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Working Draft: Key Policies for Community Discussion
Revised September 15, 2015
This document has been revised from the version originally presented at the Synthesis Workshop
on September 10, 2015. Revisions include changes to the Open Space Preservation
implementation policies (pp. 6-7) and the Open Space and Public Recreation map (pp. 11-12).

Working Draft: Key Policies for Community Discussion
Open Space for Recreation
Conservation
Safety
September 10, 2015

Each section below contains two tiers of policies:


Guiding Policies are the City’s statements of broad direction, philosophy, or standards to
be achieved.



Implementing Policies are specific statements that guide decision-making. They may
refer to existing programs or development standards or call for establishment of new
ones.

In some cases explanatory text is provided in italics. This text will not be adopted policy, but is
provided to clarify intent or provide references to resources.
The set of policies below is not comprehensive; it reflects community input at the building block
workshops and neighborhood meetings, as well as preceding outreach activities. These policies
will be supplemented with additional ones at subsequent stages to provide greater depth and
comprehensiveness.
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Open Space for Recreation
This topic addresses open space for outdoor recreation. Open space for health and safety is
addressed under Safety; open space for preservation of natural resources, and for managed
production of resources are addressed under Conservation.

GUIDING POLICIES


Maintain a diversified, comprehensive system of open space for outdoor recreation,
including, but not limited to: Parks; beaches; areas for organized sports; and
opportunities for the appreciation of nature.



Utilize greenways and trails to connect the city’s open space network.



Ensure that the city’s parks and recreation facilities address the diverse needs of Half
Moon Bay’s community, providing activities and accessibility for all ages and abilities.



Maintain parkland provision and accessibility standards to ensure that new parkland
keeps pace with population increase.



Promote sustainable public access to parks and recreational open space areas by
providing adequate parking, alternative transportation, and trails while considering
habitat conservation and enhancement, and healthy ecosystem functions.



Improve and maintain high quality beaches for residents and visitors.



Coordinate with agencies and organizations and leverage regional resources to ensure
strategic and efficient progress in the acquisition of public open space as well as its longterm maintenance.

IMPLEMENTING POLICIES
Parks and Recreation


Develop, implement and periodically update a Parks and Recreation Needs Assessment
and Action Plan that identifies appropriate programming for the city’s parklands and
prioritizes future parkland development, meeting the community’s needs for playfields,
playgrounds, passive recreation, events, community gardening, dog parks, and others.



Acquire and develop park areas in accordance with a standard of 4.0 acres of community
and neighborhood parkland per 1,000 residents. Require parkland dedication in desired
locations as part of larger developments, and, where needed or appropriate, collect in lieu
fee.
This standard differs from the current General Plan standard of 8.0 acres of parkland per
1,000 residents (five acres of neighborhood parkland and three acres of community
parkland). This standard is consistent with the current Subdivision Regulations, which
requires the amount of land to be dedicated by a subdivider to be 4.0 acres per 1,000
population.
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Consider accessibility, housing density, proximity to schools, adjacent residential area
traffic impacts, scenic views, and compatibility with surrounding environment when
determining park locations.



Provide a range of park sizes and types—including neighborhood parks, pocket parks,
parklets, and community gardens—to maximize open space accessibility and meet
community needs.



Undertake development of a “town green” that serves the whole city and can host events,
that is centrally located in the Half Moon Bay core area, and which can provide at least 2
acres of parkland.


Explore development of the town green on the Podesta Site, located North of Main
Street and Highway 1, utilizing transfer of development density to other parts of the
site, dedication, City purchase, or a combination thereof for a park size of 4 acres.



Alternative locations if the Podesta site were to become unavailable include the POST
property, located east of Downtown near SR-92, and existing parks such as John
Carter Park or others that could be substantially enhanced.



Consider the community’s needs for an aquatic center, sports facilities, community
meeting spaces, and youth center.



Cooperate with other organizations including the Cabrillo Unified School District to
ensure that adequate recreational facilities are available to members of the community
and are well maintained.

Trails and Greenways


Complete the trail system within the city to allow safe and environmentally conscious
access to parks, beaches, and recreational open space areas, integrated with the regional
trail system. This includes:


Continuous pedestrian and bicycle trail along the coastline;



Trails along Pilarcitos and Frenchmans creeks, connecting neighborhoods to the
beaches and coastline, parks, and foothills;



Completion of pedestrian and bicycle trails west of Highway1, and new trails east of
Highway 1 along its entire length; and



Connectivity between off-road trails and major on-road pedestrian and bicycle
routes, such that future improvements in the trail system also contribute to linkages
between important sites (such as beaches, schools, and commercial centers).



Design and designate trails as multi-use to be accessible for all user groups, including
walkers, bicyclists, and equestrians (as land use policy allows). Ensure that the network
provides an appropriate amount of resources for each trail type or user group.



Locate multi-use trails and associated amenities and passive recreational features to
minimize impacts to sensitive habitats and other sensitive surrounding land uses, such as
residences.
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As part of the development approval process, obtain an irrevocable offer to dedicate or a
permanent easement for multi-use trails on privately owned property where trails are
proposed as part of the Half Moon Bay trail system.



Improve existing trails, trail amenities, and safety.

Beaches and Coastal Access


Work with California State Parks and other organizations to enhance the quality of the
city’s beaches and open spaces, by reducing the amount of litter and pollution present in
these areas and providing appropriate amenities.


Increase public awareness of litter and its impacts on the landscape;



Increase public awareness of the sources of pollution in the city’s waterways;



Provide trash receptacles in strategic locations along the city’s open space network;



Encourage volunteer activities to pick up litter in public open spaces; and



Provide more amenities to support high quality coastal access where appropriate,
including public restrooms, benches, and bicycle facilities.



Provide additional, safe, crossings across highways 1 and 92 for bicycles and pedestrians
to enable access from all neighborhoods to the coast.



Improve safety and accessibility of coastal access points at Redondo and Poplar Beaches.
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Conservation
GUIDING POLICIES


Ensure that the city’s open space system is balanced and integrated and reflects a variety
of considerations – resource conservation, agricultural conservation, recreation, and
aesthetic and community identity.



Protect and, where possible, enhance or restore environmentally sensitive habitat areas
(ESHAs).



Promote conservation of sea cliffs and blufftops.



Provide educational opportunities and interpretation in conservation areas as feasible to
broaden community appreciation, considering potential impacts to sensitive habitats.



Protect and conserve the city’s watersheds and water resources, including fresh water and
marine habitat.



Recognize the important value of agriculture and floriculture lands in the city, and
support their productive use.



Utilize and promote water conservation strategies to generally reduce the amount of
potable and fresh water consumed in the city, as well reduce reliance on fresh water and
prevent overdrafting of water resources in times of drought.

IMPLEMENTING POLICIES
Open Space Preservation


Work with private trusts and organizations to strategically acquire and assemble open
space lands for conservation.



Support strategies such as conservation easement programs, and site design techniques
such as cluster-type housing and transfer-of-development-rights within developments, to
maximize open space and prevent development on blufftops.



Establish a transfer of development rights (TDR) program in the Wavecrest Planned Unit
Development (PUD) area, allowing property owners in a designated sending area in the
western portion of the PUD to transfer development rights to a designated receiving area
in the eastern portion (see map).



Establish the West of Railroad PUD area as a priority for acquisition and addition to the
State Beach, allowing for low-density residential development in the event that it cannot
be acquired.


No development shall be permitted until an opportunity for acquisition and addition
to the State Beach has been allowed and the State Department of Parks and
Recreation has indicated no intent to acquire. Such determination by the State
Department of Parks and Recreation shall be made within one year after adoption of
the General Plan.
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In the event that acquisition is not possible, allow low-density residential
development to take place, considering the establishment of a transfer of
development rights (TDR) program or clustering development to result in substantial
open space preservation.

Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas


Require site-specific biological resources evaluations for development proposed in an
area where a known or potential ESHA has been delineated in Figure xxx.



Review the ESHA map (Figure xxx) every five years and update it to reflect current
information, including information on rare, threatened, or endangered species. Areas
subject to habitat restoration projects shall also be considered for designation as ESHA.
Revisions to the map depicting ESHA shall be treated as LCP amendments and shall be
subject to the approval of the Coastal Commission.



Limit development in ESHAs to uses that are resource-dependent, and recreational access
where it would not significantly degrade such areas, and is compatible with long-term
habitat protection and viability.



Work with private trusts and organizations on protection of resources in sensitive areas,
and consider designating a conservancy agency to be responsible for protection,
maintenance, monitoring and liability of open space lands.



Include in the complete Conservation Element detailed standards and criteria for
protection of specific habitats, including:

 Riparian corridors for all perennial and intermittent streams and lakes and other
bodies of freshwater: Permitted uses, performance standards, buffer zones;

 Sand dunes: Designation, permitted uses, development standards, restoration, public
acquisition;

 Sea cliffs and blufftops: Permitted uses, development standards; and
 Rare and endangered, and unique species.
 Performance standards may include those related to the use of toxic chemical
substances, buffers, drainage, light, and noise.
Hydrology and Water Quality


Promote the use of Low Impact Development (LID) strategies, Best Management
Practices (BMPs), and on-site infiltration to create blue infrastructure for treating and
reducing stormwater runoff.



