary access to this area?
• Redondo Beach Rd is a historic coastal access point and needs to be addressed comprehensively in the new plan
• Plan needs to expand the role that Redondo Beach Rd will serve to enhance coastal experiences.
• Figure 2.3-1: Should be amended to show opportunities for public access on Redondo Beach Rd.
• Policy 2.3-G.12: The plan needs to address and find creative ways to retain Redondo Beach Rd for coastal access
• Policy 2.3-1.2 The new plan needs to retain Redondo Beach Rd as a coastal access as per this policy.
2.3-5
6/28/2016
Email
San Mateo Land Exchange
John Callan
Is the City coordinated with Connect the Coastside, the County’s transportation planning effort for the unincorporated Midcoast.
2.3-7
10/13/2016
GPAC Meeting #12
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Potential pedestrian crossings in Figure 2.3-1 appear to be indicated for every neighborhood on the east side of HWY 1 except for Spindrift Way - a very dangerous crossing. If so,
this would be the only neighborhood without a proposed safe crossing - an oversight and liability for the city.
2.3-5
5/18/2016
E-Mail
Community Member
Steven Patton
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Coastal Access
Keep reference to Poplar and Kelly as linkages between Downtown and the beach more general; e.g. concern about provision of sidewalks, etc.
2.3-7
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Coastal Recreation

Page 2.3-14-16 - (1) The subsections under this main heading need more fleshing out. Ex. The subsection needs to discuss threats to/issues caused by, coastal recreation. (2)
Where's the agriculture? Policy 2.2-I.22 about visitor-serving commercial specifically includes promotion of agritourism. Agricultural resources are not discussed in this section,
seems like a gap -especially if this is one of the visitor-serving commercial recreation categories that the LCLUP is supposed to support
2.3-14
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar
There have been significant challenges with trail users’ dogs accessing farmland and habitat areas and that this is a topic for community information and education.
2.3-2
1/11/2017
GPAC Meeting #15
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Emergency Response
There is a need for traffic control personnel during peak weekend times to improve safety and service levels at busy intersections, especially Highway 1 at SR 92.
2.3-8
4/28/2016
GPAC Meeting #9
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
HWY 1
Potential for a roundabout at HWY 1 and SR 92 even if multi-lane. Pedestrian crossings could be grade separated.
2.3-7
10/13/2016
GPAC Meeting #12
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Request for clarification about future signal at Terrace Avenue on Highway 1 and the number of Highway 1 lanes to be reconfigured.
2.3-8
4/28/2016
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GPAC Meeting #9
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Parks and Open Space
• Trails must be located outside riparian areas and not adjacent to ongoing ag operations. What are the implications of policy language "Use HMB's creek system as the armature
to form a system of pedestrian and bicycle trails linking the city's parks/open space recreation areas and providing coastal access?"
• Need clearer definitions on Open Space Reserve and Urban Reserve
• Parks not recognized on map: (1) lot on Seymour (2) 1.9 acre park on Pacific Ridge property
• Need correction on ESHA map showing all riparian areas
• Need map of already documented wetlands that have been delineated as part of development project applications
2.4-7
6/14/2016
Email
Community Member
Lennie Roberts

Community member commented on the Pacific Ridge open space as having not been accepted by the City and will need to be managed by the home owners association.
2.3-2
1/11/2017
GPAC Meeting #15
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Traffic Management
• Plan should reflect increasing traffic problems for residents trying to reach basic supplies during regular afternoons. Ex. access to Strawflower area off HWY 1 involves gridlock
starting as early as 3pm on weekdays lasting until 6pm+. Travel time vs shopping time seems out of balance. In Section 2.3-I.45 what are the definitions of LOS E, peak
commuting and peak recreational periods?
2.3-8
5/31/2016
E-Mail
Community Member
Paul Grigorieff
Transit
How can we get benches at transit stops?
2.3-14
4/28/2016
GPAC Meeting #9
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Is there another coastal city that has a shuttle such as what has been described for weekday service for residents to run errands and weekend service for visitors? Members of
the public also noted that marine, Capitola and Santa Barbara have shuttles. Another GPAC member noted that this pertains to the Coastal Access section of the LUP and that this
needs to be better developed.
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2.3-14
10/13/2016
GPAC Meeting #12
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Providing for visitor access from the Bay side ex. Weekend transit service from under-utilized parking lots near Highway 280 from community colleges (Skyline, San Mateo and
Cañada
2.3-14
4/28/2016
GPAC Meeting #9
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Where can parking be added?
2.3-13
4/28/2016
GPAC Meeting #9
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Vehicle Circulation

Concern that a solution for HWY 1 and SR 92 is conspicuously absent from the Circulation Element. The specific issue is that backups from the intersection of these roadways
during peak periods will discourage visitors from coming back to Half Moon Bay because getting out of Downtown can be so difficult due to severe congestions.
2.3-9
10/13/2016
GPAC Meeting #12
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Congestion is a big concern and was a stated goal for the plan update. Need to be honest that cannot fix the traffic problem. It is incumbent upon us to not make the problem
worse. The concept of jobs : housing balance is concerning. Build out to the 2040 projections will result in new residents commuting out and employees of new commercial
development commute into Half Moon Bay. Want to see the percentage of in- and out- commute.
2.3-8
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Do the Connect the Coastside staff know if Coastside residents have commute mode choices? Driving is the only option for many Coastside residents who work over-the-hill.
2.3-8
4/28/2016
GPAC Meeting #9
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
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Importance of evaluating the cumulative condition of transportation system performance in traffic impact analysis.
2.3-10
10/13/2016
GPAC Meeting #12
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Potential for use of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) as a performance measure instead of level of service (LOS). Later in the discussion this topic came up again and a community
member suggested that VMT would help address congestion citywide over time.
2.3-9
10/13/2016
GPAC Meeting #12
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Signal timing question
2.3-8
4/28/2016
GPAC Meeting #9
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
The planned new traffic signal at HWY 1 and Terrace Avenue is not a done deal and that there are alternatives to it. Because the signal is to serve new development at Pacific
Ridge, there are other options that should be considered such as using Lewis Foster Drive or Silver Avenue with right turns in and out with a place to make U-turns farther north
or south on HWY 1.
2.3-9
10/13/2016
GPAC Meeting #12
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
There is a conflict with respect to promoting tourism but not considering how tourists get to Half Moon Bay.
2.3-14
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Traffic is not being adequately addressed. As the City continues to grow, how will Half Moon Bay deal with traffic when it is a regional focal point? Why aren’t we discussing mass
transit (e.g. a train or tram)? Would self-driving cars resolve traffic issues? The plan needs to consider future innovations.
2.3-8
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting

Traffic is unavoidable and only going to get worse. The best solution is to improve active transportation options – make bike and pedestrian modes more useful.
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2.3-8
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
What is the effect of more lanes (widening from 2-4 lanes in some segments) on Highway 1 at pedestrian crossings?
2.3-10
4/28/2016
GPAC Meeting #9
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting

With respect to the potential new 4-lane HWY 1 segment (between Central and Seymour and shown on the draft circulation improvements map) concern about the potential
conflict between having a wider roadway with higher traffic speeds. This could affect the safety and function of the signalized intersection and crossing at Poplar.
2.3-7
10/13/2016
GPAC Meeting #12
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
2.3.3 Coastal Recreation
Document Construction
• Issues and resources that are connected and/or interdependent are artificially separated between and within sections. Ripple-effect on the policies which have been written to
address single issues, ignoring the connections and dependencies they have with other policies and issues covered in the LUP and GP elements. Creates problems for achieving
the goals and complying with Coastal Act
requirements. Ex. Coastal Recreation resources (i.e. the subheadings on pp. 2.3-14-16) are treated as if they each exist (and function) in a vacuum). Efforts to "tighten up" the
sections have exacerbated the problem. Example is the Shoreline Management Planning and Plans policies (2.4-I.133 and 2.5-I.18) that are not linked at all
• Full text of relevant Coastal Act policies should be included at the start of each of the LUP elements
2.3-14
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar
Erosion
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• Although the draft Coastal Hazards element addresses coastal/ shoreline armoring in multiple policies, Coastal Access and Recreation and Coastal Resources draft elements are
silent on coastal/shoreline armoring. Hardening the shoreline is the knee-jerk response for protecting development. Practice is destructive to sandy beaches and leads to theft of
public trust lands and uses of the shoreline. Impacts to coastal access and recreation, and coastal resources should be clearly laid out in sections 2.3.3. Coastal Recreation (e.g.
under subheading Public Coastal Recreation Areas and/or Recreational Beach Use) and 2.4.4 Shoreline Conditions. For policies related to coastal/shoreline armoring, I fine to keep
them where they are in the Coastal Hazards element, but narrative should be revised to describe how these practices negatively impact our sandy beaches and sea cliffs and
bluffs. (Coastal Engineer, Bob Battalio (Pacifica) is a good resource)

2.3-14
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar
Open Space

• 2.3-15 - (1) The LCLUP and the General Plan should use the definition of "open space" provided in the CA Public Resources Code Section 65560.
(2) The open space section is inadequate; open spaces are a huge component of coastal recreation in HMB. This section needs a comprehensive description of these areas and
their critical importance to the City's capacity to meet Coastal Act requirements for coastal access and recreation. And, should recognize that provision of recreation opportunities
for the public in open space must be compatible with protection of open space resources. (3) Section should identify that the critical resources/services -- in addition to coastal
access and recreation -- that open space provides (e.g., threatened species habitat etc.), and include impacts that coastal access and recreation activities have on open space
resources, and identify conflicting goals for open space. For example: off-trail use/access in open space areas can harm habitat, endangered species and wildlife, and exacerbate
erosion, etc.; non-compatible uses such as flying drones that disturb birds. (4) This section should also acknowledge threats that development, pollution, erosion and sea level rise
pose to open space, and, as such, coastal access and recreation

2.3-15
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar
Parks and Open Space
Is Magnolia Park included in the parkland inventory? Another GPAC member asked if the new open space area to be established from the Pacific Ridge development was
included. Another GPAC member asked if the beaches are included in the inventory. A GPAC member also noted that the Coastal Act does not allow beach lands to be counted
as city parkland.
2.3-15
10/13/2016
GPAC Meeting #12
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Visitor Serving
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• Page 2.3-14-16 - Each of the subsections under Visitor-Serving Commercial Recreation needs revision to take into consideration issues for public safety and natural resources (as
noted in the first sentence under 2.3.1 Coastal Act Framework, pg. 2.3-1). (1) Equestrian access along the beaches accelerates bluff erosion at access points and is a health/water
quality concern due to horse droppings on beaches. Narrative should recognize the fact that almost all equestrian use within HMB is by two named private businesses. Coastal
impacts are caused almost entirely by these two businesses. (2) The Golf Courses section should acknowledge significant amounts of water to maintain, and water quality
problems due to use of chemicals on the golf courses. Most do not help the City meet obligations under the Coastal Act, Section 30213 for protecting, encouraging or providing
lower cost visitor and recreational facilities. (3) Campground section is misleading. Many of the RV sites are permanently occupied by long-term tenants. I think that these
permanently occupied sites should be identified for what they are: low-cost housing and should not be counted towards the City's number of available campsites. The City should
find out how many of the RV sites are not changing occupancy on a regular basis, and subtract this from the campsite numbers to provide more accurate "supply" in HMB.
(4) Should identify campgrounds as a potential way of helping the City achieve Section 30213 by providing lower-cost accommodations.
(5) Information on HMB vacancy rates for the different hotel classes? This would be helpful information for supporting policies
2.3-15
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar
2.3.4 Policies
Coastal Access
• In Policy 2.3-I.9 what sorts of development are anticipated? What impacts are going to be mitigated? Why does the Community Development Director have power to grant
exceptions included in this section but not others? Does this power apply elsewhere?
2.3-23
5/31/2016
E-Mail
Community Member
Paul Grigorieff
Policies

• Page 2.3-23 - RE: Policy 2.3-I.9 Italicized text should be part of the policy/revised to reflect Coastal Act requirements in Section 30212: (a) Public access from the nearest public
roadway to the shoreline and along the coast shall be provided in new development projects except where: (1) it is inconsistent with public safety, military security needs, or the
protection of fragile coastal resources, (2) adequate access exists nearby, or, (3) agriculture would be adversely affected.• Page 2.3-33 - RE: Policy 2.3-I.10 Recommend adding
that design of public access ways should account for likely access uses (e.g., pedestrians, bicyclists, equestrian) and current and future hazards (e.g., erosion, sea level rise)
• Page 2.3-23 - RE: Policy 2.3-I.14 Not quite the same as what is stated in Section 30212 of the Coastal Act: "Dedicated access way shall not be required to be opened to public
use until a public agency or private association agrees to accept responsibility for maintenance and liability of the access way." Recommend revising to use the language in the
Coastal Act -- i.e. explicitly state "maintenance and liability" (as opposed to using the vague phrase "responsible for")
2.3-23
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar
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• Page 2.3-24 - RE: Policy 2.3-I.19 Typo: "include should be "including"
• Page 2.3-24 - RE: Policy 2.3-I.20 Understand the intent of the phrase "environmentally conscious" but it is odd language for a policy
• Page 2.3-24 - RE: Policy 2.3-I.21 What is meant by "appropriate resources for each trail type or user group"? Does it mean having the appropriate amenities like benches, etc.?
• Page 2.3-25 - RE: Policy 2.3-I.24 What does "sustainable implementation" mean? If it means leaving space to accommodate erosion and sea level rise, the policy should explicitly
state this
• Page 2.3-25 - RE: Policy 2.3-I.27 After "bluff top" add "edge"
• Page 2.3-26 - RE: Policy 2.3-I.33&34 Would like to see provision of safe routes to school included in these policies
• Page 2.3-26-27 - RE: Policy 2.3-I.35 Remove specific references to HWY 1 Safety and Mobility Study. This is the first mention it and without context and justification for its
inclusion, LCLUP policies should not specifically recommend implementation of its findings

2.3-24
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar
• Page 2.3-31 - RE: Policy 2.3-I.68 Typo: "Identify opportunities to replace recreation…"
• Page 2.3-31 - RE: Policy 2.3-I.70 Intent of policy prioritizes protection of free/lower-cost visitor and rec facilities, unclear what these should be protected from; is there an
example? Entire policy should move under Coastal Rec subheading because focus is not actually Commercial Rec and Visitor-Serving Commercial Uses. Recommended revisions:
"No- and Lower-Cost Visitor and Recreation Facilities": "Protect no- and lower-cost visitor and recreation facilities along the coastline from... These include major no-cost
recreational attractions such as the California Coastal Trail, and numerous beaches, and low-cost visitor facilities such as Half Moon Bay State Park and other camping and RV
facilities."
2.3-31
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar
• Page 2.3-32 - If the city does not have sufficient resources to quantify and thoroughly evaluate these impacts (e.g. water quality impacts of equestrian uses and golf courses) for
the LCLUP update, a new policy should be added that requires the city to do this study and use this to inform future decisions regarding these types of Commercial Recreation.
While I don't think that this information could be used (via the LCLUP or GP) to impose new permit requirements or mitigation measures on existing facilities/operations (unless
they have to re-apply for permits or authorizations). However, this information would be very relevant to future land use decisions
2.3-32
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar
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• Page 2.3-44 - RE: Policy 2.2-I.7 This policy should be included in the Coastal Access and Recreation policies. Also, need discussion of maritime uses in the Land Use or Coastal
Access and Recreation elements that provides the justification
• Page 2.3-27 - RE: Policy 2.3-I.38 Revise to require east-west pedestrian connections: "Develop strong pedestrian east-west connections between Downtown and Francis State
Park Beach and Poplar Beach." If the policy must remain specific, remove Poplar Street from this draft policy as currently proposed. Add a sentence to address pedestrian access
to Poplar Beach: "Install wayfinding signage (at 3rd Ave and Poplar Street) that directs coastal visitor bike and pedestrian traffic, only, from the Poplar/Hwy 1 crossing to one block
north along Spruce Street which is has much less car traffic and already has sidewalks along it's entirety between 3rd Ave and Railroad Ave."

