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Summary

The purpose of this master plan site assessment is to review potential constraints to
developing the project site and through so doing, determine the net site area available for
future development. Topics addressed include biological resources, circulation, open space,
agricultural resources, coastal hazards, geologic hazards, visual resources, cultural resources,
and neighborhood compatibility.
Only one of these constraints would result in reduction of gross site area available for
development. That constraint is the necessary dedication of 0.66 acres along the south side of
Young Avenue for widening Young Avenue.
Zoning code standards and/or environmental analysis factors affect how future development
of the project site is designed and managed. However, none of these factors are inherently
site development constraints that result in loss of gross developable acreage. Development
will be managed through development regulations and design standards included the
project specific plan and through existing Half Moon Bay design guidelines and zoning
regulations.
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1.0
Introduction and Purpose

1.1

INTRODUCTION

This master plan site assessment addresses the Surf Beach/Dunes Beach Planned
Development site area as identified in the City of Half Moon Bay Local Coastal Program Land
Use Plan (LUP) (City of Half Moon Bay 1993). Figure 1‐1, Site Location, presents the local and
regional site location, existing site characteristics and surrounding land uses.
The approximately 48‐acre site is bisected by Young Avenue and bounded by Dunes Beach
on the west; Sweetwood State Campground and Frenchman’s Creek on the south;
Highway 1, agricultural greenhouses, and a residential subdivision on the east; and the
Pullman Ditch, the Stoloski subdivision, and City of Naples residential subdivision to the
north.
The approximately 22‐acre unimproved Surf Beach tract subdivision is located north of
Young Avenue. Young Avenue provides public access to Dunes Beach. The approximately
26‐acre area south of Young Avenue is used primarily as a horse training facility and for
agricultural production.

1.2

PURPOSE

The purpose of this master plan site assessment is to identify potential site constraints that
could limit the site area available for development. Topics addressed include biological
resources, circulation, open space, agricultural resources, coastal hazards, geologic hazards,
visual resources, cultural resources, and neighborhood compatibility.
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2.0
Site Assessment

2.1

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

This section is based on The Dunes at Half Moon Bay Biological Resources Evaluation (WRA Inc.
2018) and The Dunes at Half Moon Bay Biological Resources Evaluation Supplement (WRA Inc.
2019). The biological resources evaluation identified biological resources within the project
site (referred to as “Project Area” in the report) (approximately 48 acres), and within an
approximately 300‐foot buffer around the Project Area (referred to as “Study Area” in the
report) (approximately 98 acres). The Study Area includes the Project Area and the buffer
area. The supplement clarifies several issues, mitigation measures for potential project
impacts.

Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA)
Discussion
The California Coastal Commission defines an ESHA as follows:
Environmentally sensitive habitat areaʺ 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 California Coastal Commission Guidelines contain definitions for specific types of
ESHAs, including wetlands, estuaries, streams and rivers, lakes, open coastal waters and
coastal waters, riparian habitats, other resource areas, and special‐status species and their
habitats. For the purposes of the biological resources evaluation, WRA considered any areas
that may meet the definition of any ESHA defined by the California Coastal Commissions
guidelines or the LUP. The WRA reports provide additional definition for ESHA and
describes the methods used to determine if ESHA is present within the Project Area or Study
Area.
Figure 2‐1, Biological Communities within the Study Area, presents the locations of sensitive
plant communities, including ESHA, and non‐sensitive plant communities. No ESHA was
identified within the Project Area; however, sensitive biological communities were identified
within the 300‐foot buffer around the Project Area as described below.
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Intermittent Stream (Not ESHA)
Pullman Ditch is located north of the Project Area within the 300‐foot buffer, but is not
considered ESHA. This intermittent stream is 0.08 acres or 2,322 linear feet. The extent of this
non‐wetland waters was mapped based on evidence of an Ordinary High Water Mark
observed during the April 11, 2017 site visit including sediment sorting, grade break, and
flowing water. The stream had a sandy substrate bottom, ranged in width from
approximately five to eight feet along its course, and is undergrounded in several portions of
the Study Area in order to divert it around existing residential development.
Non‐wetland waters below the Ordinary High Water Mark are subject to jurisdiction of the
Corps under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Areas below top of bank are subject to
jurisdiction of the Regional Water Quality Control Board and California Department of Fish
and Wildlife under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act and Section 1602 of the California Fish
and Game Code, respectively.
In previous determinations, Pullman Ditch did not receive designation as an ESHA by the
California Coastal Commission (CCC Appeal No. A‐2‐HMB‐12‐005). The commission ruled
that the ditch does not contain or support habitat for listed species and does not contain
riparian habitat per Local Coastal Plan definition; therefore, an ESHA setback does not
apply.