Facilitate the restoration, enhancement, or preservation of riparian, wetland, and open
water habitats.



Reduce impacts from erosion and water quality degradation by managing project runoff
stormwater discharge rates implementing hydromodification management measures,
including maximizing infiltration to reduce detention requirements and flow duration
controls that control stormwater release.
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Continue implementing National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
provisions for long-term reduction of stormwater pollutants, and the San Mateo
Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program (SMCWPPP), which requires postconstruction stormwater controls.

Water Conservation


Permit and support the use of non-potable water sources as appropriate, including
residential graywater systems.



Promote the use of drought-tolerant landscaping.



Work with the Coastside County Water District to meet State targets for reducing per
capita urban water use.



Support efforts by the Coastside County Water District and the Sewer Authority MidCoastside to upgrade the Half Moon Bay Treatment Plant from secondary to tertiary
treatment to produce and distribute recycled water in Half Moon Bay.



Promote water conservation in agricultural operations by supporting conservation
methods such as water recycling.

Agricultural Resources
Additional policies in the Land Use element will discuss permitting, farmworker’s housing, and
expanding permitted agriculture-related activities and uses on agricultural land.


Explore preservation strategies such as conservation and agricultural easements to
incentivize landowners to keep land in agricultural production.



Create an Urban Agriculture Incentive Zone (UAIZ), extending from Frenchmans Creek
in north to Wavecrest Road in the south, to encourage owners of private, vacant,
undeveloped land within City limits to commit their lands to urban agriculture use for at
least five years, with space and access for community gardens.
The UAIZ would be established in accordance with provisions of AB 551 (Section 51040 of
the California Government Code) and would provide tax benefits to landowners who
commit to maintaining their land for urban agriculture.



Ensure adequate buffers and transitions between agricultural land and non-agricultural
development in order to promote compatibility of adjacent land uses.



Maintain connections between agricultural lands with other agricultural lands and
supporting uses, avoiding the isolation of agricultural parcels among non-agricultural
uses.



Permit greenhouses and other agriculture-related structures on sites where long-term
agriculture use is desired.
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Safety
GUIDING POLICIES


Minimize injury, loss of life, and damage to property resulting from fire, flood, hazardous
material release, or geologic or seismic disasters.



Consider long-term climate change and sea-level rise for hazard mitigation, and
incorporate adaptive strategies in planning for future public facilities and infrastructure.
(Sea level rise adaptation policies will be expanded and refined as appropriate as part
of the City’s sea level rise vulnerability assessment efforts).



Maintain safety services that are responsive to citizens’ needs to ensure a safe and secure
environment for people and property in the community.

IMPLEMENTING POLICIES
General


Require that new development mitigates potential impacts from hazards.



Maintain an updated Hazard Mitigation Plan as the community’s long-term strategy to
reduce disaster losses.



Regulate development in hazardous areas, including flood-prone areas, hazardous
materials sites, and areas subject to landslide or erosion risks, to ensure the stability and
structural integrity of the site and surrounding area, and neither create nor contribute
significantly to erosion or instability of destruction of the site and surrounding area, or
interfere with flood management.



Promote awareness among community members of potential hazards in Half Moon Bay
as well as the City’s disaster management and response policies.



Continue to update hazard mapping based on new and best available information.

Flood Hazards



Prohibit construction of structures in a designated floodway where such development
would endanger life or contribute to flood hazards.



Cooperate and coordinate with federal, state and local jurisdictions, and agencies
involved in the mitigation of flood hazards from dam inundation, tsunamis, sea level rise,
and major flood events.



Update the Citywide Drainage Master Plan and undertake steps to increasing system
capacity through measures such as upsizing existing storm drain pipes, adding storm
drain lines parallel to existing ditches, and reconstructing ditches to increase capacity.



Encourage the restoration of wetlands, riparian areas, and other habitats that provide
flood retention and storage, remediation for degraded water quality, and groundwater
recharge.
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Geologic and Seismic Hazards


Require Geological Reports for areas in geologically hazardous areas as well as areas of
coastal hazard, such as bluff edges, and where development may affect coastal and
geologic stability, with mitigation measures implemented where necessary.



Do not permit new development that would require the construction of protective
devices that would significantly alter landforms along bluffs and cliffs.

Fire Hazards


Minimize fire hazards in the city by managing fuels and ensuring adequate firebreaks and
buffers around high-risk areas.

Disaster Preparedness


Use the Half Moon Bay Local Hazard Mitigation Plan (LHMP) as the principal tool for
disaster preparedness, resilience, and recovery. Ensure that the LHMP contains tsunami
and dam inundation warning plans.



Avoid placement of critical facilities within the tsunami hazard zone.



Work with emergency service providers to provide training programs such as CERT to
ensure community- and neighborhood-level coordination and preparedness and improve
community resilience in case of emergencies.



Explore alternatives for emergency services in case the city’s emergency ingress and egress
routes become inaccessible during an emergency.



Protect the community in the event of isolation from disasters and ensure that
communications options are available during emergencies.

Sea Level Rise


Do not permit any new development in areas subject to sea level rise as shown in map
(forthcoming).



Ensure that new development is sited and designed with consideration for sea level rise
flooding and wave run up, and other impacts such as erosion that may occur over the
economic life of the structure.



Site and design infrastructure and public facilities, including roads, trails, and parks, with
consideration for sea level rise impacts, such as flooding and erosion, that may occur over
the economic life of the structure.



Ensure that the connectivity of infrastructure is preserved in the event of ongoing erosion
or wave run-up, and ensure adequate egress/evacuation is preserved during storm events.



Develop strategies for the managed retreat—retiring, moving, or replacing—
infrastructure and public facilities at risk of damage from sea level rise impacts that may
occur over the economic life of the structure.
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Continue to work with other state and local jurisdictions to address sea level rise issues.
Periodically identify specific infrastructure and communities that will be susceptible to
sea level rise based on current and best available science and projections and continue to
develop or adjust adaptation strategies accordingly.

10

Parks, Public Recreation & Open Space

French
m

De
e

ans
Creek

rC
re
e

k

Working Draft for Community Discussion
Synthesis Workshop - September 10, 2015

s Tr
anc

Lo

e En

VD
BL

IF
DR
IN
SP

O
FR

Kehoe
Park

ER
AG
NT

Open Space Owned by Land Trusts

Poplar
Beach

Beach
Riparian Corridors

S CREEK

SIL
VE
R

GR
AN
D

BALBOA BL
VD

S

EH
STAT

MILL ST

E

AVE
CENTRAL

MO

S ST
NTE

Burleigh Murray
Ranch State
Park

POPLAR ST

Wavecrest
Open Space
Smith
Field
Park

Redondo
Beach

Pilarcitos Creek Park
Mac Dutra
Park

Kitty
Fernandez
Park

FILBERT ST

ST
SEYMOUR

Potential Parks
Passive Recreation

Ar
ro

yo

Le

C
lls
Mi

on
HI
GG
IN

SC

ST RD
WAVECRE

AN
YO
N

Major Highways

RD

Le

on

H RD
O BEAC
REDOND
R
NT
OI

D

Streams
D
WAY R
AIR

TURNBER

RY R
D

MIR A

F

Lakes/Ocean

k
ree

Unincorporated
County

Community Garden
Streets

ek

John L. Carter
Memorial Park

MIRA

GROVE ST

TDR Receiving Area

MU
DD
Cre Y RD

92
WAY
IGH

MAIN ST

KELLY AV

Ocean
View
Park

TDR Sending Area

Pocket Park

MA
IN

MAIN ST

Regional Parks & Public Recreation

Priority
is to
acquire
for
open
space

nna

Town
Green

Oak Avenue
Park

AVE
OAD
RAILR
E
AV
1ST

City Parks

Ma
do

T

Francis
Beach

PILARCITO

92

BL
VD

ek

VE
EA
HO
KE

D

Cre

Half Moon
Bay

ICE

s
cito

s

Venice Beach

r
Pila

Pacific Ocean

N
VE

AY
TW

S

N
FRE

GE
DIG

r
e
p
u
Half Moon Bay
State
Beach

Dunes Beach

D

EEK
CR
NS
MA
H
C

R
YON
AN

RD

1

AV
E

E
AV

C

G
UN
YO

ff C
r

d
e
d
e
c

Frenchmans
Creek
Park

VD
BL
OA
LB
BA

Roosevelt Beach

Nu

k
ee

VE
AA
ED
AM
AL

Apanolio C
ree
k

VE
OA
ALT

RD

Unincorporated
County

Miramar
(Unincorporated)
Miramar
Beach

d

a

Co r in

OX

MO
RO
AV
E
SANTIAGO AVE

RD

k
ee
Cr

RD
FILL
ND
LA
T
M

PO

Arroy
oD

OB
IS

El Granada
Beach

Medi

Granada
(Unincorporated)

os

o

E
AV
EL
ST
RM
CA
US
MB
LU
CO
El

MO

P
ES
NT

yo
ro
Ar

City of Half Moon Bay
Planning Area

0.8
Miles

Data Source: City of Half Moon Bay, 2014; San Mateo
County GIS, 2014; Dyett & Bhatia, 2014
Updated: July 2015

A

RD
ON
NY

FC

rde C
ree

k

k

e

0.4

a Ve

Cre

0.2

T RD
TES POIN
MIRAMON

1

11

P uri
sim
a

0

Canad

DEH
OF

Note: Potential park sites show potential concepts
for types and locations of future parks.