2.3-44
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar
16/30
• Page 2.3-20 - 1993 LCLUP Policy 2-1 concerning open space acquisition should be reinserted. It may seem cleaner to only include this policy in the Open Space GP Element, but
open space is a significant resource for coastal access and recreation, and removal of this policy from this section is problematic. Namely, issues and resources that are connected
and/or interdependent are artificially separated between and within sections. Causes ripple-effect on the policies which have been written to address single issues, ignoring the
connections with other policies and issues covered in the LCLUP and GP elements.
• Page 2.3-23 - RE: Policy 2.2-I.8 1) Not sure figures (3-1 and 3-2) are correct re: specific routes that they indicate. Since intent is to ensure signage for access routes and not to
establish what the routes are, should revise language to: "Work with Caltrans to provide coordinated signage program along Highway 1, identifying the access routes shown on
the figures..." (2) Delete "unfamiliar" in the next sentence

2.3-26
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar
Remove all references to the Comprehensive Transportation Management Plan (CTMP). For multiple reasons the CTMP should not be included in the policies in the LUP and GP
elements.
First and foremost, throughout the review period for these draft LUP elements, the CTMP has not been available to the public as a finalize plan, and while it is possible that the
draft plan will remain much the same with respect to recommendations for Half Moon Bay, there is no way to know this. (I am not certain about this, but it is possible that this
lack of transparency would open the door to a future procedure challenge to the LUP which would be bad for everyone.)
Second, the draft CTMP was prepared pursuant the 2012 Midcoast Update to San Mateo County's Local Coastal Program, and as a result, it does not necessarily sufficiently reflect
Half Moon Bay's vision nor address the city's issues and concerns identified in the city's LUP/GP update. An example of this is on page 2.3-10 where the draft LUP identifies
recommendations from the draft CTMP for Highway 1 in Half Moon Bay that would not be effective solutions for traffic LOS, and be detrimental to safety of bike/pedestrians in
general and families walking/biking to school in particular. (See comments 9 and 10)
2.3-26
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
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Sara Polgar

Unclear why the last sentence is italicized. Is this part of the policy? If so, use of an alternative standard should not be a discretionary decision for the city staff; this decision
could have significant impacts on what and how traffic improvements are implemented. My feeling is that the public should be able to provide input on this and the City Council
should vote on it. (Please note that I am not opposed to using a different standard. My comment is about the process by which this decision would be made.)
2.3-26
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar
Text Corrections
• Page 2.3-26 - RE: Policy 2.3 - I.32 (1) The sentence starting with "Lateral trails…" should not be removed from this policy, and (2) it should be moved to just after the sentence
starting "For all new development…". (3) The added text "ensure that" should be removed from the sentence beginning " At a minimum..." and (4) this sentence should be
formatted as a separate paragraph to help the reader understand that this part of the policy applies to both types of easements described here -- i.e.. on the bluff tops, and on
the beach seaward of the base of the bluffs -- and add to the end of this sentence: "and to accommodate landward realignment needed for erosion and sea level rise impacts."
• Page 2.3-29 - RE: Policy 2.3-I.60 Why is the last sentence, beginning "In no case…" italicized? It should be part of policy as in the existing policy 2-7
• Page 2.3-29 - RE: Policy 2.3-I.61 Same question as previous comment. The italicized part, beginning "Off-road vehicles…"should be part of the policy
2.3-26
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar
Visitor Serving
• Page 2.3-31 - RE: Policy 2.3-I.72 Policy should be deleted. (1) No discussion of where/why to prioritize location of visitor-serving commercial development in the Land Use and
Coastal Access and Recreation elements. Without this basis, policy has no justification.
(2) Confusing how this policy appears to parse out hospitality visitor-serving commercial development (as indicated by the deleted text from the original 1993 LCLUP policy 2-29)
from visitor-serving commercial recreation which is dealt with in the following policy (2.3-I.73), but the narrative of the Coastal Access and Recreation element discusses both of
these under the one heading of "Visitor-Serving Commercial Recreation" (pp. 2.3-17-19). The narrative and policies need to be clear and consistent with use of language; could
have significant implications for the land use decisions
2.3-31
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar
• Page 2.3-31 - What are the intent and implications of the statement that new commercial development should be located in Wavecrest area?
2.3-31
5/31/2016
E-Mail
Community Member
Paul Grigorieff
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2.4 LCLUP Coastal Resources
2.4.2 Biological Resources
Biological Resources
• Page 2.4-3 - This section is insufficient. The narrative needs to discuss existing regulations, and describe habitats and species, and the existing conditions, current and future
threats and issues related to these habitats and species, to the same depth and degree as the 1993 LCLUP. Recommend that staff use the existing 1993 LCLUP Chapter 3
(beginning p. 38) as a starting point and template for the material that needs to be covered in this section. Not that in the following comments on this section, I have not called
out all of the gaps
• Page 2.4-6-12 - Current draft is deficient in identification of the presence of special status and other sensitive species and habitats in the planning area. Relying on the CNDDB
to identify special status species is insufficient because these are very poorly documented in the database for coastal San Mateo County (Pers. Comm. Leif Goude, Coast Bay
Division Biologist, US Fish and Wildlife Service. June 29, 2016). City needs to do the leg-work now to incorporate additional information about these species and habitats into the
LCLUP narratives and policies prior to adoption. Examples of sources include site-specific biological/habitat assessments that have been conducted for projects, and local experts
(e.g. Alvaro Jaramillo (bird biologist) and Toni Corelli (botanist)
• Page 2.4-3-5 - Section is missing Coastal Prairie habitat which is present and is one of the most vulnerable habitats on the coastside
2.4-3
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar
Concerned that the revised ESHA and potential ESHA' s map does not designate the changes that have been observed and documented in the last 20 years. Wants to see
improvement of strategies and management to reduce environmental degradation of ESHA's. In addition, states that the map does not recognize all types of habitats.
2.4-8
6/30/2016
Email
Community Member
Walter Sensing
How is input from biologists being responded to and documented?
2.4-3
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Would like a map on the City’s website presenting observations of special status species. (Staff assumes website map would come initially from LCLUP once adopted.)
2.4-8
6/30/2016
GPAC Meeting #11
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Erosion
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• Page 2.4-14 RE: Table 2.4-3 - (1) Having the proposed buffers summarized in good, but the table is very confusing because the "Situation" terms (e.g., "riparian corridor",
"riparian area" and "riparian buffer") have not been defined. (Riparian area and riparian buffer are not even directly defined in the policies.) At this point in the narrative for this
element, only "ESHA" has been written about. (2) And, a column needs to be added that provides an explanation of the rationale (with relevant references) for the "Buffer
Requirements" and "Exceptions" for each of these Situations. I see that there is a Note to Reader about the table, but the information is not complete or specific enough. As a
result, most of the terms and numbers in this table come across as meaningless to the reader
2.4-14
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar
Greenhouse Gases
The LCP's conversation about maintaining biological productivity could be enhanced by policies that address the preservation of wetlands, riparian corridors and urban forests
regarding the sequestration of GHGs. Should also supplement definition of riparian corridors wording and list of indicator plants) and wetlands (vernal pools).
2.4-3
2/14/2017
E-Mail
GPAC Member
Jimmy Benjamin
Hazards
• Note: See hard copy of comment for HMB staff report for CDP-01-96 referenced by commenter
• Attached report describes project that remediated part of a landfill on land now owned by City. Report makes clear landfill extends onto adjacent parcel and remediation did
not include adjacent parcel. Owner of adjacent parcel appealed Planning Commission's decision to City Council (denied) and the project included a barrier to prevent the pacel's
unremediated landfill from recontaminating the City's property. I would have expected City maps to show the unremediated area and be recognized as abandoned landfill and
remediated area to be recognized as remediated landfill
• Records from San Mateo County Environmental Health discuss a closed leaking underground storage site within the footprint of the SAM plant. LCLUP draft mistakenly
references the closed site as north of the SAM plant. Property values can be affected by perception of hazardous lands so LCLUP maps would locate them accurately and clearly
indicate that hazard has been remediated and site closed
• City LCLUP ESHA and hazards maps and discussion should rely on actual conditions, not just what is found in county and state databases whose data may be faulty or incomplete
2.4-3
6/14/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Jimmy Benjamin
Note: Commenter sent several supporting attachments regarding Erroneously located closed hazard site for updating draft LCLUP. See hard copy for further detail.
2.4-3
6/12/2017
Email
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GPAC Member
Jimmy Benjamin
Open Space
Need coastal recreation and protected lands map.
2.4-3
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Policies
Consider PUD areas as a priority for acquisition.
2.4-57
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Sea Level Rise

• Riparian habitats are also likely to be affected by sea level rise which is projected to cause the inland extents of 100-year floods to increase. As noted in SLRVA (p. 9) "Higher
water levels at the coast may cause water to back up along waterways and drainages and cause upstream or inland flooding." Climate-driven changes in precipitation may lead to
more intense storms and stormflows in streams and ditches, accelerating bank erosion in riparian habitats. Projected and possible changes over time should be discussed in the
narrative and factored into the buffer requirements. For example, development that would impede this retreat should not be allowed within 500 ft. Examples are residential and
commercial development-- these are costly, have a very long "useful life", cannot be moved, and would require armoring of the sea cliff/bluffs to protect. (We can look to the
tragic and costly examples from Esplanade Ave in Pacifica, to illustrate). I recommend this distance to allow for accelerating sea cliff/bluff retreat and leave sufficient space for
maintaining the Coastal Trail alignment for generations to come. I can say for certain that a larger minimum buffer width (than 100') will be necessary to preserve their biological
integrity
2.4-13
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar
Sensitive Habitat
Development should not affect the value of the buffer; e.g. bike trails adjacent to creeks. Trails should be set farther back to protect the buffer.
2.4-14
6/30/2016
GPAC Meeting #11
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
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• Dunes are a dynamic habitat and if exposed to too much sustained physical stress (e.g. wave action) will destabilize. Sea level rise will increase the frequency of high tides and
waves that affect existing dune habitat. If dunes are to persist they will need space to move inland.
• Sandy beaches (which should be identified as ESHA) are highly vulnerable to sea level rise. Sea cliff/bluffs and dunes must be able to erode and move inland to allow beaches to
'keep pace' with rising tides. (Otherwise the city will lose its beaches, and problems like those along Mirada Rd will become more and more common.)
2.4-13
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar

• Identifying land as ESHA provides city and public of possible existence in these areas and need to condition development to protect biologic productivity of those resources as
required by the Coastal Act. Concerned draft LCLUP does not achieve this purpose because some ESHA is not identified and nearly all ESHA confirmed since 1993 is labelled as
"potential ESHA." Another problem is that development in areas adjacent to "Potential ESHA" containing unconfirmed but actual ESHA will not be conditioned to assure
continued productivity of the adjacent ESHA will not be adversely impacted
• Important to know that reports of wetlands, riparian areas and habitat supporting listed species are not outdated by the passage of time, should be reviewed when conditions
on the ground change such as addition or elimination of habitat barrier, discovery of new habitat confirmed sighting of listed species etc.
• Since maps are carefully marked with indications that permitting decisions are based on actual conditions and that the map merely serves as notice, staff concerns of takings
lawsuit are unfounded
• For 20+ years City has processed coastal development permits based on biologic reports that often identified ESHA and has still not been an update to the LCLUP's Habitat Areas
and Water Resources Overlay. According to a previous City Attorney, do not have the map of sensitive coastal resources required by 18.38, a failure of the admin process as a
lack of notice of these areas has allowed projects to degrade ESHAs as was City's past decision to allow habitat supporting sensitive species on City-owned property to be scraped
of vegetation and used as pipeline project's staging area. Other examples of property adjacent sensitive habitats developed without awareness of ESHA too
2.4-13
6/14/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Jimmy Benjamin
• Is Pullman ditch considered ESHA? What are the findings on which the City is indicating that privately owned parcels have ESHA's or potential ESHA's? If a privately owned
property appears to be entirely within the ESHA designation, how can the parcel be developed?
• How will R-1 lots in Naples subdivision area meet ESHA setbacks from man-made ditch?
• ESHA designations for riparian corridors and other areas
• What is the difference between a riparian corridor and a riparian area?
• What is reasonable use of private property designated as ESHA on the maps? What types of uses can a private property owner expect?
2.4-2, 13, 14, 67
6/29/2016
Letter
Community Member
Ann Carey
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• Page 2.4-13-15 - (1) The Coastal Act definition of ESHA should be quoted here as well. (2) The narrative should define all of the ESHA habitats and their existing conditions,
current and future threats and issues related to them, to the same depth and degree as in the 1993 LCLUP Chapter 3. Note that these descriptions are needed for the 5 ESHA
habitats already identified in the draft, but will also be needed for the other habitats that should be identified as ESHA in future revisions of the LCLUP. (3) The narrative should
also identify which of the habitat types identified starting on p. 2.4-3 fall within each of these five ESHA habitat categories. It looks like this has already been done for wetlands,
but it also needs to be done for dunes, sea cliffs/bluffs, riparian areas and marine habitats. This is very important because the habitats on the ESHA map (Figure 2.4-2) are labelled
according to the habitats on pp. 2.4-3-5, not by ESHA categories. It is possible to deduce, but reader should not have to - document should be clear

2.4-13
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar

• Page 2.4-6 -The identifications of ESHA are inadequate. The Coastal Act defines Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESHA's) in Section 30107.5: "Environmentally sensitive area"
means any area in which plant or animal life or their habitats are either rare or especially valuable because of their special nature or role in an ecosystem and which could be
easily disturbed or degraded by human activities and developments." The draft fails to identify multiple habitat types that fit this definition as ESHA, and it relies on insufficient
data to identify presence of ESHA habitats). Additional habitat types that fall within the definition of ESHA are: Sandy Beach: This habitat is used by Western Snowy Plover
(Federally-listed, Threatened). HMB Beaches have been identified as a Breeding and Wintering location in the 2007 Recovery Plan for the Pacific Coast Population. Coastal Prairie
and Northern Coastal Scrub: These habitats are located on the undeveloped HMB bluff tops and provide critically important winter foraging habitat for a wide variety of raptors.
The HMB bluff tops with these habitat types are uniquely suited to supporting large wintering raptor populations because the they consist of large, contiguous habitat areas that
can sustain sufficient populations of small mammals and other prey for the raptors. This function -- i.e.. supporting a large population of wintering raptors -- is very vulnerable to
encroachment and fragmentation by development. (Note: I only identified missing ESHA habitat types that I was aware of; staff should consult with experts to ensure that the
ESHA habitats are fully and accurately covered)
2.4-6
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar
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24/30
• Page 2.4-13-15 and 2.4-68-70 - (1) It is inaccurate to suggest that the Coastal Commission "recommends" a 100' minimum buffer width; the Commission has established that it's
a required minimum "under circumstances in which it was not feasible to establish buffers as wide as those recommended in the scientific literature or where the literature is
lacking in guidance for certain EHSAs" (Section 4, page 9, Coastal Commission's LCP Update Guide (2013)). My reading of the Commission's guidance is that the Commission wants
the LCLUP update to be used as "an opportunity to establish or revise required buffer dimensions to be more in line with the scientific literature and to be more specifically
tailored to individual ESHAs." Draft LCLUP could do much better at this. (2) There is an implicit assumption in the discussion and proposed policies about buffers that ESHA
habitats are static over time, but we know better based on the City's Sea Level Rise Vulnerability Assessment (SLRVA) (April 2016). These findings are reflected in the policies for
Sea Level Rise (pp. 2.4-74-75) and Natural Shorelines (pp. 2.4-82) but not in the buffers policies which is a big gap. The purpose of the buffer areas is to "ensure the biological
integrity and preservation of the habitat they are designed to protect;" they are an important regulatory tool for achieving the requirements laid out in policies 2.4-I.80 Sea Level
Rise & ESHA, 2.4-I.81 Development & Habitat Migration, 2.4-I.133 Shoreline Management Planning, and 2.4-I.134 Dune Management.
• SLRVA Table 2-2 Cliff Retreat Projected Ranges indicates that sea cliff/bluff retreat is projected to be on the orders of 35' and 70' by 2030 and 2050, respectively
2.4-13
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar
Concern that the draft LUP does not properly address all of the changes over the past 20 years with respect to ESHA and potential ESHA. The area south of Casa del Mar including
the City-owned Caltrans mitigation area and the agricultural pond east of Grandview are documented ESHA, but not shown on the maps in the draft LUP. The map should reflect
these updates.
2.4-2
6/30/2016
GPAC Meeting #11
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Consider the effects of pesticide impacts on bees and amphibians.
2.4-3
6/30/2016
GPAC Meeting #11
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Consider the over-abatement of weeds. Weed removal for fire protection is necessary, but these areas do not need to be disked, which affects the condition of the land in other
ways, such as in its ability to absorb water. Vegetation removal from creek banks has similar implications.
2.4-3
6/30/2016
GPAC Meeting #11
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
For ESHA and potential ESHA: if they are delineated, they should be shown on the map. Maintain and use records when we have delineations. Habitat assessment for certain
species don’t go stale.
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2.4-7
6/30/2016
GPAC Meeting #11
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting

