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CITY OF HALF MOON BAY
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT
INITIAL STUDY AND CHECKLIST

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one
impact that is a “potentially significant impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

☐
☐
☐
☒
☒
☐
☒

Aesthetics
Agriculture and Forestry Resources
Air Quality
Biological Resources
Cultural Resources
Energy
Geology and Soils

☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Hydrology and Water Quality
Land Use and Planning
Mineral Resources
Noise
Population and Housing

☐
☐
☐
☒
☐
☐
☐

Public Services
Recreation
Transportation
Tribal Cultural Resources
Utilities and Service Systems
Wildfire
Mandatory Findings of Significance

DETERMINATION (To be completed by the Lead Agency)
On the basis of this initial evaluation:
I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a
significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent.
A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT is required.
I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially significant unless
mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect (a) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document
pursuant to applicable legal standards, and (b) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis
as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENT IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the
effects that remain to be addressed.
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all potentially
significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to
applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing
further is required.

Signature

Date

Printed Name
Scott Phillips, Associate Planner

1

INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST
BACKGROUND
PROPONENT NAME
Bruce Stebbins

PHONE NUMBER
650-218-3841

PROPONENT ADDRESS
PO Box 615
Half Moon Bay, CA 94019
AGENCY REQUIRING CHECKLIST
City of Half Moon Bay Community Development
Department

DATE SUBMITTED

PROPOSAL NAME
909 Grand View Boulevard Project
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CHAPTER 1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
1.1

Introduction

Project Title:

909 Grand View Boulevard Project (APN 048-264-250)
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

Lead Agency:

City of Half Moon Bay
Community Development Department
501 Main Street
Half Moon Bay, CA 94019

City Staff Contact:

Scott Phillips, Associate Planner
sphillips@hmbcity.com

Project Applicants:

Bruce Stebbins

The subject of this Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is the proposed 909 Grand View Boulevard Project (the project),
which consists of the construction of one new home at 909 Grand View Boulevard in Half Moon Bay,
San Mateo County, California (Assessor’s Parcel Number [APN] 048-264-250). This IS/MND includes a
description of the existing environmental setting of the project and the environmental effects that may
result from construction and operation of the project.

1.2

CEQA Statute and Guidelines

According to CEQA Statute Section 21064.5:
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
“Mitigated negative declaration” means a negative declaration prepared for a project
when the initial study has identified potentially significant effects on the environment,
but (1) revisions in the project plans or proposals made by, or agreed to by, the applicant
before the proposed negative declaration and initial study are released for public review
would avoid the effects or mitigate the effects to a point where clearly no significant
effect on the environment would occur, and (2) there is no substantial evidence in light of
the whole record before the public agency that the project, as revised, may have a
significant effect on the environment.”
According to State CEQA Guidelines Article 6. Negative Declaration Process:
15070. DECISION TO PREPARE A NEGATIVE OR MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION
A public agency shall prepare or have prepared a proposed negative declaration or
mitigated negative declaration for a project subject to CEQA when:
The initial study shows that there is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole
record before the agency, that the project may have a significant effect on the
environment, or
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The initial study identifies potentially significant effects, but:
(1) Revisions in the project plans or proposals made by or agreed to by the
applicant before a proposed mitigated negative declaration and initial
study are released for public review would avoid the effects or mitigate
the effects to a point where clearly no significant effects would occur,
and
(2) There is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before the
agency, that the project as revised may have a significant effect on the
environment.
15071. CONTENTS
A negative declaration circulated for public review shall include:
A brief description of the project, including a commonly used name for the
project, if any;
The location of the project, preferably shown on a map, and the name of the
project proponent;
A proposed finding that the project will not have a significant effect on the
environment;
An attached copy of the initial study documenting reasons to support the finding;
and
Mitigation measures, if any, included in the project to avoid potentially
significant effects.

1.3

Project Location

Regional Setting
The project site includes a single lot on Grand View Boulevard in the Grandview Terrace neighborhood
of the city of Half Moon Bay, San Mateo County, California. San Mateo County is situated along the
central coast of California and encompasses approximately 554 square miles (including tidal waters) of
the San Francisco Peninsula. The county’s western border is on the Pacific Ocean and the eastern border
is on the San Francisco Bay shoreline. The county is bounded by the city and county of San Francisco to
the north and by Santa Cruz and Santa Clara Counties to the south and southeast, respectively.
The Santa Cruz Mountain Range traverses San Mateo County in a north–south direction, effectively
dividing the county into two distinct regions: the Coastside and the Bayside. The Coastside is
characterized by coastal terraces transitioning into gently sloping foothills of the Santa Cruz Mountains.
The Bayside is characterized by low-lying mudflats, marshes, artificial fill, and broad, flat alluvial plains.
Farther west, this low-lying region transitions into the foothills of the Santa Cruz Mountains, increasing in
slope to 15 to 30% near its crest.
The City of Half Moon Bay is situated along the San Mateo County Coastside, approximately 25 miles
south of San Francisco, and encompasses approximately 6.4 square miles of land. It is bordered by the
Pacific Ocean to the west, the Santa Cruz Mountains to the east, Montara Mountain and the city of
Pacifica to the north, and unincorporated San Mateo County to the south. Figure 1-1, Project Vicinity
Map, shows the project site location and regional vicinity.
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Figure 1-1. Project Vicinity Map.
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Local Setting
Grand View Boulevard is located in the Grandview Terrace neighborhood on the east side of State Route
1 (Highway 1), with direct access to the highway. The project is located at the northeast end of the
existing portion of Grand View Boulevard on the southeast side, approximately 125 feet northeast of
Golden Gate Avenue and 1,000 feet northeast of Highway 1. The project area encompasses a total of
approximately 0.18 acre, which includes the 5,000-square-foot (0.115-acre) parcel at 909 Grand View
Boulevard and the 2,900-square-foot (0.067-acre) street and sidewalk areas that front the parcel. The
parcel is undeveloped and appears to have been used for pasture in the past. It supports ruderal vegetation.
The project area boundaries are depicted in Figure 1-2, Project Location Map.
In the vicinity of the project site, the southwest and northwest sides of the parcel are developed with oneand two-story single-family homes. Open space, vacant land and farmland exist northeast and southeast of
the project site. North and east of the project site are undeveloped lands and hillsides leading up to the
coastal hills. East of the Grandview Terrace neighborhood are agricultural fields.
Grand View Boulevard is approximately 33 feet wide with 5-foot-wide sidewalks and curb and gutter on
both sides of the street west of the project site. The pavement ends at the southwestern edge of the project
site. From there, Grand View Boulevard continues as a dirt, two-track roadway.
The project site and immediate surroundings are essentially flat and lie at approximately 42 feet above
mean sea level. The property slopes very gently toward Grand View Boulevard, which in turn slopes
toward Highway 1. Approximately 250 feet northeast of the site, the land slopes up to the coastal hills. A
drainage ditch runs northeast to southwest approximately 75 feet northeast of the project site, then turns
west and flows on the southeastern border of the Grandview Terrace neighborhood towards Highway 1.
In addition, there are two seasonal wetlands within the 100-foot study area defined in the wetland
delineation—one is northwest of Grand View Boulevard, approximately 50 feet northwest of the project
site, and the second is east of the drainage ditch, approximately 90 feet northeast of the project site (see
Appendix B).

1.4

Land Use and Zoning

The project site is located entirely within the city. Existing zoning for the project site is R-1-B-2 (Medium
Density Single-Family Residential). The project site includes two 25-foot-wide lots. These two lots will
be merged to create one 50-foot-wide substandard lot. A substandard lot is defined as:
“any lot of record which has either a lot width as defined herein or a lot area as defined
herein that is less than the requirements in the zoning district in which the lot is located.”1
Substandard lots are subject to the development standards under the City of Half Moon Bay Zoning Code.
The project is approximately 0.68 mile from the Pacific Ocean and is in the California Coastal Zone. The
California Coastal Zone was established by the California Coastal Act of 1976 and is under the
jurisdiction of the California Coastal Commission (CCC). Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act
includes provisions that address the impact of development on public services, infrastructure, traffic, the
environment, significant resources, and coastal access.

1

City of Half Moon Bay. 2020. Half Moon Bay Municipal Code. Title 18. Zoning. Section 18.20.040. Definitions. Available at:
https://www.codepublishing.com/CA/HalfMoonBay/html/HalfMoonBay18/HalfMoonBay1802.html#18.02. Accessed January
26, 2021.
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Figure 1-2. Project Location Map.
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The entire city is in the coastal zone. The City of Half Moon Bay (City) adopted an amended Local
Coastal Land Use Plan (LCLUP) in 1993.2 In October 2020, the City adopted an updated LCLUP (2020
LCLUP). The LCLUP requires final approval by the CCC. The City anticipates that this will occur within
the next 12 months. The LCLUP together with the zoning ordinance, zoning map, and subdivision
ordinance constitute the Local Coastal Program (LCP) for the City’s coastal zone. A Coastal
Development Permit (CDP) would be required for construction of the single-family residence and
attached accessory dwelling unit (ADU). The City is the designated agency responsible for CDP approval
of projects within the City limits.
The City adopted an ordinance regarding ADUs in 2018.3 The State of California (State) has adopted a
number of regulations regarding ADUs that were most recently updated in January 2021.4 Where there is
conflict between the two sets of regulations, the State’s regulations supersede the City’s zoning ordinance.

1.5

Proposed Project

The project would combine two existing severely substandard R-1-B-2 residential lots to create one
substandard R-1-B-2 lot and construct one new residence and attached ADU at 909 Grand View
Boulevard. The merged lot would be 5,000 square feet in area and 50 feet wide, which is approximately
66.7% of the standard lot width. The single-family home and ADU would be designed to comply with the
City’s zoning requirements for substandard lots as well California Government Code Section 65852.2, as
detailed below.5 In addition, Grand View Boulevard, including the curb, gutter, park strip, and sidewalk
on the south side of the street, would be extended 50 feet from the end of the existing pavement to the
northeast to cover the frontage of the parcel (Appendix A, Site Plans). All utilities are available in Grand
View Boulevard and would be extended to the new dwelling and ADU.
According to the design plans submitted by the Applicant to the City, the proposed residence and ADU
would meet all requirements of the City’s zoning code for substandard lots as described below (Figure 13, Proposed Plot and Building Plans; see Appendix A):
•

Height. The maximum allowable building height on a substandard lot in an R-1-B-2 zoning
district is 28 feet for multi-story buildings. The proposed dwelling and ADU would be 24.16 feet
in height, which is under the maximum height requirement of 28 feet.

•

Setbacks. Under the City zoning code, a substandard lot zoned R-1-B-2 must have a front setback
of 25 feet for the main residence, 6 feet for the side and 20 feet for the rear. Under State law,
minimum side and rear setbacks for ADUs may be reduced to 4 feet (Section 65852(D)(vii). The
setbacks for the proposed dwelling and ADU would be 25 feet front, 20.5 feet back, and 6 feet on
each side. All setbacks meet zoning requirements.

2

City of Half Moon Bay. 1993. Local Coastal Program and Land Use Plan, Chapters 1 to 10: Land Use Plan. Amended 1993.
Available at: https://www.half-moon-bay.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/177/Chapter-1-to-10-Land-Use-Plan-PDF. Accessed
January 25, 2021.

3

City of Half Moon Bay. 2018. Municipal Code. Chapter 18.33. Accessory Dwelling Units. Available at:
https://www.codepublishing.com/CA/HalfMoonBay/html/HalfMoonBay18/HalfMoonBay1833.html. Accessed March 16,
2021.

4

California Department of Housing and Community Development. 2020. Accessory Dwelling Unit Handbook. Available at:
https://www.hcd.ca.gov/policy-research/docs/adu_december_2020_handbook.pdf. Accessed March 16, 2021.

5

California Government Code. 2020. Title 17. Planning and Land Use. Division 1. Planning and Zoning. Chapter 4. Zoning
Regulations. Article 2. Adoption of Regulations. Section 65852.2 Accessory Dwelling Units. Available at:
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=65852.2.&highlight=true&lawCode=GOV&k
eyword=setback. Accessed March 16, 2021.

8

909 Grand View Boulevard Project Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Chapter 1 Project Description

Figure 1-3. Proposed Plot and Building Plans.
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•

Lot Coverage. The City zoning code requires a maximum lot coverage of 35%. ADUs up to a
certain size are not currently counted towards the lot coverage total. The California Government
Code allows for an ADU of up to 800 square feet for a studio or one-bedroom and up to 1,000
square feet for a two-bedroom unit. The dwelling would have a lot coverage of 1,168 square feet,
or 23.4%. The ADU would be 672 square feet.

•

Floor Area Ratio (FAR). The City zoning code requires the main dwelling to have a maximum
FAR of 0.5:1. The FAR of the main dwelling would be 2,026 square feet, or approximately 0.4:1.

•

Access and Parking. The proposed driveway would be directly connected to Grand View
Boulevard. The zoning code for a substandard lot requires two parking spaces. The proposed
residence would have two garage spaces. The ADU is not required to have a parking space. The
project would include construction of curb and sidewalk on the southeast side of Grand View
Boulevard, and possibly on the northwest side of the street.

•

Landscaping and Trees. The project site is covered by ruderal vegetation. There are no existing
trees on-site. The project would comply with the California Department of Water Resources
(DWR) Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance.6 The landscaping design would plant two
trees, and more than 75% of the planting would consist of plants that require occasional, little, or
no summer water.

•

Construction and Grading. An individual single-family home would be expected to take
approximately 1 year to construct. Construction would require a minimal amount of grading and
the removal of approximately 25 cubic yards of soil, and approximately 25 cubic yards of
engineered fill would be imported to the site. Construction equipment would include, but is not
limited to, a half-ton truck, a backhoe, a cement truck, a 10-cubic-yard dump truck, a semi-truck
flatbed, a site delivery truck, a water truck, and an air compressor, as well as power tools.
Construction traffic would access the site from Highway 1 and Grand View Boulevard.

•

Roadway and Sidewalk Extension. The extension of Grand View Boulevard, including curb,
gutter, park strip, and sidewalks on the south side of Grand View Boulevard along the property
frontage for an additional approximately 50 feet is included as part of this project. Frontage
improvements are required to be designed and constructed by the project applicant. Construction
of curb and gutter on the north side is evaluated with this project as well.

Grand View Boulevard Extension and Grading
The project includes extension of Grand View Boulevard by approximately 50 feet to serve the new
residence and ADU. Construction would generally occur during dry weather between April 15 and
October 15, 2021 and would take approximately 40 workdays to complete. Construction hours would be
limited to 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. Sunday construction is not anticipated and
would require permission from the City.
Access for construction would be by existing streets. There would be minimal temporary materials and
construction staging in the right-of-way. All work would comply with the Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB) Best Management Practices (BMPs). Grading for the roadbed and sidewalk,
excavation for utilities trenches, and grading for the residence and ADU would require approximately 25
cubic yards each of cut and fill and importing of 25 cubic yards of engineered fill. Construction
equipment would include a track-mounted excavator, a front-end loader, a 10-yard dump truck, a paver,
6

California Department of Water Resources (DWR). 2015. Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance. Available at:
https://water.ca.gov/Programs/Water-Use-And-Efficiency/Urban-Water-Use-Efficiency/Model-Water-Efficient-LandscapeOrdinance. Accessed January 25, 2021.
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asphalt delivery trucks, a ride-on vibratory drum roller, a vibratory plate compactor, and a tamping
jumping jack compactor.

Utilities
Utilities would be supplied to the project as follows:
•

Water: The project Applicant owns one non-priority water service connection for the proposed
project. There is an existing water main in Grand View Boulevard. The project would require the
extension of the existing water main to serve the project. From there, the project would extend a
1-inch lateral for fire water and a 5/8-inch lateral for domestic water supply from the existing
main.7 There would be adequate separation between water and sewer lines to meet State health
codes.

•

Sewer: There is an existing sewer line in Grand View Boulevard, beginning at a manhole located
in front of the proposed residence and ADU. The project would run a sewer lateral from the
existing sewer line to the residence and ADU.

•

Landscape Irrigation Requirements: The City has adopted the DWR Model Water Efficient
Landscape Ordinance.8 All new irrigation for landscaping will be required to comply with the
City’s Water Efficiency Landscape Ordinance (Chapter 13.04 of the City Municipal Code).

•

Stormwater Management: Stormwater in the project area percolates into the ground or may run
off into Grand View Boulevard. The project would result in an increase of impervious surface
compared to existing conditions of approximately 4,740 square feet. The residence and ADU
would be required to comply with the City’s Stormwater Checklist for Small Projects and includes
a drainage plan to convey roof and driveway runoff to a detention basin or other stormwater
management improvements designed to prevent runoff to neighboring properties and the public
right-of-way.9 The City requires the detention basin be designed to control stormwater flows from
a 10-year storm event with a 2-hour duration.10 Overflow from a greater than 10-year, 2-hour
storm event would be allowed to flow into the Grand View Boulevard storm drain system. A
stormwater maintenance agreement will be required to ensure the system works efficiently during
the wet season.
Construction plans submitted for the project would be required to show implementation of at least
one of the following Low Impact Development (LID) Measures:
o Direct roof runoff into vegetated areas;
o Direct runoff from sidewalks, walkways, and/or patio or covered areas into vegetated
areas;
o Direct runoff from driveways and/or uncovered parking lots to vegetated areas;
o Construct sidewalks, walkways, and/or patios with permeable surfaces;

7

Coastside County Water District. 2019. Letter from Gina Brazil, Office Manager, to City of Half Moon Bay regarding Request
for Review of Planning Permit Application (PDP-19-045). June 7.

8

Department of Water Resources .2015. Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance. Available at:
https://water.ca.gov/Programs/Water-Use-And-Efficiency/Urban-Water-Use-Efficiency/Model-Water-Efficient-LandscapeOrdinance. Accessed January 26, 2021.

9

City of Half Moon Bay. 2016. San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program. Stormwater Checklist for Small
Projects. Available at: https://www.half-moon-bay.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/169/Stormwater-Checklist-for-Small-ProjectsPDF. Accessed February 2, 2021.

10

A 10-year event is an event of such size that over a long period of time, the average time between events of equal or greater
magnitude is 10 years.

11

909 Grand View Boulevard Project Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Chapter 1 Project Description

o
o
•

1.6

Construct bike lanes, driveways, and/or uncovered parking lots with permeable surfaces
and/or
Protect sensitive areas, including wetland and riparian areas, and minimize changes to the
natural topography.

Electricity and Gas: Existing utilities include an overhead electrical line on the east side of Grand
View Boulevard and an existing natural gas line in Grand View Boulevard. The existing natural
gas line was upgraded recently by Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E). Natural gas and
electricity access has not been defined to date. All connections would be through underground
service connections. Existing infrastructure exists in the Grand View Boulevard right-of-way.
PG&E would need to approve the location and engineering details of electrical and gas extensions
to supply the project. As required by the adopted 2019 Building Code, a solar system is required
for the residence and ADU.