Parks, Public Recreation & Open Space

French
m

De
e

ans
Creek

rC
re
e

k

Working Draft for Community Discussion
Revised September 15, 2015

Lo

a

Co r in

S CREEK

k
ee

E
AV
DA

E
AM
AL
RD

VE

D

ER
AG
NT

92

D

nna

MU
DD
Cre Y RD

ek

GR
AN
D

Oak Avenue
Park

Poplar
Beach

Open Space Owned by Land Trusts

92
WAY
IGH

S ST
NTE

Burleigh Murray
Ranch State
Park

Smith
Field
Park

Ar
ro

MAIN ST

Wavecrest
Open Space

Redondo
Beach

MO

POPLAR ST

ST
SEYMOUR

Town Green

Pilarcitos Creek Park
Mac Dutra
Park
MIRA

GROVE ST

Potential Parks

John L. Carter
Memorial Park

Kitty
Fernandez
Park

FILBERT ST

Riparian Corridors

Pocket Park

EH
STAT

MAIN ST

AVE
CENTRAL
AVE
OAD
RAILR
E
AV
1ST

Regional Public Recreation
(Existing General Plan Designation)

S

MILL ST

KELLY AV
E

Ocean
View
Park

Existing City Parks

MA
IN

T

Francis
Beach

BALBOA BL
VD

BL
VD

ek

Ma
do

AV
E

Cre

VE
EA
HO
KE

SIL
VE

s
cito

Kehoe
Park

O
FR

r
Pila

Venice Beach

AY
TW

OX

IF
DR
IN
SP

S

D
LV

EB
NIC

GE
DIG

N
FRE

R

Half Moon Bay
State
Beach

EEK
CR
NS
MA
H
C

R
YON
AN

1

C

VD
BL
OA
LB
BA

E
AV

Dunes Beach

Half Moon
Bay

ff C
r

Frenchmans
Creek
Park

G
UN
YO

Pacific Ocean

Nu

PILARCITO

Apanolio C
ree
k

VE
OA
ALT

Roosevelt Beach

RD

Unincorporated
County

Miramar
(Unincorporated)
Miramar
Beach

d

RD
FILL
ND
LA
T
M

MO
RO
AV
E
SANTIAGO AVE

RD

k
ee
Cr

s Tr
anc

Medi
Arroy
oD

OB
ISP
O

e En

Granada
(Unincorporated)

El Granada
Beach

os

o

E
AV
EL
ST
RM
CA
US
MB
LU
CO
El

yo

Le

C
lls
Mi

on
HI
GG
IN

SC

ST RD
WAVECRE

AN
YO
N

k
ree

RD

Passive Recreation
Unincorporated
County

Community Garden
Major Highways

on

ACH RD

Streets

D

Le

O BE
REDOND

Streams

TURNBER
D
WAY R
AIR

MIR A

F

Lakes/Ocean

RY R
D
MO

P
ES
NT

R
NT
OI

yo
ro
Ar

City of Half Moon Bay
Planning Area

0.8
Miles

Data Source: City of Half Moon Bay, 2014; San Mateo
County GIS, 2014; Dyett & Bhatia, 2014
Updated: July 2015

A
FC

RD
ON
NY

k

k

e

0.4

rde C
ree

Cre

0.2

a Ve

1

12

P uri
sim
a

0

S POINT RD

TE
MIRAMON

Canad

DEH
OF

Note: Potential park sites show potential concepts
for types and locations of future parks.

Community Workshop Summary
Synthesis: Open Space, Conservation, and Safety

Appendix C: Workshop Notes
General Comments
•

Public comment opposed conversion of PUDs, especially west of SR 1, not just west of
Railroad right-of-way. Muller confirmed he heard west of SR 1 at City Council meeting
when he said no change in PUD’s west of SR 1.

•

Need noise policy.

•

Document for September 24 available before meeting (at least 3 days).

•

Noise element and ordinance (including zoning references) must be updated. Desperately
need to state thresholds of significance.

Open Space for Recreation
•

Spanish language comment translated at meeting: Create more family parks.

•

Spanish language comment translated at meeting: Create activities for people who are
overweight.

•

Spanish language comment translated at meeting: More sports.

•

Spanish language comment translated at meeting: Better service in public bathrooms.

•

Spanish language comment translated at meeting: Create general education center.

•

Spanish language comment translated at meeting: Minimize traffic.

•

Spanish language comment translated at meeting: Create more parking spaces.

•

Regarding West of Railroad: give State and foundations at least 3 years to acquire lands.

•

Rewrite an effective noise ordinance and need for comprehensive lighting ordinance
across all policy areas! +1

•

Provide restrooms, trash and recycling containers – and service in recreational areas. +1
And pickups!

•

Have pedestrian path on HWY 1 not through east side neighborhood. +1

•

Like the community garden or park at Beachwood – Thanks!

•

In-lieu fees haven’t worked – we really need to require the land as part of development.
+1 Hasn’t worked well anywhere. Yes, require land be dedicated!
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•

Need lots more detail on recreation open space, but recreation is part of coastal access. If
we try to count State beach land as our recreational open space, we should recognize
nearly all of recreation open space contributions to coastal access – should be part of
Local Coastal Program.

•

Darkness is a recreational resource. Should be recognized as a resource.

•

Take some funds for operating budget funds earmarked for the library to provide several
pocket parks! +1

•

Like trails on HWY 1.

•

Use money for new parks instead of library ($5 million).

•

Need night sky policy.

•

Need noise policy.

•

Podesta poor location for town green. It is in an area of very high and consistent traffic
congestion. Should be cited away from typical congestion. Maybe along Pilarcitos Creek
east of Mill Creek. +1 OK for a Downtown walking Park.

•

No trails along Frenchman’s or Pilarcitos Creek west of HWY 1. Sensitive habitat!
Already have trailhead to Sweetwood.

•

Create (not “utilize”) greenways and trails.

Conservation

30

•

Local Coastal Program should not be the afterthought of the Open Space – Conservation
Element.

•

Local Coastal Program must be adequate to comply with the Coastal Act – and it should
stand alone.

•

When the General Plan is baked, approved by Council, and done, so what? The LCP
needs to be redone and approve by the California Coastal Commission. Can that be done
in the next 5 years? 10 years? Good luck with that.

•

Agricultural resources: UAIZ commitment should be at least 10 years, not 5. +1 Seems
like a great idea for the community and youth/kids.

•

West of Railroad PUD should have at least a 3 year period for State Parks to consider.
One year is too short. +1

•

If low intensity development is allowed, nothing within the 50 year erosion zoning!

•

Impacts of development include light and noise and vibration.

•

Love the idea of urban agriculture, BUT I’m pretty sure Half Moon Bay is not part of the
“urban zone” as defined by AB551. Should check into that before spending too much
time on it. Consider other ways the City can incentivize small-scale agriculture like
community gardens or to encourage incubator farming to preserve agricultural land.

Community Workshop Summary
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•

Creekside trails should be outside of dripline of riparian vegetation.

•

Recognize aquatic and upland foraging refuge and dispersal habitat for California red
legged frog and San Francisco garter snake.

•

Do
not
wait
for
5
year
to
update
endangered/rare/threatened/unique species are found.

•

Ensure that development in areas adjacent to habitat is sited and designed to avoid
adverse impacts.

•

All life stages must have adequate habitat.

•

Conservation Element tail should not wag the Local Coastal Program dog. Needs to be in
Local Coast Program!

•

Monarch butterfly may receive protection under State law.

•

Require conformance with US Fish and Wildlife Services, National Marine Fisheries
Service, Regional Water Quality Control Board, California Department of Fish and
Wildlife regulations.

•

Need much more details in order to comment effectively.

•

Map all riparian corridors and areas: ephemeral or intermittent or perennial man-made
or riparian.

•

Put wetlands on your maps!

•

Manage habitat planning to permit habitat retreat in the presence of sea level rise. (Cityowned land east of SAM, for example.)

•

Thresholds of significance for impacts.

•

Purchase bluff top PUD’s while they are still un-developed! (Sea Horse – north). +1 Yes!
Use those mitigation funds!

maps

when

habitat

or

Safety
•

Spanish language comment translated at meeting:
prevention due to rising sea level hazards.