I am a biologist and have notes several species missing from the Listed Special-status Animal Species list: Snowy Plover is nesting at the mouth of Pilarcitos Creek (2 nests, first
since 2008?); Brant at Pilar Point Harbor; Olive-sided Flycatcher breeds in HMB; Purple Martin may breed above El Granada; Yellow Warbler has bred along Pilarcitos Creek in the
last decade, Bryant's Savannah Sparrow is a widespread breeder in coastal grasslands in HMB. These should be incorporated into the LCLUP.
2.4-9
5/26/2016
E-Mail
Community Member
Alvaro Jaramillo
Latest California Red Legged Frog (CRLF) observation in vicinity of Casa del Mar near parking lot at Venice Beach. This is very close to state beach CRLF habitat enhancement
project that is a condition of the Pilarcitos Creek Bridge Coastal Development Permit. The evidence is overwhelming that the state beach lands to the west of the Casa del Mar
neighborhood are occupied by CRLF.
Note: See full correspondence for content of California Natural Diversity Database Field Survey Form Report attached by commenter.
2.4-6
6/20/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Jimmy Benjamin

Letter is regarding recent California red-legged frog (CRLF) and San Francisco garter snake (SFGS) habitat assessment of several parcels of land (some City-owned) in vicinity of
SAM plant and Casa del Mar neighborhood on June 4, 2016. Also examined State Beach lands to west of Casa del Mar and area between Venice Blvd and Casa del Mar including
sections of horse trail (Venice beach Parcels). Assessed extent to which these lands contain or support rare, endangered, threatened or unique species. Results:
• Found breeding habitat for CRLF and there are records that show CRLF have been found foraging in recent years
• Several parcels that were assessed could be considered habitat for SFGS and it is known to inhabit Pilarcitos Creek and probably forages for CRLF. High probability that SFGS
uses these parcels for at least part of the year
• Examination of vegetation structure of riparian plants along City-owned parcels shows it is suitable for CRLF use despite some degradation by introduced plant species and I
have observed CRLF in the area over the years.
• It is my professional opinion that CRLF and probably SFGS are probably using the Venice Beach parcel as upland foraging habitat based on number of recent sightings. All CLRF
records have been documented by photographs and submitted to the California Natural Diversity Data Base. Both the California Department of Fish and Wildlife and the US Fish
and Wildlife Service have indicated that these areas are suitable habitat for both species and my professional opinion is another confirmation.
2.4-6
6/10/2017
Letter
Rana Resources
Mark R. Jennings, Herpetologist/
Fisheries Biologist addressed to Community Member Jimmy Benjamin
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Look at ecosystem level and identify key habitat areas and protected areas (e.g. if any grant deeds, etc.).
2.4-6
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Make setback/buffers more definitive.
2.4-14
6/30/2016
GPAC Meeting #11
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Mapping ESHA more specifically can protect and inform with regard suspected instances of unauthorized land disturbances (e.g. disking, etc.).
2.4-2
6/30/2016
GPAC Meeting #11
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Reconsider the buffers and setbacks. Seacliffs/bluffs are ESHA. The proposed ESHA setback of 100 feet is not adequate to these habitats because of the anticipated erosion. These
setbacks need to consider retreat as well as the California Coastal Trail.
2.4-14
6/30/2016
GPAC Meeting #11
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Special status species (California red legged frog and San Francisco garter snake) were not documented as present in the 1993 LUP; however, that condition has changed and
should be documented.
2.4-6
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting

The Coastal Resources chapter is missing narrative describing the threats/issues/impacts on coastal resources. This information would better inform what types of policies are
needed to support their protection. Could use the State endangered species recommendations regarding identifying threats to species to develop the narrative.
2.4-1
6/30/2016
GPAC Meeting #11
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
The ESHA and potential ESHA mapping does not recognize all of the habitats.
2.4-2
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6/30/2016
GPAC Meeting #11
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
With respect to environmental mapping – a number of locations have already been identified as habitat through past studies. These areas should be included on an updated map.
Recommend that findings from all known studied be shown on ESHA maps. This helps owners and buyers. The Beachwood and Glencree properties are examples where wetlands
have been mapped. ESHA maps should include such wetlands and their buffers. With respect to the California Coastal Commission guidance, it is the actual presence of ESHA that
matters; thus when this is known, it should be mapped for future reference.
2.4-2
6/30/2016
GPAC Meeting #11
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
2.4.3 Hydrology and Water Quality
Flooding
• Page 2.4-18 - (1) Identify increased flooding of Pilarcitos Creek with higher sea levels. I realize that FEMA has not mapped this, but it is still an issue that needs to be identified in
the LCLUP. (2) Add a policy that requires the city to request that FEMA map Pilarcitos Creek
2.4-18
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar
Green Infrastructure
Re: the Kehoe Ditch/Water Course, it has caused erosion problems for Kehoe home owners who are losing their backyards. I have witnessed water rising dangerously close to
overflowing its banks and have heard from a neighbor it has overflowed onto Pilarcitos Ave. A lawsuit in 2011 filed against the city over correcting the problem resulted in the
affirmation by expert testimony that the riparian corridor had habitat value and prevented the City from implementing simple solutions. Has the City ever been able to comply?
My recommendations:
Use the City parcel located south of Cuhna road/back of Lutheran Church/ front of the SAM plant to create a lake/pond. Where the Kehoe intersects with the frontage road,
construct a weir that will drain into the lake when excess water volume occurs. At the same time divert reclaimed water from the SAM into the lake. At west end of the lake
construct an outlet that can provide controlled outflow to Pilarcitos Creek. There are many advantages:
• The Kehoe would remain a sensitive habitat with low flow water during heavy rains, mitigating erosion and flooding
• The lake water could be used as an inexpensive water resource for agricultural needs reducing potable water use
• Help recharge aquifer
• Parks and Rec could use as a park and would act as habitat for variety of species
Important to prioritize water reclamation projects in light of frequent drought conditions. Possible funding from a variety of federal, state and local sources. Include project in the
draft LCLUP?
2.4-16
6/1/2016
E-Mail
Community Member
Kim Baughman
Hazardous Materials
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Where is the Half Moon Bay Landfill addressed? Another GPAC member expressed that this landfill is the second largest hazardous materials site in the county and as such should
be included in the Safety Element. A number of concerns were mentioned including methane, the challenge of maintaining the property, the past breach of the bluff side of the
fill that was repaired, etc.
2.4-20
10/13/2016
GPAC Meeting #12
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Hazards
Asked about the plan for the closed Half Moon Bay landfill.
2.4-21
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Hydrology
Mosquitos and creek overtopping are not listed as hazards.
2.4-15
6/30/2016
GPAC Meeting #11
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Need more consideration of sedimentation. The Pilarcitos Creek lagoon is shallower because of sedimentation.
2.4-15
6/30/2016
GPAC Meeting #11
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
With respect to the Kehoe watercourse, cattle graze uphill from this drainage and waste discharge from the ag pond and runoff drain to Kehoe. This contributes to increased
bacteria levels. The existing LCP text addresses this condition, but not the draft LUP.
2.4-15
6/30/2016
GPAC Meeting #11
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Sea Level Rise
Noted that there is another landfill located on Pilarcitos Creek that is threatened by sea level rise.
2.4-24
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
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The relationship between sea level rise and saltwater intrusion needs to be further addressed. The United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) has identified saltwater
intrusion in Half Moon Bay aquifers.
2.4-15
6/30/2016
GPAC Meeting #11
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Sensitive Habitat
Hazards and ESHA are linked and related to the PUDs. Protecting ESHA also protects development from hazards. These links need to be developed and integrated into plan. There
is an issue of losing “slack” if inadequate accommodations are made. E.g. solving a drainage problem upstream in a manner that increase rate of flow will overwhelm the
downtown stream condition.
2.4-15
6/30/2016
GPAC Meeting #11
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
2.4.4 Shoreline Conditions
Erosion
Address erosion much more explicitly.
2.4-25
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
2.4.5 Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing
Agriculture
Community member provided info on soil classifications based on a San Mateo Soil Survey (May 1961)
• Page 2.4-26 - The Farmland Classification is incorrect. The Coastal Act definition of Prime Agricultural Land (Section 30113) references the first 4 elements of the Williamson Act
definition. The definition most relevant to HMB is: (1) All land that qualifies for rating Class I or Class II the Natural Resources Conservation Service land use capability
classifications. The big difference between the definition in the LCLUP and the Williamson Act is that the Act definition does not require irrigation to be considered prime - it is
the soil itself.
2.4-26
6/1/2016
E-Mail
Community Member
Lennie Roberts
Increase the emphasis on and support for open field agriculture.
2.4-26
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
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Map quality is significantly improved. Additional information needs to be mapped: prime soils pursuant to Coastal Act definition, all greenbelt/stream corridors.
2.4-19
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
San Mateo County has a disclosure in planned agriculture districts. The language and was developed by the Farm Bureau.
2.4-26
6/30/2016
GPAC Meeting #11
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
2.4.6 Scenic and Visual Resources
Visual Resources
Considering the recently reviewed fire training tower, would hope that the updated LUP would resolve differences of opinion and interpretation as occurred using the existing
LCP.
2.4-2
6/30/2016
GPAC Meeting #11
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Do general plans have visual elements?
2.4-31
11/17/2016
GPAC Meeting #13
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
With respect to the local urban forest, the topic needs to connect to the Visual Resources section of the Local Coastal Implementation Plan (Title 18 of the City’s Municipal Code).
2.4-31
11/17/2016
GPAC Meeting #13
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
2.4.8 Policies
Development
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• Page 2.4-54 - The public should have access to the Half Moon Bay jail as a historical property and should be highlighted in the draft
• Page 2.4-681.59 - Why is the buffer size policy changing? Who will make the decision to reduce buffers and how will the smaller buffers be "amply protective" of ESHAs?
• Policy 2.4-I.59 - Why is any development in buffer zones being permitted? Doesn't this mean it's not a buffer zone at all?
• Page 2.4-70 - It seems that this draft intends on clearing the way for increased development in previously protected areas. If so, what parts of the city will be seeing new
development and consequent vegetation loss?
• Page 2.4-72 - Developers will now be permitted to destroy sensitive resources as long as they "put back" similar plantings.. Are there any cases where ESHAs will be impacted
that development will be prohibited? If so, what will the criteria be ?
2.4-54
5/31/2016
E-Mail
Community Member
Paul Grigorieff
Hazards
• Page 2.4-77 - 30% slope seems steep for development considering city's location between two fault lines. Does plan take into account earthquake risk and site slope?
• Page 2.4-86 - Regarding the development controversy with proposed CFPD industrial fire tower that would interrupts ridgeline of eastern hills from HWY 1 the current plan
prohibits such development, but the draft plan does not. How would projects that violate "ridgeline penetration" standards of the current plan be affected by new standards
proposed in draft?
2.4-77
5/31/2016
E-Mail
Community Member
Paul Grigorieff
Lighting
Asked about lighting for pedestrian safety in consideration of the intent for residents to walk Downtown and to other destinations.
2.4-58
10/13/2016
GPAC Meeting #12
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Regulations should exist requiring all lighting to be shielded. Please review the Dark Skies initiatives throughout the state.
2.4-90
2/9/2017
E-Mail
Community Member
Pamela Fisher
Sea Level Rise
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• Page 2.4-82-83 - Multiple Comments: (1) Sea cliffs/bluffs are important sediment sources for our sandy beaches, and hardening of cliffs and bluffs not only cuts off this
sediment supply, but also changes the wave energy on the shoreline leading to more rapid loss of sand from beaches and undercutting of cliffs and bluffs. This policy should
prioritize allowing space for sea cliff/bluffs and dunes to erode and move inland to allow beaches to 'keep pace' with rising tides. This overall approach is laid out in Sea Level Rise
policy 2.4-I.81 Development and Habitat Migration, but this planning policy makes no mention of it. I think that the shoreline management planning components described in this
policy are important to consider, but the plan should also assess the different segments of the City's shoreline and identify how the need for remediative measures (e.g. beach
nourishment, removal of impeding structures, etc) can be avoided entirely or postponed for as long as possible (e.g. through buffers and setbacks). (2) It is unclear how this
Shoreline Management Planning policy relate to, or integrate with policy 2.5-I.18 Shoreline Management Plans. 11 2.4-88 2.4-I.172 Bluff Setback The buffers policy for ESHA (2.4I.53) should reference
2.4-82
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar
Sensitive Habitat
• Page 2.4-61 - Section 30240 (a) and (b) of the Coastal Act require more protective measures than this policy provides. This policy should be replaced with Policies 3-3 (Protection
of Sensitive Habitats) and 3-4 (Permitted Uses), as written, from the 1993 LCLUP
• Page 2.4-74 - The italicized text (part of the policy yes/no?) indicates that the only ESHA habitats identified as vulnerable in the SLRVA (2016) were central dune scrub and
central coast riparian scrub. The SLRVA also clearly identified vulnerabilities to sea cliff/bluffs (e.g. Table 2-2) and most potential ESHA habitats (Table 3-1) including Sandy Beach -which should be listed under ESHA habitat
2.4-61
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar

• Page 2.4-88 - The buffers policy for ESHA (2.4-I.53) should reference this buffer policy to make it clear that additional buffer requirements may apply for sea cliff/bluff habitat
2.4-88
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar
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2.5 LCLUP Coastal Hazards
2.5.2 Geologic and Seismic Hazards
Erosion

I live in Miramar and noticed the condo complex on Mirada Rd near the footbridge has seen rapid erosion. The County placed emergency riprap, but a year later it appears the
riprap has exacerbated the erosion to the south. Much of the sand dunes at Roosevelt Beach have washed away and the state park ranger unit is about to fall onto the beach.
Seems like these problems require a long-term solution but area owners keep hearing that they are "studying" it while erosion continues. Will the City be moving forward with
dredging and depositing sand on Surfers Beach as per the Harbor District plan? There are only theoretical mentions of "soft protection" in the draft Local Coastal Plan.
Maintaining the beach would be of economic benefit to the City and other cities like Santa Cruz and Santa Barbara do it regularly. Further, part of the trail and footbridge to
Miranda Rd are falling into the ocean. Is there a plan to move the trail East or put in a new bridge to maintain connectivity with the Harbor area and El Granada? Seems a logical
for the County to pave the roads East of Miranda Rd and West of HWY 1 to get cars off Miranda and provide a thoroughfare for when waves are coming over the rocks and risking
pedestrian safety. I know much of these areas are county property but because of the city's "cherry stem", assume the city has some jurisdiction over the trail at Miranda Rd. I
encourage the city to push for beach replenishment at Surfers Beach and a plan for keeping the coastal trail maintained (without rock armoring).
2.5-7
2/9/2017
E-Mail
Community Member
Glenda Lee Mahoney
2.5.3 Flooding
Emergency Response
• Sections of the CCR have regulations that apply to reservoirs and dams and suggest recognition of the need for local regulations that are lacking in the currently proposed safety
element.
• Abandoned ag pond should be listed along with other ag ponds in or upstream from the City
• Also holds value in the Healthy Communities element as a source of water for gardening, protecting green infrastructure, etc.
• Table 3-7 understates critical facilities in dam failure inundation areas; should be reflecting on permitting new development in these areas
• Water status as a coastal resource and the associated water connection permits allows prohibition of development permitting. This is a limitation to our growth.
2.5-12
12/10/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Jimmy Benjamin