Perennial Stream (ESHA)
At its nearest point, Frenchman’s Creek, a perennial stream, is located about 200 feet south of
the Project Area, partially within the 300‐foot buffer. The stream is 0.43 acres or 1,188 linear
feet. The extent of this non‐wetland waters was mapped based on evidence of an Ordinary
High Water Mark observed during the April 11, 2017 site visit including sediment sorting,
grade break, and flowing water. The stream had a sandy substrate bottom, and ranged in
width from 10 to 25 feet plus.
Unlike Pullman Ditch, Frenchman’s Creek meets the definition of a stream or river
community ESHA in the LUP it also meets the California Coastal Commission definition of
ESHA; therefore it may be under the jurisdiction of the Regional Water Quality Control
Board, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, and US Army Corps of Engineers, and is
considered sensitive under CEQA.
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300' Buffer Study Area - 97.93 ac.
Project Area - 47.87 ac.

Sensitive Communties
Intermittent Stream - 0.08 ac. (2322 LF)
- On-site = 0 ac.
- Off-site = 0.08 ac.
Perennial Stream - 0.43 ac. (1188 LF)
- On-site = 0 ac.
- Off-site = 0.43 ac.
Riparian Vegetation - 1.07 ac.
- On-site = 0 ac.
- Off-site = 1.07 ac.

Non-Sensitive Communities
Active Field - 27.96 ac.
- On-site = 25.11 ac.
- Off-site = 2.85 ac.
Cotoneaster Thickets - 0.72 ac.
- On-site = 0.68 ac.
- Off-site = 0.04 ac.
Developed/Landscaped - 25.09 ac.
- On-site = 4.43 ac.
- Off-site = 20.66 ac.
Eucalyptus Groves - 6.14 ac.
- On-site = 1.73 ac.
- Off-site = 4.41 ac.
Fallow Field/Pastureland - 14.45 ac.
- On-site = 14.16 ac.
- Off-site = 0.29 ac.
Monterey Cypress Stands - 1.74 ac.
- On-site = 1.02 ac.
- Off-site = 0.72 ac.
Non-native Annual Grassland - 6.79 ac.
- On-site = < 0.01 ac.
- Off-site = 6.79 ac.
Northern Coastal Scrub - 13.26 ac.
- On-site = 0 ac.
- Off-site = 13.26 ac.
Poison Hemlock Patches - 0.13 ac.
- On-site = 0.13 ac.
- Off-site - 0 ac.
Stock Pond - 0.02 ac.
- On-site = 0.02 ac.
- Off-site = 0 ac.

0

375 feet

This map may contain data from publicly available
sources including, but not limited to, parcel boundaries.
These data sources may be inaccurate. They are
intended for reference purposes only and do not
represent legal boundaries or absolute locations.

Source: WRA Environmental Consultants 2018

Figure 2-1

Biological Communities within the Study Area and within 300 Feet
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Riparian Vegetation (ESHA)
In the southern portion of the 300‐foot buffer, 1.07 acres of riparian vegetation occurs in
association with Frenchman’s Creek. At its closest point, riparian vegetation occurs
approximately 172 feet from the Project Area. Refer to Figure 2‐1. Riparian vegetation was
observed below the top of bank and was dominated by blue gum, arroyo willow, and red
alder. Vegetation between the Project Area and the riparian vegetation consists of eucalyptus
groves, non‐native grasslands, and northern coastal scrub.
In the northern portion of the 300‐foot buffer, 0.11 acre of riparian vegetation occurs in
association with Pullman Ditch. At its closest point riparian vegetation occurs approximately
194 feet from the Project Area. Refer to Figure 2‐1.Vegetation between the Project Area and
this riparian vegetation consists of non‐native annual grassland, northern coastal scrub, and
Monterey cypress trees. Riparian vegetation was observed below top of bank in the area west
of the road that terminates at the nearby Roosevelt Beach, and was dominated by red alder
and arroyo willow.
This biological community is not described by Sawyer (2006) or Holland (1986); however,
vegetative alliances exist for arroyo willow dominated communities, which are considered
secure globally and in California. This area meets the definition of a riparian community
ESHA in the LUP, may be under California Department of Fish and Wildlife jurisdiction, and
is considered sensitive under CEQA.

Conclusions
Development of the approximately 48‐acre site would not be constrained by ESHA based
upon the following evidence:
1. No ESHA occurs with the Project Area (project site).
2. ESHA does occur within the 300‐foot buffer area outside the project site at the
following locations:
a.