Need education about risks and

•

Spanish language comment translated at meeting: Concerned about toxics/pesticides
related to flower farms and mushrooms (rising cancer #s).

•

Spanish language comment translated at meeting: Safety for locally produced food –
concerns about toxics/pesticides contamination.

•

Where is the map of documented erosion?

•

Sea level rise planning needs to accommodate retreat of habitat.

•

Small example of desperate need to integrate hazards, habitats and recreation – natural
link to the Local Coastal Program!
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•

“100 year” storm area doesn’t include any of Pilarcitos Creek within City limits – not on
FIRM map either, why? Doesn’t’ seem realistic at all.

•

SF Water Dept. has registered its map of dam inundation zone. Map in our document
doesn’t seem to match.

•

Are the maps tonight showing the most up to date information available as of September
2015?

•

Do City’s current processes for addressing FEMA issues already correspond with County
procedures?

•

Disaster: Change “Avoid” to “Prohibit” in “Avoid placement of critical facilities…”

•

Change “Explore” to “Develop” in “Explore alternatives for emergency services…”

•

Geology and Seismic Hazards: Drop “significantly from “that would significantly alter
landforms along bluffs and cliffs.” That is, do not allow any bluff or cliff alternation!

•

Don’t’ allow new development within 50 year erosion zone at bluffs or cliffs.

•

Potential for emergency water sources.

•

Energy assurance regarding lighting and noise. +1

•

Emergency access concerns during crowded weekends and festivals – especially in coastal
access areas (re: medical emergencies as well as disasters). +3 (including 2 Spanish
speakers).

•

Potential to add sheriffs or officers to direct traffic at main intersections on busy
weekends or busy events to ensure traffic flow, to monitor parking situation. Relevant to
ensuring emergency access.

•

Where do people go (evacuation shelters) in an emergency if we can’t get visitors in and
out? Evacuation/shelter strategies.

•

Need differential siren system – different sirens for different alert levels evacuating only
the areas that need to be evacuated.

•

Concerns tsunami zone too narrow especially HWY 92 north to Miramar.

•

Seal Cove faults – instability for homes.

•

How would tsunami and dam inundation areas impact development in those areas?
Property owners need to know.

•

Tsunami zone 500-1000 year event?

•

Check metadata with SWCA.

•

How to build suitably in order to develop property in the delineated areas:
o

Need clear standards

o

Want to be able to fit in with surrounding development

Community Workshop Summary
Synthesis: Open Space, Conservation, and Safety

Appendix D: Feedback Forms and
Correspondence
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Saturday, September 12, 2015 9:13 AM
planhmb@hmbcity.com
Please keep Halfmoon Bay Beautiful

Dear Sir / Mam
We need to keep ALL the Greenland . No transfers that cause new building. The community wants
preservation.
Preservation before profits!
We used to not have to continually fight for this - and this is why the coast is as beautiful as it is.
Don't be the people who ruin it!
Yours Melodically,

No virus found in this message.
Checked by AVG - www.avg.com
Version: 2015.0.6172 / Virus Database: 4447/10855 - Release Date: 10/20/15
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Saturday, September 12, 2015 12:46 PM
planhmb@hmbcity.com
Comments re General Plan

Thank you for all you have done to invite the community to participate in work on the General Plan. I think your focus on
developing the downtown core is good and should be the way we proceed.
I strongly oppose any change to the PUD protections for our open space along any part of the Coastal Trail. That open
space is unique among cities along the California Coast and is by far the most crucial element of the identity of Half Moon
Bay. It must be protected. In that connection, I do not understand but am concerned about what you mean by
reference to transfer of development rights for Wavecrest and Railroad. If that may open up those areas for
development instead of protecting the open space, then I strongly oppose the proposal.
I was also disappointed to see a reduction in our commitment to public parks. As we continue development, it is
important to maintain an adequate commitment to space for public parks. I oppose the reduction in our commitment.
Thank you for allowing me to provide my views,

No virus found in this message.
Checked by AVG - www.avg.com
Version: 2015.0.6172 / Virus Database: 4447/10855 - Release Date: 10/20/15
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

no-reply@websitetonight.com
Saturday, September 12, 2015 3:42 PM
planhmb@hmbcity.com
planhmb.org Contact Us: Form Submission

First Name:
Last Name:
Email:
Message:
The main reason that I am against any new development in Half Moon Bay is simply because of
traffic. We have a very difficult time of it as is, and now with the Pacific Ridge development
coming it will be absolutely gridlock at 92/Main and Hwy 1. We cannot just keep adding buildings
and cars. We have very limited access in this town, getting out or coming in and that is not going
to change. We need to go to zero growth.
This message was submitted from your website contact form:
http://www.planhmb.org/contact-us.html

No virus found in this message.
Checked by AVG - www.avg.com
Version: 2015.0.6125 / Virus Database: 4419/10638 - Release Date: 09/14/15
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

no-reply@websitetonight.com
Saturday, September 12, 2015 6:34 PM
planhmb@hmbcity.com
planhmb.org Contact Us: Form Submission

First Name:
Last Name:
Email:
Message:
I thought the whole issue of development on the West side of Hwy 1 near Wavecrest had been
put to rest.. Now I hear that the City is considering a transfer of development rights which may
allow building at Wavecrest. This should not be allowed at any time for any reason. Please add
my voice to all the others who oppose any further development on the West side.
This message was submitted from your website contact form:
http://www.planhmb.org/contact-us.html

No virus found in this message.
Checked by AVG - www.avg.com
Version: 2015.0.6125 / Virus Database: 4419/10638 - Release Date: 09/14/15
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Monday, September 14, 2015 1:55 PM
planhmb@hmbcity.com
Pls do NOT allow development around Coastal Trail or West of Hwy1

Dear City of Half Moon Bay – I’m writing to express my strong preference as a resident of the City to please *not* allow
new development around the Coastal Trail and surrounding lands west of Highway 1.
Thank you.

No virus found in this message.
Checked by AVG - www.avg.com
Version: 2015.0.6125 / Virus Database: 4419/10638 - Release Date: 09/14/15
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

no-reply@websitetonight.com
Thursday, September 17, 2015 10:38 PM
planhmb@hmbcity.com
planhmb.org Contact Us: Form Submission

First Name:
Last Name:
Email:
Message:
After much thought , I now believe the general plan for the next 20 years should have zero
growth for HMB. We need that amount of time to figure out how to deal with our circulation
problem before adding more people and cars to our community. The Pacific Ridge project will
add many more automobiles and gridlock to the 92/Main St/Hwy 1 intersection during school
drop offs and to rush hour as well as the weekend traffic. It is already impossible and will be that
much more. We need to protect all our open space.
This message was submitted from your website contact form:
http://www.planhmb.org/contact-us.html

No virus found in this message.
Checked by AVG - www.avg.com
Version: 2015.0.6140 / Virus Database: 4419/10656 - Release Date: 09/17/15
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

no-reply@websitetonight.com
Saturday, September 19, 2015 11:24 AM
planhmb@hmbcity.com
planhmb.org Contact Us: Form Submission

First Name:
Last Name:
Email:
Message:
What SPECIFICALLY is a "pocket park?"
This message was submitted from your website contact form:
http://www.planhmb.org/contact-us.html

No virus found in this message.
Checked by AVG - www.avg.com
Version: 2015.0.6140 / Virus Database: 4419/10662 - Release Date: 09/18/15
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Thursday, September 17, 2015 3:27 PM
planhmb@hmbcity.com
Questions and concerns about the General Plan work in progress

To Whom it May Concern:
Thank you so much for your proactive and collaborative process to define community priorities for HMB’s new
General Plan. I have been impressed with your various initiatives to gather community input.
I’m writing with some questions and concerns about the evolving draft of this Plan, and how the community
input you’ve received is represented in it.
From the various meetings that I have attended, as well as the feedback I saw written on the tables at the
gathering at Ocean View Park a few months back, I have heard a clear and resounding community request to
preserve the existing “open space” - in other words, no new development around the Coastal Trail and
surrounding lands west of Highway 1.
My understanding of the community priorities for the General Plan, as I have heard them re-iterated over the
last few months, include:





Protect the Blufftops and lands around the Coastal Trail
Fix Traffic
Maintain Open Space characteristic of HMB
Focus new development in the downtown core.