Requested Action and Required Permits

This IS/MND provides environmental information and analysis in compliance with CEQA, which is
necessary for City decision makers to be able to adequately consider the effects of the project. The City,
as the CEQA lead agency, has approval authority and responsibility for considering the environmental
effects of the project as a whole. The City is responsible for authorizing and approving the lot merger and
the City’s sewer easement and sewer and water extensions to serve the project. The IS/MND, in
conjunction with other project documents as necessary, would be used for the following discretionary
approvals:
•

CDP for construction of one dwelling with attached ADU;

•

Encroachment Permit;

•

Architectural Review;

•

Grading Permit; and

•

Building Permit.

12

909 Grand View Boulevard Project Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Chapter 2 Environmental Checklist and Responses

CHAPTER 2. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND
RESPONSES
2.1

Aesthetics

Environmental Issues

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, would the project:
(a)

Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

☐

☐

☐

☒

(b)

Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic
buildings within a state scenic highway?

☐

☐

☐

☒

(c)

In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the
existing visual character or quality of public views of
the site and its surroundings? (public views are those
that are experienced from publicly accessible vantage
points). If the project is in an urbanized area, would
the project conflict with applicable zoning and other
regulations governing scenic quality?

☐

☐

☐

☒

(d)

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

☐

☐

☒

☐

Environmental Evaluation
a. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?
A scenic vista generally provides focal views of objects, settings, or features of visual interest, or
panoramic views of large geographic areas of scenic quality, from a fixed vantage point or linear corridor
such as a roadway or trail. A significant impact would occur if a project introduced incompatible scenic
elements within a field of view containing a scenic vista or substantially block views of an existing scenic
vista.
The project site is at the northeastern edge of a suburban neighborhood generally traversed by local
residents. The project site and surrounding neighborhood are essentially flat. Under the adopted 1993
LCP Visual Resources Element, there are scenic hillsides along the city’s eastern boundary to the east of
the site.11 Distinct visual resources in the community include the Pacific Ocean, 0.6 mile to the west, and
the foothills of the Santa Cruz Mountains, approximately 0.2 mile to the east. The LCP identifies the
City’s eastern hillsides as a major attribute of the City’s visual setting and identifies the need to protect
quality views as seen from Highway 1.12 City Zoning Code Section 18.37.15.B establishes development
standards for projects within 200 yards of Highway 1 to minimize visual impacts to coastal resources.
City Zoning Code Section 18.37.020.B establishes protections for scenic hillsides that are visible from
Highway 1 and Highway 92, including the area east of the proposed Foothill Boulevard, which is visible
11

City of Half Moon Bay. 1993. Local Coastal Land Use Plan. Chapter 7, Visual Resources. Available at: https://www.halfmoon-bay.ca.us/154/Local-Coastal-Program-Land-Use-Plan. Accessed February 10, 2021.

12

City of Half Moon Bay. 2014. Plan Half Moon Bay. Existing Conditions, Trends and Opportunities Assessment Report. Pp. 62 to 6-3. Available at: https://www.half-moon-bay.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/174/HMB-Existing-Conditions-Report-PDF.
Accessed September 10, 2020.
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from the project site (Figures 2-1 and 2-2). The project is on the east side of and approximately 325 yards
from Highway 1; therefore, it is not in the designated scenic corridor (Figure 2-3). There are more than a
dozen residences between the project site and Highway 1. Therefore, the project site will not be visible
from Highway 1 and will not block views of scenic coastal hills from Highway 1 due to its distance from
the hills and existing development, trees, and topography.
The project site is located at the eastern edge of the developed residential Grandview Terrace
neighborhood. The project would include the construction of one single-family residence and attached
ADU. The residence and ADU would have no impact on scenic resources. The residence and ADU would
be required to obtain a CDP, would be subject to Architectural Review, and would be required to meet
City visual resource protection standards, as they relate to new development within the vicinity of a visual
resource area. Additionally, conformance with the design guidelines as established in the Single-Family
Residential Design Guidelines13is required. One of the primary objectives of the City’s design guidelines
is to inspire innovative architectural design. Because the development would not be visible from Highway
1 and because the design of the new residence and ADU would meet City’s Design Guidelines, no impact
to scenic vistas would occur.
b. Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited
to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings, within a scenic highway?
The proposed project is located on Grand View Boulevard, which is a residential street off Highway 1.
Highway 1 is not a designated State Scenic Highway in the city; however, past guidance from the CCC
has indicated an intent to protect Highway 1 and views from it as visual resources. As discussed in
Section 2.1.a, the project is not located within 200 yards of Highway 1 and would not be visible from the
highway. The project site is essentially flat and supports non-native grassland. There are no trees, rock
outcroppings, or historic buildings on or adjacent to the project site. The addition of one new home
would be consistent with the surrounding neighborhood (see Figures 2-1 through 2-4). The design of the
single-family residence and ADU in compliance with the Single-Family Residential Design Guidelines
would be consistent with the design standards provided in Section 18.06.030 of the City Zoning
Regulations for residential development and would be required to pass Architectural Review.14 Therefore,
no impact would occur.
c. In non-urbanized areas, would the project substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings? (public views are
those that are experienced from publicly accessible vantage point). If the project is in
an urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other
regulations governing scenic quality?
The project is located on the eastern edge of a developed residential area in the Grandview Terrace
neighborhood. Public views of the project site are not visible from Highway 1. The project site is
screened by over a dozen intervening residences. The project is located at the dead end of a residential
street; therefore, the potential for public views is limited (see Figures 2-1 through 2-4). The residence and
ADU would be visually compatible with other homes in the neighborhood. The project would not conflict
with applicable zoning or other regulations governing scenic quality. The home would be required to
obtain a CDP and would be subject to Architectural Design Review.
13

City of Half Moon Bay. 2015. Single-Family Residential Design Guidelines. Available at: https://www.half-moonbay.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/158/Single-Family-Residential-Design-Guidelines-Adopted-June-2-2015-PDF. Accessed
February 10, 2021.

14

City of Half Moon Bay. 2020. Municipal Code. 18.06.030 Residential Development Standards. Available at:
https://www.codepublishing.com/CA/HalfMoonBay/#!/HalfMoonBay18/HalfMoonBay1806.html#18.06.030. Accessed
February 10, 2021.
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Figure 2-1. East-facing view from the project parcel, with coastal hills to the
north and east.

Figure 2-2. Northeast-facing view of the dirt extension of Grand View
Boulevard from the edge of pavement, showing the residential site to the
east and the coastal hills in the distance.
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Figure 2-3. Southwest-facing view of the project parcel from the end of
Grand View Boulevard, with the Pacific Ocean in the background

Figure 2-4. Southeast-facing view of project site from the end of Grand
View Boulevard, showing the ditch, wetlands, and distant residences to the
east and south.
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The City’s Architectural Review guidelines include requirements for site planning and design, view
corridors, massing and scale, building articulation, privacy, landscaping, and fencing design,15 and would
ensure that the visual quality of the new residence and ADU would be compatible with the existing
neighborhood. In particular, the second story is set inward from the first story providing building
articulation on all sides in compliance with guidelines in Chapter 3B of the Design Guidelines. Therefore,
the project would not substantially degrade existing views or conflict with applicable zoning and other
regulations governing scenic quality and no impact would occur.
d. Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare which would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?
The new single-family residence and ADU would include interior and exterior lighting that would create
an additional source of illumination in the area. Vehicle headlights traveling to and from the residence
and ADU would also illuminate the area. However, this increase would not be substantial because the
project area is located in a suburban area that is already illuminated from nearby residential uses at night,
and the project’s lighting levels would be compatible with surrounding uses because the City requires that
exterior lighting fixtures be downcast and shielded; therefore, lighting impacts would be less than
significant.

2.2

Agriculture and Forestry Resources

Environmental Issues

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as
an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources,
including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range
Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest
Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. Would the project:
(a)

Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

☐

☐

☐

☒

(b)

Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contract?

☐

☐

☐

☒

(c)

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

☐

☐

☐

☒

(d)

Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest
land to non-forest use?

☐

☐

☐

☒

(e)

Involve other changes in the existing environment
which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

☐

☐

☐

☒

15

City of Half Moon Bay. 2015. Single-Family Residential Design Guidelines. Available at: https://www.half-moonbay.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/158/Single-Family-Residential-Design-Guidelines-Adopted-June-2-2015-PDF. Accessed
February 10, 2021.
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Environmental Evaluation
a. Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance, as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to nonagricultural use?
A significant impact may occur if a project were to result in the conversion of State-designated
agricultural land from agricultural use to another non-agricultural use. The California Department of
Conservation (CDOC), Division of Land Protection, lists Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, and
Farmland of Statewide Importance under the general category of “Important Farmland” in California.
The project area comprises approximately 0.18 acre zoned for residential development and is surrounded
by medium-density single-family homes in an urban/suburban location to the south and west, and
undeveloped land to the north and east. The land is designated as Urban or Built Up Land and is not
included in the Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance category.16
Therefore, the project would have no impact on the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses.
b. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson
Act contract?
A significant impact may occur if a project were to result in the conversion of land zoned for agricultural
use or under a Williamson Act Contract from agricultural use to non-agricultural use. The Williamson Act
of 1965 allows local governments to enter into agreements with local landowners with the purpose of
trying to limit specific parcels of land to agricultural or other related open space use.17 The project site is
not zoned for agricultural use and is not subject to a Williamson Act Contract. The closest land in
agricultural production is located approximately 275 feet northwest in an area zoned as Urban Reserve.
The closest land under a Williamson Act Contract is 1,300 feet northeast of the project area in the coastal
hills.18 The 275-foot buffer between the project site and agricultural activities in the Urban Reserve parcel
is adequate to prevent conflict between the land uses. Therefore, no impact with respect to land zoned for
agricultural use or under a Williamson Act Contract would occur.
c. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land
(as defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by
Public Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as
defined by Government Code section 51104(g))?
“Forest land” is defined as land that “can support 10-percent native tree cover of any species, including
hardwoods, under natural conditions, and that allows for management of one or more forest resources,
including timber, aesthetics, fish and wildlife, biodiversity, water quality, recreation, and other public
benefits.” “Timberland” is defined as land “which is available for, and capable of, growing a crop of trees
of a commercial species used to produce lumber and other forest products, including Christmas trees.”
Timberland zoned for Timber Production is defined as land that “is devoted to and used for growing and
harvesting timber.” There is no land zoned for timber production within the City limits, although there are
several Christmas tree farms in San Mateo County sited in Planned Agriculture Districts. The closest
16

California Department of Conservation (CDOC). 2018. California Important Farmland Finder Interactive Viewer, San Mateo
County 2018. CDOC Farmland Mapping Monitoring Program. Available at: https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/DLRP/CIFF/.
Accessed February 1, 2021.

17

CDOC. 2019. Williamson Act Program. Available at: https://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/lca. Accessed February 1, 2021.

18

County of San Mateo. 2021. San Mateo County GIS Open Data, Williamson Act Parcels. Available at: https://datasmcmaps.opendata.arcgis.com/maps/edit?content=smcmaps%3A%3Awilliamson-act-parcels. Accessed February 1, 2021
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Christmas tree farm to the project site is on Highway 92, approximately 3 miles northeast. The closest
Timber Land Preserve District is approximately 4.2 miles southeast of the project site.19 The project site is
on the northeast edge of a residential subdivision and is primarily vegetated with non-native grasses. The
project site is zoned for single-family residential development and does not allow for management of
forest or timberland resources; therefore, the project would have no impact on forest land or timberland.
d. Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to nonforest use?
The project site is surrounded by urban uses and infrastructure, and as discussed in Section 2.2.c, is not
located on forest land. No impact related to the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land would
occur.
e. Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment, which due to
their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural
use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?
A significant impact may occur if a project involves other changes to the existing environment that could
result in the conversion of farmland to another non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to nonforest use. As described in response to Agriculture and Forestry Resources (b), the project site is located
in an area zoned for residential development and is surrounded by urban uses and infrastructure on two
sides. Neither the project site nor the surrounding parcels are utilized for agricultural uses or forest land.
The closest land in agricultural production is located approximately 275 feet northeast of the project area
in an area zoned as Urban Reserve. The 275-foot buffer between the project site and agricultural activities
in the Urban Reserve parcel is adequate to prevent conflict between the land uses. The closest forest land
is 0.13 mile from the project and would present no conflict. No impacts related to conversion of farmland
to a non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use would occur.

2.3

Air Quality

Environmental Issues

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management district or air pollution control
district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project:
(a)

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?

☐

☐

☒

☐

(b)

Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard?

☐

☐

☒

☐

(c)

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

☐

☐

☒

☐

(d)

Result in other emissions (such as those leading to
odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of
people?

☐

☐

☐

☒

19

County of San Mateo. 2020. County of San Mateo Planning and Building Map Viewer. Available at:
https://gis.smcgov.org/Html5Viewer/Index.html?configBase=https://gis.smcgov.org/Geocortex/Essentials/REST/sites/publicpla
nning/viewers/HTML52110/virtualdirectory/Resources/Config/Default. Accessed February 1, 2021.
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Environmental Evaluation
The project is located within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin under the jurisdiction of the Bay Area
Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD).20 The BAAQMD regulates air pollutant emissions,
enforces regulations, administers permits governing stationary sources, inspects stationary sources,
monitors air quality and meteorological conditions, and assists local governments in addressing climate
change. This analysis relies on the screening criteria established by the BAAQMD to make the
significance determinations below.
The 2017 Bay Area Clean Air Plan21 was adopted in April 2017 and updated the 2010 Clean Air Plan.
The updated plan includes strategies to reduce emissions of ozone precursors and emissions of fine
particulate matter Toxic Air Contaminants. The plan also provides a framework for long-term planning
efforts to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 40% below 1990 levels by 2030 and 80% below 1990
levels by 2050.
The BAAQMD has set project-size screening levels for criteria air pollutants and precursors and GHGs. If
the project meets the screening criteria, the project would not:
•

exceed the threshold of significance for operational-related criteria air pollutants and/or precursors;

•

exceed the annual 1,100 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents per year GHG threshold of
significance; or

•

exceed the threshold of significance for construction-related criteria air pollutants and/or
precursors.22

The screening sizes for single-family residential projects are 325 dwelling units for operational criteria
pollutants (nitrogen oxides [NOx]), 56 dwelling units for GHGs, and 114 dwelling units for constructionrelated reactive organic gases (ROGs).
There are three other criteria that must be met along with the screening criteria in Table 3-1 of the
BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines:
1.

A project would result in a less-than-significant impact to localized carbon monoxide
concentrations if the following screening criteria is met:
a. Project is consistent with an applicable congestion management program established by
the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways, regional
transportation plan, and local congestion management agency plans.
b. The project traffic would not increase traffic volumes at affected intersections to more
than 44,000 vehicles per hour.
c. The project traffic would not increase traffic volumes at affected intersections to more
than 24,000 vehicles per hour where vertical and/or horizontal mixing is substantially
limited (e.g., tunnel, parking garage, bridge underpass, natural or urban street canyon,
below-grade roadway).

20

Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). 2017a. California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines.
Available at: http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/ceqa_guidelines_may2017-pdf.pdf?la=en.
Accessed February 1, 2021.

21

BAAQMD. 2017b. Clean Air Plan. Available at: http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/plans/2017clean-air-plan/attachment-a_-proposed-final-cap-vol-1-pdf.pdf?la=en. Accessed February 1, 2021.

22

BAAQMD. 2017c. CEQA Air Quality Guidelines. pp 3-1 – 3-2. Table 3-1. Available at:
http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/ceqa_guidelines_may2017-pdf.pdf?la=en. Accessed
February 1, 2021.
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2. All Basic Construction Mitigation Measures would be included in the project design and
implemented during construction; and
3. Construction-related activities would not include any of the following:
a. Demolition;
b. Simultaneous occurrence of more than two construction phases (e.g., paving and building
construction would occur simultaneously);
c. Simultaneous construction of more than one land use type (e.g., project would develop
residential and commercial uses on the same site) (not applicable to high density infill
development);
d. Extensive site preparation (i.e., greater than default assumptions used by the Urban Land
Use Emissions Model for grading, cut/fill, or earth movement); or
e. Extensive material transport (e.g., greater than 10,000 cubic yards of soil import/export)
requiring a considerable amount of haul truck activity.23
a. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air
quality plan?
A project could have a significant impact where project-related emissions would exceed federal, state, or
regional standards or thresholds, or where project-related emissions would substantially contribute to an
existing or projected air quality violation.
The 2017 Clean Air Plan contains various control measures to reduce stationary and mobile sources of air
pollutants. The project would generate temporary emissions from the use of construction vehicles and
equipment. The Clean Air Plan addresses construction impacts and specifies construction emission
control measures to be implemented. Additionally, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and
California Air Resources Board (CARB) have established standards for off-road equipment. To reduce
emissions, project Applicants are required to ensure that all off-road vehicles and equipment comply with
control number TR22 of the 2017 Clean Air Plan, which requires all off-road engines to comply with
Tier 3 or Tier 4 standards.24 Compliance with control number TR22 would reduce emissions of ozone
precursors and emissions of particulate matter. As a result, the project would not conflict with or obstruct
compliance with control number TR22 or any other control measure provided in the 2017 Clean Air Plan.
The project would not conflict with or obstruct the implementation of the 2017 Clean Air Plan; therefore,
impacts would be less than significant.
The project would construct one new single-family residence and attached ADU and extend an existing
roadway approximately 50 feet. The project area of disturbance would be approximately 0.18 acre. The
project size is well under the screening criteria established by the BAAQMD of 325 dwelling units for
operational criteria pollutants NOx, 56 dwelling units for GHGs, and 114 dwelling units for constructionrelated ROGs. The project meets all other criteria. Standard conditions of approval for all CDPs in the
city include all air quality BMPs and dust control measures required by the BAAQMD, which would
reduce construction impacts to a less-than-significant level. The project would comply with all measures

23

Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). 2017d. CEQA Air Quality Guidelines. pp 3-1–3-5. Available at:
http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/ceqa_guidelines_may2017-pdf.pdf?la=en. Accessed
February 1, 2021.

24

The EPA and CARB established emission standards for new engines found in off-road equipment. There are four tiers of
emission standards, which become increasingly more stringent the higher the tier. Tier 3 and 4 emission standards are met
through advanced engine design with no or minimal use of exhaust gas after combustion
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required by the BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines.25 These measures (which are standard
Conditions of Approval) shall be included in the construction contract and plans and will be the
responsibility of the construction contractor. They include the following:
•

All exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas, soil piles, graded areas, unpaved access
roads) shall be watered two times per day.