Frenchman’s Creek, a perennial stream, approximately 200 feet from the
southern boundary of the Project Area; and

b.

Riparian vegetation occurs approximately 172 feet from the southern boundary
of the Project Area along Frenchman’s Creek and approximately 194 feet from
the northwestern corner of the Project Area along Pullman Ditch.

Wetlands
Definitions
Wetlands are defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, which gives the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers regulatory and
permitting authority regarding discharge of dredged or fill material into “navigable water of
the United States.”

EMC Planning Group Inc.
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The Dickey Water Pollution Act of 1949 and Porter Cologne Act of 1969 established the State
Water Resources Control Board and nine Regional Water Quality Control Board districts in
the State of California. The State Water Resources Control Board and each Regional Water
Quality Control Board district regulates activities in Waters of the State, which include
Waters of the U.S. Waters of the State are defined by the Porter‐Cologne Act as “any surface
water or groundwater, including saline waters, within the boundaries of the state.”
Diking, filling, or dredging of wetlands within the coastal zone is regulated. Section 30121 of
the Coastal Act defines “wetlands” as land “which may be covered periodically or
permanently with shallow water and include saltwater marshes, freshwater marshes, open
or closed brackish water marshes, swamps, mudflats, and fens.” In addition, the LUP defines
“wetlands” as an area where the water table is at, near, or above the land surface long
enough to bring about the formation of hydric soils or to support the growth of plants, which
normally are found to grow in water or wet ground. Wetlands do not include vernally wet
areas where the soils are not hydric. The 1981 California Coastal Commission Statewide
Interpretive Guidelines state that hydric soils and hydrophytic vegetation “are useful
indicators of wetland conditions,” but the presence or absence of hydric soils and/or
hydrophytes alone are not necessarily determinative when the California Coastal
Commission identifies wetlands under the Coastal Act.
The boundaries of areas regulated by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers are often not the
same due to the differing goals of the respective regulatory programs and because these
agencies use different definitions for determining the extent of wetland areas. For example,
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers requires that positive indicators for the presence of
wetland hydrology, hydric soils, and a predominance of hydrophytic vegetation be present
for an area to meet the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers wetland definition. The California
Coastal Commission does not necessarily require that all three wetland indicators be present
for an area to be determined to be a “wetland.” Rather, the presence of hydric soils in the
absence of a predominance of hydrophytes (or vice versa) could be sufficient for a positive
wetland determination.
See the The Dunes at Half Moon Bay Biological Resources Evaluation, beginning on page 3, for a
complete discussion of the definitions and regulations regarding wetlands. The methodology
for conducting a wetland delineation is discussed in detail on page 8 of the report.

Discussion
A delineation of the Study Area was conducted on April 11, 2017, which included a formal
wetland delineation and a reconnaissance level assessment of off‐site areas within the 300‐
foot buffer. Potentially jurisdictional resources observed within the Study Area are shown in
Figure 2‐2, Summary of Potentially Jurisdictional Areas, and acreages are summarized in
Table 2‐1, Potentially Jurisdictional Features within the Project Area (On‐site) and the 300‐
Foot Buffer (Off‐site). Delineation data sheets are included as Appendix B of the biological
resources report.
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Table 2‐1
Potentially Jurisdictional Features within the Project Area (On‐site) and the
300‐Foot Buffer (Off‐site)

Potentially Jurisdictional Area
Corps (Section 404)

Non-wetland Waters of the
U.S. (to OHWM)

Habitat Size
(acres/linear feet)
On-site

--

Off-site

0.52 / 3,510

CORPS TOTAL
RWQCB (Section 401)
CDFW (Section 1602)

Non-wetland Water of the
State (to TOB)

RWQCB (Section 401)
CDFW (Section 1602)

Riparian

On-site

--

Off-site

1.82 / 3,510

On-site

--

Off-site

1.07 ac

RWQCB/CDFW TOTAL
CCC/Half Moon Bay LCP

None

0.52 / 3,510

2.89 / 3,510

On-site

--

Off-site

--

CCC/HALF MOON BAY LCP TOTAL

0.0

SOURCE: WRA Environmental Consultants 2018
NOTES:
Corps = U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
OHWM = Ordinary High Water Mark
RWQCB = Regional Water Quality Control Board
CDFW = California Department of Fish and Wildlife
TOB = Top of Bank
CCC = California Coastal Commission
LCP = Local Coastal Program

Conclusions
Development of the approximately 48‐acre site would not be constrained by wetlands based
upon the following evidence:
1. No wetlands occur within the Project Area (project site).
2. Potential wetlands and non‐wetland water within the 300‐foot buffer (Study Area)
would not be affected by development of the project site with implementation of
required grading and storm water management plans.