It is affirming to see many of these priorities reflected in the current working draft of the General Plan. I am
curious to know if you have heard any other (majority) priorities not listed above?
Are you still entertaining transfers of development rights for Wavecrest and Railroad and could this possibly
lead to new development around the “open space” there?
And, is the city really considering reducing it’s commitment to Public Parks from nearly 100 acres to less than
50?
Thank you again for your time and integrity in responding to what the community cares about.
Sincerely,

No virus found in this message.
Checked by AVG - www.avg.com
Version: 2015.0.6140 / Virus Database: 4419/10656 - Release Date: 09/17/15
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

no-reply@websitetonight.com
Tuesday, September 22, 2015 8:48 PM
planhmb@hmbcity.com
planhmb.org Contact Us: Form Submission

First Name:
Last Name:
Email:
Message:
The plan should not include any development West of Hwy 1 in the Wavecrest area. This area is
a national, state, and local treasure & must be kept free of development.
This message was submitted from your website contact form:
http://www.planhmb.org/contact-us.html

No virus found in this message.
Checked by AVG - www.avg.com
Version: 2015.0.6140 / Virus Database: 4419/10681 - Release Date: 09/22/15
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

no-reply@websitetonight.com
Saturday, September 12, 2015 1:03 PM
planhmb.org Synthesis Feedback: Form Submission

Email:
Subject:
Wavecrest Development
Name
Do you have any comments about the Working Draft Policies in general? Or do you have
comments that do not fit into any of the other categories?
5 out of 5 councilmembers have stated publicly that there will be no development on the
blufftops. Public comments have been strong;y against development on the blufftops. Yet this
report caves to the large land-owners and developers who want to develop on the blufftops,
especially Wavecrest. It gives no consideration to traffic concerns or environmental impacts; it
just caves to the developers. Shame on you. During the last election cycle the Council was
roundly criticized for not listening to the people of this community. Your plan turns a deaf ear to
the public, as there is absolutely no one (except developers) who is advocating developing the
tar out of our open spaces. And allowing a little strip of an open space park misses the point
entirely (and that strip would be gone in 20 years anyway due to natural erosion). Development
will destroy the raptor habitat and the entire Wavecrest experience. moreover, more
development = more traffic which many view as the #1 problem here. Your report just ignores
that; I guess it is Caltrans' problem.
What do you think about the Working Draft Open Space for Recreation policies
(Parks/Town Green)?
Inadequate to address community needs and desires. Putting a park on 92 just screws up traffic.
Putting a park in or near town makes no sense because we need a comprehensive plan for Main
Street.
What do you think about the Working Draft Open Space for Recreation policies (Trails and
Greenways)?
Inadequate
What do you think about the Working Draft Open Space for Recreation policies (Beaches
and Coastal Access)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Open Space for Recreation policies (Other)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Conservation policies (Open Space
Preservation)?
See above.
What do you think about the Working Draft Conservation policies (Environmentally
Sensitive Habitat Areas)?
Since you propose developing the environmentally sensitive habitat on Wavecrest, it is just
words on paper.
What do you think about the Working Draft Conservation policies (Hydrology and Water
Quality)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Conservation policies (Water Conservation)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Conservation policies (Agricultural
1

Resources)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Conservation policies (Other)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Safety policies (Flood Hazards)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Safety policies (Geologic and Seismic
Hazards)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Safety policies (Fire Hazards)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Safety policies (Disaster Preparedness)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Safety policies (Sea Level Rise)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Safety policies (Other)?

This message was submitted from your website contact form:
http://www.planhmb.org/feedback.html

No virus found in this message.
Checked by AVG - www.avg.com
Version: 2015.0.6125 / Virus Database: 4419/10638 - Release Date: 09/14/15
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

no-reply@websitetonight.com
Sunday, September 13, 2015 9:20 AM
planhmb.org Synthesis Feedback: Form Submission

Email:
Subject:
Synthesis Feedback open space preservation concerns
Name
Do you have any comments about the Working Draft Policies in general? Or do you have
comments that do not fit into any of the other categories?
What do you think about the Working Draft Open Space for Recreation policies
(Parks/Town Green)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Open Space for Recreation policies (Trails and
Greenways)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Open Space for Recreation policies (Beaches
and Coastal Access)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Open Space for Recreation policies (Other)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Conservation policies (Open Space
Preservation)?
The proposal to preserve the West of Railroad PUD area only if State agrees to acquire within
one year is wildly optimistic and will condemn that natural area to frenzied over-development,
loss of natural habitat, and the loss of a very valuable buffer zone between human habitat and
existing marine and terrestrial areas. This area is intrinsic to the human loads that are placed on
the Bluff Top beach. The reduction in this buffer would inevitably accelerate all types of human
erosion to this valuable natural resource.
What do you think about the Working Draft Conservation policies (Environmentally
Sensitive Habitat Areas)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Conservation policies (Hydrology and Water
Quality)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Conservation policies (Water Conservation)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Conservation policies (Agricultural
Resources)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Conservation policies (Other)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Safety policies (Flood Hazards)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Safety policies (Geologic and Seismic
Hazards)?
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What do you think about the Working Draft Safety policies (Fire Hazards)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Safety policies (Disaster Preparedness)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Safety policies (Sea Level Rise)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Safety policies (Other)?

This message was submitted from your website contact form:
http://www.planhmb.org/feedback.html

No virus found in this message.
Checked by AVG - www.avg.com
Version: 2015.0.6125 / Virus Database: 4419/10638 - Release Date: 09/14/15
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

no-reply@websitetonight.com
Sunday, September 13, 2015 11:35 AM
planhmb.org Synthesis Feedback: Form Submission

Email:
Subject:
Synthesis Feedback Open Space Preservation
Name
Do you have any comments about the Working Draft Policies in general? Or do you have
comments that do not fit into any of the other categories?
What do you think about the Working Draft Open Space for Recreation policies
(Parks/Town Green)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Open Space for Recreation policies (Trails and
Greenways)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Open Space for Recreation policies (Beaches
and Coastal Access)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Open Space for Recreation policies (Other)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Conservation policies (Open Space
Preservation)?
I think we should work with private trusts and organizations to acquire open space lands for
conservation. This should apply to the West of Railroad Avenue Bluff Area. Building homes in
that area would be detrimental to everyone living in the area and visiting the area.
What do you think about the Working Draft Conservation policies (Environmentally
Sensitive Habitat Areas)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Conservation policies (Hydrology and Water
Quality)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Conservation policies (Water Conservation)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Conservation policies (Agricultural
Resources)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Conservation policies (Other)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Safety policies (Flood Hazards)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Safety policies (Geologic and Seismic
Hazards)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Safety policies (Fire Hazards)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Safety policies (Disaster Preparedness)?
1

What do you think about the Working Draft Safety policies (Sea Level Rise)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Safety policies (Other)?

This message was submitted from your website contact form:
http://www.planhmb.org/feedback.html

No virus found in this message.
Checked by AVG - www.avg.com
Version: 2015.0.6125 / Virus Database: 4419/10638 - Release Date: 09/14/15
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

no-reply@websitetonight.com
Tuesday, September 22, 2015 6:39 PM
planhmb.org Synthesis Feedback: Form Submission

Email:
Subject:
Synthesis Feedback
Name
Do you have any comments about the Working Draft Policies in general? Or do you have
comments that do not fit into any of the other categories?
The policies are far from complete. In order for the policies that are present to have meaning,
vague terms like "Half Moon Bay core area" need to be defined, as opposed to being one of
several alternatives on a map. Policies concerning ESHAs, agricultural areas, and hazardous
areas not not adequately mapped to give the policies meaning. Additional details will follow. The
City has received letters that carefully lay out issues to advance the public discussion, and
provide documentation of existing conditions that have not yet been recognized in any of the
general plan documents. If a member of the public wants to provide anonymous input, I suppose
that is their right, although the public is entitled to know the rationale for ideas, even the
anonymous ones. Otherwise, the letters should be included as resources that are available to
planners and the general public -- now, while we are forming policies, not as an afterthought.
The current version of the open space policies tend to express ideas in silos; they need to reflect
the interaction between types of open space. At the moment, the primary interaction are caveats
that seem to demand ESHA protections yield to provide other types of open space. This will
require significant revision to be consistent with the Coastal Act, a pillar of which is protection of
coastal resources. Please see additional comments below. Explicit concordance with an
explanation for the changes from existing policies would be a great help to ensure that we have
not forgotten important land use issues. If they are controversial, let them be debated, not
avoided. In the case of LCP policies and zoning, that will happen later as part of certification, so
fewer resources will be expended by having these discussions now. Explanations in italics will
provide the interpreters of the document -- developers, planning department staff, future local
and state commissions, and possibly courts -- with frameworks for their decision-making. The
existing LCP has much text that is not contained in specific policies, but gives it a role in LCP
Policy 1-5. Is that intended for the italicized text?
What do you think about the Working Draft Open Space for Recreation policies
(Parks/Town Green)?
The guiding policy of improving and maintaining high quality beaches for residents and residents
has no teeth. It, or an implementing policy, should require the City to raise water quality
sufficiently to have our beaches and waters removed from the TDML impair beach list, and
require certify that development will not degrade our streams (NB, this is an example of the
interplay between recreation and conservation). The standard of 8.0 acres per 1000 residents
should be retained, and should not include regional open space provided by the state beaches.
The City can use its authority for developing specific plans, and rezoning parcels to provide this
capacity. If the subdivision regulation actually imposes a maximum, then please clarify and
provide a complete citation so that readers can verify the claim. School fields that are available
for non-school uses could be counted, but should be prorated by the amount of time it is
dedicated to school uses. In any event, the school district properties are adjacent to sensitive
receptors, and should not be overused, particularly at night, when lights and noise impose a
significant adverse impact. Another way to say this is to recognize that darkness -- dark skies,
1