•

All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material off-site shall be covered.

•

All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads shall be removed using wet power
vacuum street sweepers at least once per day. The use of dry power sweeping is prohibited.

•

All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 miles per hour.

•

All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks shall be paved as soon as possible. Building pads shall be
laid as soon as possible after grading unless seeding or soil binders are used.

•

Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or reducing the
maximum idling time to 5 minutes (as required by the California airborne toxics control measure
Title 13, Section 2485 of California Code of Regulations [CCR]). Clear signage shall be provided
for construction workers at all access points;

•

All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance with
manufacturer’s specifications. All equipment shall be checked by a certified mechanic and
determined to be running in proper condition prior to operation; and

•

A publicly visible sign shall be posted with the telephone number and person to contact at the
Lead Agency regarding dust complaints. This person shall respond and take corrective action
within 48 hours. The BAAQMD’s phone number shall also be visible to ensure compliance with
applicable regulations.

The small size of the project and compliance with BAAQMD requirements will result in a less-thansignificant impact.
b. Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?
The most recent BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (2017) recommend assessment of risks and hazards on
sensitive receptors within 1,000 feet of the project. Sensitive receptors within this radius include
numerous residences in the Grandview Terrace neighborhood of the city. Construction of the project
would generate emissions that could expose these sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations.
However, as discussed under Section 2.3.a, the project falls under the size-screening levels for criteria air
pollutants. The screening level for operational emissions is 325 dwelling units, and the screening criteria
for construction emissions is 114 dwelling units. The project’s construction emissions would not exceed
the BAAQMD’s recommended localized standards of significance for NOx, carbon monoxide (CO),
particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10), and particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in
diameter (PM2.5) during the construction phase.
Sensitive receptors within 0.25 mile of the project include residences. Nearby residential receptors could
be exposed to localized pollutants from construction of the project. Given the relatively small size of the
project and the temporary nature of construction, the project would not generate substantial levels of air
25

Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). 2017. California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines.
Available at: https://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/ceqa_guidelines_may2017-pdf.pdf?la=en.
Accessed February 1, 2021.
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emissions. Sensitive receptors within 0.25 mile of the project would not be adversely affected based on
implementation of standard City conditions of approval requiring implementation of BAAQMD air
quality BMPs. Since the project size is well under the BAAQMD screening criteria, potential construction
impacts to sensitive receptors would be less than significant.
Localized air pollution impacts from incompatible land uses can occur when polluting sources (e.g.,
heavily trafficked roadways, warehousing facilities, industrial or commercial facilities) are located near a
land use with sensitive receptors (e.g., schools, hospitals, homes). The project would be a compatible land
use as it would add one new residence and attached ADU to an existing residential area and would not
result in polluting sources. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.
c. Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or
state ambient air quality standard?
The EPA has identified air pollutants that endanger public health and the environment, are widespread
throughout the United States, and come from a variety of sources. These pollutants are called “criteria” air
pollutants. National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) have been established for each pollutant to
meet specific public health and welfare standards. The EPA has established NAAQS for the following six
criteria pollutants: ozone, carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, particulate matter, and lead.
The CARB has set California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) for the same six pollutants, as
well as four additional pollutants: sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride, and visibility-reducing
particles.
The San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin is designated non-attainment for ozone, coarse particulate matter,
and fine particulate matter with respect to CAAQS, and ozone and fine particulate matter with respect to
NAAQS. The BAAQMD has established thresholds of significance for criteria pollutant emissions. The
project size falls beneath the screening size threshold of 325 dwelling units for operational criteria
pollutants; therefore, the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant and this impact would be less than significant.26
d. Would the project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors)
adversely affecting a substantial number of people?
Odors are usually associated with industrial projects involving the use of chemicals, solvents, petroleum
products, and other strong-smelling elements used in manufacturing processes, as well as sewage
treatment facilities and landfills. The project would introduce residential uses in a residential area. The
project would not include any land uses typically associated with unpleasant odors and local nuisances
(e.g., rendering facilities, dry cleaners). Therefore, no impact would occur.

26

Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). 2017. CEQA Air Quality Guidelines. Available at:
http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/ceqa_guidelines_may2017-pdf.pdf?la=en. Accessed
February 1, 2021.
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2.4

Biological Resources

Environmental Issues

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Would the project:
(a)

Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status
species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

☐

☒

☐

☐

(b)

Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian
habitat or other sensitive natural community identified
in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by
the California Department of Fish and Game or US
Fish and Wildlife Service?

☐

☐

☐

☒

(c)

Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally
protected wetlands (including, but not limited to,
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other
means?

☐

☐

☒

☐

(d)

Interfere substantially with the movement of any
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or
with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?

☐

☒

☐

☐

(e)

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

☐

☐

☐

☒

(f)

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state
habitat conservation plan?

☐

☐

☐

☒

Environmental Evaluation
A Biological Resources Assessment (BRA) and Wetland Delineation was prepared for this project and
was used to inform this analysis. Biological Resources Assessment for 909 Grand View Blvd., APN:
048-264-250, Half Moon Bay, California, attached as Appendix B.27
a. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modification, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status
species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
A significant impact would occur if a project were to remove or modify habitat for any species identified
or designated as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in regional or local plans, policies, or

27

BioMaAS, Inc. 2020. Biological Resources Assessment for 909 Grand View Blvd., APN: 048-264-250, Half Moon Bay,
California. Prepared for City of Half Moon Bay. July 6. Available at: https://www.half-moonbay.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/3175/909-Grand View-Biological-Resources-Assessment_Wetland-Delineation?bidId=.
Accessed February 2021.
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regulations, or by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) or California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW).
The BRA included the project area plus a 200-foot buffer area surrounding the project (see Figure 1-2,
Project Location Map). The project is located on a marine terrace approximately 42 feet above mean sea
level, approximately 0.68 mile east of the Pacific Ocean. The project site is relatively flat but drains
generally to the southwest and Grand View Boulevard, which drains to Highway 1. The site currently
contains ruderal vegetation and appears to have been used for agriculture or pasture in the past. The
dominant plant species are invasive, ruderal species and non-native grasses. Thirteen of the 25 plant taxa
that were found during the May 6, 2020, survey are ranked by the California Invasive Plant Council (CalIPC) as invasive. No trees are located on the project site.
The habitat within and surrounding the work area consists of asphalted roadways, a residential
community, and undeveloped ruderal land to the north and west. The most abundant plant species are
high mallow (Malva sylvestris), wild radish (Raphanus sativus), prickly lettuce, (Lactuca serriola), curly
dock (Rumex crispus), bristly ox-tongue (Helminthotheca echioides), and poison hemlock (Conium
maculatum). In addition, there are non-native grasses, including slender wild oat (Avena barbata), wild
oat (Avena fatua), ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus), Italian ryegrass (Festuca perennis), and hare barley
(Hordeum murinum ssp. leporinum). There are two seasonal wetlands, one ditch with seasonal flow, and
one arroyo willow thicket located within 200 feet of the project area.
A literature review and database search for special-status plant and wildlife species identified 24 specialstatus plant species and 53 special-status wildlife species within a 5-mile search surrounding the survey
area shown in Figure 1-2 (see Appendix B for details of the desktop review). None of these species were
observed or had a moderate or higher potential to occur in the project area. However, two of these
species—California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii) and San Francisco garter snake (Thamnophis
sirtalis tetrataenia)—have potential to disperse through the project area due to nearby (~1,200 feet
northwest) suitable aquatic habitat (three agricultural ponds). No USFWS-designated critical habitat is
located within the project area. Although there is California red-legged frog critical habitat located
approximately 0.5 mile northeast of the project area, this habitat will not be impacted by the project or
project activities.

CALIFORNIA RED-LEGGED FROG
California red-legged frog is federally threatened and a CDFW Species of Special Concern (SSC) that
occurs in various habitats during its life cycle. Breeding areas include aquatic habitats, such as lagoons,
streams, and natural and human-made ponds. The species prefers aquatic habitats with little or no flow,
the presence of surface water until at least early June, surface water depths of at least 2.3 feet, and the
presence of emergent vegetation (e.g., cattails, bulrush [Typha spp.]). During periods of wet weather,
some individuals may make overland dispersals through adjacent upland habitats of distances up to one
mile. Upland habitats, including small mammal burrows and woody debris, can also be used as refuge
during the summer if water is scarce or unavailable. California red-legged frogs typically travel between
sites and are unaffected by topography and vegetation types during migration. Dispersal habitat makes it
possible for California red-legged frog to locate new breeding and non-breeding sites and is crucial for
conservation of the species.
Nineteen California red-legged frog occurrences have been recorded within 5 miles of the project site
between 1999 and 2016. The nearest California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) record indicates an
adult California red-legged frog was observed approximately 0.5 mile southwest of the project site on the
open space parcel west of the Kehoe neighborhood. Based on the abundance of known occurrences within
5 miles of the project boundary and the presence of suitable non-breeding habitat within the vicinity of
the project site, there is potential for California red-legged frog to occur in the project site. The likelihood
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of this species occurring in the project area is low; however, due to the presence of suitable habitat (three
agricultural ponds) within 1,500 feet of the project area, there is potential that this species may disperse
through the project area. These ponds were not visited during the site visit as they are not a part of the
project area; however, California red-legged frog is known to occur in similar habitats in the vicinity of
the project area, such as agricultural ponds and the water treatment plant across Highway 1 from the
project area. Should construction activities proceed while frogs are present, injury or mortality of
individual California red-legged frogs may occur. Therefore, construction-related impacts on California
red-legged frogs are potentially significant. However, implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and
BIO-2 would reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level.

SAN FRANCISCO GARTER SNAKE
The San Francisco garter snake is federally and state endangered and a CDFW fully protected species. Its
historical range is entirely within San Mateo County. The two main components of San Francisco garter
snake habitat are: (1) wetlands supporting its prey species (e.g., California red-legged frog, Pacific chorus
frog [Pseudacris regilla]); and (2) surrounding uplands that support small mammal burrows used by the
snakes for escape cover. San Francisco garter snakes inhabit various aquatic habitats, including reservoirs,
freshwater marshes, creeks, drainage ditches, ponds, and lakes. Less ideal habitats can also be used by
San Francisco garter snake, such as ditches and other waterways, or floating algal or rush mats. Suitable
breeding habitat includes shallow marshlands with an abundance of emergent vegetation. Grasslands are
also an important upland habitat for this species, as they provide areas for thermoregulation and cover.
Prey items for this species include California red-legged frog, Pacific chorus frog, and earthworms. Small
mammal burrows are used by San Francisco garter snake during hibernation. During the warm days of
summer, most activity occurs during the morning and afternoon. Preferred nocturnal retreats are thought
to be holes, especially mammal burrows, crevices, and surface objects.
Although some burrows were observed in the non-native grassland and landscaped areas on the project
site, the overall habitat quality of the project area is marginal for this species, which typically has close
ties to water. Therefore, San Francisco garter snake is unlikely to occur on the project site due to lack of
suitable foraging habitat.
San Francisco garter snake occurrences have been recorded within 5 miles of the project area. This
species is known to occur in Pilarcitos Creek approximately 0.5 mile from the project area. As with
California red-legged frog (a major prey species for San Francisco garter snake), the likelihood of this
species occurring in the project area is low; however, due to the presence of suitable habitat (three
agricultural ponds) within approximately 1,500 feet of the project area, there is potential that this species
may disperse through the project area. Should construction activities proceed while snakes are present,
injury or mortality of individual San Francisco garter snakes may occur. Therefore, construction-related
impacts on San Francisco garter snakes are potentially significant. However, implementation of
Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2 would reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level.
b. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community identified in the local or regional plans, policies,
regulations by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?
The BRA completed for the project area identified the vegetation community on the project site as ruderal
vegetation, which is not a sensitive natural community (see Appendix B). In addition, the BRA identified
seasonal wetland communities to the northeast and northwest (approximately 50 feet and 90 feet,
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respectively) and an arroyo willow community approximately120 feet northwest of the project site. Both
of these habitat areas are considered sensitive habitats by the City.28
The identified seasonal wetlands include coyote brush (Baccharis pilularis) on high ground. Low ground
is filled with wet meadow grasses, rushes, and sedges, such as meadow barley (Hordeum
brachyantherum), slender hairgrass (Deschampsia elongata), beardless wildrye (Elymus triticoides),
spreading rush (Juncus patens), Brewer’s rush (J. breweri), brownhead rush (J. phaeocephalus var.
phaeocephalus), and clustered field sedge (Carex praegracilis). In addition, the wetlands included some
non-native species such as curly dock (Rumex crispus), green dock (R. conglomeratus), velvet grass
(Holcus lanatus), and poison hemlock.
The arroyo willow thicket identified northwest of the project site is primarily made up of arroyo willow
(Salix lasiolepis) but includes a single red elderberry (Sambucus racemosa) and the only other species
observed were poison oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum) and Cape ivy (Delairea odorata).
The project site includes the two 25 × 100-foot lots, the area of the new street and sidewalk pavement,
and staging areas. All staging will be done either on the residential lot or on existing paved roadways (see
Figure 1-2, Project Location Map). No wetland habitat or other sensitive natural communities exist on the
project site. The project site is within the LCP’s seasonal wetland buffer area of 100 feet; therefore,
impacts to seasonal wetlands could be potentially significant. The project would be required to comply
with the City’s Stormwater Checklist for Small Projects, which would prevent runoff to neighboring
properties and the public right-of-way from stormwater flows from a 10-year storm event with a 2-hour
duration. Sheet C-1 of Appendix A includes grading and drainage information for the proposed residence
and ADU. Overflow from a greater than 10-year, 2-hour storm event would be designed to flow into the
storm drain system on Grand View Boulevard. In addition, a stormwater maintenance agreement will be
required to ensure the system works efficiently during the wet season; therefore, operational impacts
would be less than significant. Seasonal wetlands identified in the wetland delineation (Exhibit B) are
uphill from the developed portion of Grand View Boulevard and the subject property; therefore,
stormwater runoff from construction and staging areas would not drain to the seasonal wetlands. All
construction activities would be required to implement BMPs to comply with the San Mateo Countywide
Water Pollution Prevention Program (SMCWPPP), which would prevent sediment-laden runoff and/or
pollutants from entering the seasonal wetlands. Therefore, impacts to the seasonal wetlands would be less
than significant. Mitigation Measure BIO-3 would further reduce these less-than-significant impacts.
c. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected
wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?
Excavation for the residence, roadwork, and utilities installation for the project would occur in and
adjacent to Grand View Boulevard. Stormwater runoff from excavation and construction activities could
impact water quality in the unnamed ditch and seasonal wetlands within 100 feet of the project area. The
site slopes and drains toward Grand View Boulevard. All construction activities would be required to
implement BMPs to comply with the SMCWPPP, which would prevent sediment-laden runoff and/or
pollutants from entering the ditch or seasonal wetlands. Therefore, impacts to the unnamed ditch and
seasonal wetlands would be less than significant. Mitigation Measure BIO-3 would further reduce these
less-than-significant impacts.

28

City of Half Moon Bay. 1983. Local Coastal Program and Land Use Plan. Section 3-1. Definition of Sensitive Habitats. Pp
67. Available at: https://www.half-moon-bay.ca.us/154/Local-Coastal-Program-Land-Use-Plan. Accessed February 10, 2021.
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d. Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?
The project is located on the edge of an established residential neighborhood. Wildlife species may
occasionally traverse the project area as it is the eastern most extent of the Grand View Boulevard
development and to the east are agricultural fields, quarry lands, and open space. However, the footprint
of the proposed development will not interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or
migratory wildlife species. Although construction activities may temporarily deter wildlife from passing
through the project area, due to noise and other disturbances, these impacts would only occur for a short
period of time and would not lead to any permanent changes in wildlife migration. The area surrounding
the project site contains other open space areas, including agricultural fields, quarry lands, and open space
areas north and west of the project site, which likely provide alternate higher-quality pathways for
wildlife migration to persist during construction activities. As a result, construction impacts to migration
and wildlife corridors would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.
The project site contains suitable nesting and foraging habitat for avian species protected under the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and California Fish and Game Code Sections 3511 and 3513. Avian
species protected by the MBTA and California Fish and Game Code observed in the project area during
the BRA field surveys include, but are not limited to, Anna’s humming bird (Calypte anna), house finch
(Carpodacus cassinii), red-winged blackbird (Agelaius phoeniceus), violet-green swallow (Tachycineta
thalassina), song sparrow (Melospiza melodia), common raven (Corvus corax), wrentit (Chamaea
fasciata), western scrub jay (Aphelocoma californica), white-crowned sparrow (Zonotrichia leucophrys),
and American robin (Turdus migratorius) (see Appendix B). Red-winged blackbirds were very active in
the wild radish and other taller vegetation south of the project area during the site visit for the BRA.
The project has the potential to impact potential eggs or young of avian species covered under the MBTA
and California Fish and Game Code. While potential nesting sites for migratory birds could be removed
through removal of vegetative ground cover on the project site, hundreds of acres of suitable nesting and
foraging habitat are present near the project and would remain undisturbed by project activities. The
project area is situated southwest of the coastal hills (approximately 700 feet east of the project site). If
work occurs during bird nesting season, implementation of Mitigation Measure-BIO-4 would ensure that
potential impacts to nesting birds would be less than significant.
e. Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as tree preservation policy or ordinance?
The project would have a significant impact if it would conflict with the City’s Heritage Tree Ordinance
under Municipal Code Chapter 7.40 or the City’s Coastal Resource Conservation Standards under
Municipal Code Chapter 18.38.29,30 There are no trees on the project site; therefore, no impact to heritage
trees would occur.
The Coastal Resource Conservation Standards require any proposed project within 100 feet of a “sensitive
habitat area” to prepare a biological report. Sensitive habitat is defined as sand dunes, marine habitats, sea
cliffs, riparian areas, wetlands, rocky intertidal zones, coastal scrub, and habitats supporting rare and
endangered species defined by the California State Fish and Game Commission. The project site is not
29

City of Half Moon Bay. 2019. Half Moon Bay Municipal Code Chapter 7.40. Heritage Trees. Available at:
https://www.codepublishing.com/CA/HalfMoonBay/#!/HalfMoonBay07/HalfMoonBay0740.html. Accessed January 21, 2020.

30

City of Half Moon Bay. 2019. Half Moon Bay Municipal Code Chapter 18.38. Coastal Resource Conservation Standards.
Available at: https://www.codepublishing.com/CA/HalfMoonBay/html/HalfMoonBay18/HalfMoonBay1838.html#18.38.
Accessed February 18, 2020.
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mapped as a sensitive habitat area on either the City’s Habitat Areas and Water Resources Overlay in the
1993 Half Moon Bay LCLUP or in the 2020 LCLUP.31,32 The ditch, which is mapped as a riparian area,
and the seasonal wetlands are all mapped as Potential Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA)
in the 2020 LCLUP. The site has low potential to support sensitive species, although sensitive species
could occur. Due to its location adjacent to open space and proximity to a drainage and seasonal wetlands,
a BRA was prepared for the project site specifying mitigation measures to protect potential sensitive
species and habitats. The BRA measures have been incorporated into the mitigation measures listed
below. Therefore, the project complies with Municipal Code Chapter 18.38 and potential impacts would
be less than significant.
f.

Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation
Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or
state habitat conservation plan?

There are no Habitat Conservation Plans or Natural Community Conservation Plans that apply to the
project. Therefore, no impact would occur.

Mitigation Measures
The project shall comply with all relevant measures identified in the BRA, in addition to the following:
BIO-1

The following mitigation measures shall be implemented during the project:
a. Prior to the start of the project, all construction crew members shall attend an
environmental awareness training presented by a qualified biologist. A training
brochure describing special-status species, project avoidance and minimization
measures, key contacts, and potential consequences of impacts to special-status
species and potentially jurisdictional water features shall be distributed to the
crew members during the training.
b. Disturbance to vegetation should be kept to the minimum necessary to complete
the project activities. To minimize impacts to vegetation, a qualified biologist
shall work with the contractor to designate the work area and any staging areas as
well as delineate areas that should be avoided with exclusionary fencing (i.e., silt
fence or similar temporary Environmentally Sensitive Area [ESA] fence). Areas
that shall be avoided include the potentially jurisdictional drainages and seasonal
wetlands.
c. If any wildlife is encountered during project activities, said wildlife must be
allowed to leave the work area unharmed and a biologist shall be able to relocate
the wildlife outside of the project limits. All listed wildlife species shall be
allowed to leave the work area of their own accord and without harassment.
Animals shall not be picked up or moved in any way.

31

City of Half Moon Bay. 1993. Local Coastal Land Use Plan. Available at: https://www.half-moonbay.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/177/Chapter-1-to-10-Land-Use-Plan-PDF. Accessed February 2, 2021.

32

City of Half Moon Bay. 2020. Final Local Coastal Land Use Plan, Chapter 6. Natural Resources, Figure 6-2.
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas. Approved by Half Moon Bay City Council on October 20, 2020. Submitted to
Coastal Commission for review on December 3, 2002. Available at: https://www.half-moonbay.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/3390/6-Natural-Resources_HMB-LUP_2020-Final-CC-Approved. Accessed February 2,
2021. The LCLUP has not yet been certified by the Coastal Commission.
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d. During project activities, all trash that may attract predators shall be properly
contained, removed, and disposed of regularly. Following construction,
trash/construction debris shall be removed from work areas.
e. The number of access routes, number and size of staging areas, and the total area
of the activity shall be limited to the minimum necessary to complete the project.
Routes and boundaries shall be clearly demarcated, and these areas shall be
outside of the potentially jurisdictional drainages and/or sensitive areas.
BIO-2

The following measures shall be implemented to minimize impacts to special-status
amphibians and reptiles:
a. A preconstruction survey for sensitive herpetofauna shall be conducted by a
qualified biologist prior to the start of construction.
b. A wildlife exclusion fence shall be erected around the limit of ground disturbance
prior to the initiation of construction activities to prevent amphibians and reptiles
from entering an active work area. The fence shall be at least 24 inches high and
shall be entrenched 3 to 6 inches into the ground. The integrity of the fence must
be maintained for the extent of the project. A Best Management Practice (BMP)
silt fence of the appropriate qualities can be used in tandem as a wildlife
exclusion fence. In addition, monofilament netting, which is commonly used in
straw wattle and other erosion preventatives, shall not be used in order to prevent
possible entrapment of both common and special status wildlife species. A
qualified biologist shall be present to perform a preconstruction survey and
monitor fence installation. The biologist shall remain on site until fence
installation is complete and be present for any work activities outside of the
exclusion fence.
c. Ground-disturbing construction activities (e.g., grubbing, grading) should occur
during the dry season (June 1 to October 15) to facilitate avoidance of California
red-legged frog. Regardless of the season, no construction shall occur within 24
hours following a significant rain event (greater than 1/4 inch in a 24-hour
period).
d. Following a significant rain event and a 24-hour drying-out period, a qualified
biologist shall conduct a preconstruction survey for California red-legged frog
prior to the restart of any project activities.

BIO-3

The following measures shall be implemented to minimize impacts to wetlands and
waters east of the project area:
a. Wildlife exclusionary fencing shall be installed along the 100-foot wetland buffer
as shown in the wetland delineation included in Appendix B, except as permitted
by the Planning Commission within the 100-foot buffer zone. A 100-foot buffer
zone shall be required around any wetlands identified in the delineation. All
personnel and equipment should be prohibited from entering the wetland buffer
area, except as permitted by the Planning Commission. Requirements of Title 18
Zoning, Chapter 18.38 Coastal Resource Conservation Standards, Section
18.38.020.E Wetlands shall apply.33

33

City of Half Moon Bay. 2019. Half Moon Bay Municipal Code Chapter 18.38. Coastal Resource Conservation Standards.
Available at: https://www.codepublishing.com/CA/HalfMoonBay/html/HalfMoonBay18/HalfMoonBay1838.html#18.38.
Accessed February 18, 2020.
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b. The removal of vegetation adjacent to the buffer zones shall be minimized to
prevent potential water quality impacts.
c. If invasive species such as poison hemlock (Conium maculatum) and field
mustard (Brassica rapa) are removed during construction activities, the debris
should be hauled off site to prevent the spread of these species.
d. The staging area shall be located outside the buffer zones of all jurisdictional
features. Vehicle parking and equipment storage and refueling should be limited
to the designated staging area to prevent accidental spills and discharges from
entering the nearby seasonal wetlands and ditch.
e. Regardless of whether impacts are expected outside the project area, all fueling
and maintenance of vehicles and other equipment, and staging areas shall occur
at least 100 feet from any potentially jurisdictional drainages and/or sensitive
habitat areas. Additionally, the owner shall ensure that contamination of habitat
does not occur during such operations. Prior to the onset of work, the owner shall
ensure that it develops a plan that is approved by the City of Half Moon Bay to
allow a prompt and effective response to any accidental spills. All workers shall
be informed of the importance of preventing spills, and of the appropriate
measures to take should a spill occur.
f.

Any and all spoils (e.g., dirt, debris, construction-related materials) generated
during project activities shall be placed where they cannot enter any potentially
jurisdictional areas or drainages, and/or sensitive habitat areas.

g. All exposed soils in the work area (resulting from project activities) shall be
stabilized immediately following the completion of work to prevent erosion.
Erosion and sediment control BMPs, such as silt fences, straw hay bales, gravel
or rock-lined drainages, water check bars, and broadcast straw, can be used.
Straw-based materials or BMPs, if used, shall be made of biodegradable fabric
(e.g., burlap) and/or be free of monofilament netting. All exposed soil shall be
protected from erosion with jute matting on slopes. At no time shall silt-laden
runoff be allowed to enter the potentially jurisdictional drainages or sensitive
habitat areas.
h. Before completion of the project, all exposed or disturbed surfaces shall be
permanently protected from erosion with reseeding and landscaping.

BIO-4

i.

All exposed surfaces shall be wetted periodically to prevent significant dust.

j.

All stockpiled soil shall be covered during periods of rain .

The following measures shall be implemented to minimize impacts to nesting birds, as
required by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act:
a. Tree trimming activities and/or vegetation removal activities (including shrubs
and/or grasses) should be conducted outside of nesting bird season. However, if
project activities are conducted during nesting bird season (February 1 through
August 31), preconstruction nest surveys shall be conducted in and near the
project (within 500 feet for large raptors and 300 feet for all other birds) by a
qualified biologist. If active nests are found, consultation and coordination with
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife should be sought. To avoid the
disturbance of active nests, buffers may need to be established at the discretion of
the biologist, with certain activities restricted or forbidden within the buffer.
Disturbing active nests must be avoided until young birds have fledged.
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2.5

Cultural Resources

Environmental Issues

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Would the project:
(a)

Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource pursuant to §
15064.5?

☐

☒

☐

☐

(b)

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

☐

☒

☐

☐

(c)

Disturb any human remains, including those interred
outside of dedicated cemeteries?

☐

☐

☒

☐

Environmental Evaluation
a. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in significance of a historical
resource as defined in State CEQA Guidelines §15064.5?
The project is located in a long-established residential neighborhood. No historical resources have been
discovered by other construction projects in the area. No known historical resources have been identified
on the project site or within the project work areas. The LCLUP Potential Archaeological Resources Map
does not identify the site or adjacent properties as a potentially sensitive area that could contain
archaeological resources.34
The project has a low potential to impact historical resources given the scope of project activities and
limited ground disturbance, which includes a minimal amount of grading and excavation and construction
of one single-family home. In the event that a previously undiscovered historical resource is encountered
during the project, the project would be required to implement the following City standard condition of
approval that applies to all CDPs.
Standard Condition: If subsurface historic or archaeological resources are uncovered during
construction, all work within 50 feet of the find shall stop, the applicant shall notify the Community
Development Director, and the Applicant shall retain a qualified archaeologist to perform an
archaeological reconnaissance and identify appropriate precautions to protect archaeological resources.
Construction work, including subsurface excavation, shall not resume until expressly authorized by the
Director.
In addition, Mitigation Measure BIO-1a (worker environmental awareness training) would include a
description of potential cultural resources in the environmental awareness training. Compliance with this
standard condition of approval and Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would ensure the project would not cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource; therefore, impacts would be less
than significant with mitigation.

34

City of Half Moon Bay. 2020. Half Moon Bay Local Coastal Program and Land Use Plan. Chapter 8: Cultural Resources.
Available at: https://www.half-moon-bay.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/3150/8-Cultural-Resources_HMB-LCLUP_2020-FinalCC-Draft_Sept-2020. Accessed January 28, 2021.
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b. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines §15064.5?
A significant adverse effect would occur if grading or excavation activities associated with a project were
to disturb previously unknown archaeological resources. The project site is not archaeologically sensitive
pursuant to the LCLUP Potential Archaeological Resources Map35, although the 2020/21 comprehensive
update to the LCLUP does show lands surrounding the Grand View Terrace neighborhood as
Archeological Sensitivity Areas. The absence of known archaeological resources does not preclude their
existence at the subsurface level. The project would require digging for utility and foundation work, as
well as minor grading. Environmental impacts may result from project implementation due to discovery
of unrecorded archaeological resources. No prehistoric habitation or other sites are known to exist within
or immediately adjacent to the project area. Therefore, the likelihood of finding archaeological resources
on site is considered low; however, it is possible that unanticipated discoveries of archaeological
resources may occur during ground-disturbing activities associated with project construction. In the event
that a previously undiscovered archaeological resource is encountered during the project, implementation
of the standard City condition of approval, applicable to all CDPs, discussed under Section 2.5.a would be
required.
In addition, Mitigation Measure BIO-1a would include a description of potential archaeological resources
in the environmental awareness training. Compliance with this standard condition of approval and
Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would ensure the project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource; therefore, impacts would be less than significant with
mitigation.
c. Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of
formal cemeteries?
A significant adverse effect would occur if grading or excavation activities associated with a project were
to disturb previously interred human remains.
The disposition of burials falls first under the general prohibition on disturbing or removing human
remains under California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5. More specifically, remains suspected to
be Native American are treated under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5; California Public
Resources Code [PRC] Section 5097.98 illustrates the process to be followed in the event that remains are
discovered. If human remains are discovered during construction, no further disturbance to the site shall
occur, and the County of San Mateo (County) Coroner must be notified (CCR 15064.5 and PRC
5097.98).
The City has contacted the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) for past projects but has
never received an indication of interest. The project area has been heavily developed and there is no
known presence of cultural resources in the project area. The absence of Native American sacred places
does not preclude their existence at the subsurface level. The project would require excavation for
roadwork, utility and foundation work, as well as minor grading. Environmental impacts may result from
project implementation due to discovery of unrecorded human remains. No prehistoric habitation or other
sites are known to exist within or immediately adjacent to the project area. Therefore, the likelihood of
finding human remains on site is considered low; however, it is possible that unanticipated discoveries of
human remains may occur during ground-disturbing activities associated with project construction.
Disturbance of unanticipated human remains would be a potentially significant impact. In the event that
18F
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City of Half Moon Bay, 1993. Half Moon Bay Local Coastal Program and Land Use Plan. Available at: https://www.halfmoon-bay.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/177/Chapter-1-to-10-Land-Use-Plan-PDF. January 28, 2021.
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previously undiscovered human remains are encountered during the project, the project would be required
to implement the following standard City condition of approval that is applicable to all CDPs.
Standard Condition: Pursuant to Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code and Section 5097.94 of
the Public Resources Code, in the event of the discovery of human remains during construction, there
shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie
adjacent remains. The County Coroner shall be notified and shall make a determination as to whether the
remains are Native American. If the Coroner determines that the remains are not subject to his authority,
he shall notify the NAHC who shall attempt to identify descendants of the deceased Native American(s).
If no satisfactory agreement can be reached as to the disposition of the remains pursuant to this State law,
then the permittee shall reinter the human remains, and items associated with Native American burials on
the property in a location not subject to further subsurface disturbance.
With implementation of the above standard condition of approval, the project would have a less-thansignificant impact to human remains.

2.6

Energy

Environmental Issues

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Would the project:
(a)

Result in a potentially significant environmental
impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy resources, during project
construction or operation?

☐

☐

☒

☐

(b)

Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for
renewable energy or energy efficiency?

☐

☐

☐

☒

Environmental Evaluation
a. Would the project result in a potentially significant environmental impact due to
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project
construction or operation?
Energy use during project construction would be short term and temporary. Construction of the project
would require the use of construction equipment and worker vehicles that would use energy. There are no
established thresholds of significance for construction-related energy use; therefore, energy use during
construction activities was not estimated. As discussed in Section 2.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and
included as a mitigation measure (GHG-2), the project would implement the following to reduce
construction-related GHG emissions, which would also improve energy efficiency:
•

Alternative fuel (e.g., biodiesel, electric) should be used on at least 15% of construction
vehicles/equipment

Recycling construction waste would reduce the amount of energy used in the production of new materials.
The project would implement the following to further reduce construction-related GHG emissions, as
required by the California Green Building Standards Code:
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•

construction waste material would be recycled as required by state and regional regulations.36

Due to the relatively small scale and short duration of construction activities, the project would not result
in the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, and construction impacts
would be less than significant.
Once constructed, the project would be required to comply with the energy efficiency standards in the
latest version of the California Building Code. California set a goal calling for all new residential
buildings to be Zero Net Energy by 2020; that is, they have the potential to produce enough energy onsite to offset their projected annual energy use. Though the 2019 standards do not require full Zero Net
Energy, they do require buildings to be efficient enough that their annual electricity use can be offset by a
modestly sized solar array. The 2019 energy efficiency standards include standards for energy-saving
appliances, insulation, water heating, lighting, and photovoltaic panels. Compliance with the California
Building standards would reduce operational energy use and ensure that the project would have a less
than significant impact related to wasteful energy use. In addition, implementation of Mitigation
Measures GHG-1 and GHG-2 described in Section 2.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, would further
improve energy efficiency and further reduce already less-than-significant impacts. Measure GHG-1
would require construction workers living outside of the county to meet at designated areas and carpool to
the project area. Measure GHG-2 would require, to the extent possible, all off-road construction engines
meet Tier 3 or Tier 4 California Emission Standards for Off-Road Compression Ignition Engines.
The project is required to be consistent with Title 24, Part 6, Building Energy Efficiency Standards. The
2019 Uniform Building Code (UBC) requires installation of solar panels on new residential construction.
In addition, any new residences for which applications are submitted after January 1, 2020 may be
required to install level 1 or 2 electric vehicle charging stations to contribute towards the goals of Senate
Bill (SB) 100. The project would comply with all required building standards; therefore, the project
would not result in the wasteful or inefficient use of energy, and this impact would be less than
significant.
b. Would the project conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy
or energy efficiency?
The project is required to be consistent with the Title 24, Part 6, Building Energy Efficiency Standards, as
well as BAAQMD’s BMPs to reduce construction-related emissions. The 2019 UBC requires installation
of solar panels on new residential construction. In addition, any new residences for which applications are
submitted after January 1, 2020, may be required to install level 1 or 2 electric vehicle charging stations to
contribute towards the goals of SB 100. The project would comply with all required building standards;
therefore, the project would not conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or
energy efficiency, and no impact would occur.

36

City of Half Moon Bay. 2019. Municipal Code. Chapter 14.50. Requirement for Construction and Demolition Waste
Recycling. Available at:
https://www.codepublishing.com/CA/HalfMoonBay/#!/HalfMoonBay14/HalfMoonBay1450.html#14.50. Accessed February 3,
2021.
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2.7

Geology and Soils

Environmental Issues

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Would the project:
(a)

Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:
(i)

Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.

☐

☐

☐

☒

(ii)

Strong seismic ground shaking?

☐
☐

☐
☐

☒
☒

☐
☐

☐
☐

☐
☐

☐
☒

☒
☐

(iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?
(iv) Landslides?
(b)

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil?

(c)

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

☐

☐

☒

☐

(d)

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 181-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating
substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property?

☐

☐

☒

☐

(e)

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

☐

☐

☐

☒

(f)

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature?

☐

☒

☐

☐

Environmental Evaluation
a. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:
i.

Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent AlquistPriolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area
or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of
Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.