2.2

CIRCULATION

Discussion
The project site is immediately west of Highway 1 and is bisected by Young Avenue. Along
the project site frontage, the Highway 1 right‐of‐way is 160 to 165 feet wide (Garvey 2019). It
is a two‐lane undivided highway with eight‐foot paved shoulders and a northbound left‐
turn pocket onto westbound Young Avenue. A Class I bike path the Naomi Patridge Trail, is
located east of the highway. Young Avenue is a local road with 18 feet of pavement within a
30‐foot right‐of‐way.

EMC Planning Group Inc.
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Highway 1/Young Avenue Intersection
With development of the site, this intersection will require improvement either as a
signalized intersection or as a roundabout.

Highway 1
Connect the Coastside Draft Report (DKS March 10, 2016), an evaluation of recommended
alternatives to address potential future transportation deficiencies, recommends a Class II
bicycle lane be constructed on both sides of the highway, including along the project site. All
frontage improvements that would be required of future development at the site can be
made within the existing Caltrans right‐of‐way; no land dedications of project site land along
Highway 1 is needed (Garvey 2019).

Young Avenue
LUP section 9.3.3 (c) states, “as a condition of approval, a right‐of‐way of at least 25 feet in
width in addition to the existing Young Avenue right‐of‐way shall be dedicated to the State
Department of Parks and Recreation. A pedestrian and bicycle trail shall be constructed
along such right‐of‐way from Highway 1 to the Dunes Beach property line, in accordance
with standards to be established by the City and State.”
Project plans include dedicating 25 feet of land along the western segment of Young Avenue
and 37 feet along the eastern segment of the road. These respective dedications comprise a
total of about 0.66 acres. This land would be unavailable for other development.

Conclusions
Development of the approximately 48‐acre site would be minimally constrained by
circulation requirements based upon the following evidence:
1.
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A total of 0.66 acres of land along the south side of Young Avenue will be dedicated
for widening the roadway. The gross acreage of the site available for other
development will be reduced by this amount.
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2.3

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE

Discussion
LUP Policy 9‐12 requires property designated Planned Development to provide at least
20 percent of the gross site area as open space in the form of private, common and/or public
open space. The definitions of each type of open space are included in the LUP.
City of Half Moon Bay Municipal Code section 17.48.035 requires the amount of land to be
dedicated by a subdivider to be five acres per one thousand population (new resident
population associated with the subdivision). The municipal code also allows for payment of
parkland in‐lieu fee.

Conclusions
Development of the approximately 48‐acre site could be constrained by open space
requirements to the extent that future developers of non‐residential projects determine that
dedication of land for public open space is appropriate for meeting part or all of the
20 percent open space requirement. Since public open space is one of three options for
providing open space, it is unknown whether (or how much) land within the site would be
dedicated for public open space such that the amount of gross developable acreage would
decrease.
Though the site is planned for commercial visitor‐serving use, for discussion purposes, land
demand requirements for open space for new residential development is worth noting. As
noted previously, the municipal code requires parkland dedication to be five acres per one
thousand persons; payment of an in‐lieu fee allowed. Residential development could be
constrained if project developers determine that dedicating land for parkland, rather than
paying the in‐lieu fee, is appropriate. At a maximum residential development capacity of
150 dwelling units as described in the LUP and a persons per household size of 3.4 (for
single‐family homes per zoning ordinance section 17.48.030), a new resident population of
up to about 500 people could be created; about 2.5 acres of public park space could be
needed. This would reduce the gross developable acreage available for residential
development if residential development were to be proposed.

2.4

AGRICULTURE

Discussion
LUP
The land north of Young Avenue has previously been committed to urbanization by
subdivision and cannot feasibly be placed in agricultural use or open space habitat (LUP
p. 131). Four of the eleven paper subdivisions in Half Moon Bay that are described in the
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LUP may contain Class I and II soils (Surf Beach, Venice Beach, Highland Park, and
Miramontes Terrace). However, agricultural use is considered infeasible for these areas
because of prior subdivision, the impossibility of assembling usable parcels for lease, severe
conflicts with existing development and heavy recreational use, lack of groundwater, and, in
the case of Highland Park, Surf Beach, and Venice Beach, poor drainage. The University of
California Cooperative Extension indicates that all of these subdivisions are poorly situated
and poorly drained for cultivation purposes. For further discussion of the reasons why none
of these subdivisions is deemed in the LUP to be suitable for agricultural use, review, for
example, Chapter I, Part 8 of the LUP and the sources cited therein. As also noted in the LUP,
past and continued agricultural use of the Surf Beach tract has been and would be challenged
by conflicts with heavy coastal recreational use and conflicts with adjacent residential
development.