dark forests -- and quiet nights renew us, and are also an recreational resource. The
implementing policy requiring accessibility, housing density, etc. "be considered" is a good idea,
but has no teeth, no basis for deciding whether a project conforms -- in this sense it is not yet a
policy, because it is not a basis for decision-making. "adjacent residential area traffic impacts"
should be expanded to include noise, lights, parking, trash and public safety. The implementing
policy that mentions a "town green" refers to "the Half Moon Bay core area." The success of
such a project depends on more specifically identifying this "Half Moon Bay core area" with
possible definitions including the Podesta site, POST property, located east of Downtown, and
John Carter Park, or others. "Others" is vague and invites misunderstanding, and should be
deleted. Once we know what this term means we can decide whether such a facility can fit in
and work well with its surroundings. Until then, the policy cannot be evaluated. That same policy
makes reference to a TDR program. My understanding is that the Podesta site is a PUD, which
means that there are no building entitlements to buy unless we provide them as part of a specific
plan -- and there is no justification for creating entitlements that we must subsequently buy. The
implementing policy tat requires the community's need for various facilities does not seem to
recognize the facilities that have been approved and are under construction, or are being
planned.-- the Boys and Girls Club, the new school gym were presented as providing many of
these resources, so is the proposed library. An aquatic center should be discussed in the
italicized text before adopting, we should more clearly understand what the community wants
that the high school is not providing. Providing well-maintained recreational facilities should
require using potable water. We should have a policy that these public spaces use xeriscape
planning where functional, and that fields are irrigated with recycled water. Our community
gardens should, too. We need to respond to the challenge of drought, and lead our citizens by
example.
What do you think about the Working Draft Open Space for Recreation policies (Trails and
Greenways)?
This revision cannot be considered without viewing the maps. Locating trails outside of
environmentally sensitive habitat areas should be the rule. Wildlife viewing trails should not be
bikeways or other hardscape that will impact wildlife or limit the natural variation in the paths of
streams over time. In each westside neighborhood there should be at least one accessible
"vertical" (i.e., access trail) that allows differently-abled citizens to reach the Coastal Trail . That
accessway should be maintained to conform with the Americans with Disability Act, and should
be designed minimize adverse impacts to sensitive habitats through which it might cross, and
should avoid creating or contributing to erosion. Maintenance of other vertical trails through
sensitive habitat should not impact biologic productivity. Trails should not create hazards or
adversely impact biological productivity. Trails should avoid exacerbating residential / visitor
conflict. For example, parking at a popular coastal trail access point should be policed to avoid
nuisances, and if adverse impacts occur during the night, might be the subject of permit
programs similar to those in Naples and Alsace Lorraine neighborhoods. The policy of the city
should encourage the equestrian trail through Pilarcitos Creek to be replaced by a bridge
ABOVE Pilarcitos Creek. The passage is known to diminish the biologic productivity of Pilarcitos
Creek, and has cost at least one horse her life. The old Ocean Shore Railroad right-of-way
provides an important rails-to-trails opportunity through much of the City, and we should have
policies that embrace it. As with the other open space topics, it is impossible to properly evaluate
the policies without studying maps of proposed trails. the map of the locations is essential. But
no maps downloaded with these policies. Policy should require plans for new trail development
to be accompanied by budgets for inspection and maintenance, clear communication of use
restrictions (e.g., maximum loads) and roles and responsibilities among agencies -- we should
not have another fiasco like the Hernandez Bridge failure.
What do you think about the Working Draft Open Space for Recreation policies (Beaches
and Coastal Access)?
These implementing policies need some easy improvements: Public awareness of the effects of
litter should extend beyond the landscape; they effect the water quality, the effect the success of
breeding populations of plovers by attracting corvids, etc. The trash isn't just on the beach, the
Coastal Trail and the vertical access trails. It is in the parking areas, the campsites, the adjacent
neighborhoods. It is dumped into our riparian corridors, and onto cul-de-sacs. It is cigarette butt
2

in our gutters, oil from leaking cars parked over storm drains. On New Years Eve and around
Independence Day, it is fireworks, which create not only trash but also significant fire hazard. We
need a policy to respond to these issues. Trash receptacles need to be ENCLOSED to avoid
attracting corvids. We need a trash management plan for the days that we are inundated by
coastal visitors -- holiday weekends, pumpkin festival, flying machine show, etc. The trash the
results from The concepts in the trails section concerning perpendicular trails also tie in here.
Policies in current LCP that address avoiding resident-visitor conflicts are valuable and should be
kept.
What do you think about the Working Draft Open Space for Recreation policies (Other)?
I'm not sure what "(Other)" means, but you must really like this one :).
What do you think about the Working Draft Conservation policies (Open Space
Preservation)?
Unfortunately, the draft policies don't begin to provide adequate protection, and certainly would
not meet the standards of the Coastal Act. The many guiding policies in the current LCP should
be included here. It is curious that only the resource conservation section of the document
contains language that calls for a balance of open space objectives, seemingly implying that
conservation is the open space priority that should be sacrificed in the name of recreation and
trails. That is not consistent with state and federal law, or the values so clearly and consistently
expressed by the public in our meetings on the general plan update. This should be corrected.
Why does "Recognize the important value of agriculture and floriculature lands in the city, and
support their productive use" appear in this section? Doesn't it belong in the ag section, or is
there some other idea that is related to conservation here? I would suggest replacing by one that
calls for the protection, monitoring and if needed, increasing of runoff absorption zones. We
should also discourage the use of neonicotids or other gardening or ag chemicals which are now
understood to have significant adverse impacts on our environment -- particularly on honeybees,
on which our agriculture depends. Like that final water conservation strategy guiding policy.
Thank you for this important guiding policy! I don't know why the TDR concept was scratched -my sense was that the public needed to know where the recipient sites were going to be and
weren't interested in seeing them in existing open space. If the densities were to downtown (as
in the current downtown specific plan area, not some more vague notion of "core") and perhaps
to promote a "two-worlds" approach to development of housing above our two large shopping
malls at the intersections of SR 1 and SR 92, we might have a very good policy for funding the
acquisition of entitlements, where they are actually needed. Finally, I see no leverage of the
open space draft that was prepared in the nineties. Can none of that work be repurposed?
What do you think about the Working Draft Conservation policies (Environmentally
Sensitive Habitat Areas)?
Requiring site-specific biological resource evaluations only in areas where a known or potential
ESHA has been identified is illogical; it guarantees that we won’t look for hence won’t identify,
new biological resources in other areas. If we had a policy like this in the original LCP, we would
not know and be able to protect the coastal resources that exist within the City, in violation of
local, state and federal law. Updating the map every five years is only appealing against our
current update-never performance. The Venice PUD on the Planning Commission’s 9/22 agenda
is a perfect example of the consequence of this latency. CRLF have been identified several
years ago, and in 2013 a biological report on a parcel within the PUD found CRLF habitat, but
the maps were not updated, and the land changed hands. Hopefully, a court will recognize that
the landowner bore the risk of not understanding the resources on the site that he bought. But
why take a chance by not updating the maps immediately, as required by current policy? The
policy that permits recreational access flies in the face of the conservation policies. This new use
should be struck from the policy, full-stop. The proposed policy that some other conservation
agency should be responsible for maintaining the biologic productivity of our coastal resources is
an abdication of our government’s basic responsibility under the Coastal Act. Why would we
want to do that? The list of habitat in the final proposed policy (discussing conservation
standards) includes “Rare and endangered, and unique species” instead of “Habitat containing
or supporting rare and endangered, and unique species.” If this is a typo, it should be corrected;
if someone thinks that the species can be protected without protecting that habitat that contains
or supports it, that should be the subject of a conversation with the public and with jurisdictional
3