The project site is located in a seismically active region. Moderate to strong earthquakes can occur on
numerous local faults. Surface rupture is defined as surface displacement that occurs along the surface
trace of the causative fault during an earthquake. The project site is approximately 2.8 miles from the
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nearest active fault, the San Gregorio-Seal Cove Fault Zone,37 and 5 miles from the San Andreas Fault
Zone.38 No known active faults cross the project site, and the project site is not located within a currently
designated Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone.39 Based on these considerations, the potential for
surface rupture at the project site is considered low. The design and construction of the project is required
to comply with the building codes related to seismic risk such as the California Building Code (CBC) and
Half Moon Bay Municipal Code, which incorporates the International Building Code. Compliance with
current requirements of these codes would minimize the potential to expose people or structures to
substantial risk or loss or injury. Since the project is over 2 miles from the nearest known earthquake
fault, the project would have no impacts related to rupture of a known earthquake faults.
1

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?
The project site is located in a seismically active region that has experienced generally moderate to high
levels of shaking during past earthquakes. The site is in relatively close proximity to two active faults (2.8
miles to the San Gregorio-Seal Cove Fault and 5.0 miles to the San Andreas Fault Zone), which means it
would likely experience similar moderate-to-occasionally high ground shaking from future earthquakes.
The project applicant would be required to submit a soils report in order to obtain a building permit from
the City Community Development Department, which would ensure that project plans and specifications
comply with the CBC and local amendments to the code, where applicable. Among many seismic
requirements, the CBC requires foundations and structures to be designed and constructed to withstand
the ground motions (i.e., peak ground accelerations [g]) that have a 10% chance of being exceeded in 50
years (equivalent to a 1/475 annual chance of being exceeded). The project area is estimated to have a
10% probability of exceeding a 0.512 g in 50 years, which is an intensity that would present severe
perceived shaking and has the potential to cause moderate to heavy structural damage. 40
The 2019 CBC and standard geotechnical engineering practice requires identification of seismic design
parameters to inform all earthwork requirements, foundation designs and concrete/building material
specifications. Design and construction of the project in accordance with the CBC would be sufficient to
ensure public exposure to earthquake risks would remain minimal. Therefore, this impact would be less
than significant.
iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
The project site has a medium potential for liquefaction.41 As discussed above, the project Applicant
would be required to submit a soils report that complies with the CBC. The 2019 CBC and standard
geotechnical engineering practice requires identification of seismic design parameters to inform all
earthwork requirements, foundation designs and concrete/building material specifications. Design and
construction of the project in accordance with the CBC would be sufficient to ensure public exposure to
37

California Department of Conservation (CDOC). 1976. State of California Special Studies Zones, Half Moon Bay Quadrangle.
CDOC, Division of Mines and Geology. Available at: https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/informationwarehouse/. Accessed
February 3, 2021.

38

CDOC. 1974, 2019. Earthquake Zones of Required Investigation, Woodside Quadrangle. CDOC, California Geological
Survey. Available at: https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/informationwarehouse/. Accessed February 3, 2021.

39

CDOC. 1974, 2019. Earthquake Zones of Required Investigation, Woodside Quadrangle. CDOC, California Geological
Survey. Available at: https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/informationwarehouse/. Accessed February 3, 2021.

40

CDOC. 2008. Ground Motion Interpolator Website. CDOC, California Geological Survey. Available at:
https://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/ground-motion-interpolator. Accessed February 3, 2021.

41

City of Half Moon Bay. 2014. Plan Half Moon Bay. Existing Conditions, Trends and Opportunities Assessment Report. Figure
5-3, Liquefaction Susceptibility. Available at: https://www.half-moon-bay.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/174/HMB-ExistingConditions-Report-PDF. Accessed February 3, 2021.
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risks related to seismic-induced ground failure would remain minimal. Therefore, this impact would be
less than significant.
iv. Landslides?
The project site is essentially flat and has no landslide potential. No impact would occur.
b. Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
A significant impact would occur if a project would expose large areas to the erosional effects of wind
and water for a protracted period of time, resulting in substantial erosion and/or the loss of topsoil. The
project site is essentially flat, however the underlying Denison loam soil42 has a moderate erosion
potential.43 Clearing, excavation, and grading activities at the project site may result in short-term erosion
impacts.
The project would not require large amounts of excavation for foundations or road construction. The
project would require a total of approximately 25 cubic yards each of cut and fill.
As required by the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and the SMCWPPP,
implementation of BMPs to reduce erosion during construction is required. Sheet C-1 in Appendix A
shows the erosion control plan for the Project. Since the total site is under 1 acre (approximately 0.18
acre), the project Applicant would be required to implement a City-approved Erosion and Sediment
Control Plan (ESCP), per the requirements of the San Francisco Bay RWQCB Municipal Regional
Stormwater National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit and the SMCWPPP. The
plan would include BMPs to control erosion and sedimentation impacts and stabilize disturbed bare earth
areas. Section 2.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, provides additional information about the ESCP and
Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit requirements and related permits.
The addition of impervious surfaces for residential and roadway development could increase the
stormwater runoff volume and rate compared to existing conditions, which could in turn accelerate soil
erosion and loss of topsoil if stormwater were conveyed onto adjacent undeveloped land. However, as
described in Section 2.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, operational runoff generated along Grand View
Boulevard would be retained and directed into an individual detention basin for the residence and ADU.
The detention basin would be sized to contain water from a 10-year storm or 2-hour duration. Excess
stormwater (from a storm greater than a 10-year, 2-hour storm event) would be allowed to flow onto
Grand View Boulevard. Additional stormwater runoff would flow west on Grand View Boulevard and
enter the City’ stormwater system. Compliance with the San Francisco Bay RWQCB Municipal Regional
Stormwater NPDES Permit and the SMCWPPP would reduce impacts from water-related erosion to a
less-than-significant level.
c. Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would
become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?
The project site is essentially flat and has no potential for landslide or lateral spreading. Denison loam,
which underlays the project site, has medium potential for liquefaction. The project sponsors would be
42

Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS). 2020. Web Soils Survey results webpage. Available at:
https://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov/App/HomePage.htm. Accessed February 3, 2021.

43

City of Half Moon Bay. 2015. Plan Half Moon Bay, Existing Conditions Report. Pp. 5-101. Table 5-6. Soils Types within
Planning Areas. Available at: https://www.half-moon-bay.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/174/HMB-Existing-Conditions-ReportPDF. Accessed February 3, 2021.
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required to submit a soils report in order to obtain building permits from the City’s Community
Development Department, which would ensure that project plans and specifications comply with the CBC
and local amendments to the code, where applicable. The soils report would be evaluated in relation to the
building design and compliance with the CBC. This impact would be less than significant.
d. Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18 1 B of the
Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or
property?
The expansion potential of soils underlying the project area varies, but is generally considered moderate
to high, depending on the clay content. The upper 2 feet of the Denison loam underlying the site has a
clay content of approximately 34% and the next 2 feet has a clay content of approximately 48%;
therefore, the Denison loam underlying the project would have a moderate-to-high shrink-swell
potential.44
Soil expansion and shrink-swell potential is typically addressed though preparation of site-specific soil
engineering reports and compliance with the CBC. A detailed soils report would be required to determine
the potential for expansive soils in relation to the building design prior to the issuance of permits. This
impact would be less than significant.
e. Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic
tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for
the disposal of wastewater?
The residence and attached ADU would connect into the existing sewer system, which is maintained by
Sewer Authority Mid-Coastside (SAM). The project would not use septic tanks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems. No impact would occur.
f.

Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or
site or unique geologic feature?

Geologic units from a geological map of the county were analyzed for their potential paleontological
sensitivity. Paleontological sensitivity is defined as the potential for a geological unit to produce
scientifically significant fossils. In Standard Guidelines for the Assessment and Mitigation of Adverse
Impacts to Non-renewable Paleontological Resources,45 the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP)
defines four categories of paleontological sensitivity (potential) for Rock units: high, low, undetermined,
and no potential. No records searches or field surveys were conducted as part of the paleontological
review. The project traverses two distinct geologic units: Qyf and Qyfo. Both are Holocene and described
as alluvial fan deposits.46 These deposits have a low sensitivity for paleontological resources.
The 1993 LCLUP indicates that no paleontological resources of known significance have been identified
in the city and they are extremely limited in the entire county Coastal Zone. 47 The project has the
44

Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS). 2021. Web Soils Survey results webpage. Available at:
https://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov/App/HomePage.htm. Accessed February 3, 2021.

45

Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP). 2010. Standard Procedures for the Assessment and Mitigation of Adverse Impacts
to Paleontological Resources. SVP Impact Mitigation Guidelines Revision Committee. Available at:
http://vertpaleo.org/Membership/Member-Ethics/SVP_Impact_Mitigation_Guidelines.aspx. Accessed February 3, 2021.

46

U.S. Geological Survey (USGS). 1983. Geologic Map of San Mateo County, California. Available at:
https://ngmdb.usgs.gov/Prodesc/proddesc_49.htm. Accessed February 3, 2021.

47

City of Half Moon Bay. 1993. LCLUP Chapter 6, p. 228. Available at: https://www.half-moon-bay.ca.us/154/Local-CoastalProgram-Land-Use-Plan. February 3, 2021.
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potential to impact paleontological resources if the work affects sensitive, previously undisturbed surficial
sediment or sedimentary rock. The potential for significant paleontological discovery and impact are
anticipated to be low within the proposed work area because the project is on flat land and includes only
minor grading. In the unlikely event that a paleontological resource is discovered, the project Applicant
would implement Mitigation Measure GEO-1. As a result, project activities would not directly or
indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature, and impacts would
be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures
GEO-1

2.8

In the unlikely event that a paleontological resource is discovered, the project Applicant
shall comply with Public Resources Code Division 5, Chapter 1.7, Section 5097.5, and
Division 20, Chapter 3, Section 30244, which prohibit the removal, without permission,
of any paleontological site or feature from lands under the jurisdiction of the State or any
county, city, district, authority, or public corporation, or any agency thereof. To be
consistent with these Public Resources Code Sections, in the event that paleontological
resources are exposed during construction, work in the immediate vicinity of the find
must stop until a qualified paleontologist can evaluate the significance of the find.
Construction activities may continue in other areas. The paleontologist shall prescribe,
and the project Applicant shall implement additional measures such as testing or data
recovery depending on the resources discovered.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Environmental Issues

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Would the project:
(a)

Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly
or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment?

☐

☐

☒

☐

(b)

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

☐

☐

☐

☒

Environmental Evaluation
a. Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly,
that may have a significant impact on the environment?
GHGs are compounds in the earth’s atmosphere that play a critical role in determining the earth’s surface
temperature. Specifically, these gases allow high-frequency solar radiation to enter the earth’s atmosphere
but retain the low-frequency energy, which is radiated back from the earth to space, resulting in a
warming of the atmosphere. This phenomenon is known as the greenhouse effect. Increased
concentrations of GHGs in the earth’s atmosphere are thought to be linked to global climate change,
causing rising surface temperatures, melting icebergs and snowpack, rising sea levels, and the increasing
frequency and magnitude of severe weather. GHGs include carbon dioxide (CO2), methane, ozone, water
vapor, nitrous oxide, hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride. Although CO2 is the
most abundant GHG, other GHGs are less abundant but have higher global warming potential than CO2.
Thus, emissions of other GHGs are frequently expressed in the equivalent mass of CO2, denoted as CO2e.
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GHGs are the result of natural and anthropogenic activities. Forest fires, decomposition, industrial
processes, landfills, and consumption of fossil fuels for power generation, transportation, heating, and
cooking are the primary sources of GHG emissions.
As discussed in Section 2.3, Air Quality, the project would construct one single-family residence and
attached ADU, which falls under the minimum screening criteria of 56 new dwelling units for GHG
emissions. Construction of the project would require the use of construction equipment and worker
vehicles that would generate GHG emissions. As previously described, the BAAQMD has not established
thresholds of significance for construction-related GHG emissions. Therefore, GHG emissions during
construction activities were not estimated. The project would comply with all measures required by the
BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines.48 These include the following for GHG reduction:
•

Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or reducing the
maximum idling time to 5 minutes (as required by the California airborne toxics control measure
13 CCR Section 2485). Clear signage shall be provided for construction workers at all access
points; and

•

All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance with
manufacturer’s specifications. All equipment shall be checked by a certified mechanic and
determined to be running in proper condition prior to operation.

Compliance with the required BAAQMD measures would ensure that impacts are less than significant. In
addition, the project would implement the following to further reduce construction-related GHG
emissions, as required by the California Green Building Standards Code:
•

At least 65% of all construction waste or demolition material shall be recycled.49

In addition, the project would implement Mitigation Measures GHG-1 through GHG-3, which would
further reduce construction-related GHG emissions. Mitigation Measure GHG-1 would require
construction workers living outside of the county to meet at designated areas and carpool to the project
area. Mitigation Measure GHG-2 would promote the use of alternative fuels for construction vehicles.
Mitigation Measure GHG-3 would require off-road construction engines meet Tier 3 or Tier 4 California
Emission Standards for Off-Road Compression Ignition Engines. These measures would be included in
the construction contract and plans and be the responsibility of the construction contractor to carry out.
With implementation of BMPs and Mitigation Measures GHG-1 through GHG-3, construction-related
GHG emissions would be less than significant.
b. Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulations adopted for
the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?
As discussed in Section 2.3, Air Quality, the project is an infill development project that would construct
one single-family residence and attached ADU, which falls under the minimum screening criteria of 56
dwelling units for GHG emissions. Therefore, the project would not conflict with an applicable plan,
policy or regulation related to GHGs, and no impact would occur.

48

Bay Area Air Quality Management District. 2017. California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines. Available at:
https://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/ceqa_guidelines_may2017-pdf.pdf?la=en. Accessed
February 3, 2021.

49

CalRecycle, 2002. Frequently Asked Questions: California Green Building Code. Available at:
https://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/lgcentral/library/canddmodel/instruction/faq#diversion. Accessed February 3, 2021.
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Mitigation Measures
GHG-1

Construction workers living outside San Mateo County shall meet at designated areas and
be transported (in carpools) to the project area.

GHG-2

Alternative fuel (e.g., biodiesel, electric) should be used on at least 15% of construction
vehicles/equipment.

GHG-3

Off-road construction diesel engines shall meet Tier 3 or Tier 4 California Emission
Standards for Off-Road Compression-Ignition Engines.

2.9

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Environmental Issues

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Would the project:
(a)

Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?

☐

☐

☒

☐

(b)

Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset
and accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the environment?

☐

☐

☒

☐

(c)

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

☐

☐

☒

☐

(d)

Be located on a site which is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result,
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment?

☐

☐

☐

☒

(e)

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

☐

☐

☐

☒

(f)

Impair implementation of or physically interfere with
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

☐

☐

☐

☒

(g)

Expose people or structures, either directly or
indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires?

☐

☐

☒

☐
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Environmental Evaluation
a. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?
A significant impact may occur if a project would involve the use or disposal of hazardous materials as
part of its routine operations or would have the potential to generate toxic or otherwise hazardous
emissions that could adversely affect sensitive receptors.
Construction of the project would involve the transport, use, and disposal of potentially hazardous
materials. These materials include paints, adhesives, surface coatings, cleaning agents, fuels, and oils that
are typically associated with development of any urban infill project. As described in Chapter 1, Project
Description, construction activities would be temporary, lasting approximately 1 year. These temporary
construction activities involving the use, transport, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials would be
conducted in compliance with all health and safety requirements, such as County and City General Plan
policies, CCR Sections 337 through 340, Chapter 6.95 of the California Health and Safety Code Article 1,
and CCR Title 19, Public Safety, Division 2 (if required). Because the project Applicant would comply
with applicable regulations and laws pertaining to the transport, storage, use, and disposal of potentially
hazardous materials, the exposure of the public, construction workers, and environment to hazardous
materials would be less than significant.
Operation of the proposed residence and ADU would involve the use and storage of small quantities of
potentially hazardous materials, such as cleaning solvents, paints, and pesticides for landscaping. Other
household hazardous materials could include cleaning solvents, waxes, dyes, toners, paints, bleach,
grease, and petroleum products that are typically associated with residential land uses. The project
generally would not produce significant amounts of hazardous waste or use or transport hazardous waste
beyond those materials typically used in single-family households. Overall, the use of household
hazardous materials would be similar to the existing use of surrounding residences. Thus, the operation of
the project would not create a significant hazard to the environment or public, and the impact would be
less than significant.
b. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the environment?
A significant impact may occur if a project could create an upset or accident condition involving
hazardous materials. No hazardous contamination sites are located within the vicinity of the project site
and thus there is no reasonably foreseeable release of hazardous materials from existing hazardous
contamination 50, 51 Construction of the project would use small amounts of hazardous materials such as
diesel fuel. The BMPs implemented for the SMCWPPP would contain any minor spills during
construction. During operation, the use of household hazardous materials would be minimal, in small
quantities, and would be associated with routine maintenance, cleaning, and landscaping activities.
Therefore, the project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the
environment, and the impact would be less than significant.
27F

2F

50

State Water Resources Control Board (California Water Boards). 2018. GeoTracker. Available at:
https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/map/. Accessed on February 3, 2021.

51

California Department of Toxics Substances Control (DTSC). 2018. EnviroStor. Available at:
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/map. Accessed on February 3, 2021.
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c. Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?
A project-related significant adverse effect may occur if a project site is within 0.25 mile of an existing or
proposed school site, and the project is projected to release hazardous emissions that would exceed
regulatory thresholds and would pose a health hazard. The closest schools are Coastside Parents Nursery
School, located approximately 0.12 mile southwest of the project, and Alvin S. Hatch Elementary School,
located approximately 0.38 mile southwest of the project. Construction of the project would use small
amounts of hazardous materials, such as diesel fuel. The BMPs implemented for the SMCWPPP would
contain minor spills during construction. During operation, the use of household hazardous materials
would be minimal, in small quantities, and would be associated with routine maintenance, cleaning, and
landscaping activities. Therefore, the project would not create a significant hazard within 0.25 mile of a
school, and this impact would be less than significant.
d. Would the project be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code §65962.5 and, as a result,
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?
California Government Code Section 65962.5 requires various State agencies to compile lists of
hazardous waste disposal facilities, unauthorized release from underground storage tanks, contaminated
drinking water wells, and solid waste facilities from which there is known migration of hazardous waste,
and to submit such information to the Secretary for Environmental Protection on at least an annual basis.
In meeting the provisions in California Government Code Section 65962.5, commonly referred to as the
“Cortese List,” database resources such as EnviroStor and GeoTracker provide information regarding
identified facilities. According to EnviroStor and GeoTracker, the project site is not located in the vicinity
of a hazardous materials site; 52, 53 therefore, no impact would occur.
29F

30F

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not
been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?
The project site is not located within an airport land use plan or within 2 miles of a public airport.
Therefore, the project would not result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project
area, and no impact would occur.
f.

Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

A significant impact may occur if a project were to interfere with roadway operations used in conjunction
with an emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan or would generate sufficient traffic to
create traffic congestion that would interfere with the execution of such a plan. The nearest emergency
evacuation route is Highway 1. 54 Highways 1 and 92 provide the only evacuation routes into and out of
the city. Construction of one residence and attached ADU under the project would result in minimal
amounts of traffic related to worker trips, the delivery of materials, and disposal of excavated soils. The
31F

52

California Water Boards. 2018. GeoTracker Website. Available at: https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/map/. Accessed on
February 3, 2021.

53

DTSC. 2018. EnviroStor Website. Available at: https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/map. Accessed on February 3,
2021.