Land Evaluation and Site Assessment
Use of the site could be constrained if the loss of on‐site farmland was found to be significant
and the loss required mitigation that included preservation of farmland on site.
To determine significance, the land evaluation and site assessment (LESA) model (California
Department of Conservation 2019) was used. This model is a point‐based approach for rating
the relative importance of agricultural land resources based upon specific measurable
features. The LESA model was developed to provide lead agencies with an optional
methodology to ensure that potentially significant effects on the environment of agricultural
land conversions are quantitatively and consistently considered in the environmental review
process. The model evaluates measures of soil resource quality, project size, water resource
availability, surrounding agricultural lands, and surrounding protected resource lands. The
factors are rated, weighted, and combined, resulting in a single numeric score. The project
score becomes the basis for making a determination of potential significance.
The loss of agricultural land with a LESA score of between 60 and 79 is considered
significant if either the Land Evaluation or the Site Assessment subcategories have scores of
20 or better. The loss of agricultural land with a LESA score of between 40 and 59 is
considered significant if both the Land Evaluation and the Site Assessment subcategories
have scores of 20 or greater.
A LESA model assessment was conducted (EMC Planning Group 2019). The results show
that the project site has a total LESA score of 41.6. The Land Assessment subscore is 22.8 and
the Site Assessment subscore is 18.8. The loss of this land for agricultural purposes would
not be significant and no mitigation, either on or off‐site, would be required.

Conclusions
Development of the approximately 48‐acre site would not be constrained by agricultural
resources based upon the following evidence:

2‐12

EMC Planning Group Inc.

Dunes at Half Moon Bay‐Master Plan Site Assessment

1.

The LUP concludes the site is not suited for agricultural use.

2.

The LESA model score indicates the conversion of this land to non‐agricultural uses
would not result in a significant environmental impact; therefore, no portion of the
site would require preservation as agricultural land, as no mitigation for converting
the land to urban use would be required.

2.5

COASTAL AND GEOLOGIC HAZARDS

Discussion
A range of coastal and geologic hazards have potential to adversely affect development
along the coastal areas of Half Moon Bay. Coastal hazards with the potential to create
constraints for development commonly include coastal bluff erosion, wave runup, and
tsunami. Geologic hazards commonly include fault rupture, liquefaction and lateral
spreading. To determine whether such hazards are present and could affect development
within the project site, site specific analyses of coastal hazards and geologic hazards were
conducted. The discussions below reference these analyses.
The LUP includes policies that address seawalls and shoreline structures, bluff protection
and geologic hazards (seismic events, tsunami run‐up, landslides, flooding, expansive soils,
and subsidence).

Coastal Hazards and Sea Level Rise
An analysis of coastal processes and sea level rise was conducted for the site by Revell
Coastal and documented in a memo entitled Dunes at Half Moon Bay – Coastal Processes and
Sea Level Rise Analysis (Revell Coastal 2019).
The analysis addressed the potential for bluff erosion, coastal wave flooding/runup, sea level
rise, and tsunami hazards to affect development of the site. The report concluded that there
are no existing coastal hazards that affect the site.
Changes in coastal hazard potential occur when anticipated increases in sea level due to
greenhouse gas global warming are considered. By 2100, the probability of a five‐foot
increase in sea level emissions‐induced is three percent under a “high emissions” scenario
and 0.8 percent under a low emissions scenario. No hazards to development within the
project site from future bluff erosion or coastal wave runup occur under a five‐foot sea level
rise scenario and even under a far more remote 16‐foot sea level rise scenario.
With five feet of sea level rise, there is a remote possibility that up to 1.3 acres at the
northwest corner of the plan area may be subject to inundation up to an elevation of 33 feet.
This area is presented in Figure 2‐3, USGS 2013 Science Application for Risk Reduction
(SAFRR) Tsunami Zones with 5 Feet of Sea Level Rise.
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At a minimum elevation of about 30 feet, the lowest westerly edge of the 1.3‐acre area has a
chance of being inundated to the maximum depth of three feet, with inundation depth
falling to zero at the highest, inland eastern boundary of the area at 33 feet in elevation.
Given the remote chance of tsunami hazard, the small area potentially affected, the worst‐
case nominal inundation depth, and the 90‐year timeframe at which the remote chance
hazard exists, tsunami hazard is not considered a significant constraint to developing this
portion of the plan area.
Tsunami hazard risk analyses do not consider recurrence intervals for tsunami given such
events are not considered predictable.