• Table 9-5 reports no critical facilities in the tsunami hazard area. If not acknowledged, we may not hold ourselves accountable for addressing it
• Pacific Ridge Dam reduced to 23 ft, 2 ft less than the criteria for mandating that the abandoned ag pond be considered a dam under Water Division Code 6002
• Section 6003: barriers less than 6 ft high are mandated not to be considered a dam under this division
• Our ag impoundment is somewhere in between
• Section 6026 gives the City authority to regulate dams outside the state's jurisdiction; not clear to me if the Pacific Ridge impoundment is considered outside the state's
jurisdiction
• Pacific Ridge impoundment affects water quality. Inundation could threaten the public, impoundment should be discussed and safety policies addressed in the safety
element.
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2.5-11
12/10/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Jimmy Benjamin
Description of recent occurrences on the east coast with Hurricane Mathew that are relevant to Half Moon Bay. Of specific note is the size and intensity of the wave surge. This
can affect the scope of needed evacuation areas and planning for emergency response with regards to routes, equipment and number of responders. Suggests considering a
more graduated approach with respect to the tsunami zone in Half Moon Bay.
2.5-7
10/13/2016
GPAC Meeting #12
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Flooding
• Flood section treated erosion as related. There are erosion-related safety issues unrelated to flooding.
• Flood information seemed predicated on the disappearance of Pilarcitos Creek flood zone in the City, which is not realistic.
Volume 2 of the appendix contains 133 pages
• 45 are 'we are participating' letters from agencies
• 5 are meeting sign in sheets
• 20 are emergency preparedness surveys and results
• 10 are instructions for non-participating agencies to link to the program
• since we received grants for the emergency operations center, I think we are already participation- or did we just 'link' in November 2016
• If the safety element and coastal hazards section of the LCP update are to provide the required risk assessment, there is quite a bit of work to quantify and mitigate risks. If
already completed, was it in an attachment to the November 2016 CC approval?
2.5-7
12/10/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Jimmy Benjamin
• SLR data on pg. 93 does not show Half Moon Bay data
• Helpful list of legislation controlling land use decisions:
• Requirements for safety element imposed by AB162
• Table 2-5 missing SAM Plant
• Motivation for City to adopt LHMB clear from AB2140- access to disaster assistance funds
• AB 70: avoid development in areas protected by state flood control project; what parts of town are protected by a state flood control project?

2.5-7
12/10/2016
Email
GPAC Member
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Jimmy Benjamin
Expressed interest in the Pacific Institute mapping which includes the State tsunami map with 6 feet of sea level rise and that a staff report to the California Coastal Commission
on this topic is a helpful reference and should be reviewed.
2.5-11
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
The FEMA maps – which do not indicate inland flooding from the various watercourse in the City – affect a lot of issues.
2.5-7
6/30/2016
GPAC Meeting #11
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
2.5.4 Fire Hazards
Hazards
• Page 2.5-15 - RE: Figure 2.5-3 Fire Hazards - This map seems incomplete. Why are only the Very High hazard zones mapped for LRA? Include Table 2-2 Cliff Retreat Projected
Rates from the Sea Level Rise Vulnerability Assessment (SLRVA), 2016) in this section. Reference the values in this table in the policies

2.5-15
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar
2.5.5 Sea Level Rise
Erosion
Reminded the group that in addition to bluff erosion, the mouths of creeks will retreat and associated habitats are at risk.
2.5-14
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Sea Level Rise
Asked about the maps, the scenarios, and various sources of sea level rise projections.
2.5-17
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Encouraged that the mapping and policies are responsible to a maximum level. The document could tell some stories through the scenarios to help the community understand
the issue better.
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2.5-17
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Encouraged the City to contact USGS about the State Parks ranger house and that it would be good for them to inspect the site before site condition is further affected by wave
action and/or the removal of the structure.
2.5-17
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Posed the challenge of how to determine when restrictions should be implemented on property use and development.
2.5-17
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Stressed that the City should inform every property owner about the position of their homes. Some property owners may decide to sell out sooner than later if close to a bluff
edge.
2.5-17
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
The sea level rise estimates and ranges in the text/tables are different than the mapping.
2.5-17
6/30/2016
GPAC Meeting #11
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
2.5.6 Policies
Erosion

• Page 2.5-25 - RE: Policy 2.5-I.19 - Revise as follows: (1) Replace "significantly" with "substantially" to be consistent with the Coastal Act language (Section 30253 (b)). (2) This
policy should reference the other LCLUP policies that should be followed/used in determining if protective devices would be needed. (e.g. 2.5-I.12 Site Stability Evaluation)
• Page 2.5-27-28 - RE: Policy 2.5-I.21 - Important policy to address scenarios where current projections of erosion etc., proved to be incorrect despite compliance with applicable
policies (e.g. 2.5-I.9-I.16), approved development becomes threatened by erosion because preventative measures have failed. Revisions: (1) Remove "in hazardous locations."
Unnecessary, all new development should have to comply with this policy. (2) Conditions of approval should also state that in the event development is threatened by
erosion/hazards and be removed/ relocated, owner bears full responsibility for all costs and must work with the City to implement this removal/relocation in a timely manner
2.5-25
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8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar
Discussed the various causes of erosion in Miramar and the need to take another look at armoring in that area and how it may have affected the State Parks property. It was
noted that reflected energy does not need to go far to have impacts.
2.5-26
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Expressed that there is potential risk in having a map; e.g. a map generally indicating a twenty year erosion retreat could be perceived as too conservative if the erosion takes 40
years; or irresponsible if erosion occur in 10 years. Planning around Mother Nature is a very difficult thing.
2.5-14
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Flooding
• Page 2.5-28 - RE: Policy 2.5-I.23 - Appears to be modified from 1993 LCLUP policy 4-1, and revisions are good with exception of the addition of the word "feasible". This is a
vague term subject to interpretation. If there is a less environmentally damaging option, use that
• Page 2.5-27-29 - RE: Policy 2.5-I.29 - Rebuilding and/or retrofitting of shoreline protection structures should also be prohibited
• Page 2.5-27-30 - RE: Policy 2.5-I.40 - This policy is really confusing
• Page 2.5-29 - RE: Policy 2.5-I.34 - Add a policy that requires the city to request that FEMA map Pilarcitos Creek
2.5-28
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar
• Page 2.5-32 - Will help City prepare for SLR impacts but redundancies between these and other policies in this element may create confusion.
(1) Some mapping that would be required to create a coastal hazards map (Policy 2.5-I.56 Coastal Hazard Mapping) has already been addressed in previous policies (e.g. Policy 2.5I.34 Flood Hazard Mapping, 2.5-I.1 Seismic and Geologic Hazard Mapping, 2.5-I.18 Shoreline Management Plans (erosion rates)). Reference those here, and describe what the
Coastal Hazards Map would show and how it would be used. (2) Policy 2.5-I.58 New Development does not provide specific guidance as to how to site and design a project "with
consideration for sea level rise flooding. "Overlaps with other more specific policies (e.g. 2.5-I.11 Beach and Bluff Setbacks and 2.5-I.12 Site Stability Evaluation near Beachfront or
Bluff tops). I think that this policy (2.5-I.58) should specify which other policies would support or apply to its implementation. (3) Policy 2.5-I.59 Site-Specific Hazard Evaluation
also overlaps other policies -- e.g., 2.5-I.12 Site Stability Evaluation near Beachfront or Bluff tops, 2.5-I.2 Geological Reports. These should referenced here and the policy should
explain how they relate
2.5-32
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar
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Cited policy 2.5-I.17 “Relocation Program,” and that relocation and retreat should be better identified.
2.5-26
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Hydrology
Does the draft LUP include consideration of having outfall stations and/or retention basins?
2.5-30
6/30/2016
GPAC Meeting #11
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Sea Level Rise
• Page 2.5-24 - RE: Policy 2.5-I.9 (1) This policy needs to be related to the ESHA Buffers policy2.4-I.53, because all sea cliffs/bluffs are ESHA, so they would be covered under both
of these policies. As written this policy does not identify that the bluff tops would include ESHA habitat. (2) A minimum zone of 450 feet landward of the bluff line/edge should be
used as a criteria for defining "development near bluff tops" for the purposes of these policies. This is a defensible approach because during the timeframe for the minimum
economic life of the development (i.e. 75 years), sea cliff/bluff retreat is projected to be on the order of 150 feet for the City's shoreline (Table 2-2 Cliff Retreat Projected Rates,
Sea Level Rise Vulnerability Assessment (SLRVA), 2016). I do not think that anything in CCR Section 13577(h) precludes the City from taking this precautionary approach to review
of development near bluff tops.
• Page 2.5-25 - RE: 2.5-I.11 This should require the use of the Cliff Retreat Projected Rates from Table 2-2 in the SLRVA or as projected by best available science
2.5-24
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar
Sensitive Habitat
• Page 2.5-26-27 - RE: Policy 2.5-I.18 (1) The Shoreline Management Plans policy (2.5-I.19) needs to be integrated with Policy 2.4-I.133 Shoreline Management Planning -- why
separate planning efforts?
(2) Any combined Shoreline Management Planning should address how the plans will be implemented via the LUP policies (e.g. the Development near Beachfront and Bluff tops
policies, ESHA Buffers, etc.) (3) Plans should also clearly identify the legal limitations on shoreline properties/parcels. Ex. Identifying conditions of approval for development
relevant to shoreline and bluff protection (e.g. A waiver that prevents permitting protective devices for a development where emergency armoring is not an option. This
information would need to tracked to ensure appropriate planning and permitting decisions
2.5-16
8/24/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Sara Polgar
2.5.
Hazards
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This rainy season have noticed the slower rate of travel of water across the Landstra parcel into the Kehoe watercourse due to reduced weed abatement activity. In past years
lack of vegetation resulted in rapid water flow. Noticed the same reduced flow at the SAM plant's driveway. Conclusion: Where we need weed abatement to mitigate fire risk,
policies should prescribe abatement of narrow swaths to avoid extending deeply into open spaces to both protect above-ground sensitive habitat areas and to mitigate drought,
flood, sedimentation and erosion hazards. There is also a connection between homeless community using open space and risk of fire and increased toxic materials and other
pollution of sensitive habitat. Open to suggestions for how to address from policy standpoint.
2.5-13
2/14/2017
E-Mail
GPAC Member
Jimmy Benjamin
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3. Circulation Element
3.1 Overview
Plans and Regulations
Relationship to the Coastal Act: A GPAC member noted that many of the draft Circulation Element policies seem to be relevant to the Coastal Act.
3-2
12/15/2016
GPAC Meeting #14
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
3.2 Circulation Characteristics
Document Construction
Would like to see more graphics in the Circulation Element. Santa Cruz’s Circulation Element was cited as a good example; as were the Midcoast Safety Mobility studies from a
few years back as noted by another community member.
Page Reference - Applies Generally
10/13/2016
GPAC Meeting #12
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Traffic Management
Mitigating traffic congestion is a consideration related to these routes and that providing pocket parks in each eastside neighborhood – especially if they are linked by trails –
would reduce trips to recreation facilities elsewhere in town.
3-7
1/11/2017
GPAC Meeting #15
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Vehicle Circulation
• Construction of Foothill Blvd. is infeasible due to the subdivision design of Pacific Ridge and the provisions of the Settlement Agreement between the CA Coastal Commission,
the City of Half Moon bay, and the developer. Text regarding Alternative Routes should be revised to reflect this. In addition, the potential North-South roadway connection
between Grandview and Highland Park are infeasible due to environmentally sensitive habitats.
• Table 3-3 It is misleading to use Intersection LOS. A better metric would be roadway segments.
3-6, 3-17, 5-21, 5-16, 5-26, 5-32
1/5/2017
Letter
Committee for Green Foothills
Lennie Roberts
A GPAC member encouraged the group to consider various technologies that improve the function and community awareness of traffic, congestion, safety, etc. WAZE was noted
as especially useful because it identifies where red light cameras are in place; which causes drivers to be more careful. A community member expressed that they dislike red light
cameras.
3-6
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1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Commenter provided sketch of 92 and HWY 1 to suggest alternate routes.
3-6
6/28/2016
Letter
Community Member
Matt Chetcuti

Encouraged consideration of Lewis Foster Drive and the roadway behind the Half Moon Bay High School as an alternate vehicular route to Pacific Ridge, or for emergency access.
3-6
1/11/2017
GPAC Meeting #15
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Impression is that alternate routes for vehicles have been dismissed by the community through broad consensus; and that furthermore, to move the route further east would cut
through agriculture and habitat. A GPAC member asked if this impression of consensus against such vehicle routes was documented.
3-6
1/11/2017
GPAC Meeting #15
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Noted that these plans are 25 year documents and should maintain choices, including a reference to the north-south concept for parallel vehicular routes even if an alternate
route cannot be identified at this time.
3-6
1/11/2017
GPAC Meeting #15
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
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Page 12:
• What are the units of delay? And define peak hours
Page 15:
• No feasible alignment for Pilarcitos Creek trail
• missing a bus stop on SB side of SR1 at Kehoe.
• Miramontes St why no trail road-share proposal?
• Very short trail extension from Wave x Pilarcitos Ave to Coastal Trail. If you think you could build along Pilarcitos creek, why not here? What is the resistance?
• Significant pre-development of a trail in the cypress groves at the south end of town, if the impacts cannot be evaluated, don't sell it. Amend the map when you have a concrete
proposal.
3-5
12/20/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Jimmy Benjamin
Red Light Running: A GPAC member asked if red light runs are considered in modeling intersection performance.
3-7
12/15/2016
GPAC Meeting #14
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
School Start Times: A GPAC member noted that school start times could be adjusted to avoid the brunt of the morning and afternoon peak traffic periods. The GPAC member
wanted text added to the element identifying that heavy traffic is a cause of traffic congestion. Thus, offsetting school commute traffic from other peak periods would be
beneficial.
3-5
12/15/2016
GPAC Meeting #14
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Suggestion to connect short streets between neighborhoods on the east side of Highway 1 north of SR 92. These connections could provide for bikes, pedestrians, with or without
cars.
3-6
2.4-2
1/11/2017
GPAC Meeting #15
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Town Boulevard Concept: Commented in support of the town boulevard concept and noted that Frenchmans Creek is the beginning of Half Moon Bay, thus the boulevard should
begin there. The town boulevard should have a new name for the span within the city.
3-5
1/26/2017
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GPAC Meeting #16
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting

Town Boulevard Concept: Comprehensive Approach: GPAC members generally agreed that implementation of a town boulevard would require many coordinated elements –
appropriate pavement, curbs, signage, high visibility crosswalks, signal loop detectors, signals, bike lanes, medians, pedestrian refuge, landscaping, green infrastructure for
drainage, other visual elements, etc.) to accomplish all of the objectives including improved town image, improved safety, lower speed limits, better drainage, better connectivity
for all modes, etc. A partial installation of the concept will not accomplish the intent – the features to be implemented comprehensively and concurrently. There was concern that
Caltrans may allow some, but not all of the necessary coordinated elements, resulting in piecemeal implementation.
3-5
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Town Boulevard Concept: Design/Character: What would a town boulevard look like? What would be good examples in other towns? Spans of Highway 1 located within other
coastal cities and communities were cited by GPAC and community members as possible examples including Santa Cruz, Surfers Beach in El Granada, Pacifica, Crescent City, and
Fort Bragg.
3-5
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Town Boulevard Concept: Drainage: GPAC members discussed the drainage implications of adding concrete curbs to the highway’s edges; that this would concentrate water flow
and that a long term approach to storm water management is a needed investment. Natural drainage systems that allow percolation (e.g. green infrastructure) should be
prioritized, instead of culverts. Another GPAC member noted that Caltrans is very responsive if conditions resulting in “scour” (e.g. degradation of the roadway because of a
pattern of high and fast flowing drainage).
3-5
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Town Boulevard Concept: Expressed concern about 4-lane roadway condition north of a proposed signal at Terrace to Grandview and does not believe the neighborhood is aware
of this proposal and furthermore that it is not fair or safe. A GPAC member further expressed concern about a 4-lane condition and how hard it will be for vehicles to access
Highway 1 from Kehoe and Grandview and that residents do not want to cross two lanes of traffic in each direction; although another GPAC member suggested that it is easier to
pull into two lanes than one.
3-5
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Town Boulevard Concept: Expressed concern about curbs along Highway 1 and if they would be stable over time.
3-5
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1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting

Town Boulevard Concept: Expressed concern that the town boulevard concept won’t be implemented. We should address what we have and address the known problems.
3-5
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Town Boulevard Concept: Expressed support for pedestrian refuge space within landscape medians.
3-5
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Town Boulevard Concept: Expressed that children should never have to cross 4- lane highway segments. There are schools on both sides of the highway and the elderly
population also need adequate time to cross the roadway. Stay with a 2-lane configuration and make it a completely different road than Highway 1.
3-5
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Town Boulevard Concept: Expressed that they like median islands and Half Moon Bay town specific signs (e.g. “Love Our Village”).
3-5
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Town Boulevard Concept: Feasibility: Can we do this? For example, if lower vehicular speeds at Filbert, Poplar, Grove, etc. it would be beneficial.
3-5
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Town Boulevard Concept: Lane Configuration: A GPAC member described how merging from 4-lane stretches into 2-lane stretches of the highway results in slower vehicle speeds
for these transitional portions of the roadway. Another GPAC member described personal experience with a town boulevard in another town and that it worked well with 4 lanes
and that 2 lanes could be a problem. Another GPAC member described potential for a roadway with 2 through lanes an additional separated, frontage lanes that can help with
neighborhood ingress and egress. The additional lanes would connect to the through lanes in a limited number of locations.
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3-5
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Town Boulevard Concept: Location: GPAC members indicated that the town boulevard concept is most suited to the core area where there is development on both sides of
Highway 1 – between north and south Main Street.
3-5
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Town Boulevard Concept: Noted the interesting dilemma for Half Moon Bay – considering other jurisdictions narrowing streets and roadways though “road diets,” while Half
Moon Bay has many Highway 1 conditions requiring consideration of widening and/or narrowing the highway.
3-5
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Town Boulevard Concept: Purpose: What would a town boulevard accomplish? The GPAC and community discussed a range of design components that could be incorporated in a
town boulevard context, in contrast to a highway function. One GPAC member noted that the history of Highway 1 within Half Moon Bay makes it more difficult because the
original alignment was Main Street.
3-5
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Town Boulevard Concept: Questioned the GPAC’s consensus support for lower traffic speeds and thinks that people want faster traffic. o A community member suggested that
instead of a signal at Terrace that a 2- lane round-about at Baywood (adjacent to Beachwood) would be better.
3-5
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Town Boulevard Concept: Reported that Caltrans has been locally supportive of context sensitive design solutions. A community member noted that context sensitive design
solutions for Highway 1 ha been prepared for the unincorporated Midcoast and that they were supported by Caltrans and could serve as good examples to Half Moon Bay’s
discussion.
3-5
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
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Town Boulevard Concept: Safety: it is critical that the design support safety for children because this span of Highway 1 is located where children are most concentrated because
of the location of the City’s schools.
3-5
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Town Boulevard Concept: Speed Limit: GPAC members discussed the potential and positive impact of lowering the speed limit on Highway 1.
3-5
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Town Boulevard Concept: Suggested a pedestrian bridge over highway 1 at Kelly Street to connect the schools and downtown to the beach.
3-5
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
3.3 Circulation Network
Bicycle and Pedestrian Circulation/Infrastructure

another GPAC member noted that with respect to an eastside route, each facility might not be ideal for all users, but it could be designed for use to serve many people.
3-17
1/11/2017
GPAC Meeting #15
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Two GPAC members cited that this is a design matter and not a concern inherent to the proposed location. It was further noted that the draft plan indicates this will be a
separated Class I facility, as defined in the draft document. It was also noted that the California Coastal Trail and Naomi Patridge Trail are both examples of Class I facilities.
3-17
1/11/2017
GPAC Meeting #15
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
A bike and pedestrian route adjacent to Highway 1 is a major safety concern and would not feel personally safe using it. The member suggested that instead of a new route, focus
should be on improving linkages and use of existing facilities
3-17
1/11/2017
GPAC Meeting #15
GPAC Member
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Speaker at GPAC Meeting
A Cabrillo Unified School District (CUSD) representative agreed and described how grade school children are accompanied by parents for walking and biking to school and that
middle and high schoolers would be able to utilize an east side bike and pedestrian route on their own.
3-17
1/11/2017
GPAC Meeting #15
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Another community member from Highland Park agreed with the location of the route to be adjacent to Highway 1 and not further east into the neighborhoods, citing past issues
with an old trail where drug use and sales and student drop off and pick up were taking place. It was further noted that design issues are critical and that there are safety and
crime concerns about tunnels and other concealed areas.
3-17
1/11/2017
GPAC Meeting #15
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Another GPAC member expressed concern that keeping policy for a route defined conceptually will distract from the specific route identified for bikes and pedestrians on the east
side of Highway 1. The conceptual route would need to be studied and could slow down implementation of the defined and most feasible route.
3-17
2.3-3
1/11/2017
GPAC Meeting #15
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Benefit of a parallel route for bikes and pedestrians adjacent to Highway 1 to serve farm workers who would benefit from commute access along the corridor. The member noted
that even if a second route for bikes and pedestrians could be provided further east, it would not serve this population as well and it would be better to focus on one option
instead of two.
3-17
1/11/2017
GPAC Meeting #15
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Described that the issue with the eastside neighborhoods, with specific reference to Highland Park, is that they are landlocked. The only path out of the neighborhood is along
Highway 1 in a breakdown lane (shoulder). The 0.2 miles between Highland Park and North Main Street is logistically challenging. The community member also stated that the
neighborhood is adamant that they do not want their neighborhoods to be connected together by other routes. They want a dedicated bike and pedestrian route adjacent to the
eastside of Highway 1.
3-17
1/11/2017
GPAC Meeting #15
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
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Expressed support for bike and pedestrian facilities wherever they can be implemented.
3-17
1/11/2017
GPAC Meeting #15
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Expressed that the District would welcome any and all safe walking and biking trails on the eastside of Highway 1; especially if they are separated and safe. There is also a need
for more safe street crossings.
3-17
1/11/2017
GPAC Meeting #15
Representative from Cabrillo Unified School District (CUSD)
Representative from Cabrillo Unified School District (CUSD)
GPAC members worked to a majority statement regarding a conceptual bike and pedestrian facility farther east of Highway 1; feasibility and alignment to be determined in the
future; with the concept documented in narrative and policy, but not mapped.
3-17
1/11/2017
GPAC Meeting #15
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
GPAC worked to a consensus statement regarding the Class 1 bike and pedestrian facility proposed for the east side of Highway 1: The route shall be planned to extend between
the northern and southern city limits; the route is a priority over other conceptual options; the route shall be “dedicated” to bike and pedestrian use; the route shall be a Class 1
facility with special attention to design details to optimize safety.
3-17
1/11/2017
GPAC Meeting #15
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting

New Trails and Paths – Limitation on Location: A GPAC member noted that the draft Circulation Element includes concepts for new trails adjacent to riparian corridors. Feasibility
may be limited because of environmental constraints; however, it remains possible without riparian aligned trails to develop an interconnected trail network.
3-17
12/15/2016
GPAC Meeting #14
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Noted that the discussion had focused on a parallel trail on the eastside and wondered about the west side and also stated that the Circulation Element should include bike and
pedestrian connections to the California Coastal Trail. Another GPAC member noted that there already is a trail to Sweetwood. Other GPAC members and staff described the
California Coastal Trail and Naomi Patridge Trail’s existing and planned extents and connections and that they are addressed in the Circulation Element.
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3-17
2.3-2
1/11/2017
GPAC Meeting #15
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Page 6:
• Do not have separate facilities and must use portions of the roadway or their shoulders.
• Perhaps we can use some or all of frontage road near Casa del Mar as a bike path + 1-way traffic for abutting
Page 7:
• How is lighting addressed in the Complete Streets policies?
• Please consider limiting portions of Frontage Road designated as collector
Page 9:
• Why is map showing streams? Also not showing Kehoe watercourse.
• Map not showing all pedestrian bridges
Page 11:
• buildout should not dictate our roadway infrastructure planning
3-7
12/20/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Jimmy Benjamin
Parallel Trail: A community member described the concept for a multi-modal “Parallel Trail” for bicyclists and pedestrians which was originally intended for implementation
adjacent to the east side of Highway 1 through all of Half Moon Bay and north to and through the unincorporated Midcoast communities.
3-17
12/15/2016
GPAC Meeting #14
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Reiterated a comment from the previous session about formalizing a connection from Wave Avenue to the California Coastal Trail.
3-17
1/11/2017
GPAC Meeting #15
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Sidewalk Maintenance: GPAC and community members discussed the City’s sidewalk maintenance approach. A GPAC member described how other cities address this matter. In
addition to sidewalks, street tree maintenance was also noted as a related concern. Incoming City Council Member Harvey Rarback announced that the City Council would be
taking up this topic at their February 7, 2017 session and encouraged everyone to participate.
3-13
12/15/2016
GPAC Meeting #14
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GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
The dissenting opinion against majority statement regarding conceptual bike and pedestrian facility east of HWY 1: Don't include this narrative or related policy, could be added in
a future revision to the Circulation Element and the inclusion of this concept could confuse community members and could also leave open the possibility of a roadway for
vehicles.
3-17
1/11/2017
GPAC Meeting #15
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
The District supports development of proposed Class I Multi-Use Pilarcitos Creek Trail and the Planned Pedestrian Crossing at the Main Street/Higgins Canyon Road intersection.
Will this planned improvement along Higgins continue to provide bicycle-pedestrian connections to Burleigh H. Murray Ranch State Park?
3-15
3-32
2/22/2017
Letter
Midpeninsula Open Space District
Jane Mark, Planning Manager
California Coastal Trail
Another GPAC member noted that the California Coastal Trail does not serve the eastern neighborhoods.
3-17
1/11/2017
GPAC Meeting #15
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Complete Streets
Complete Streets: A GPAC member discussed that there are many favorable elements of the complete streets approach; however, they also expressed concern that standard
implementation, such as curbs and gutters, could interfere with heritage trees.
3-7
12/15/2016
GPAC Meeting #14
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting

Street Typologies: GPAC members responded to concept of street typologies as another approach to alternate performance standards as described by staff. One GPAC member
noted that Kelly and Poplar are examples where the draft Circulation Element appears to treat the two streets the same. These streets serve different land uses and have
different functions, configurations, and traffic volumes. The street typologies approach may be helpful for addressing situation like this as well as for considering coastal access.
3-7
12/15/2016
GPAC Meeting #14
GPAC Member
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Speaker at GPAC Meeting
HWY 1
2 and 4-Lane Options: All members agreed to leave options open in that there is no overwhelming majority support for either configuration. GPAC members agreed that studying
both options in future traffic study is an appropriate approach to have more information on this topic.
3-7
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Concepts for Highway 1 Crossings: A GPAC member expressed interest in grade separated crossings of Highway 1 for pedestrians and bicyclists, especially undercrossings.
Undercrossings would be safe for all modes and would not affect traffic flow.
3-19
12/15/2016
GPAC Meeting #14
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Draft Circulation Element Maps: Two intersections of Highway 1 – Fairway and Coronado – need to be designated as having crossings on the maps in the draft Circulation
Element.
3-19
12/15/2016
GPAC Meeting #14
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Expressed concern that if Highway 1 is widened there will not be enough room for a separated bike and pedestrian route adjacent to the roadway within existing right-of-way.
Another community member suggested that it is possible to shift Highway 1 west to accommodate the parallel trail on the east side of the roadway. It was also noted that this
trail should extend from the north to south city limits.
3-19
1/11/2017
GPAC Meeting #15
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Highway 1 Configuration: The GPAC would like the discussion of four-lane Highway 1 segments brought back to future sessions.
3-19
12/15/2016
GPAC Meeting #14
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
The GPAC reached consensus regarding to the character of Highway 1:
Lower Traffic Speeds: All members support lower traffic speeds on Highway 1, a lower speed limit, and that this is regardless of lane configuration

3-7
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1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Town Boulevard: The concept was generally supported and found to be worth continued consideration by the Planning Commission.
3-7
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Infrastructure
Bridges and Culverts: A GPAC member noted appreciation for the summary of the city’s bridges and their condition. A bridge on Frontage Road near Casa del Mar and culverts
should be added to this general assessment.
3-23
1/11/2017
GPAC Meeting #14
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Open Space
Please clarify the following Implementing Policies:
• 3-G.4 - Include mention of how routes could provide benefit of linkages to rural streets and open space outside Planning Area
• 3-G.7 Include term "open space" along with other opportunities listed
• 3-I.3 Include "open space" as regional destination
3-29
3-32
2/22/2017
Letter
Midpeninsula Open Space District
Jane Mark, Planning Manager
Performance Measures

Alternate Performance Standards: GPAC and community members discussed examples of standards for pedestrian and other circulation modes. In particular, the San Mateo
County Connect the Coastside work includes several new performance standard concepts. There was mixed feedback about the various standards.
3-17
12/15/2016
GPAC Meeting #14
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Sensitive Habitat

Plan Half Moon Bay
First Public Draft - June 20, 2017

78

Consolidated Comments
Local Coastal Plan & General Plan Update

Page 24:
• Culverts should be a separate category
Page 25:
• equestrian access through creeks has an adverse impact on ESHA
Page 26:
•no transit passes or incentives for using EV's?
• emergency evacuation needs to be nuanced to move people
Page 31:
• General policies subject to constraints of protection of coastal and visual resources.
Page 32:
• Understand the motivation for Vision Zero, but need to be more clear on principles
3-24
12/20/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Jimmy Benjamin
Transit
Would like to suggest some Samtrans route changes to help cut commute times and would suggest a trial run of express bus service to BART (perhaps an extension of current
Route 118 from Linda Mar).
3-18
2/14/2017
E-Mail
Community Member
Eric Dasmalchi
Multi-Modal Circulation Gaps: A GPAC member notes that there are gaps between different alternate transportation modes. Examples include: bikes not being allowed on
shuttles and shuttle buses not operating during peak periods.
3-17
12/15/2016
GPAC Meeting #14
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
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Page 18:
• Is there no interest in bullet bus to Hillsdale CalTrain? Is there sufficient demand for tech companies to bring their commute transit buses here?
• Are we anticipating the advent of driverless cars? Are roads being designed to have the features that make their navigation more reliable?
Page 21:
• There is a bus shelter at Sea Haven
• Using bus transit is difficult due to timing
• Electric vehicle charging is a gap for visitors
• a jitney to run down Main St or Kelly to reduce visitor auto traffic?
Page 23:
• Permit parking difficult in some neighborhoods
• What are the pros and cons of state designated scenic highways
3-18
12/20/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Jimmy Benjamin
Vehicle Circulation

• Powered light transportation may be okay if it shares the trail well (slow, quiet, safe)?
• Seems that nearly all policies were closely linked to coastal access. Policies that reduce local traffic might be construed as improving coastal access for visitors.
• Service standards: tricky proposal to make it proportional in a way that would provide a baseline of transit time that ignored increase with increased density.
• Coastal access should not degrade farmland or ESHA's.
• Trail safety: aggressive homeless, crossing arterials big issue, headlight-blinded motorists at risk of striking pedestrians
Page 2:
• using the regional travel model as assumption that needs validation
• scope of traffic study needs to look at the constriction points
• evacuation strategies need to be more nuanced to make the best use if circulation infrastructure
3-7
12/20/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Jimmy Benjamin