54

City of Half Moon Bay. 2013. General Plan. Circulation Element. Available at: https://www.half-moonbay.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/187/2013-Circulation-Element-PDF. Accessed February 3, 2021.
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house would be constructed on Grand View Boulevard, approximately 0.2 mile northwest of Highway 1.
Construction traffic would not impede public access and would not interfere with any adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan. Traffic generated by the proposed single-family home
would be negligible and would not adversely affect the level of service of nearby roadways or
intersections. During the construction phase, the City will require an encroachment permit for any
temporary activities that would affect the public right-of-way. Therefore, the project would not impair the
implementation of or physically interfere with an emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan,
and no impact would occur.
g. Would the project expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires?
A significant impact may occur if a project is located in proximity to wildland areas and would pose a
potential fire hazard, which could affect persons or structures in the area in the event of a fire. The project
is served by the Coastside Fire Protection District (CFPD). There are two fires stations near the project
area: the Half Moon Bay Fire Station is approximately 1.6 miles south of the project and the El Granada
Fire Station is approximately 2.3 miles northwest of the project.
The project site is located on the eastern edge of an established residential development and is not located
in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ). 55 The closest VHFHSZ is approximately
0.25 mile northeast of the project site, in the hilly terrain of the Santa Cruz Mountains.56 According to the
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), the project is located in a Wildland-Urban Interface
(WUI).57 The WUI area is best described as an area where housing developments are interspersed in an
area dominated by wildland vegetation subject to wildfire.
However, the project site is located within a substantially developed area with existing infrastructure. The
project has been reviewed by CFPD staff and will be required to comply with CFPD requirements prior to
building occupancy. CFPD requirements would include, but would not be limited to:
•

Install a roof covering with a minimum fire rating of Class “B” or higher;

•

Install an automatic fire sprinkler system;

•

Locate a CFPD-approved fire hydrant within 500 feet of the residence and ADU;

•

Install a CFPD-approved fire access road;

•

Dead end emergency access exceeding 150 feet shall be provided with width and turnaround
provisions meeting California Fire Code Appendix D;

•

Create a fuel break of between 30 and 100 feet defensible space around the perimeter of all
structures.

Although the project could expose people or structures to a risk of wildland fire, it is an infill
development project in an existing neighborhood and will comply with all CFPD requirements to reduce
risks; therefore, this impact would be less than significant.
55

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE). 2007. Very High Fire Severity Zones in Local
Responsibility Areas. Half Moon Bay. Available at: https://osfm.fire.ca.gov/media/5983/half_moon_bay.pdf. Accessed
February 4, 2021.

56

CAL FIRE. 2007. Fire Hazard Severity Zones in State Responsibility Areas. San Mateo County. Available at:
https://osfm.fire.ca.gov/media/6802/fhszs_map41.pdf. Accessed February 4, 2021.

57

Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG). 2020. Wildland-Urban Interface Fire Threat Interactive Map. Available at:
https://mtc.maps.arcgis.com/home/webmap/viewer.html?useExisting=1&layers=d45bf08448354073a26675776f2d09cb&layerI
d=0. Accessed February 4, 2021.
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2.10 Hydrology and Water Quality
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(d)

In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release
of pollutants due to project inundation?

(e)

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water
quality control plan or sustainable groundwater
management plan?

Environmental Evaluation
a. Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality?
Activities associated with construction of the project could have a significant impact if they resulted in
violation of waste discharge requirements under the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control
Board’s (RWCQB) Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit from contaminated runoff entering
the stormwater system.
The SMCWPPP is a partnership of the City and County Association of Governments (C/CAG), each
incorporated city and town in the county, and the County, which share a common NPDES permit. The
Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit was issued by the San Francisco Bay RWQCB58 in

58

San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). 2015. Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit.
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region. Order No. R2-2015-0049. NPDES Permit No.
CAS612008. November 19. Available at: https://www.cleanwaterprogram.org/images/uploads/R2-2015-0049.pdf. Accessed
February 5, 2021.
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compliance with the San Francisco Bay Basin Water Quality Control Plan59 and the NPDES Program.
Participating agencies (including the County and City) must comply with the provisions of the
countywide permit by ensuring that new development and redevelopment mitigate, to the maximum
extent practicable, water quality impacts from stormwater runoff during both construction and operational
periods of projects.

CONSTRUCTION
The project would be required to implement an erosion/pollution control plan under the Municipal
Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit60 and SMCWPPP.61 The erosion/pollution control plan submitted
with the building permit and grading permit will include site-specific BMPs that are designed to prevent
runoff from construction areas to reduce potential impacts to surface water quality during project
construction. The plan would also include design elements and BMPs for construction areas, such as
fueling and equipment washing areas and trash and hazardous material storage areas.
Construction of the roadway and single-family residence and ADU would require minor grading and
excavation for utilities and foundations, as well as construction. Minor excavation and grading could
result in an increase in erosion and sedimentation from the project area into the stormwater system.
Although Grand View Boulevard is protected by a curb and gutter along both sides of the street from
southwest of the project site to Highway 1, construction materials and construction waste—such as wood,
wallboard, insulation, paint, and other debris—could enter the stormwater system on Grand View
Boulevard or from the drainage southeast of the project site and/or the two seasonal wetlands located
north and east of the project if not properly used and stored. Construction activities associated with the
roadway and single-family residence and ADU would require the presence of construction vehicles,
heavy equipment and materials, and construction crews. In addition to stormwater runoff and potential
resulting water quality and sedimentation impacts, there is the potential for hazardous materials, including
petroleum products associated with diesel vehicle and equipment use and contaminants from paving
materials, concrete mixing, pouring and washout, and sanitary facilities, to enter the existing drainage
ditch and wetlands. Following vegetation clearing and grading, excavation of approximately 25 cubic
yards of soils would occur for roadbed construction, followed by excavation of approximately 25 cubic
yards of soils would occur and concrete would be poured for the foundation. All of these activities have a
low potential to contribute pollutants to the stormwater system, drainage ditch, and wetlands (particularly
turbidity and high pH washwater) that can affect water quality and may violate water quality standards if
left uncontrolled. Construction activities for the roadway and single-family dwelling would last
approximately 1 year.
For the single-family residence and ADU, the project Applicant is required to submit a lot drainage plan
and on-site stormwater detention plan to the City as part of the building permit, grading permit and
encroachment permit submittal, as well as a Stormwater Checklist for Small Projects. The lot drainage
plan will include design details and supporting calculations for stormwater detention on-site for the
additional run-off from a 10-year frequency storm of 2-hour duration. The lot drainage plan must show
how the surface runoff is retained on-site and the remainder is drained to the public right-of-way. Plans
59

San Francisco RWQCB. 2017. San Francisco Bay Basin Water Quality Control Plan. California Regional Water Quality
Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region. May 4. Available at:
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay/water_issues/programs/planningtmdls/basinplan/web/docs/BP_all_chapters.p
df. Accessed February 5, 2021.

60

San Francisco RWQCB. 2015. Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit. California Regional Water Quality Control
Board, San Francisco Bay Region. Order No. R2-2015-0049. NPDES Permit No. CAS612008. November 19. Available at:
https://www.cleanwaterprogram.org/images/uploads/R2-2015-0049.pdf. Accessed February 5, 2021.

61

San Mateo County. 2020. San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program. Construction Webpage. Available at:
https://www.flowstobay.org/construction. Accessed February 5, 2021.
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shall show how the rear and side yards would properly drain to an approved BMP facility, and how the
finished grades on the property relate to the existing grades on adjacent property. The plan shall include
pad elevation, finished floor elevation, site high and low points, drainage swales, area drains, and existing
grade at adjacent property. The permittee shall provide appropriate measures to discharge the flood waters
from any unfinished floor areas.
The project Applicant would be required to submit a Stormwater Checklist for Small Projects to the City
prior to approval, as required by the SMCWPPP. The Stormwater Checklist for Small Projects identifies
stormwater BMPs that the project Applicant proposes to implement. These stormwater BMPs include, but
are not limited to:
•

Attach the SMCWPPP’s construction BMP plan sheet to project plans and require the contractor to
implement applicable BMPs on the plan sheet;

•

Temporary erosion controls to stabilize all denuded areas until permanent erosion controls are
established;

•

Perform clearing and earth-moving activities only during dry weather;

•

Trap sediment on-site using BMPs such as sediment basins or traps, earthen dikes or berms, silt
fences, check dams, compost blankets or jute mats, covers for soil stock piles, etc.;

•

Protect adjacent properties and undisturbed areas from construction impacts using vegetative
buffer strips, sediment barriers, dikes, mulching, or other areas, as appropriate;

•

Limit construction access routes and stabilize designated access points;

•

No cleaning, fueling, or maintaining vehicles on-site, except in a designated area where washwater
is confined and treated;

•

Store, handle, and dispose of construction materials/wastes properly to prevent contact with
stormwater;

•

Contractor shall train and provide instruction to all employees/subcontractors regarding
construction BMPs; and

•

Control and prevent the discharge of all potential pollutants, including pavement cutting wastes,
paints, concrete, petroleum products, chemicals, washwater or sediments, rinse water from
architectural copper, and non-stormwater discharges to storm drains or watercourses.

Implementation of the erosion/pollution control plan, as required by law, would prevent construction of
the proposed single-family residence and ADU from violating any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrading surface water or groundwater quality, and
would reduce potentially significant impacts to a less-than-significant level.

OPERATION
The single-family residence and ADU would include the construction of approximately 1,714 square feet
of impervious surface area, including the driveway and walkway. As described in Section 1.5, Proposed
Project, Utilities, plans for the residence and ADU include a drainage plan to convey roof and driveway
runoff to a detention basin designed to prevent an increase in runoff to neighboring properties, in order to
comply with the Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit. The project site would be sloped to
direct runoff toward Grand View Boulevard and away from the ditch and seasonal wetlands. Construction
plans included with the building permit submittal would include design details and supporting
calculations for stormwater detention on-site for the additional run-off from a 10-year frequency storm of
2-hour duration. Overflow from a larger storm event would be allowed to flow into the stormdrain system
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for Grand View Boulevard. The plans shall include pad elevation, finished floor elevation, site high and
low points, drainage swales, area drains, and existing grade at adjacent properties.
Erosion and sedimentation may temporarily increase post-construction because of soils that have been
loosened and changes in drainage patterns. Development of the single-family residence and attached
ADU could result in an increase in the levels of urban pollutants and litter entering Grand View
Boulevard drainage. Pollutants from the project would likely be consistent with suburban medium-density
residential areas and roads. However, the property would be landscaped to stabilize soils, and areas to
receive natural vegetation shall be seeded prior to October 15th; therefore, the addition of a single-family
home in an established residential neighborhood would not result in a violation of any water quality
standards or waste discharge requirements, and this impact would be less than significant.
b. Would the project substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project may impede
sustainable groundwater management of the basin?
A potentially significant impact would occur if a project includes deep excavations resulting in the
potential to interfere with groundwater movement, the withdrawal of groundwater, or paving of existing
permeable surfaces important to groundwater recharge. The project would be served by the Coastside
County Water District (CCWD) water supply system.
The project area is located within the State Water Resources Control Board (California Water Boards)
San Francisco Bay Hydrologic Region. The project area is underlain by an alluvial aquifer referred to as
the Half Moon Bay Terrace groundwater basin, which supplies limited water for domestic and municipal
uses (golf courses). Groundwater in the project area flows from east to west, discharging into the Pacific
Ocean.62,63 Development of the project would not include any groundwater wells.
The project would result in an increase in impervious surface area, adding a maximum of approximately
4,740 square feet (0.11 acre) of impervious surface area (approximately 1,840 square feet for 909 Grand
View Boulevard and approximately 2,900 square feet for the roadway extension). Impervious surfaces
prevent the infiltration of runoff into the underlying soil and can interfere with groundwater recharge.
According to the CCWD,64 there are no municipal water supply wells in the vicinity of the project. The
single-family home would implement drainage plans that include detention basins for stormwater, which
would allow for percolation into the groundwater table. The project would not substantially interfere with
groundwater recharge and no impact would occur. No mitigation is necessary.
c. Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the
addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which would:
i.

Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

Planned earthwork and grading activities on the project site would involve a total cut and fill of
approximately 50 cubic yards, 25 cubic yards each of cut and fill. The project site is essentially flat, and
62

California Department of Water Resources (DWR). 2021. Groundwater Basin Boundary Assessment Tool. Available at:
https://gis.water.ca.gov/app/bbat/. Accessed February 5, 2021.

63

DWR. 2014. Bulletin 118 – Half Moon Bay Terrace Groundwater Basin. Available at: https://water.ca.gov/-/media/DWRWebsite/Web-Pages/Programs/Groundwater-Management/Bulletin-118/Files/2003-BasinDescriptions/2_022_HalfMoonBayTerrace.pdf. Accessed February 5, 2021.

64

Coastside County Water District (CCWD). 2020. District Maps Webpage. Available at:
http://www.coastsidewater.org/distribution/district-maps.html. Accessed February 5, 2021.
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all project components would be required to implement erosion control measures as discussed under
Section 2.10.a.
Construction of the project would include implementation of erosion and sediment control and pollution
prevention BMPs under the SMCWPPP. As discussed under Section 2.10.a, stormwater flows in excess
of the required stormwater detention would be directed to storm drain facilities in Grand View Boulevard.
Operation of the project would result in an increase of impervious surface compared to existing
conditions of the vacant lot and undeveloped roadway (a maximum of approximately 4,000 square feet).
Drainage plans showing the detention basin for the residence and ADU are included in Appendix A;
therefore, the project would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern in a manner which would
cause erosion. The project site would not alter the course of a stream or river. Therefore, the project
would not result in substantial erosion or siltation, and the impact would be less than significant.
ii. Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which
would result in flooding on- or off-site?
A significant impact may occur if a project results in increased runoff volumes during construction or
operation of the project that would result in flooding conditions affecting the project site or nearby
properties. There are no flooding hazards in the project area. As described in Section 2.10.a and 2.10.b,
the project would result in a relatively small increase in impervious surface area (a maximum of
approximately 4,740 square feet for the roadway and residence/ADU). Implementation of a stormwater
detention system to contain a 10-year, 2-hour storm is required for the residence and ADU. Given the size
of the subject property, ample space is available for the installation of the stormwater detention system.
Therefore, the project would not increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would
result in flooding, and this impact would be less than significant.
iii. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing
or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional
sources of polluted runoff?
The project site drains to Grand View Boulevard. Stormwater from Grand View Boulevard is directed
toward Highway 1 and the City’s stormwater system. The wetland features on the adjacent site are located
slightly upslope so that Project runoff would not drain to them. The existing ditch drains southwest
toward Highway 1, then southeast adjacent to Highway 1. The existing ditch is an ephemeral feature that
carries stormwater runoff. There is no history of flooding in the existing ditch. As described in Section
2.10.a and 2.10.b, the project would result in a relatively small increase in impervious surface area (a
maximum of approximately 4,740 square feet for the roadway extension and residence/ADU).
Implementation of a stormwater detention system to contain a 10-year, 2-hour storm is required for the
residence and ADU. Therefore, the project would not increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner that would exceed the capacity of the City’s stormwater system. The Project’s runoff would drain
to the proposed detention basin, which would retain most pollutants, and this impact would be less than
significant.
iv. Impede or redirect flood flows?
A significant impact may occur if a project were located in a flood hazard area and would impede or
redirect flood flows. However, the project is not mapped in a flood hazard zone and is not located in an
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area with known localized flooding issues.65 Therefore, the project would not impede or redirect flood
flows and no impact would occur.
d. Would the project in flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants
due to project inundation?
The project is not located in flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zone.66 Therefore, the project would not risk
the release of pollutants due to project inundation. No impact would occur.
e. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control
plan or sustainable groundwater management plan?
The project is located in the Lower Pilarcitos Creek Subbasin of the Half Moon Bay Terrace groundwater
basin. The Half Moon Bay Terrace groundwater basin does not have a sustainable groundwater
management plan and is on the list of groundwater basins with low priority for developing such a plan.
The project would rely on municipal water sources and would not obstruct groundwater recharge.
Therefore, the project would not project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a sustainable
groundwater management plan and no impact would occur.
The project would abide by all requirements of the SMCWPPP and San Francisco Bay RWQCB
Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit.67 The project would not conflict with the Water Quality
Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin because it would comply with all applicable requirements
of both the Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit and the SMCWPPP permit, and no impact
would occur.

Mitigation Measures
The project shall comply with Mitigation Measure BIO-3 to minimize impacts to wetlands and waters.

2.11 Land Use and Planning
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. Federal Emergency Management Agency. 2020. FEMA Flood Map Service Center. Available at:
https://msc.fema.gov/portal/search?AddressQuery=909%20Grandview%20Boulevard%20Half%20Moon%20Bay%20CA#sear
chresultsanchor. Accessed February 5, 2021.
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City of Half Moon Bay. 2014. Plan Half Moon Bay. Existing Conditions, Trends, and Opportunities Assessment. pp. 5-79 to 587. Available at: https://www.half-moon-bay.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/174/HMB-Existing-Conditions-Report-PDF.
Accessed February 5, 2021.
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San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). 2015. Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit.
Order No. R2-2015-0049. NPDES Permit No. CAS612008. Available at:
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay/water_issues/programs/stormwater/Municipal/R2-2015-0049.pdf. Accessed
February 5, 2021.
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Environmental Evaluation
a. Would the project physically divide an established community?
The project would combine two 25 × 100-foot lots to create one 50 × 100-foot lot and construct one
single-family residence and attached ADU in an established residential neighborhood that is zoned for
residential development. It would not physically divide an established community. No impact would
occur.
b. Would the project cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any
land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating
an environmental effect?
A project would normally have a significant impact related to land use consistency if it would be
inconsistent with the General Plan or its elements, a local coastal plan, or adopted environmental goals or
policies, or if it would require a General Plan amendment or zone change.
The project is located within the California Coastal Zone. The project was reviewed for consistency with
policies relating to the LCLUP and the City Zoning Ordinance (Title 18), as well as the California
Government Code concerning ADUs.68 The project was found to be consistent with State and City
policies and development regulations. The project is contiguous with other developed areas, and existing
public services and utilities can be extended to the new development without causing significant impacts.
The project has been reviewed by the City Engineer, CFPD, SAM, and CCWD, and there is existing
capacity to accommodate the new single-family home and ADU. The project would not impede coastal
access, contribute to shoreline erosion or bluff retreat, or otherwise conflict with any other environmental
policy expressed in the LCLUP. Additionally, the project does not propose any new, expanded, or
modified land use in the project area and would not conflict with the existing and surrounding uses. No
impact would occur.
The project would extend Grand View Boulevard by approximately 50 feet. The Fire Marshal has
determined that construction of the new 50-foot section of road on Grand View Boulevard would not
require construction of a fire truck turnaround to improve emergency access and the project would meet
the requirements of the CFPD for dead-end emergency access. 69.
The project would combine two existing severely substandard R-1-B-2 residential lots to create one
substandard R-1-B-2 lot and construct one new residence and attached ADU. The new single-family
residence and ADU would be required to obtain a CDP and would be subject to Architectural Review.
The standard lot size for R-1-B-2 areas is 7,500 square feet and the lot must be 75 feet wide. The merged
68

City of Half Moon Bay. 1993. Local Coastal Program and Land Use Plan, Chapter 9: Development. Available at:
https://www.half-moon-bay.ca.us/154/Local-Coastal-Program-Land-Use-Plan. Accessed February 5, 2021.