Geologic/Geotechnical Hazards
GeoForensics, Inc. prepared the Geotechnical Investigation for Mobile Home Park and Hotel Site at
the Dunes Project in December 2018. The report addresses liquefaction, seismicity, ground
rupture, ground shaking, landsliding, ground subsidence and lateral spreading. The
investigation concludes that the proposed improvements can be safely constructed with
implementation of the recommendations in the report. Geotechnical development is
controlled by the presence of relatively thick deposits of loose to firm upper soils underlain
by potentially liquefiable layers of soil. The soils are of low expansion potential.

Conclusions
Development of the approximately 48‐acre site would not be constrained by coastal hazards
or geologic or geotechnical hazards based upon the following evidence:
1.

The coastal hazard evaluation concludes that no wave run‐up or coastal erosion
hazards will affect the site;

2.

Given the remote chance of tsunami hazard, the small area potentially affected, the
worst‐case nominal inundation depth, and the 90‐year timeframe at which the
remote chance hazard exists, tsunami hazard is not considered a significant
constraint to developing plan area; and

3.

The geotechnical investigation concludes that the proposed improvements can be
safely constructed with implementation of recommended measures.

2.6

VISUAL RESOURCES

Discussion
Development could be constrained if LUP policies and/or zoning ordinance regulations
mandate that development capacity be limited to conserve or protect visual resources.
Relevant policies and regulations are described below for context.
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City of Half Moon Bay LUP Policies/Conditions
Policy 7‐11. New development along primary access routes from
Highway 1 to the beach, as designated on the Land Use Plan Map, shall be
designed and sited so as to maintain and enhance the scenic quality of
such routes, including building setbacks, maintenance of low height of
structures, and landscaping which establishes a scenic gateway and
corridor.
Policy 7‐12. In areas affording broad views of the ocean from Highway 1
as indicated on the Visual Resources Overlay Map, all new development
shall be reviewed by the Planning Commission to ensure conformance
with the following criteria:
(a)

Structures shall be sited and designed to preserve
unobstructed broad views of the ocean and shall be clustered
to the maximum extent feasible.

(b)

A landscaping plan shall be included in the development
plans for approval and shall provide for landscaping which,
when mature, will not impede public views of the ocean.

(c)

Building height shall not exceed one story or 15 feet, unless an
increase in height would not obstruct public views to the
ocean from the Highway or would facilitate clustering of
development so as to result in greater view protection.

Section 9.3.3, Condition (d): As a condition of approval, structures shall be
clustered, maintained low in height, or constructed at low elevations to
the maximum extent feasible and specific view corridors shall be
established (including the Young Avenue right‐of‐way) and protected by
easements so as to maintain views of the ocean from Highway 1.
(Section 9.3.3 includes development direction for the Surf Beach/Dunes Beach Planned
Development area).

Half Moon Bay Zoning Code
Section 18.37.020 Visual Resource Areas:
The community development director shall prepare and maintain maps of
all designated visual resource areas within the city, based upon the visual
resources overlay map contained in the city’s local coastal program land
use plan. Visual resource areas within the city are defined as follows:
A.
Scenic Corridors. Visual resource areas along the Highway One
corridor and scenic beach access routes, defined as follows:

EMC Planning Group Inc.
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1.

Highway One Corridor. Located on both sides of Highway
One, for a distance of two hundred yards in those areas where
Highway One is designated as a scenic highway by the state of
California and in those areas shown on the visual resources
overlay map in the city’s local coastal program land use plan.
(Author’s note: The State of California has not designated
Highway 1 adjacent to the project site as a scenic highway.)

2.

3.

Broad Ocean Views. Areas providing broad ocean views from
Highway One, as indicated on the visual resources overlay
map in the city’s local coastal program land use plan.
Specifically, these areas are located within the following
boundaries:
a.

Between the breakwater in Pillar Point Harbor on the
north to Magellan Avenue on the south.

b.

Between the southerly edge of the city of Naples
subdivision on the north and Sweetwood State Park
on the south.

c.

Between Frenchman’s Creek on the north and Wave
Avenue of El Mar Beach Subdivision on the south.

Scenic Coastal Access Routes. Primary access routes from
Highway One to major parking facilities adjacent to the state
beaches: Young Avenue, Venice Boulevard, and Kelly
Avenue; and secondary access routes from Highway One to
minor parking facilities: Wavecrest Road, Redondo Beach
Road, Miramontes Point Road.