Concern over proposal to open Silver Avenue to HWY1 as per GPAC Agenda for January 26, 2017. Thought the Circulation Element was finalized at previous GPAC meeting.
3-29
1/25/2017
E-Mail
Community Member
Mark Eibert
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Discussion of Foothill Boulevard: Concept Only: Several GPAC members expressed that they would like to keep the concept of a parallel vehicular route in the Circulation Element
so as to not rule out options in the future, including technologies that are not yet available.
3-6
12/15/2016
GPAC Meeting #14
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting

Discussion of Foothill Boulevard: Eastern Alignment in Unincorporated San Mateo County: An alignment farther east toward/into the foothills outside the City limits may be less
impactful to neighborhoods. o Frontage Road: Instead of an alignment east of the neighborhoods, plan for a new frontage road adjacent to Highway 1.
3-6
12/15/2016
GPAC Meeting #14
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Discussion of Foothill Boulevard: Frenchmans Creek Road Terminus: Frenchmans Creek Road could be the northern terminus of the parallel roadway, instead of an eastern
extension of Young Avenue as originally considered. The original configuration would require a new crossing of environmentally sensitive Frenchmans Creek.
3-6
12/15/2016
GPAC Meeting #14
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Discussion of Foothill Boulevard: Golden Gate Drive: Connect Half Moon Bay’s northeastern neighborhoods via an extension of Golden Gate Drive as envisioned in the 1992
Circulation Element, although this is very unlikely and has similar constraints because of private property ownership and ESHA.
3-6
12/15/2016
GPAC Meeting #14
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Discussion of Foothill Boulevard: Half Moon Bay High School Roadway: The existing roadway immediately east of the school, which can be accessed from Lewis Foster Drive, could
serve as a portion of the southern end of the parallel roadway. A community member noted that for the recently conducted grading work at Pacific Ridge, construction vehicles
accessed the site via this route (instead of Highland Avenue) and that it was effective for that purpose.
3-6
12/15/2016
GPAC Meeting #14
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Discussion of Foothill Boulevard: Lewis Foster Drive: The existing roadway could serve as the southern end of the parallel roadway route instead of a direct connection to SR 92,
which would require a new signalized intersection.
3-6
12/15/2016
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GPAC Meeting #14
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Discussion of Foothill Boulevard: Neighborhood Connection Only: A limited scope parallel vehicular route connecting existing neighborhoods along their eastern extents – and not
directly connecting to Highway 1 or SR 92 - might be less prone to attracting cut-through neighborhood traffic and would allow for significantly more mobility between
neighborhoods.
3-6
12/15/2016
GPAC Meeting #14
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting

Discussion of Foothill Boulevard: SR 92 Intersection Relocation: SR 92 intersection could be located farther east than the originally mapped Foothill Boulevard alignment.
3-6
12/15/2016
GPAC Meeting #14
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Discussion of Foothill Boulevard: The member acknowledged that original intent for Foothill is no longer viable, but other configurations may be possible.
3-6
12/15/2016
GPAC Meeting #14
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Foothill Boulevard should not be mentioned.
3-6
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
GPAC and community members confirmed and elaborated upon infeasibility of establishing Foothill Boulevard as originally envisioned or in a similar alignment:
• Any concept for a parallel route for vehicles in and of itself will allow cut through neighborhood traffic. Cannot support anything that routes Highway 1 traffic through
neighborhoods.
3-6
12/15/2016
GPAC Meeting #14
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
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GPAC and community members confirmed and elaborated upon infeasibility of establishing Foothill Boulevard as originally envisioned or in a similar alignment:
• The City can’t support providing infrastructure to support the 67% of employed residents who commute to jobs out of town.
3-6
12/15/2016
GPAC Meeting #14
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
GPAC and community members confirmed and elaborated upon infeasibility of establishing Foothill Boulevard as originally envisioned or in a similar alignment:
• The community’s opinion about a parallel route for vehicles was presented by a community member as irrelevant because the route is infeasible regardless. It cannot be legally
implemented and an open space easement granted in perpetuity for conservation lands cannot be developed with a roadway.
• Wetlands are present.
3-6
12/15/2016
GPAC Meeting #14
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
GPAC and community members confirmed and elaborated upon the staff presentation with respect to the infeasibility of establishing Foothill Boulevard as originally envisioned
or in a similar alignment:
• Pacific Ridge’s Coastal Development Permit, settlement agreement, subdivision design, and open space dedication do not accommodate or allow Foothill Boulevard and it would
be very costly to revise and any such revisions would likely not be approvable.
• Pacific Ridge was designed to have one point of entry and exit and not to connect to another roadway.
• An additional signalized intersection would cause problems on SR 92.

3-6
12/15/2016
GPAC Meeting #14
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Page 3:
• Table 3.1- X's and -'s are not self evident. Circulation is not addressed as an issue in the housing element. When was this table drafted?
Page 4:
• Would like a clearer specification of what is required in the draft 2017 RTIP. Have we provided input to this plan? What SamTrans facilities?
Page 5:
• Neighborhood streets where not designed with inter-neighborhood traffic in mind, and retrofitting such functions onto existing neighborhood streets would degrade quality of
life or force traffic onto state park land, or into ag land
• commute hours are longer

3-7
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12/20/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Jimmy Benjamin
Presented detailed comments about specific objections to any potential change to Silver Avenue with regards to vehicular access. The comments had been fully detailed in writing
and presented to the GPAC the Friday before the session as previously noted. In summary, the community member stated that opening Silver Avenue will not improve Highway 1
traffic in any meaningful way, residents are fully against it, and it has already been studied and ruled out. Another community member stated that Silver Avenue could be made to
work; however, the speaker was not suggesting this option.
3-6
1/11/2017
GPAC Meeting #15
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting

Public Perception of Traffic Volumes: A GPAC member described that although many community members frequently complain about local traffic congestion, that it is only when
the roadways are extremely impacted such as they are during Pumpkin Festival, that locals opt to ride their bikes or walk. Perhaps traffic congestion has to get worse to affect
long term behavioral changes. A community member expressed that the “pain point” to avoid driving occurs from about 3:00 – 7:00 PM.
3-11
12/15/2016
GPAC Meeting #14
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Signalized Intersection Performance: A GPAC member noted that signalized intersections appear to have better level of service (LOS) than un-signalized. Others noted that this is
usually because of the improved performance for side streets, but not for the main thoroughfare.
3-11
12/15/2016
GPAC Meeting #14
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
SR 92 East of Town: A GPAC member noted that the performance of SR 92 outside the city limits has a significant effect on circulation in Half Moon Bay. Some businesses
operations in particular are associated with unsafe pedestrian crossings of SR 92 and cause significant backups into town.
3-7
12/15/2016
GPAC Meeting #14
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Traffic Calming: GPAC members expressed support for neighborhood traffic calming programs, especially those tailored specifically to each condition.
3-7
12/15/2016
GPAC Meeting #14
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
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Traffic Circulation Downtown: A GPAC member expressed concern that other than the policy language for a transit hub, traffic and circulation in the Downtown core is not
specifically addressed.
3-7
12/15/2016
GPAC Meeting #14
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
3.4 Transportation Demand Management
Transit
Transit Hub: Community and GPAC members discussed possibilities for a transit hub. It was noted that the park-and-ride lot behind Safeway is not well known. Interest in linking
park-and-ride, bus, shuttle, bike lockers, and walking access at a convenient centralized location would benefit both residents and visitors. Consider grants also simple solutions
such as that in San Luis Obispo where a transit hub is effectively operating from two street corners.
3-25
12/15/2016
GPAC Meeting #14
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
3.6 Circulation System Improvements
Map Corrections

Regarding "Planned Roads and Improvements Revised" found at
http://nebula.wsimg.com/38ee4d383eeb18dc24f6444b99524775?AccessKeyId=06ACEAA5216D33A5C3B0&disposition=0&alloworigin=1 is ambiguous and possibly misleading as
it can be viewed as showing a road between Roosevelt and Young Avenue where no such road exists. There is no extension of Naples Avenue south of the Pullman Ditch.
3-4
2.3-11
2/8/2017
E-Mail
Community Member
Marc Gradstein
3.7 Policies
Bicycle and Pedestrian Circulation/Infrastructure
• 3-I.54 Midpen supports potential for under-crossings to provide safe human and wildlife crossing opportunities
• 3-I.57 Include Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District in this policy
3-15
3-38
2/22/2017
Letter
Midpeninsula Open Space District
Jane Mark, Planning Manager
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• 3-I.82: Policy should be revised to specify that Naomi Patridge Trail is west of Highway 1.
• 3-I.83: Policy should be re-titled to 'Parallel Trail.' Should indicate that the first segment has been completed, and future segments should include Alto Way to Roosevelt Blvd.,
Ruisseau Francais to Main St. north, and Main St. South to Miramontes.
• 3-I.84 Include language that establishes separation/setbacks from wetlands/ESHA's, adjacent residential uses, and adjacent agricultural fields.
3-42
1/5/2017
Letter
Committee for Green Foothills
Lennie Roberts

• 3-I.90 Please add a policy specific to the Parallel Trail along the east side of Highway 1
• with regard to Vision Zero, CFG recommends that resources should be prioritized to improve safety for all modes of travel with the highest priority given to areas with the
highest number of collisions and fatalities
• With regard to Journey to Work/School, Parallel Trail segments that connect workforce housing to jobs should be a high priority
• Because Half Moon Bay parks, trails, and open space serve a wider community it is important to plan for adequate parks and open space now and in the future.
3-43
1/5/2017
Letter
Committee for Green Foothills
Lennie Roberts
• Policy 3.I-65 Wants similar language for storm water management and environmental restoration policies
• Policy 3-I.75/83 neighbors in the northeast neighborhood have strong feelings about these policies
• Policy 3-I.84 Mention jurisdictional regulatory agencies that the City should consult with on alignment of creekside trails
3-39
12/20/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Jimmy Benjamin
Strongly support some kind of bicycle improvement on HWY 92. The reason for so few bikes is that it is perceived (and rightly so) as unsafe, with heavy traffic and no shoulder. A
bike lane on 92 would be transformative with something as consistent as a 3-foot shoulder. Seen this mentioned in the San Matoe Countywide Transportation Plan - are there
details regarding the timeline? The Eastside neighborhood trail is another great idea, would help reduce morning traffic congestion on HWY 1.
3-31
2/14/2017
E-Mail
Community Member
Eric Dasmalchi
Emergency Response
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• Policy 3-I.87/93 Wants to see proposed trail between the corner of Wave and Pilarcitos Ave and the coastal trail
• Policy 3-I.100/101 Need a better communication system to deliver bus information
• Policy 3-I.123 Improvement should include reducing the impact of the horse trail on the coastal resources.
• Policy 3-I.123 Can/would CUSD High School require parking permits and use them as a basis for demand management?
• Policy 3-I.131 Concerned that current wording might give specific agencies the authority to coerce the City to implement their circulation vision
• Policy 3-I.134 Signage and evacuation decisions in the event of emergency need to be more nuanced to make the best use of circulation infrastructure
3-48
12/20/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Jimmy Benjamin
Green Transportation
Electric Vehicles and Greener Transportation: A GPAC member was concerned that electric vehicles are not addressed in the draft Circulation Element. Another GPAC member
encouraged inclusion of EV charging stations at visitor serving uses such as State beach parking lots.
3-33
12/15/2016
GPAC Meeting #14
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Traffic Management
• Policy 3-I.26 The policy doesn't give guidance on what we want the Traffic Fee Mitigation Program to do.
• Policy 3.I-32 Consistent with the LCP and Coastal Act coastal access requirements? What is the duration of peak commuting and recreational periods?
• Policy 3-I.33 Want policy to make the scope of traffic studies large enough to show true impact
• Policy 3-I.34 Please provide examples of thresholds of significance from other City's plans
• Policy 3-I.35 Is there an analogous approach to that provided by the Coastal Commission which requires impacts from subdivisions be mitigated?
• Policy 3.I-36 Seems broad
3-35
12/20/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Jimmy Benjamin
Transit

• 3-I.25 Midpen would like to participate in discussions with City/partners related to future transit connections to Purisima Creek Redwoods Open Space Preserve and planned
Purisima-to-the-Sea Trail route
• 3-I.42 Midpen supports this traffic signal which will improve safety of bicyclists travelling between existing and future open space network at Skyline Blvd and the coast
3-34
3-37
2/22/2017
Letter
Midpeninsula Open Space District
Jane Mark, Planning Manager
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Vehicle Circulation
• CFG requests that the Draft Circulation Element and Healthy Community Element be revised to provide policy language for the Parallel Trail.
• 3-I.2: CFG suggests revising the policy to maintain the general intent of prioritization of safety
• 3-I.54: Please include island refuges for pedestrians and consideration of roundabouts.
• 3-I.57: Study of crossing serving Ocean Colony and Canada Cove neighborhoods is not needed. Please include island refuges in policy.
3-32
1/5/2017
Letter
Committee for Green Foothills
Lennie Roberts
• Policy 3-I.41 Left turns on Grandview to northbound SR1 across two lanes of traffic is very dangerous
• Policy 3-I.47 City should limit effort to expand SR92 improvements. What does "work with" mean, compliance is not well defined.
• Policy 3-I.48 Make it subject to environmental constraints
• Policy 3-I.54/55 Do high visibility or signal-controlled crosswalks or pavement markings included flashing crosswalks?
• Policy 3.I-56 looking for a policy that will address the dangers of the NPT crossings of streets that connect with SR1 especially left-turns that reduce visibility of pedestrians to
motorists.

3-37
12/20/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Jimmy Benjamin
• Policy 3-I.5 'promote consistency of lane alignment' sounds vague and might be construed as justification to widen or add capacity
• Policy 3-I.11 reduce permitting cost for curb-side charging near coastal access?
3-I.16 Signage is goof to a certain point, but can be overdone.
• Policy 3-I.18 what about money for replacement of the pedestrian bridges and the culverts under trails?
• Policy 3-I.20 Revise to avoid argument that we should be responsible for the unincorporated mid-coast minimal policy to accommodate coastal access
• Policy 3.I-24 should be storm water management
• Policy 3-I.25 Are there relevant jurisdictions that we do not talk to? How do we know we aren't complying? Is this from an old circulation element? Is this a 'connect the
coastside thing?