regulatory agencies. That same conservation standards discussion gives too short a list of topics
for regulation through performance standards. They are all appropriate, but the list should be
expanded to include (but not be limited to) vibration, exotic invasive, habitat corridors for
migration and dispersal. The absence of policy discussion about buffer areas, and the
restrictions on development adjacent to ESHAs, even at this stage of policy development is
disturbing and unrealistic.
What do you think about the Working Draft Conservation policies (Hydrology and Water
Quality)?
This section should include performance standards pertaining to TDML-impaired waterways. It
should include sources of pollution known to affect surface and subsurface waters (known
landfills and leaking underground storage tanks and their toxic plumes, for example) Promoting
low-impact development, best managment practices, and on-site filtration does not give the
policy any teeth. The policy should require watershed to be no greater than pre-development
natural watershed, and plan for avoiding aggravation of hydrology problems (e.g., flooding and
erosion) downstream. Existing LCP policies concerning these topics are a good start, and they
should be retained. First, the policy to facilitate the restoration of water resources should be
more general; it should be a guiding policy. The restoration should also apply to other
environmentally sensitive habitat areas, such as upland as well as riparian habitat for CRLF and
SFGS, roosting habitat for raptors and monarch butterflies, etc. Also also has no teeth. Unless
we require it as a condition of development, it will not happen. Additionally, we need policies that
protect our community's water tables from falling (a significant adverse biological and hydrologic
impact) as a result of erosion, storm drainage management, or other development. Hydrologic
impacts could also be relevant to debris flow risks.
What do you think about the Working Draft Conservation policies (Water Conservation)?
Could we promote the use of drought-tolerant landscaping by providing some sort of tax credit
for responsible landscaping? City fields should be irrigated with clean recycled water.
What do you think about the Working Draft Conservation policies (Agricultural
Resources)?
The general policy calling for "expanding permitted agriculture-related activities" needs much
more specificity and scrutiny. For example, farm worker housing may be an "agriculture related
activity but it SURELY should not be a permitted use on ag land. Similarly, the final policy
permitting "other agriculture-related structures on sites where long-term agriculture use is
desired" requires much scrutiny. These should be changed to a specific list that the public can
mull over. I want to know more about the UAIZ, but wonder why it would not extend north beyond
Frenchmans Creek to include the Young PUD. The compatibility of farming and adjacent land
uses is important to capture in our policies. It requires the careful management of farm runoff. By
the way, this is an issue to negotiate with San Mateo County, since some of our streams and
waters appear to have ag-related pollutants before they pass into City limits or into the Pacific
Ocean. A blanket approval of greenhouses as a matter of right is not wise -- it poses a risk to our
dark skies, where we still have them.
What do you think about the Working Draft Conservation policies (Other)?
MAPS, MAPS, MAPS. Our drainages should be mapped. The LCP protects (and should
continue to protect) them whether they are natural or made, perennial, intermittent or ephemeral.
There there is no protection where they are not shown. Please map them and publish GIS maps
for the public to see.
What do you think about the Working Draft Safety policies (Flood Hazards)?
There does not appear to be a designated floodway for Pilarcitos Creek through the City. No
matter how many times I raise this issue during our general plan update process, this seems
incredible to me. HOW IS THIS POSSIBLE? Are they well-documented for Frenchmans or
Arroyo Leon or our other creeks? Does the public have easy access to our FIRM, where the
floodways are defined? If not, shouldn’t we be providing it? The third flood hazard policy calls for
“adding storm drain lines parallel to existing ditches, and reconstructing ditches to increase
capacity.” No one wants to facilitate flooding, but this approach is in direct conflict with the
hydrology and ESHA protection goals. Creating adequate capacity to carry storm flows does not
in general require the creation of new or larger artificial channels, which would very likely disrupt
the sediment transport balance and needlessly create a number problems, as has been
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demonstrated with the Kehoe watercourse. We need to learn from our mistakes, not perpetuate
them. Water is increasingly valuable in Half Moon Bay, and we should recognize and protect its
resource value. Equally incredible is that there is no section in the draft safety elements which
addresses erosion, the dual of the flood problem. This issue has been raised for a long time and
by an increasing number of people. It will not go away.
What do you think about the Working Draft Safety policies (Geologic and Seismic
Hazards)?
The list of hazards should be explicit: erosion (just on the coast from the ocean, or is this to
include the erosion in watercourses that pass through the City?), tsunami, debris flow,
subsidence, dam inundation, earthquake, liquifaction, drought, whatever. To be consistent with
policies that protect visual resources, we should not be developing that close to bluffs anyway.
But even if bluff-top development is being advocated (please clarify this), the imposition of
mitigations should apply to all of these risks, not just to erosion on bluff edges. The policy needs
to impose standards of performance on those mitigations. MAPS.
What do you think about the Working Draft Safety policies (Fire Hazards)?
To avoid buffers being carved out of ESHAs, require that all new development be sited and
design to proved adequate firebreaks and buffers around high-risk areas. Otherwise,
development will occur adjacent to a forest, the development will be sold, and the new owner will
wail that the fire marshal requires a bigger buffer be created. Define and honor the maximum
required buffer during subdivision creation and home CDP approval, or forever hold your peace.
What do you think about the Working Draft Safety policies (Disaster Preparedness)?
To avoid congesting evacuation routes, the warning siren system should be improved to allow for
evacuations that are responsive to the emergency at hand. For example, upland residents
should not prevent the rapid evacuation of low-lying residents in the event of a small tsunami, or
the wave 8 zones in the north of town do not need to be evacuated in response to a dam
inundation emergency. Siren systems can be placed on lighting poles to allow the warning to be
customized, and broadcast a warning over a smaller area. Does final policy in this section just
call for back-up communication systems? That sounds like a good idea, but it should be
reworded to avoid being used to justify other projects.
What do you think about the Working Draft Safety policies (Sea Level Rise)?
Need to spell out strategies for our utilities, especially for SAM Need policies to provide for the
gradual upland retreat of riparian and other ESHAs. If existing private structures will be engulfed
by the ocean, we need policies for what will/won’t be allowed, and how to approach the likely
takings claims that will result. All of these policies will require cooperation with state, regional
and/or federal agencies that will address these questions.
What do you think about the Working Draft Safety policies (Other)?

This message was submitted from your website contact form:
http://www.planhmb.org/synthesis-feedback.html

No virus found in this message.
Checked by AVG - www.avg.com
Version: 2015.0.6140 / Virus Database: 4419/10681 - Release Date: 09/22/15

5

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

no-reply@websitetonight.com
Tuesday, September 22, 2015 9:35 PM
planhmb.org Synthesis Feedback: Form Submission

Email:
Subject:
Synthesis Feedback
Name
Do you have any comments about the Working Draft Policies in general? Or do you have
comments that do not fit into any of the other categories?
What do you think about the Working Draft Open Space for Recreation policies
(Parks/Town Green)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Open Space for Recreation policies (Trails and
Greenways)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Open Space for Recreation policies (Beaches
and Coastal Access)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Open Space for Recreation policies (Other)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Conservation policies (Open Space
Preservation)?
I think it's very good that the West of Railroad PUD section is being rewritten. The year for the
state to acquire the land was way too limited an amount of time. I've never seen this state move
that quickly. A plan needs to be put in place to insure that the land west of Railroad, from Kelly
down to Poplar, can never be built on, and is not dependent on the State if they won't buy it.
Open space such as that is something wonderful that must be preserved. I've personally seen so
many different species of birds and raptors there that I can't believe it would be considered to be
built upon. Please come up with a plan to ensure that it can never be built upon. If more
members of the surrounding neighborhoods knew that land could be built upon, there would be
quite an uproar. Let's hope it doesn't come to that. Public perception is that it's unbuildable, let's
make it that way.
What do you think about the Working Draft Conservation policies (Environmentally
Sensitive Habitat Areas)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Conservation policies (Hydrology and Water
Quality)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Conservation policies (Water Conservation)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Conservation policies (Agricultural
Resources)?
I hadn't heard about the UAIZ until the last meeting early Sept. This sounds like a wonderful
idea, and goes nicely with the heritage of the city. I was talking recently with our neighbors (2nd
generation HMBers) and they said how 4H and farming used to have much more of a presence
when they were kids, but is much less represented today. The UAIZ or something similar sounds
1

like it could fill that gap, and the whole community could enjoy.
What do you think about the Working Draft Conservation policies (Other)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Safety policies (Flood Hazards)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Safety policies (Geologic and Seismic
Hazards)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Safety policies (Fire Hazards)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Safety policies (Disaster Preparedness)?
What do you think about the Working Draft Safety policies (Sea Level Rise)?
I honestly can't believe that on the Miramar area wasn't more of a danger for tsunamis on the
map. Sometimes the water already is so high on the wall against the road by the restaurant, how
is it not going to be blown away if there was ever a tsunami?
What do you think about the Working Draft Safety policies (Other)?
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September 24, 2015
To:

John Doughty, Interim Community Development Director
Jill Ekas, Senior Management Analyst
Bruce Ambo, Planning Manager