Section 18.37.030 Scenic Corridor Standards:
Public views within and from scenic corridors shall be protected and
enhanced, according to the following standards:
A.
Development within areas shown on the visual resources overlay
map as providing broad ocean views. Development may not significantly
obscure, detract from, or negatively affect the quality of broad ocean
views. All new development shall be reviewed by the planning
commission for conformance with the following criteria:
1.
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Structures shall be sited and designed to preserve
unobstructed broad views of the ocean and shall be clustered
to the maximum extent feasible.
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2.

A landscaping plan shall be provided which incorporates
landscaping species which, when mature, will not interfere
with public views of the ocean.

3.

Within the mapped area of the visual resources overlay map,
building height shall not exceed one story or fifteen feet,
unless an increase in height would not obstruct public views
to the ocean from the highway or would facilitate clustering of
development which would result in greater view protection.
The building height may be increased upon approval by the
planning commission, if findings are made that greater view
protection will result or public views will not be obstructed,
but in no case shall building height exceed a height of twenty‐
eight feet.

B.
Development within the Highway One corridor and scenic
corridors along all designated shoreline access routes as indicated on the
visual resources overlay map where existing permits or development does
not exist. In general, structures shall be:
1.

Situated and designed to protect any views of the ocean and
scenic coastal areas. Where appropriate and feasible, the site
plan shall restore and enhance the scenic quality of visually
degraded areas.

2.

Located where least visible from the public view.
Development shall not block views of the shoreline from
scenic road turnouts, rest stops or vista points.

3.

Designed to be compatible with the environment, in order to
maintain the natural features such as streams, major drainage,
mature trees, and dominant vegetative communities.

4.

Set back an appropriate distance from the Highway One right‐
of‐way and from scenic beach access routes in accordance
with the intent of this chapter.

5.

Designed to maintain a low height above natural grade, unless
a greater height would not obstruct public views.

Ocean Views through the Project Site from Highway 1
Views across the site from Highway 1 to the ocean are evaluated in the Dunes at Half Moon
Bay Viewshed Analysis (EMC Planning Group 2019). While broad ocean views from
Highway 1 over much of or the entire site may have been available 25 years ago when the
LUP was written, current views of the ocean are now limited. This observation is supported
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in the Plan Half Moon Bay Background Report as further refined by site specific assessment
included in the Dunes at Half Moon Bay Viewshed Analysis. Both sources were used to
define current view corridors over the site to which LUP policy 7‐12 would apply and to
which related zoning code standards would apply. Figure 2‐4, Existing View Corridors from
Highway 1, shows the extent of available views from the highway to the ocean. At its nearest
point, the ocean is approximately 2,000 feet from the highway. Views through the project site
to the ocean are limited by distance, topography, trees and other vegetation, homes and
other structures, fences, street signs, fog, and weather. Project site frontage along the
highway is approximately 2,225 linear feet. The limited views of the ocean are available from
approximately 30 percent of the project site frontage on the highway, generally focused
where the highway intersects with Young Avenue.

Project Site Area within Highway 1 Corridor
The portion of the site within 200 yards of Highway 1 is also within a Highway 1 corridor as
described in zoning code section 18.37.020(A).

Conclusions
Zoning code standards discussed above implement the relevant LUP visual resource
policies. The standards primarily govern the design of development within specified view
corridors. In the case of the view corridors from Highway 1 to the ocean shown in Figure 2‐4,
development may still occur provided it is appropriately designed and sited; land within the
site would not inherently be constrained from being developed with the result that
development capacity could be lost.
None of the zoning code section 18.37.030(B) standards that apply to the Highway 1 corridor
would clearly limit developable acreage. The 18.37.030(B)(4) standard regarding building
setbacks is ambiguous. No standards for building locations or setback distances are
provided; the standard applies only to buildings. In the absence of specific setback
standards, it is presumed that standards related to building heights for preservation of views
to the ocean from Highway 1 described in section 18.37.030(a) (1) and 18.37.030(a) (3) take
precedence, particularly in the Young Avenue view corridor and the area south of it as
shown in Figure 2‐4. New development proposed both within and outside of the view
corridors from the highway to the ocean must be planned and designed to consider these
remaining views and to consider the existing open space character of the site as a visual
asset.
Development of the approximately 48‐acre site is not assumed to be constrained by LUP
policies or zoning code standards to the extent that developable acreage of the site would be
reduced or that development capacity would be limited.
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2.7

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Discussion
LUP Policy 6‐2 states, “Prior to the issuance of a permit for any development within 100 feet
of any recorded archaeological site identified in Figure 6.1, the City will require the
submission of a report by a qualified archaeologist regarding the resources which may be
affected and mitigation measures necessary to protect the site or to undertake salvage of
archaeological materials before development. Any permit shall be conditioned upon
reasonable measures taken to mitigate the impact of development on archaeological
resources. These may include (1) designating construction to avoid important resources, (2)
covering the site with fill, and (3) site sampling and salvage.”
Figure 6.1 in the LUP identified potentially sensitive archaeological areas; however, the
figure does not identify recorded archaeological sites. Even though the project site is not
within 100 feet of a recorded archaeological site, a cultural resources report was prepared for
the project in March 2019. There is nothing in the report to conclude that development of the
site should be limited by known or recorded archaeological or paleontological resources.