3-31
12/20/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Jimmy Benjamin
A community member cited that the 2013 Circulation Element includes statements about Highway 1 and SR 92 that are a carryover from the older element and should not be
brought forward into the new Circulation Element.
3-31
1/26/2017
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GPAC Meeting #16
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
At the GPAC meeting on 10/13 one of the circulation bullet points was: "no mention will be made of the parallel North-South road because it is growth inducing." Does this mean
that for the next 25 years, discussion of an alternate North-South route will not be allowed?
3-6
10/27/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Ed Love

For years I have wondered why the access from Hwy 1 to Silver Avenue has been barricaded. If it was opened up with right turn only, traffic on Terrace Avenue would be reduced.
3-39
11/17/2016
Email
Community Member
Jerry Steinberg
In response to a suggestion made at the 12/15/2016 GPAC meeting to open Silver Ave at Highway 1 as a one-way street into Highland Park: Opening Silver Ave to Highway 1 has
been discussed and studied, and has been rejected in the past due to legal, practical, and safety reasons. Also oppose other proposals that would connect the neighborhood by
surface streets.
3-42
1/4/2017
Letter
Community Member
Mark Eibert
Request to include the prohibition of extension of Pilarcitos Avenue, which is included in the 1992 circulation element.
3-39
12/13/2016
Email
Community Member
J.C. Orman
Request to reinstate the northward extension of Pilarcitos Avenue, which begins on the northern side of Wave Avenue.
3-39
12/12/2016
Email
Community Member
Kristin La Fontaine Fiore
Terrace Avenue and Highway 1 Signalized Intersection: A community member cited concern regarding draft policy 3-I.41 about signalization of Highway 1 at Terrace Avenue,
along with road widening and an extension of Frontage Road on the west side of the highway. There is concern that this improvement would interfere with the Naomi Patridge
trail bicycle route. The highway cannot be widened to four lanes in this area. Instead, the design should remove the pinch point to Grandview or the next street.
3-37
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12/15/2016
GPAC Meeting #14
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting

With regard to policy 3-I.11 Provisions for Green Vehicles:
• Tech will be developing on this
• Suggestion of 240V in every new construction is a good idea, but not many new houses will be built. Perhaps include in any permit that involves electrical in the garage area.
• tech for the future: every lamp post can have two smart plugs
• At some point in the future self driving cars/shuttles will exist. If labor costs are reduced then maybe SamTrans can fund more buses.
• Suggest the City partner worth Schools to provide comprehensive, free school bus system. Also impose a traffic mitigation fee on all new development.
3-33
12/15/2016
Email
Community Member
David Schorr
With regard to policy 3-I.83 related to a new mutli-use trail east of Highway 1: Does 'provide a connection from the new trail to neighborhoods and schools east of Highway 1
such as Terrace Avenue or Silver Avenue' mean that the trail will only access one of those two streets, and it is not yet determined which one?
Additional letter attached: Objecting proposals to connect the Highland Park/Terrace neighborhood via new surface streets with an anticipated commercial development to the
south and existing neighborhoods to the north.
3-42
11/25/2015
Email
Community Member
Mark Eibert
Would like to include traffic control for access to the neighborhood of Alameda at Mirada. Suggests a traffic signal at either Mirada Rd or Roosevelt St at the Highway.
3-31
9/29/2016
Email
Community Member
Sylvia Teng
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4. Conservation and Open Space Element
4.1 Overview
Parks and Open Space
Table 4-1: Conservation and Open space Topics Covered in Other Plan Elements should indicate that biological resources are linked to the Local Coastal Land Use Plan, Section 2.2
Land Use.
4-3
11/17/2016
GPAC Meeting #12
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
4.2 Open Space
Agriculture
Regarding the Urban Reserve this topic needs to be addressed clearly now in these updates.
4-4
11/17/2016
GPAC Meeting #13
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Conservation
“In perpetuity” language is concerning because permanent designations may conflict with future unknown changing conditions and may also cause unforeseen financial
consequences associated with maintenance needs; o Under what circumstances would private property be included in such a designation?
4-7
11/17/2016
GPAC Meeting #13
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
If land is already in a conservation easement and/or is being dedicated to be open space in perpetuity, would that make it appropriate for the open space for conservation
designation?
4-7
11/17/2016
GPAC Meeting #13
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
What is the purpose/benefit/risk of establishing and applying an open space for conservation land use designation?
4-7
11/17/2016
GPAC Meeting #13
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
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Hydrology
• Half Moon Bay is built on seasonal wetlands; so there is channelization – some have riparian vegetation and some do not – including areas with willow, which is a key species for
riparian areas
• If willows are present, is the area assumed to be riparian? o Concern about manmade ditches with intermittent streams that could change in the future – these are not as
significant; o Has Half Moon Bay conducted a complete study of its drainages?
4-5, 4-30
11/17/2016
GPAC Meeting #13
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Land Use
Document changes that have taken place since 1993. For example, the area north of the Pacific Ridge development is subject to a habitat management plan.
Page Reference - Applies Generally
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Open Space

It would be helpful to include the Land Use Diagram in the Conservation and Open Space Element because the element refers to so many land use designations.
4-3
11/17/2016
GPAC Meeting #13
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Question about an earlier draft Open Space Element (never adopted) which includes more information and inventories of open space areas and if that level of detail should be
included now or in implementation later.
4-3
11/17/2016
GPAC Meeting #13
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Question about the open space restoration. Is restoration included in the Conservation and Open Space Element; or it is LCP limited? Or is it related to specific situations; e.g.
water)?
4-6
11/17/2016
GPAC Meeting #13
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Several GPAC members discussed open space acquisition.
4-6
11/17/2016
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GPAC Meeting #13
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Parks and Open Space

Clarification regarding the first two implementing policies for open space in the draft Conservation and Open Space Element. Both policies pertain to open space acquisition.
4-7
11/17/2016
GPAC Meeting #13
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Comment that the Pacific Ridge development, $2.8 million was to be collected ($45,000 for each of the 62 lots to be developed). At the time, $45,000 was the estimated value for
vacant parcels that may be appropriate for acquisition as open space. It is not enough money now because land values have increased.
4-6
11/17/2016
GPAC Meeting #13
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
With respect to the last paragraph on page 4-3, it is correct to have acquisition strategy for lands not already secured as open space; but for those already secured (e.g. through
easements), they should just be designated because they do not need to be acquired.
4-3
11/17/2016
GPAC Meeting #13
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Policies
The Local Coastal Land Use Plan and the Conservation and Open Space Element need to meld consistently.
Page Reference - Applies Generally
11/17/2016
GPAC Meeting #13
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Sensitive Habitat
With respect to the Greenbelt Stream Corridor land use designation and the draft policy for expanding the application of that category to additional areas that it would be
preferable to apply it to the map now while the plans are being updated and not to hold it back as a future action. Later in the meeting, additional discussion of the topic took
place including the following:
• The GPAC should discuss expanding application of the designation if conditions exist in the field
• If the conditions are present, why not map them if there are significant? An example is between the western side of the Casa Del Mar neighborhood to the mouth of Pilarcitos
Creek where there is a riparian corridor
• What about the arroyo through Wavecrest and what about the golf course?
• We need more information – some riparian areas are known and some need more study
• Once a drainage is named or classified (e.g. as riparian), it will need to be appropriately maintained and this has important implications.
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4-5
11/17/2016
GPAC Meeting #13
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
4.3 Water Conservation
Conservation
• Didn't see discussions of restoration
• Would like to see revision of LCP policies
• Unsure of what "accommodate tourism" means; unclear on the meaning of "local needs"; unclear how balance would work
• Table 4-1 suggest revising to include protection of biological resources
• Can and should designate land as open space conservation
• Marijuana needs to be integrated into our thinking
• Riparian areas should be identified in the LCP

4-8
12/2/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Jimmy Benjamin
Sensitive Habitat
• Make distinction between ESHA's and parks and reword to clarify that converting an ESHA to a park is not permitted
• Should have designations for 'permanent open space', and overlays for sensitive habitat, hazards, and trails.
• Our water conservation policies should be for us rather than determined by water infrastructure industry
• Consider adopting organization principals rather than the organization as a whole
• page 14: missing muni code 18.37 visual resource
4-31
12/2/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Jimmy Benjamin
Water Supply

2/3
• 4-8 - The description of Coastside CWD's compliance for the 2009 Water Conservation Act is not correct. Refer to table 5-1 in the 2015 Urban Water Management Plan.
• 4-9 - Coastside CWD does not provide applicants with a checklist for compliance with MWELO
4-8 - 4-9
2/14/2017
Letter
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Coastside County Water District
Cathleen Brennan
4.5 Local Urban Forest Conservation
Greenhouse Gases
Urban Forest:
• threats: drought; erosion; pine-bark beetle; invasive exotics; ornamentals in new developments
• would like to see discussion of Monarch Butterfly
Air Quality
• Is it true that our pollutants are blown east?
• Do F-gases mean CFC's, HFC's?
Waste Management:
• The City determined that waste management goals were met in 2014, does the state agree?
• How much of our solid waste is compostable?
4-14
12/2/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Jimmy Benjamin
4.6 Air Quality
Greenhouse Gases
Figure 4-2 does not distinguish between CO2 and more potent GHGs such as CFCs. Reducing their use as refrigerants etc., may yield high leverage.
4-18
2/14/2017
E-Mail
GPAC Member
Jimmy Benjamin
The inventory does not include the emissions associated with decaying vegetation, particularly in wetlands. Although they contribute CO2, the green stems in wetlands join with
trees to sequester carbon. Recognizing them provides an important legal constraint on policies that control activities that could reduce sequestration and promote activities to
stabilize or decrease it and another basis for impact fees tied to GHBs.
4-18
2/14/2017
E-Mail
GPAC Member
Jimmy Benjamin
4.7 Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change
Greenhouse Gases

Glad to see wastewater treatment identified as a source of greenhouse gasses (GHGs) in Figure 4-2. If SAM does not capture GHGs produced by the Coastside's wastewater
stream, the City may have an opportunity to establish a policy requiring impact fees for development that would contribute to SAM GHG emissions.
4-24
1-11
2/14/2017
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E-Mail
GPAC Member
Jimmy Benjamin
Provide regulatory frameworks; e.g. AB 32 and SB 375.
4-20
6/2/2016
GPAC Meeting #10
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
4.9 Policies
Conservation
Policies:
• 4-G.2 Not all open space has to be paired with trails
• 4-G.3 Other goals promote groundwater recharge, prevent saltwater intrusion, recycle why omit?
• 4-1I.3 Do we need a policy that states to 'explore potential for lot retirement'?
• 4-I.4 Greenbelt areas should be mapped
• 4.I-5 Include funding for maintenance in offer to dedicate
• 4-I.7 Acquire land and build access as funds become available
• 4-I.19 Are local solar productions for the City feasible?
• 4-I.37 Would composting demand consume our capacity?
4-29
12/2/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Jimmy Benjamin

The District supports Implementing Policies 4-I.1 - 4-I.8 and supports expanding opportunities to partner with the City and local land trusts to acquire land for conservation and
open space and could be a partner to support conservation easements for agricultural uses and low-intensity recreation and habitat protection. The District supports a new land
designation such as "Open Space Preservation" to help the City meet its stated preservation goals in Policy 4-I.4. In Guiding Policy 4-G.2, include "with consideration for regional
open space areas." Per the Greenhouse Gasses and Climate Change section, Miramontes is an Association of bay Area Governments (ABAG) Priority Conservation Area and
includes most of Burleigh Murray Ranch State Park and the Eastern end of Miramontes Open Space Preserve.
4-29
4-20
2/23/2017
Letter
Midpeninsula Open Space District
Jane Mark, Planning Manager
Conservation Easements
Question about land areas that are already under permanent conservation easements. How shall they be considered in the General Plan? For example, these include the
easement parallel and west of Railroad Avenue (Residential Medium), a site within the Pacific Ridge development (PUD), and a large portion of the Guerro PUD (Residential
Medium). A GPAC member provided clarification that in the case of the lands adjacent to Railroad Avenue, the City owns the property and the Coastside Land Trust holds a
conservation easement.
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4-5
4-30
11/17/2016
GPAC Meeting #13
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Open Space
A GPAC member asked what the land use designations of the three example areas are (area parallel and west of Railroad Avenue (Residential Medium), a site within the Pacific
Ridge development (PUD), and a large portion of the Guerro PUD (Residential Medium)) and if they can be changed to match the actual condition as open space areas and that
the protected open space land uses should be labeled and otherwise demarcated for what they are.
4-3
11/17/2016
GPAC Meeting #13
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Parks and Open Space
Draft policy 4-G.1 needs to be revised. The reference to “balanced” as it is applied to types of open space uses is not operable for this circumstance.
4-29
4-G.1
11/17/2016
GPAC Meeting #13
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Policies
General comment about the draft policies and noted that if they are not specific or strong enough they will be too open to interpretation.
4-29
11/17/2016
GPAC Meeting #13
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
There is room in the Conservation and Open Space Element to strengthen the policies; for example, Policy 4.G-1 regarding the open space system. The community member
encouraged the GPAC and staff to improve and expand the narrative and definitions.
4-29
11/17/2016
GPAC Meeting #13
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
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5. Healthy Community Element
5.2 Wellness
Agriculture
Suggested that the Healthy Community Element would be the best place for the General Plan to address the City’s position on marijuana which has community health
implications.
5-4
1/11/2017
GPAC Meeting #15
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Community Character
5-25 - Next-door and other social networks - policy on political discourse? How to keep dialogue productive.
5-26 - Author of "Half Moon Bay Region Profile, Child Care Supply..."?
5-31 - School district facilities not counted to satisfy parkland standard. If counted, how would ballfield per capita compare with other communities?
5-25
1/22/2017
E-Mail
GPAC Member
Jimmy Benjamin
• inspirational vistas compatible with HMB's small-town character, efficient transportation, healthy environment (GHG, clean water, air)
• Adequate parks
• Importance of getting park land developed as we have the capacity to do so
• Distinction between open space trails and parks - ESHA should not suffer damage to serve the role of active parks, concern about dogs overrunning habitat
• Other elements must be consistent with adopted optional elements in place opportunities for seniors
• Marijuana and healthy communities

5-1
1/20/2017
E-Mail
GPAC Member
Jimmy Benjamin
Green Infrastructure
Expressed support for the Green Infrastructure discussion and noted that grant funding is available for projects that implement those types of measures.
5-7
1/11/2017
GPAC Meeting #15
GPAC Member
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Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Health
• 5-4 - Mortality stat is interesting, what about morbidity?
• 5-4 - "Health equity" is framed as a social justice metric - how does location of resources to relative disadvantaged population effect this metric?
• 5-5 - Zoning ordinance changes should be sought to favor housing that allows elderly to age in place vs. big box houses
5-23 -John Lynch case of aging in place - other examples?
• 5-23 - Telemedicine as discussed at GPAC meetings re: New Healthcare Services/Facilities
• 5-24 - No discussion of drug use, legalized marijuana, what is our position on this?

5-2
1/21/2017
E-Mail
GPAC Member
Jimmy Benjamin

• 5-7 - Thank you for Green Infrastructure, these ideas should be in LCLUP and Safety Element as well
• 5-7 - Radon as a hazard?
• 5-11 - Demonstration gardens - Maybe extending agriculture zoning to allow for more farm stands with appropriate restrictions? Maybe only healthy, in-season produce?
• 5-11 - Do walk scores reflect dog walking areas? Dog walking seems to provide opportunities for community bonding
• 5-11 - Casa del Mar neighborhood desires beach and Coastal trail access, but what about issues with winter rain accumulation and impacts on ESHA?
• 5-21 - Would like to know more of City's opinion on Vision Zero
5-7
1/21/2017
E-Mail
GPAC Member
Jimmy Benjamin
Representative spoke on behalf of their advocacy for community health policy and their work to provide data and other support to Half Moon Bay to prepare and eventually
implement the Healthy Community Element. They also noted that Half Moon Bay is one of few cities in the County to bring forth such an element. They further offered to provide
a presentation on Vision Zero if the City is interested.
Page Reference - Applies Generally
1/11/2017
GPAC Meeting #15
Representative of the San Mateo County Healthy System
Representative of the San Mateo County Healthy System
Parks and Open Space
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5-32 - Include Horse Bridge over Pilarcitos Creek in Commercial Recreation sub section?
5-32 - 9.8 ac of parkland required to serve anticipated population, but parkland doesn't need to be active; if reserve land for bird watching was counted, would we be closer?
5-39 - (Policy 5-I.6) Should distinguish between pedestrian scale and street lighting
5-39 - (Policy 5-I.8) Mosquito Abatement and Vector Control - Can integrate vector control by creating rich, stable ecosystems where pests are managed by natural predators.
Note: current trash bins provide habitat for mosquitos with standing water
5-39 - (Policy 5-I.12) Suggestion of community gardens on Lutheran Church land and vertical gardens downtown and on homes?
5-32
1/22/2017
E-Mail
GPAC Member
Jimmy Benjamin
Recreation
5-24 - Pets are an important part of the community fabric - "neglect and overpopulation of domestic pets" - can we elaborate? Pet breeding? Dog/cock fighting, can animal
control services provide comment?
5-24 - Wildlife is key for enjoyment - possibility of using open space for wildlife recovery?
5-24
1/22/2017
E-Mail
GPAC Member
Jimmy Benjamin
Supportive of the community garden components.
5-13
1/11/2017
GPAC Meeting #15
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Transit
Asked about point to point transit as relevant to active transportation.
5-14
1/11/2017
GPAC Meeting #15
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
5.3 Parks and Recreation
Parks and Open Space
• Table 5-6: 16 undeveloped acres at Smith Field should be noted in footnote 4 as being preserved per the CA Coastal Act and LCP; Johnston House property is not within the city
limits and would be more appropriately characterized as an historic site; Since the Ted Adcock Center's rec spaces are not included in the table, the Train Depot should be
removed.
• CFG recommends that the General Plan maintain the Parkland Standards of 8 acres/1,000 residents
5-30