From: Lennie Roberts, Legislative Advocate, Committee for Green Foothills
Re: Comments on Synthesis Workshop, September 10, 2015: Key Policies for Community
Discussion: Open Space for Recreation, Conservation, and Safety
The Working Draft Policies for the Synthesis Workshop on September 10 included Guiding Policies
and Implementing Policies for Parks and Recreation, Trails and Greenways, Beaches and Coastal
Access, Open Space Preservation, ESHA, Hydrology and Water Quality, Water Conservation,
Agricultural Resources, Flood Hazards, Geologic and Seismic Hazards, Fire Hazards, Disaster
Preparedness, and Sea Level Rise. All of these are appropriate and necessary components of the
state-mandated Open Space and Conservation Elements.
All of these policy topics also are subject to the requirements of the California Coastal Act;
specifically, the comprehensive policies contained in Chapter 3: Coastal Resources Planning and
Management Policies. These include Public Access, Recreation, Marine Resources,
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas, Agricultural Land, Archaeological Resources, Location
of New Development, Scenic and Visual Quality, Hazards, and Industrial Development.
Unfortunately, because the Working Draft Policies do not include reference to relevant Coastal Act
and LCP policies, there is a continuing strong impression that the City is treating the LCP as a mere
afterthought. In fact, the Coastal Act mandates are more specific and more directive than the State
laws governing the content of the Conservation and Open Space General Plan Elements.
Coastal Act and LCP policies therefore should have been incorporated into the City’s planning at
the earliest possible time during this GP-LCP update process. This is of great concern to CGF, as
many months of planning, financial resources of the City, and time and energy given by members of
the public to participate in this planning, is likely to have been misspent, and even wasted.
The City’s existing certified Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan (LUP) is very difficult to find
on the City’s website, and as a result, interested members of the public cannot easily become
informed as to what the current LUP policies are.
The City’s LCP Planning Grant Application (September 5, 2013) to the Coastal Commission for
funding for this LCP Update included the following objectives:
The City will draft a fully updated Local Coastal Plan that will be prepared concurrently with an
updated General Plan; key policies for each of the LCP plan elements will be incorporated into
both the General Plan and LCP updates.
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Palo Alto, CA 94303
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The City will engage with the public throughout the update process to raise awareness of the LCP
and its intents, familiarize the community with anticipated changes, incorporate the community’s
vision and goals, and build support and ownership of the LCP.
The LCP update will be based on a thorough and current inventory and mapping of biological
resources, significant viewsheds and viewpoints, hydrological features, and geologic hazards.
Policies will ensure adequate coastal access with consideration for sensitive habitats, coastal
processes, and future shoreline projections.
Policies will direct growth to areas where development is already clustered and where adequate
infrastructure already exists, while setting restrictions on development in hazardous and
environmentally sensitive areas.
One of the key tenets of the Coastal Act (Section 30006) is that the public has the right to fully
participate in decisions affecting coastal planning, and that the continuing planning and
implementation of programs for coastal conservation and development should include the widest
opportunity for public participation. In stark contrast to this fundamental tenet of the Coastal Act
and the stated objective of engaging the public to raise awareness of the LCP, the City’s documents
have failed to include analysis of what changes to the LCP may be necessary to update it and be
fully in compliance with the Coastal Act.
CGF urges the City to adhere to the objectives in the Grant Application and to include all
relevant Coastal Act Chapter 3 policies as it continues to engage the public now, rather than
postponing this task to some time in the future.
Specific Comments on the Working Draft:
OPEN SPACE FOR RECREATION POLICIES:
Parks and Recreation: The proposed Parks and Recreation Needs Assessment is an important
basis for updating the Parks In-Lieu Fee Program, which should be dedicated to acquisition and
development of new parks. The proposal to reduce the current standard of 8 acres of parkland per
1,000 residents to 4 acres is of great concern to CGF, particularly since the urban Midcoast
communities (Montara, Moss Beach, El Granada) have very few neighborhood parks and must rely
on Half Moon Bay’s parks for active recreation. Please retain the 8-acre standard. The proposal to
locate a “town green” on the Podesta Site could be possible, given that this site is a PUD. Stated
“needs” for expensive facilities that serve a small portion of the population such as an aquatic center
are more appropriately characterized as “desires”. The Open Space Purposes that must be
addressed in the Open Space Element include Open Space for Outdoor Recreation; some of the
listed community “desires” such as community meeting spaces, movie theater, and youth center, are
for indoor recreation and require large capital expenditures. The Parks and Recreation section
should also include policies to implement Open Space that preserves the community’s areas of
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scenic, historical, and cultural value; which is fundamental to Half Moon Bay’s Guiding Principle
of maintaining its unique small town character and quality of life.
Trails and Greenways: The proposal to locate new trails along Pilarcitos and Frenchmans Creeks
should be qualified that these trails should be located outside of the riparian corridor to ensure there
are no impacts on wildlife, and should also be adequately buffered from ongoing agricultural
operations. CGF suggests that “New trails east of Highway 1 along its entire length” should be
changed to read: “A continuous multi-use trail east of Highway 1 along its entire length, connecting
to the “Parallel Trail” in the Midcoast.
Beaches and Coastal Access: The proposed policy to provide safe crossings for bicycles and
pedestrians across Highway One is important for local access to the coast, but safe crossings on
Highway 92 are not necessary for neighborhood access and will likely adversely impact public
access to the coast, due to impacts on through traffic on Highway 92, contrary to Coastal Act public
access policies.
CONSERVATION POLICIES:
Open Space Preservation: CGF is pleased that the City is rethinking the initial proposed policies
for West of Railroad and Wavecrest PUDs. Many of the other “Existing PUDs” have been
developed; the LCP Update and Maps should reflect this change in status, including any
Conservation Easements or other restrictions that were required as conditions of approval. The
completed PUDs include: Miramar Beach, Guerrero Avenue, Dykstra Ranch (Pacific Ridge),
Amesport Landing, Cassinelli & S. Main Street, South Wavecrest, and Ocean
Colony/Carnoustie.
Recent court decisions (“Witt” and “Abernathy”) have major implications regarding the legal status
of the antiquated subdivision lots in the remaining PUDs that contain “paper subdivisions”. These
subdivisions, created in the early 1900’s, were simply platted on a map without concern for
topography, design, availability of public services, or other planning considerations. In addition to
requiring all property owners to participate in development of a specific plan for each of the
remaining PUDs, a new condition should require determination of the legal status of each “parcel”
created by these antiquated “paper subdivisions”.
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas: The proposed policies would be a significant step
back from the Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas policies of the LCP. The first task for the
GP-LCP Update should be to update the Habitat and Water Resources Overlay (HAWRO) and
coastal maps per LCP Policy 3-21 (a). The fact that this has not been done in over 20 years is not
an excuse to avoid incorporating all the information the City has in its possession as to the location
and extent of known ESHAs. The proposed site-specific biological resource evaluations where
development is proposed only where a known or potential ESHA has been delineated would
impermissibly limit protection of significant areas of the City that have not been delineated.
Updating the ESHA map every five years is also inadequate, given the City’s track record of no
updates. The current LCP policy is entirely sufficient, if the City would simply follow its directive.
CGF does not support the suggested policy that would move responsibility of protection,
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maintenance, monitoring, and liability of open space lands to a “conservancy agency”, without
more specifics as to what authority and funding such an agency would have in order to carry out
these responsibilities.
Agricultural Resources: The legislation (AB551) that allowed local establishment of Urban
Agricultural Incentive Zones was primarily focused on vacant parcels within downtown areas of
cities where the expectation is that within a few years those properties will be developed. The
provisions of AB 551 include a limit on size of parcels not to exceed 3 acres, and the tax breaks
provided by the legislation are due to sunset in 2019. Owners of larger parcels in Half Moon Bay
who wish to maintain their land in agricultural production in exchange for significantly lower
property taxes also have the Williamson Act as a long-standing effective tool. CGF recommends a
new policy supporting the Willliamson Act. CGF recommends that the City designate the larger
undeveloped parcels (greater than 5 acres) that contain prime soils and that are contiguous to other
large parcels as Agriculture. Please refer to the San Mateo County LCP for policy guidance. CGF
would not support greenhouses as an allowable use within an Agricultural Zoning District, as
greenhouses are fundamentally an industrial use. Greenhouses require costly investments in
buildings, infrastructure and workers, the large structures can create visual impacts, including
impacts to dark skies from night lighting, and the structures and parking areas have the potential to
increase stormwater runoff (which some nurseries have been able to ameliorate through capture and
recycling of rainwater). Greenhouses in Half Moon Bay should remain a separate land use
designation (Horticultural Business or Floriculture) and zoning district. Please also refer to CGF’s
comments of September 3, 2-15 regarding supportive measures for long-term agricultural lands
protection.
The Parks, Public Recreation, and Open Space Map identifies potential sites for parks. Some of
these sites are not suitable for active parks due to constraints such as ESHA or Conservation
Easements. The City should first identify areas of ESHA including wetlands and/or habitats of
special status species, as these will likely pose significant constraints to many park uses. Specific
comments on the Map: (1) a pocket park is shown on the Guerrero Ave. PUD; this site is covered
with wetlands and has a Conservation Easement protecting them, therefore it is not suitable as a
park site, (2) a community garden is shown on Beachwood/Glencree; delineated wetlands on this
site will need to be protected, (3) passive recreation is shown on City property adjacent to the
sewage treatment plant; this entire site is designated as habitat for CRLF by USFWS, and as such
will need to be protected, (4) the Podesta PUD seems an incongruous location for the proposed
Town Green, given its proximity to the traffic congestion on North Main Street as well as nearby
industrial uses, (5) the 22-acre site owned by POST along Highway 92 could be a good alternative
location for a Town Green, in combination with habitat protection of the already identified CRLF
corridor between the creek and the on-site agricultural pond, (6) a pocket park is shown on the
eastern side of Arroyo Leon Creek; access to this site requires a bridge over the creek and thus
would be difficult and costly, (7) there is City owned parcel on the north side of Seymour St., this
parcel was set aside as a park site as a condition of approval of the subdivision; the map should
include this site as a pocket park.
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