Conclusions
Given information available to date, development of the approximately 48‐acre site should
not be constrained by archaeological or paleontological resources, as it is unlikely that
resources exist that in turn would require preservation in place or some other form of on‐site
mitigation. However, there is always the potential to accidentally discover archaeological or
paleontological resources during site development activities. It would be speculative at this
time to conclude that such resources, if uncovered, would ultimately be a constraint to
developing the site. Half Moon Bay will further address these issues in the CEQA process
and determine the appropriate mitigation measures if resources were to be discovered.

2.8

NEIGHBORHOOD COMPATIBILITY

Discussion
The site is bordered by Dunes Beach on the west; Sweetwood State Campground and
Frenchman’s Creek on the south; Highway 1, agricultural greenhouses, and a residential
subdivision on the east; and Pullman Ditch and the Stoloski and City of Naples residential
subdivisions on the north. Adjacent land uses are shown in Figure 1‐1, Project Location.
Neighborhood compatibility issues are primarily related to the effects of noise and lighting
from new development. If significant noise or glare impacts from site development were to
occur, mitigation could include setbacks or other actions that in turn could reduce the area of
the site available for development.
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Noise
The Acoustical Analysis for The Dunes at Half Moon Bay (WJV Acoustics 2019) was prepared to
evaluate the noise impacts of developing the site with visitor‐serving uses (hotel and RV
park) on adjacent and nearby sensitive noise receptors. The report analyzed both
construction and operational (traffic and on‐site noise source) noise impacts.
Traffic Noise. Existing traffic noise on Highway 1 was modeled at 69 CNEL, dB at a
reference setback distance of 100 feet from the center of the highway. Noise from new traffic
generated by new development at the site would increase that level to 69.5 CNEL, dB. Such a
minimal change cannot generally be perceived by sensitive receptors (e.g. homes within the
Stoloski and City of Naples subdivisions to the north or the Frenchman’s subdivision to the
east across Highway 1) and is not considered significant.
On‐Site Noise Sources. Vehicle movements, noise from voices, stereo systems, opening and
closing car doors and truck lids, mechanical/HVAC systems, trash compactors, and other
human activities associated with hotels and RV parks were evaluated. The Half Moon Bay
Noise Element of the general plan does not contain noise standards for non‐transportation
sources; therefore, San Mateo County’s standards are used as reference. The report
concluded that noise levels from these sources would not exceed referenced noise level
standards. No significant noise impacts are anticipated; therefore no site development
constraints are anticipated.

Lighting
Municipal Zoning code section 18.37.060, Standards for Utilities, Lighting and Signs, requires
all exterior lighting to be functional, subtle, and compatible with the building’s architectural
style, materials, and colors. In the project site context, conflicts with adjacent land uses could
occur if lighting was improperly designed to the extent that it could create glare that intrudes
onto off‐site properties.

Conclusions
Development would not be constrained by noise or lighting based upon the following
evidence:

2‐24

1.

The acoustical analysis concluded that impacts associated with project traffic and
operations of hotel and RV park uses would not be significant. Therefore, there are
no mitigations required (e.g. setbacks from adjacent uses) that would pose
development constraints or limit the developable area of the site.

2.

New development would be required to comply with the lighting requirements in
the zoning code. The standards are designed to limit lighting impacts from glare or
light intrusion onto off‐site properties. Therefore, lighting would not be a source of
land use incompatibility that could otherwise limit the developable area of the site.
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3.1

CONSTRAINTS AFFECTING DEVELOPABLE ACREAGE

Of the possible constraints identified in Section 2.0, only the need to dedicate 0.66 acres of
land along the south side of Young Avenue would result in reduction of gross site area
available for development.

3.2

OTHER DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT
CONSIDERATIONS

As described in Section 2.0, a number of LUP policy, zoning code standards and/or
environmental analysis factors affect how future development of the project site is designed
and managed. However, none of these factors, other than those listed in Section 3.1 above,
are inherently site development constraints that result in loss of gross developable acreage.
Design elements of future development will be managed through development regulations
and design standards included the project specific plan and/or through existing Half Moon
Bay design guidelines and zoning regulations.
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