69

Coastside Fire Protection District (CFPD). 2019. Email from John Riddell, Deputy Fire Marshal, to Bruce Stebbins. Subject:
909 Grand View, Fire access road not required. July 2.
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lot would be 5,000 square and 50 feet wide, which is approximately 66.7% of the standard lot width. The
new residence and attached ADU would meet all State requirements for ADUs and City zoning code
requirements for substandard lots; therefore, the project would not require a variance from the City, a
General Plan amendment, or a zone change. This impact would be less than significant.

2.12 Mineral Resources

Environmental Issues
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Significant
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No Impact

Would the project:
(a)

Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the state?

☐

☐

☐

☒

(b)

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

☐

☐

☐

☒

Environmental Evaluation
a. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that
would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?
A significant impact may occur if a project site is located in an area used or available for extraction of a
regionally important mineral resource, or if a project would convert an existing or future regionally
important mineral extraction use to another use, or if a project would affect access to a site used or
potentially available for regionally important mineral resource extraction.
The project is located in an area zoned Mineral Resource Zone (MRZ)-3 for aggregate mineral
resources. 70 MRZ-3 is defined as areas containing mineral deposits the significance of which cannot be
evaluated from available data. Neither the project site nor the surrounding area is identified as an area
containing mineral deposits of statewide or regional significance. Therefore, no impacts to mineral
resources of statewide or regional significance would occur.
40F

b. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land
use plan?
A significant impact would occur if a project were located in an area used or available for extraction of a
locally important mineral resource and the project converted an existing or potential future locally
important mineral extraction use to another use, or if a project affected access to a site in use or
potentially available for locally important mineral resource extraction.

70

California Department of Mines and Geology (CDMG). 1982. Mineral Resource Sectors. South San Francisco Bay
Production-Consumption Region, Half Moon Bay Quadrangle, Special Report 143, Plate 2.73. Available at:
https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/informationwarehouse/index.html?map=mlc. Accessed February 8, 2021.
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Neither the project site nor the surrounding area is identified as an area containing mineral deposits of
local significance.71 Therefore, no impacts to mineral resources of local significance would occur.

2.13 Noise

Environmental Issues
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No Impact

Would the project result in:
(a)

Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the
project in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies?

☐

☐

☒

☐

(b)

Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?

☐

☐

☒

☐

(c)

For a project located within the vicinity of a private
airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where such a
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a
public airport or public use airport, would the project
expose people residing or working in the project area
to excessive noise levels?

☐

☐

☐

☒

Environmental Evaluation
a. Would the project result in generation of a substantial temporary or permanent
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of
other agencies?
The residential uses surrounding the project area represent the majority of the sensitive receptors in the
vicinity of the project.
The City has established restrictions limiting construction and similar noise-generating activities from
7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., Monday through Friday; 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., Saturdays; and 10:00 a.m. to 6:00
p.m., Sundays and holidays. The City Engineer may approve exceptions to these hours, if necessary, to
facilitate the orderly completion of work and minimize disruption to the community72. The project
Applicant would be required to comply with construction hour restrictions.
Construction activities would generate noise that would vary over the construction periods, and would
include on-site equipment, such as a half-ton truck, backhoe, cement truck, 10 cubic yards dump truck,
semi-truck flatbed, site delivery truck, and water truck, as well as smaller equipment, such as air
compressors, saws, hammers, and other power tools. There would be secondary noise from construction
worker vehicles and vendor deliveries. During construction, noise-generating activities would occur at the
project site from 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., Monday through Friday; 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., Saturdays; and
71

City of Half Moon Bay. 2014. Plan Half Moon Bay. Existing Conditions, Trends, and Opportunities Assessment. Available at:
https://www.half-moon-bay.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/174/HMB-Existing-Conditions-Report-PDF. Accessed February 8,
2021.

72

City of Half Moon Bay. 2019. Chapter 14.40. Hours of Construction. Available at:
https://www.codepublishing.com/CA/HalfMoonBay/#!/HalfMoonBay14/HalfMoonBay1440.html#14.40. Accessed February,
2021.
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10:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., Sundays and holidays, in accordance with the City’s noise ordinance; no
nighttime construction is anticipated. Because construction noise would comply with local noise
regulations, impacts related to construction noise would be less than significant.
The project would not generate stationary or operational noise in the long term, aside from the typical
noises generated by users of a single-family residence. Noise generated from the single-family home and
ADU would be in keeping with neighborhood noise; therefore, impacts would be less than significant.
b. Would the project result in generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?
Construction activities (e.g., ground-disturbing activities, including movement of heavy construction
equipment and hauling of demolition debris and soil from the project site) may generate localized
groundborne vibration and noise. Blasting or pile-driving activities are not anticipated during construction
of the project. Generally, construction-related groundborne vibration is not expected to extend beyond 25
feet from the generating source. The project would construct one new residence and attached ADU on
Grand View Boulevard and extend Grand View Boulevard by approximately 50 feet. Construction
equipment for road construction would include a ride-on vibratory drum roller, vibratory plate compactor,
and tamping jumping jack compactor. The closest sensitive receptors are residences on the 800 and 900
blocks of Grand View Boulevard and the 900 block of Golden Gate Avenue. The closest residences on
Grand View Boulevard are approximately 28 to 35 feet from the edge of the new pavement area.
Residences on Golden Gate Avenue are separated from the Grand View Boulevard construction area by
approximately 50 feet. Therefore, groundborne vibration from on-site construction is not anticipated.
Hauling of soils and debris could generate vibrations along local haul routes. The project is anticipated to
require a total of approximately six haul trucks. The project would be required to adhere to the City Noise
Ordinance as a standard condition of approval. In addition, any annoyance to residents along local haul
routes would be short term and temporary, and impacts related to groundborne noise or vibration would
be less than significant.
c. For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or
public use airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels?
The project is located approximately 3.7 miles from the nearest airport, Half Moon Bay Airport. It is not
located within an airport land use plan or within 2 miles of an airport; therefore, no impact would occur.

2.14 Population and Housing

Environmental Issues
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Would the project:
(a)

Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an
area, either directly (for example, by proposing new
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example,
through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

☐
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Displace substantial numbers of existing people or
housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

☐

☐

☐

☒
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Environmental Evaluation
a. Would the project induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for
example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?
City and county General Plans develop growth plans and projections for the areas in their jurisdictions. A
significant impact would occur if a project included a General Plan amendment, which could result in an
increase in population over that projected in the adopted General Plan, or if a project would induce
substantial growth on the project site or surrounding area.
Construction job opportunities created as a result of the project are not expected to result in any
substantial population growth in the area. The work requirements of most construction projects are highly
specialized so that construction workers remain at a job site only for the timeframe during which their
specific skills are needed. Additionally, the construction workers would likely be supplied from the
region’s labor pool. Construction workers would not be likely to relocate their household as a
consequence of working on the project, and as such, significant housing or population impacts would not
result from construction of the project. Therefore, there would be no construction-related population
growth impacts and no impact would occur.
According to the City General Plan Housing Element, the population of Half Moon Bay dropped from
11,842 to 11,228 between 2000 and 2011.73 U.S. Census data estimated populations of 11,324 in 2010
and 12,973 in 2018.74 The project would construct one single-family home and attached ADU in the city.
There is an average of 2.8 persons per household in the city. Therefore, the addition of one single-family
home and ADU would add up to five persons to the existing population of approximately 13,000, or
approximately 0.04% of the population. The Housing Element identifies a need for 121 above-moderateincome housing units in the period between 2014 and 2022. The project would provide one abovemoderate-income housing unit. According to Title 17 of the Half Moon Bay Municipal Code, the project
Applicant must apply for and obtain a residential dwelling unit allocation (Measure D) for the proposed
dwelling units. The Applicant has obtained a Measure D certificate for the project. Each year, the City
may authorize allocations that would result in a growth rate of up to 1% in the city’s population as of the
first of that year.75 The project would introduce up to approximately five new persons to the population
and would comply with the 1% growth cap; therefore, the project would not induce substantial population
growth in the area and no impact would occur.
b. Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?
The project would create one new residential lot allowing for construction of one single-family home and
attached ADU on a parcel zoned for single-family residential land use. The project would not displace
people or housing; therefore, no impact would occur.

73

City of Half Moon Bay. 2015. Plan Half Moon Bay. Housing Element 2015-2023. Available at: https://www.half-moonbay.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/186/2015-2023-Housing-Element-PDF. Accessed February 8, 2021.

74

U.S. Census. 2020. Quick Facts. Half Moon Bay, California. Available at:
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/halfmoonbaycitycalifornia/PST045218. Accessed February 8, 2021.

75

City of Half Moon Bay. 2009. Half Moon Bay Municipal Code. Title 17. Subdivisions. Chapter 17.06. Residential Dwelling
Unit Allocation System. Available at:
https://www.codepublishing.com/CA/HalfMoonBay/#!/HalfMoonBay17/HalfMoonBay1706.html#17.06. Accessed February 8,
2021.
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2.15 Public Services
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Environmental Evaluation
a. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or
physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times or other performance objectives for fire protection?
A significant impact may occur if the CFPD could not adequately serve a project, and a new or physically
altered fire station would be necessary. The project area receives fire protection services from the CFPD,
a California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) agency. The CFPD has three fire
stations, the nearest of which (Fire Station 40) is at 1911 Main Street, Half Moon Bay, approximately 1.9
miles south of the project site. Fire Station 40 is staffed with one fire captain and two fire apparatus
engineers and can provide a minimum response time of 2 minutes and maximum response time of 8
minutes to all portions of the city. 76,77 In addition, the project is located approximately 2.5 miles southeast
of the newly-built Fire Station 41 in El Granada.
As described in Section 2.14, Population and Housing, one single-family residence and attached ADU
would be expected to increase the city population by approximately five people. This increase would not
substantially increase the demand for public services. The increase in one residence and ADU would not
induce substantial demand for fire protection or emergency services. The project area is adequately served
by existing fire stations that are meeting or exceeding their respective response times. Further, the singlefamily residence and ADU would also be built to meet applicable fire safety standards, including the CBC
regulations. The CFPD is required to review all planning permit applications. The City has adopted
development fees by ordinance that apply to subdivisions and new residential development. These fees
support a variety of local services and government facilities. The project will pay all required
development fees. Construction of the single-family residence and ADU would adhere to all requirements
of the CFPD and would not add a substantial need for additional services; therefore, impacts to fire
protection services would be less than significant.

76

Coastside Fire Protection. 2008. About us. Available at: https://www.coastsidefire.org/about-us Accessed February 8, 2021.

77

City of Half Moon Bay. 1991. City of Half Moon Bay General Plan, Safety Element, p. 34. Available at: https://www.halfmoon-bay.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/185/1991-Safety-Element-of-General-Plan-PDF. Accessed February 8, 2021.
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b. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or
physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times or other performance objectives for police protection?
A significant impact may occur if the San Mateo County Sheriff’s Department (Sheriff’s Department),
could not adequately serve a project, and a new or physically altered sheriff or police station would be
necessary. The project area receives law enforcement services from the Coastside Patrol Bureau of the
Sheriff’s Department. The Coastside Patrol Bureau provides law enforcement services for over 60% of
San Mateo County, including the city; has two substations, located in Half Moon Bay and Moss Beach;
and is staffed with 27 full-time Deputy Sheriffs, four Sergeants, and one Lieutenant, as well as two fulltime Community Policing deputies. The Half Moon Bay Substation is located approximately 0.9 mile
southeast of the project site.
As described in Section 2.14, Population and Housing, one single-family residence and ADU would be
expected to increase the city population by approximately five people. This increase would not
substantially increase the demand for public services, including police protection. The project area is
adequately served by existing police stations. The City has adopted development fees by ordinance that
apply to subdivisions and new residential development. These fees support a variety of local services and
government facilities. The project will pay all required development fees. Therefore, impacts to police
protection would be less than significant.
c. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or
physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times or other performance objectives for schools?
The project area is served by the Cabrillo Unified School District (CUSD). A significant impact may
occur if the CUSD could not adequately serve a project, and a new or physically altered school or schools
would be necessary. The CUSD has four elementary schools, one middle school, one high school, one
alternative high school, and an adult education program. Between 2017 and 2019, enrollment in the
district as a whole declined by approximately 200 students.78 The project area is in the service area for El
Granada Elementary School, Cunha Middle School, and Half Moon Bay High School. El Granada
Elementary School is in the planning process to be modernized and remodeled. The current student
capacity is 750 students, and enrollment in 2019/2020 was 367 students.79 Cunha Middle School was
recently remodeled and upgraded. Enrollment in the school district as a whole is expected to decline by
51 elementary, 94 middle school, and 96 high school students, for a combined drop of 241 students
between 2020 and 2024.80
The project would construct one new single-family residence and attached ADU, which would likely
introduce up to five people into the community. Of those five people, approximately one or two might be
new students. Since the public school district in the project area has been experiencing declining student
78

Cabrillo Unified School District (CUSD). 2019. Cabrillo Unified School District Audit Report. June 30. Available at:
https://app.eduportal.com/documents/view/739216. Accessed February 8, 2021.

79

CUSD. 2020. Master Plan Update. Elementary Schools. Draft V2. May 21. Available at:
https://app.eduportal.com/documents/view/755062. Accessed February 8, 2021.

80

Enrollment Projection Consultants. 2020. Enrollment Forecast Findings and Projections. October 31. Available at:
https://www.cabrillo.k12.ca.us/UserFiles/Servers/Server_18664976/File/Budget%20Advisory/202021%20Forecast%20Demographer%20Report%20for%20CUSD%20for%20Board%20Meeting.pdf. Accessed February 8, 2021.
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enrollment, the addition of up to two new students would not cause overcrowding or result in the need for
new or improved schools. The City has adopted development fees by ordinance that apply to subdivisions
and new residential development. These fees support a variety of local services and government facilities.
The project will pay all required development fees. No impact would occur.
d. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or
physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times or other performance objectives for parks?
A significant impact may occur if the project would result in the need for new or improved parks. Parks
and recreation facilities that could be used by the residents of the project include parks operated by the
City (Coastal Trail, Frenchman’s Creek Park, Kehoe Park, Carter Park, Fernandez Park, Mac Dutra Plaza,
Oak Avenue Park, Ocean View Park, Skate Park, and Smith Field), San Mateo County Parks Department
(Pillar Point Bluff, Quarry Park, Mirada Surf, Moss Beach Park, Fitzgerald Marine Reserve, and Devil’s
Slide Trail are located between Half Moon Bay and Montara, and Tunitas Creek Beach, Memorial Park,
Pescadero Creek Park, and Sam McDonald Park are located south of the city),81 California Department of
Parks and Recreation (California State Parks) (Half Moon Bay State Beach, including Dunes, Roosevelt,
and Venice Beaches; Montara State Beach and Gray Whale Cove State Beach to the north; and Burleigh
H. Murray Ranch, Cowell Ranch State Beach, Año Nuevo State Park, and Big Basin Redwoods State
Park to the south),82 and Mid-Peninsula Open Space District (Purisima Creek Redwoods, Skyline Ridge,
and La Honda Creek Preserves on or near the coast).83
The City completed a Parks Master Plan in January 2019. The Master Plan provides planning for a
15-year period (2018–2033). The City currently provides approximately 5 acres of developed parks per
1,000 residents, which includes pocket and neighborhood parks and community and special parks. It does
not include trails, county parks, natural open spaces, or beaches in the project area. The recommended
standard identified in the Draft Plan Half Moon Bay policies (Local Coastal Access and Recreation
chapter of the Land Use Plan and General Plan Healthy Community Element) is 5 acres per 1,000
people.84
The project’s addition of up to five new people would not result in the need for new or improved parks.
The City requires park impact fees to be paid with building permit issuance for development of new
residences, further ensuring park operation funding. No impact would occur.

81

San Mateo County Parks Department. 2021. County Parks by Location webpage. Available at:
https://parks.smcgov.org/county-parks. Accessed February 8, 2021.

82

California Department of Parks and Recreation (California State Parks). 2020. Find a California State Park webpage.
Available at: https://www.parks.ca.gov/ParkIndex/. Accessed February 8, 2021.

83

Mid-Peninsula Open Space Trust. 2020. Find an Open Space Webpage. Available at: https://www.openspace.org/preserves.
Accessed February 8. 2021.

84

City of Half Moon Bay. 2019. Parks Master Plan. Available at: https://www.half-moonbay.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/2161/Final-Master-Plan_12419v6. Accessed February 8, 2021.
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e. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or
physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times or other performance objectives for other public facilities?
A significant impact may occur if the project would result in the need for other new or improved public
facilities. Other public facilities include the Half Moon Bay Library, which is part of the San Mateo
County Libraries system. The Half Moon Bay Library, rebuilt in 2018, is a 22,000-square-foot facility
that serves a 270-square-mile area on the Coastside. The new library provides both physical and digital
collections from the San Mateo County Libraries system; technology services, including threedimensional (3D) printing; free WiFi hotspots; multilingual collections; literacy services; online high
school; and space for community programs and events.85
The project would construct one new single-family residence and attached ADU, which would likely
introduce up to five people into the community. The addition of up to five new people would not result in
the need for new or improved library facilities. No impact would occur.

2.16 Recreation
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Environmental Evaluation
a. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or
other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility
would occur or be accelerated?
A project would result in a significant impact to parks and recreation services if it would result in a
significant increase in population from adding residential units. The project would create an additional
single-family home and attached ADU on an existing residential street. As discussed in Section 2.14,
Population and Housing, the addition of one single-family home and ADU would add approximately five
people to the Half Moon Bay community. The addition of up to five people would not increase park use
or result in substantial deterioration of park facilities. The project would be required to pay development
fees to support local parks prior to recording of the final map. No impact would occur.

85

City of Half Moon Bay. 2020. Library Webpage. Available at: https://www.half-moon-bay.ca.us/322/Library. Accessed
February 8, 2021.
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b. Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on
the environment?
The project does not include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities. The project would create one additional single-family home and attached ADU on an existing
residential street. As discussed in Section 2.14, Population and Housing, the addition of one single-family
home and ADU would add up to five people to the Half Moon Bay area. No impact would occur.

2.17 Traffic and Circulation
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☐
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☐
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(c)
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design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?

☐

☐

☒

☐

(d)

Result in inadequate emergency access?

☐

☐

☐

☒

Environmental Evaluation
REGIONAL AND LOCAL ACCESS
Regional access is provided by Highway 1, located approximately 980 feet southwest of the project site at
the intersection of Grand View Boulevard and Highway 1. Local access is provided by Grand View
Boulevard.