Plan Half Moon Bay
First Public Draft - June 20, 2017

100

Consolidated Comments
Local Coastal Plan & General Plan Update

1/5/2017
Letter
Committee for Green Foothills
Lennie Roberts
5.3 Recreation and Active Living
Document Construction
Concerned about the name of the element and specifically wanted to emphasize the Parks and Recreation aspect of this work.
Page Reference - Applies Generally
1/11/2017
GPAC Meeting #15
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Health
Expressed liking the element and that there are no panaceas for health; fostering exercise (such as via active transportation and the provision of parks and recreation facilities)
needs to be a priority.
5-26
1/11/2017
GPAC Meeting #15
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Infrastructure
Two GPAC members expressed concern that the element is primarily focused on new infrastructure and facilities. They would like to see more attention paid to maintenance of
existing facilities, programs (e.g. Farmers Market), etc.
5-31
1/11/2017
GPAC Meeting #15
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Parks and Open Space
Asked about the build out numbers for which the parkland calculations were based.
5-28
1/11/2017
GPAC Meeting #15
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Encouraged parkland acquisition as a priority over in lieu fees.
5-26
1/11/2017
GPAC Meeting #15
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Expressed that they would like to see more pocket parks for the east side neighborhoods.
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5-28
1/11/2017
GPAC Meeting #15
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Suggested that the element include a new type of park – a bike park – where children and others can learn how to ride more safely in a practice area.
5-26
1/11/2017
GPAC Meeting #15
Representative from Cabrillo Unified School District (CUSD)
Representative from Cabrillo Unified School District (CUSD)
Recreation
A community and GPAC member expressed that the City needs more dog parks.
5-26
1/11/2017
GPAC Meeting #15
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Requested that an aquatic center be added to the element.
5-26
1/11/2017
GPAC Meeting #15
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting

Would like to see recreation activities related to the beach setting – e.g. kayaking, surfing, beach enjoyment, etc. – emphasized. These uses were not presented.
5-26
10/13/2016
GPAC Meeting #12
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
5.4 Policies
Health
• Guiding Principal 2 - Suggests agriculture resources within the city are not important, when they are
• Guiding Principal 4 - enhanced coastal and open space access is good, but cannot damage sensitive coastal resources ex. bikes and dogs in sensitive habitats
• 5-4 - City can support healthier choices and opportunities through design of built environment, protection of natural environment and provision of services
• 5-4 - If we are going to incorporate affordable childcare and job training, then we should include linkages to habitat
5-2
1/20/2017
E-Mail
GPAC Member
Jimmy Benjamin
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5-39 - Healthcare policies - Connection between homelessness, drug use and criminal violence (Stanford research)
5-43 - SMCCD cultural enrichment goes both ways - Spanish as a second language? Classes, music and dance etc.?
5-43 - Public engagement forging bonds with our students - tutoring?
5-46 - (Policy 5-I.80) Equestrian routes should be sited away from sensitive habitat areas including coastal bluff tops and riparian crossings should be cleaned up
5-46 - (Policy 5-I.81-83) Linear parks that don't damage habitats or compromise farming operations. Can have harmful impacts on riparian corridors; trail development needs to
anticipate and adjust to sea level rise and blufftop erosion; maps need to show known ESHA
5-4
1/23/2017
E-Mail
GPAC Member
Jimmy Benjamin
Parks and Open Space
Another community member suggested that because 20% of the land area in PUDs must be for open space, and that should any of these PUDs be developed, it is feasible that
enough land would be available to meet an 8 acre/1,000 resident standard.
5-44
1/11/2017
GPAC Meeting #15
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Asked what “periodically” means in policy 5-I.67 which addresses evaluation of parks and recreation facilities and services needs over time.
5-45
1/11/2017
GPAC Meeting #15
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting

Midpen would be a potential partner to enhance existing programs especially youth programming in Implementing Policy 5-I.56. The District strongly supports Implementing
Policy 5-I.54 and recommends new policies for similar support facilities when considering Trails (Policies 5-I.79 - 5-I.83) and Special Facilities (Policies 5-I.84 - 5-I.91). The District
recommends that as part of Implementing Policies for Trails (5-I.79 - 5-I.83) the City also addresses the need to promote trail connections to future trail routes and regional open
spaces adjacent to City boundaries or cross reference applicable policies in the Circulation Element.
5-44
2/24/2017
Letter
Midpeninsula Open Space District
Jane Mark, Planning Manager
Stated that they would like the GPAC to reconsider the proposed parkland standard and that maintaining the existing higher standard of 8 acres/1,000 residents is appropriate.
The comment further included reference to Half Moon Bay’s role in providing recreation opportunities to unincorporated communities outside the City limits.
5-44
1/11/2017
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GPAC Meeting #15
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Recreation
Asked if public art was addressed; and if not, that it be added. Another GPAC member cited agreement.
5-37
1/11/2017
GPAC Meeting #15
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Requested more development of the commercial recreation narrative and policy; specifically with respect to the unique opportunity for wildlife viewing (especially birding)
available in Half Moon Bay. This section could be expanded to emphasize coastal commercial recreation.
5-46
1/11/2017
GPAC Meeting #15
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Text Corrections
Noted that “Adopt a Park” already exists.
5-46
1/11/2017
GPAC Meeting #15
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
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6. Safety Element
6.2 Geological and Seismic Hazards
Erosion
• defining "coastal erosion" vs "erosion"
• demand management for limited evacuation pathways requires more nuanced alerts
• Safety element shall be consistent with the Local Hazard Mitigation Plan: what if this requires four-laning SR1?
• With reference to geologic and seismic safety: good ideas but the most important is to prohibit development in high-hazard areas
• Makes not of additional landfill on Scopesi parcel upstream from the City parcel
• With regard to communications: we should have a wi-fi of our own
• Policy 6-I.1 Why are landslides and erosion included here instead of coastal hazards?
6-4
12/2/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Jimmy Benjamin
Topic of erosion generally, noting that bluff erosion is not the only type of coastal erosion to be considered by the Local Coastal Land Use Plan and that instead; all types of
erosion are within the scope of the Coastal Act.
6-4
11/17/2016
GPAC Meeting #13
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Flooding
• Policy 6-I.7 Dam inundation, SLR, these are coastal hazards involving coastal resource
• Policy 6-I.40 Need to improve warning system to make better use of evacuation route capacity
• Policy 6-I.44 Wireless city infrastructure with its own power would be resilient
• Policy 6-I.47 General plan should proudly require being an inclusive town
6-16
12/2/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Jimmy Benjamin
6.5 Emergency Preparedness
Emergency Response
Suggestion for the emergency preparedness and response section of the Safety Element: add mobile cell towers as a means for maintaining communication in the event of
significant emergency; address the potential need to shelter animals.
6-13
11/17/2016
GPAC Meeting #13
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
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• In the event of a natural disaster the city could lose road access to north, south and east and only access by air and sea for the city to receive critical resources. The draft plan
should study the adequacy of sea and air-based sources of re-supply
6-13
5/31/2016
E-Mail
Community Member
Paul Grigorieff
6.7 Policies
Community Character
Support of draft policy 6.I-47 Community relationships which acknowledges that Half Moon Bay is an inclusive community.
6-21
6.I-47
11/17/2016
GPAC Meeting #13
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Hazards
Request that a reference to the LCLUP be added to the Safety Element and specifically in Policy 6.I-1 Development in Hazardous Areas.
6-16
6-I.1
11/17/2016
GPAC Meeting #13
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Text Corrections
Noticed an inconsistency between a reference to both the California Building Code and the International Building Code (policy 6-I.4).
6-16
6-I.4
11/17/2016
GPAC Meeting #13
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
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7. Noise Element
7.2 Noise Characteristics and Measurement
Noise
• policy for noise and habitat disturbance (ex. drones, model airplanes), electric scooters on trails etc.
• Streetlights, noise profiles that provide healthy sleeping environment
7-3
1/20/2017
E-Mail
GPAC Member
Jimmy Benjamin
• Additional noise sources: sewer plant solid waste disposal; ultralights flying above beach, airplanes in/out of HMB airport; lawn maintenance; sirens
• What about periodic noise?
• Noise and vibration are cumulative and must be treated together
• Thresholds of significance should be relative to ambient noise, time of day, and state of sensitive receptors
• Check science on dBA
• CNEL may be adequate in highly urbanized environments, but HMB can do better
• Policy 7-I.3 avoid "where feasible" clauses
• Policy 7-I.10 Add solid waste haulers
• Policy 7-I.13 How is "high quality" assessed?
7-3
12/2/2016
Email
GPAC Member
Jimmy Benjamin
Clarification about the noise measurements and the contour map; specifically whether or not sound from ocean waves was included in the City’s noise profile.
7-9
11/17/2016
GPAC Meeting #13
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Concern about use of a noise standard that averages low nighttime levels with high daytime levels. This can result in a determination of no impact for land uses that are extremely
loud during daytime hours.
7-3
10/13/2016
GPAC Meeting #12
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
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Described experiencing increased roadway noise (duration and intensity) over the past 8 years from a home about 200 yards away from HWY 1. There are detrimental health
effects of noise exposure. The assumed growth for this planning process – 1,000 more residents and 300,000 square feet of additional commercial development at 2040 – needs
to be reconsidered in that with existing population and commercial development adverse impacts are already evident. The community member further expressed that sound
walls are not the only response to deal with increased traffic, and that growth should addressed.
7-3
10/13/2016
GPAC Meeting #12
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Discussion of roadway noise and that sound walls are not the only option for addressing this issue. There are CalTrans approved alternatives.
7-3
10/13/2016
GPAC Meeting #12
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Navigation of easements for ensuring that new residents and homeowners are aware of the noise environment of a particular property. Another community member clarified
that those easements are applicable to airport noise.
7-3
10/13/2016
GPAC Meeting #12
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Preference for a more sensitive threshold of significance that proposed in the Draft Noise Element – 3 dBa instead of 5 dBa. A GPAC suggested avoiding ambiguous language such
as “where feasible.”
7-4
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
With respect to residential uses near high volume roadways where outside noise environments exceed the approved level, two GPAC members commented. One expressed that
they would like to be able to make findings of denial for proposed sensitive uses in such locations based on not being able to fully comply with noise standards on the entire
property. Another described the potential for attractive sound walls to protect sensitive uses.
7-3
10/13/2016
GPAC Meeting #12
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
7.4 Sources of Noise and Vibration
Noise
A community member stated that the Highway 1 noise is significant and that during warmer months when windows are open, it disturbs sleep.
7-7
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1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Discussed adjacent dissimilar land uses such as residential development adjacent to commercial development or public facilities and that impacts of noisier uses on nearby
residential uses needs to be better addressed in the Noise Element.
7-7
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Discussed existing residences that may be impacted by roadway noise. One member described the potential for directing any city funding available for sound walls instead to
retrofitting older homes with triple-paned windows and other insulation methods to reduce interior sound levels.
7-7
2.2-43
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
GPAC members agreed that transportation related noise has the biggest impact on Half Moon Bay residents. Comments related to transportation related noise include Highway 1
, SR 92, surface streets and various types of vehicles that are especially noisy including motorcycles and certain types of scooters.
7-7
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting

Identified public facility uses that impact the city’s noise environment including solid waste collection and disposal and use of the SAM plant property for staging this activity and
other potential point sources of noise such as pump stations. Controlling hours of operation and other policy support for quieter practices were suggested.
7-7
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Members discussed noise impact funds which could be established by collecting noise impact fees from new development. One member expressed that any policy about this
would need to be specific enough to ensure proper implementation and another member noted that retrofitting would address interior noise, but not exterior sound levels.
7-7
2.2-43
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
GPAC Member
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Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Noise impact cannot be determined by random distance measure when evaluation acoustics. Other factors like topography impact acoustics. Suggest a formal acoustic impact
and mitigation study for each construction project, especially for long-term projects. Likewise acoustic assessment/mitigation should be required for any site engaging in use of
loudspeakers and sudden loud noises in access of approved decibel level - duration is not relevant, repetition is.
7-7
2/14/2017
E-Mail
Community Member
Pamela Fisher
Noted noise sources not addressed in the Noise Element such as ultralight airplanes, drones, and other hobby aircraft.
7-7
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Project start times should reflect type and duration of project. For example, Terrace Ave and Highland Park would be significantly affected by the Pacific Ridge Project for at least
five years and subjected to a 7:00 construction start time over that period of time. In reality heavy traffic will begin at 6:30 for five years. In searching other city's construction
times, 8:00 is not uncommon with a weekend start of 9:00 or 10:00 and no construction on Sundays/holidays.

7-7
2/14/2017
E-Mail
Community Member
Pamela Fisher
Sound walls: Examples: A community member described the history of the Ocean Colony soundwall noting that vegetation was found to be an inadequate sound barrier in that
case. A judge mandated the wall. Following that situation A former Half Moon Bay planning director established the practice to require new development to be setback from the
roadway out of the noise impacted area.
7-7
2.3-9
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting

Sound walls: Examples: Another community member expressed concern about forthcoming construction at Pacific Ridge which will include significant and noisy construction
vehicle traffic on Terrace Avenue. The community member suggested that the developer should use the roadway behind the high school to access the property.
7-7
2.3-9
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
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GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting

Sound walls: Noise source: Reduce the speed limit; address driving behavior/speeding by changing the perception of a straight-away highway by incorporating features indicating
an urban context (e.g. crossings, green strip bike lane, and others) to increase awareness about the town setting and the overall tone of the Highway; synchronize traffic signals
on Highway 1 to establish more consistent (and quieter) rate of speed which is quieter than acceleration and deceleration
7-7
2.3-9
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Sound walls: Priorities: A community member expressed that although they do not like Soundwalls, reducing noise in the city’s neighborhoods, especially at night, should be
prioritized.
7-7
2.3-9
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Sound walls: Visual impacts: Sound walls along a highway corridor would diminish the views including the ocean and foothills; would likely not be implemented as a whole and
resulting in an unattractive piecemeal installation.
7-7
2.3-9
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Sound walls: Wall alternatives: Vegetated barriers instead of walls.
7-7
2.3-9
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
The impacts of noise and vibration are cumulative when they occur together; especially from the same source. The member also expressed concern that the draft policies in the
Noise Element make reference to Los Angeles which has a significantly different context than Half Moon Bay.
7-7
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
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Utilize quieter pavement - a community member stated that recent repaving on Highway 280 with rubberized pavement significantly reduced roadway noise.
7-7
2.3-9
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
GPAC Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Vibration

Expressed that although the city’s noise environment is mostly favorable, vibration from construction activities is a concern. In the Downtown, where construction of larger
projects – including those at the Cunha Intermediate School campus and the forthcoming Library – are near residences, some of which have older foundations. There is concern
about the long-term effects of vibration on these structures and the ability to ensure that larger projects are compliant with vibration regulations.
7-9
1/26/2017
GPAC Meeting #16
Community Member
Speaker at GPAC Meeting
Vibration can damage nearby homes. Redwood City has a Noise and Vibration Code. See: http://www.redwoodcity.org/home/showdocument?id=5009 see Table 4.10-3 Typical
Levels of Ground borne Vibration
7-7
2/14/2017
E-Mail
Community Member
Pamela Fisher
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Existing Conditions Report
Section Reference Not Applicable
Biological Resources
Draft section on special status species is in need pf clarification. Section is too reliant on data from CNDDB, and should include information known by local biologists. Attached
table of special stats animal species that are known, or suspected of occurring within HMB or the immediate vicinity of the General plan planning area. Section 5.1 does not
accurately reflect the importance of HMB ocean bluffs as a biological resource.
Page Reference Not Applicable
10/19/2016
Email
Community Member
Gary Deghi
Provided a list of Species of Special Concern, some o f which were noted to be missing from the existing documentation.
Page Reference Not Applicable
6/28/2016
Email
Community Member
Alvaro Jaramillo
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