PUBLIC TRANSIT
The project site is served by San Mateo County Transit District (SamTrans) Bus Route 17, which has
stops approximately 0.2 mile southwest, at the corner of Highway 1 and Grand View Boulevard. The bus
route offers connections to Linda Mar in the city of Pacifica (via Route 17) and Hillsdale Caltrain Station
in the city of San Mateo (via Route 294).

PEDESTRIAN/BICYCLE TRANSIT
The project site is approximately 0.2 mile northeast of the Naomi Patridge Trail. This bicycle/pedestrian
trail runs adjacent to Highway 1 on the west side of the highway and currently extends approximately
2.75 miles, from Ruisseau Francais Avenue in the north to Wavecrest Road in the south. An additional
0.25-mile extension runs from Ruisseau Francais Avenue north to Young Avenue on the east side of
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Highway 1. The Naomi Patridge Trail is a Class 186 multi-use path between Ruisseau Francais Avenue
and Highway 92, and between Kelly Avenue and Wavecrest Road. In addition, the project site is
approximately 0.58 mile east of the Half Moon Bay Coastside Trail, which is one segment of the
California Coastal Trail. The Half Moon Bay Coastside Trail is a paved, Class 1 multi-use path that
extends from Seymour Bridge 4.7 miles north to Pillar Point Harbor. An additional, partially paved
segment of the trail extends approximately 2 miles south from Seymour Bridge to the Ritz Carlton Hotel.
In the south, the multi-use path connects to the Cowell-Purisima Coastal Trail, an additional 3.6-mile
segment of the California Coastal Trail.87
a. Would the project conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy addressing the
circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?
Highways 1 and 92 are the only roads that provide connections to other parts of the county. Most
neighborhoods connect to Highway 1, but do not connect with each other. Traffic on both major roads can
back up during peak hours, including rush hours on weekdays and tourist traffic on weekends.
Under the 2019 revisions to the CEQA Guidelines, changes to Levels of Service (LOS) are no longer
identified as an impact under CEQA. The new 2019 State CEQA Guidelines require analysis of impacts
related to Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) as a result of a project. VMT is the amount and distance of
automobile traffic attributable to a project. Under the new State CEQA Guidelines, projects that would
generate or attract fewer than 110 vehicle trips per day are assumed to cause less-than-significant impacts
to transportation. The project would construct one single-family residence and attached ADU in an
existing neighborhood, which would not generate more than 110 vehicle trips per day. The project is an
infill development project located in an existing residential neighborhood and within 0.2 mile of the
existing Naomi Patridge Trail and a bus stop. Therefore, the project would not conflict with any plan,
ordinance, or policy related to transportation and no impact would occur.
The following discussion of LOS impacts is no longer a CEQA issue but is limited to General Plan
Circulation Element policy consistency. The City General Plan Circulation Element identifies LOS for
intersections close to the project. The intersection of Highway 1 with Grand View Boulevard received
LOS A ratings (meaning they had minimal traffic delays of between 1.8 and 6.5 minutes) in 2010.
However, the Circulation Element projects that by 2035, Grand View Boulevard would have an LOS F
rating on a weekday PM peak hour, with 229-minute delays, if no traffic improvements are made. In
addition, Grand View Boulevard would have an LOS F rating for the Saturday midday peak hour with
waits of 93 minutes.88
The Circulation Element has identified goals and policies to improve the traffic network, including a
citywide traffic mitigation fee for new development. The traffic mitigation fees are part of the
development impact fees required for new residential development per the City’s adopted Master Fee
Schedule.89

86

Multi‐Use Path (Class I): An off‐street bike path that provides a separate right‐of‐ way for two‐way travel by bicyclists,
pedestrians, and other non‐motorized users. Multi‐use paths are typically paved but can also use decomposed granite material or
natural materials, where appropriate.

87

Peninsula Open Space Trust. 2020. Cowell-Purisima Coastal Trail webpage. Available at:
https://openspacetrust.org/hike/cowell-purisima-trail/. Accessed February 8, 2021.

88

City of Half Moon Bay. 2013. Half Moon Bay General Plan Circulation Element. Available at: https://www.half-moonbay.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/187/2013-Circulation-Element-PDF. Accessed February 8, 2021.

89

City of Half Moon Bay. 2019. City of Half Moon Bay Master Fee Schedule. Other Fees, Charges & Services. FY 19-20.
Available at: https://www.half-moon-bay.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/2232/FY2019-20-Master-Fee-Schedule-FINAL.
Accessed February 8, 2021.
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Project construction would result in vehicle worker trips, haul trips, and vendor trips. The cut and fill
could generate a total of about six haul trips over the construction period. The increase in traffic as a
result of worker and haul trips would negligibly increase traffic at nearby traffic intersections and
roadway segments, and would not conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing
measures of effectiveness. In addition, haul and vendor trips would primarily occur during off-peak hours
(9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m.). Therefore, construction impacts would be less than significant.
Operation of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic. The project would
construct one new medium-density, single-family residential home with an attached ADU on an existing
residential street. The home would be approximately 0.55 mile from the primary shopping centers,
between 0.4 mile and 2 miles from schools, and 1 mile from the downtown area. The home and ADU
would cause a negligible increase in traffic trips and VMT on the existing roadway system. Impacts
related to the performance of the circulation system would be less than significant. The project would not
conflict with any program addressing the circulation system.
b. Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3,
subdivision (b)?
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 includes criteria for analyzing transportation impacts. Under
Section 15064.3(b), for land use projects:
Generally, projects within one-half mile of either an existing major transit stop or a stop
along an existing high-quality transit corridor should be presumed to cause a less than
significant transportation impact. Projects that decrease vehicle miles traveled in the
project area compared to existing conditions should be presumed to have a less than
significant transportation impact.
The project site is approximately 0.2 mile from a SamTrans bus stop at the corner of Grand View
Boulevard and Highway 1. This bus stop serves SamTrans Route 17. In addition to being within 0.2 mile
of transit stops, the project site is approximately 0.2 northeast of the Naomi Patridge Trail, which
provides opportunities for bicycle and pedestrian transit along the Highway 1 corridor, and 0.6 mile from
the Half Moon Bay Coastside Trail.
In San Mateo County, the Peninsula Congestion Relief Alliance (Alliance) offers a wide array of
commuter incentives and provides countywide Transit Demand Management services to employers and
employees. The Alliance sponsors carpool matching, carpool and vanpool incentives, commuter shuttles,
bicycle parking subsidies, bicycle and pedestrian safety workshops, and other services. In Half Moon
Bay, the Alliance offers programs for emergency rides home, vanpool incentives, carpool incentives,
carpool to college and school, bicycle parking and safety incentives, shuttles, and commuter benefits
consulting.
Approximately 64% of Half Moon Bay residents commute more than 15 minutes to work, and
approximately one-fifth commute more than 45 minutes.90 However, the project would construct one
single-family home and ADU in an established residential neighborhood within 0.2 mile of a transit stop.
This is an infill development project which would be consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.3(b). No impact would occur.

90

City of Half Moon Bay. 2015. Plan Half Moon Bay. Housing Element 2015-2023. Pg. 1-5. Available at: https://www.halfmoon-bay.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/186/2015-2023-Housing-Element-PDF. Accessed February 9, 2021.
63

909 Grand View Boulevard Project Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Chapter 2 Environmental Checklist and Responses

c. Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?
The project does not include any design features that would increase hazards. The project would construct
one single-family residence and attached ADU at the end of an existing residential street. The project
does not include sharp curves, dangerous intersections, or incompatible uses. No impact related to project
design would occur.
The project would extend subsurface utilities (i.e., water, sewer, storm drains, gas, and electrical) to one
new residence and attached ADU. Because all construction work would take place at the terminus of
Grand View Boulevard and because construction impacts would be temporary, construction traffic would
not increase hazards to vehicular traffic. The project would be required to obtain encroachment permits
from the City for any utility work in Grand View Boulevard. The encroachment application would
include, but not be limited to, engineering plans for the new sewer and water lines, the location of all
subsurface high-priority utilities in the vicinity of the installation, traffic control/traffic management plans
for Grand View Boulevard, and soil and geology reports. Compliance with encroachment permit
conditions and the approved traffic control plan would reduce potentially significant impacts related to
traffic hazards in the Grand View Boulevard corridor to a less-than-significant level.
d. Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?
The project would construct one single-family home in an existing residential neighborhood. The Fire
Marshal has determined that the project will not be required to construct a fire truck turnaround.
Therefore, the project does not have any elements that would result in inadequate emergency service, and
no impact would occur.

2.18 Tribal Cultural Resources

Environmental Issues
(a)

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Would the project cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource,
defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as
either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope
of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural
value to a California Native American tribe, and that
is:
(i)

Listed or eligible for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources, or in a local
register of historical resources as defined in
Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or

☐

☒

☐

☐

(ii)

A resource determined by the lead agency, in its
discretion and supported by substantial
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set
forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code
Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth
in subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code
Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider
the significance of the resource to a California
Native American tribe.

☐

☒

☐

☐
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Environmental Evaluation
a. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal
cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site,
feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size
and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California
Native American tribe, and that is:
i.

Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources,
or in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources
Code section 5020.1(k)?

ii. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by
substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section 5024.1, the
lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California
Native American tribe?
To date, no tribes have contacted the City to request notification under Assembly Bill (AB) 52. A cultural
resource records search was not conducted for the project because of the low potential to encounter tribal
cultural resources given the scope of project activities and minimal ground disturbance.
In the event that an inadvertent discovery of a tribal cultural resource is made, standard conditions of
approval will be implemented, as stated in Section 2.5, Cultural Resources of this IS/MND. Construction
activities would temporarily cease on the project site until the potential tribal cultural resources are
properly assessed pursuant to PRC Section 21074(a)(2).91 In addition, implementation of Mitigation
Measure BIO-1a would include a description of potential tribal cultural resources in the environmental
awareness training. Compliance with these regulatory compliance measures and Mitigation Measure BIO1 would ensure the project does not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal
cultural resource, and this potentially significant impact would be reduced to less-than-significant level.

2.19 Utilities and Service Systems

Environmental Issues

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

☐

☐

☒

☐

Would the project:
(a)

Require or result in the relocation or construction of
new or expanded water, wastewater treatment or
storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or
telecommunications facilities, the construction or
relocation of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

91

PRC Sections 21074(a)(1) and (2) define tribal cultural resources as “sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places,
and objects with cultural value to a California Native American Tribe” that are either included or determined to be eligible for
inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources or included in a local register of historical resources, or a resource
that is determined to be a tribal cultural resource by a lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence.
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Environmental Issues

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

(b)

Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
project and reasonably foreseeable future
development during normal, dry and multiple dry
years?

☐

☐

☒

☐

(c)

Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment
provider which serves or may serve the project that it
has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected
demand in addition to the provider’s existing
commitments?

☐

☐

☐

☒

(d)

Generate solid waste in excess of State or local
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of
solid waste reduction goals?

☐

☐

☒

☐

(e)

Comply with federal, state, and local management
and reduction statutes and regulations related to solid
waste?

☐

☐

☐

☒

Environmental Evaluation
a. Would the project require or result in the relocation or construction of new or
expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power,
natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of which
could cause significant environmental effects?

WATER
Water for the project is supplied by the CCWD, which obtains its water supply from four sources. Water
contained in Pilarcitos Lake and Crystal Springs Reservoir is purchased from the San Francisco Public
Utilities Commission (SFPUC), and local water supplies are drawn from Pilarcitos Well Field and the
Denniston Project (well and surface water). The CCWD serves 18,776 people in a 14-square-mile area,
which has an average demand of 1.85 million gallons per day (MGD).92 The CCWD has an Individual
Supply Guarantee of 2.18 MGD, or approximately 800 million gallons per year, from the SFPUC. In
addition to the water from the SFPUC, CCWD obtains approximately 0.69 MGD from local sources
during a non-drought year.93 Per capita use in the district is approximately 57 gallons per capita per day
(gpcpd) for residential uses and 110 gpcpd for gross water uses.
The project would construct one single-family home in an existing residential neighborhood. Residential
water use in the project area is estimated at approximately 57 gallons per day (gpd). Therefore, the
addition of approximately five people would result in approximately 285 gpd of additional water use, or
0.015% of the average water demand of 1.85 MGD. The CCWD has access to a supply of up to 2.87
MGD (2.18 MGD from the SFPUC plus 0.69 MGD from local sources), and a treatment capacity of 5.5
MGD. Therefore, the project would not result in the need for expanded water treatment facilities and no
impact would occur.

92

Bay Area Water Supply and Conservation Agency. 2020. Coastside County Water District Service Area Webpage. Available
at: http://bawsca.org/members/profiles/coastside. Accessed February 9, 2021.

93

Coastside County Water District (CCWD). 2015. 2015 Urban Water Master Plan. Pp. 6-1 to 6-10. Available at:
http://www.coastsidewater.org/reports_and_studies/2015-UWMP.pdf. Accessed February 9, 2021.
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There is an existing water line in Grand View Boulevard that would be extended within the street rightof-way to the new residence and attached ADU. There is an uninstalled water service connection assigned
to Grand View Boulevard. Water laterals for domestic and fire water would need to be extended to serve
the residence and ADU. The project would be required to comply with the Coastside County Water
District’s regulations requiring specific separation distances between water and sewer lines. Therefore,
there would be adequate space for new water laterals and no impact would occur.

WASTEWATER
Wastewater collection and treatment is provided by SAM, which receives average dry weather flow of
approximately 1.5 MGD. The plant has capacity to treat up to 4 MGD in average dry weather flow and 15
MGD in peak wet weather flow (which includes infiltration of stormwater). The plant has not experienced
flows that reached or exceeded maximum peak wet weather capacity since its expansion in the late
1990s.94
The new single-family home would be required to connect to the municipal wastewater system.
Residential wastewater production is estimated at 95% of water use. Therefore, the new single-family
home plus ADU would be likely to generate approximately 271 gpd of wastewater, or less than 0.01% of
SAM’s treatment capacity. The SAM wastewater treatment plant has a current capacity of 4 MGD
average dry weather flow, and currently receives approximately 1.5 MGD of wastewater average dry
weather flow; therefore, the project would not result in the need for expanded wastewater treatment
facilities and no impact would occur.
There is an existing sewer line in Grand View Boulevard. As described in Section 1.5, Proposed Project,
Utilities, a sewer line would be extended from the existing line in Grand View Boulevard. The sewer line
in Grand View Boulevard would have adequate capacity to support the project and no impacts to sewer
capacity would occur.
All sewer line extensions would be required to implement an erosion/pollution control plan under the
Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit95 and the SMCWPPP, as discussed in Section 2.10.a.
Therefore, the potential for any impacts from extending the sewer under Grand View Boulevard within
the project area are less than significant.
Each component of the project would be required to implement an erosion/pollution control plan under
the Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit96 and the SMCWPPP.97 Each erosion/pollution
control plan would include site specific BMPs that are designed to prevent runoff from construction areas
to reduce potential impacts to surface water quality during project construction. The plan would also
include design elements and BMPs for construction areas, such as fueling and equipment washing areas,
and trash and hazardous material storage areas. Therefore, construction impacts would be less than
significant.
94

Sewer Authority Mid-Coastside (SAM). 2019. Sewer System Management plan. Available at:
https://samcleanswater.org/vertical/sites/%7B1307B359-C05A-436D-AC1C9EB8D6FFB4A3%7D/uploads/Item_4D_Attachment_B_SSMP_2019(2).pdf. Accessed February 9, 2021.

95

San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). 2015. Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit.
Order No. R2-2015-0049. NPDES Permit No. CAS612008. Available at:
https://www.cleanwaterprogram.org/images/uploads/R2-2015-0049.pdf. Accessed February 9, 2021.

96

San Francisco RWQCB. 2015. Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit. Order No. R2-2015-0049. NPDES Permit No.
CAS612008. Available at: https://www.cleanwaterprogram.org/images/uploads/R2-2015-0049.pdf. Accessed September 14,
2020.

97

County of San Mateo. 2020. San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program. Construction Webpage. Available
at: https://www.flowstobay.org/construction. Accessed September 14, 2020.
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STORMWATER
Stormwater conveyances are maintained by the City Public Works Department. Stormwater in the project
area drains to Grand View Boulevard, and stormwater from Grand View Boulevard flows downhill to
Highway 1 and enters the City’s stormwater system.
The project includes construction of on-site stormwater detention facilities adequate for a 10-year, 2-hour
storm event. Excess stormwater would be directed to Grand View Boulevard and enter the City’s
stormwater system. The amount of stormwater that enters the stormwater system would be small and
there are no existing flooding problems associated with Grand View Boulevard; therefore, stormwater
drainage would not result in the need for expanded stormwater facilities, and this impact would be less
than significant. Under the Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit, the proposed stormwater
retention systems must be sized to retain 80% of wet weather flows. Homeowners would be required to
implement and maintain a functional stormwater retention system. Implementation of required stormwater
system plans would reduce the less-than-significant operational impacts on storm drainage infrastructure.
The project would not result in an increase in peak wet weather runoff or create the need for new or
expanded storm drainage infrastructure; therefore, no impact would occur.

GAS AND ELECTRICITY
The proposed single-family residence and attached ADU would receive gas and electric service from
PG&E and Peninsula Clean Energy (PCE), which provide gas and electrical services to the project area.
The project would require an extension of the gas main and include construction of lateral connections to
the gas main under Grand View Boulevard and overhead 12-kilovolt (kV) electrical line on Grand View
Boulevard. Utility plans would be in compliance with all City regulations.
The addition of two households, or less than 0.01%, to PG&E’s customer base would have a vanishingly
small effect on natural gas services. One PCE residential customer uses approximately 3,105 kilowatthours (kWh) of electricity in a year, which is 0.001% of average retail sales.98 PG&E has over 260,000
natural gas customers in San Mateo County. New construction would have to meet 2019 CBC Title 24
energy efficiency standards. Consequently, energy efficiency would exceed that of many existing homes.
The addition of one single-family home and one ADU would not result in a need for expanded electricity
or gas infrastructure; therefore, this impact would be less than significant.

TELECOMMUNICATIONS
Comcast is the primary provider of cable television services in the area. Internet services are offered by
AT&T, Comcast Xfinity, Viasat, HughesNet, Coastside.net, and Skyline Broadband Service. Wireless
providers include Verizon, Sprint, AT&T, and T-Mobile. The addition of two households to the customer
bases of local telecommunications companies would have a vanishingly small effect on
telecommunications services. The addition of one single-family residence and one ADU would not result
in a need for expanded telecommunications infrastructure; therefore, this impact would be less than
significant.

98

Peninsula Clean Energy (PCE). 2017. PCE Integrated Resource Plan. Available at:
https://www.peninsulacleanenergy.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/01/PCE-FINAL-2017-IRP-Updated.pdf. Accessed February
11, 2021.
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b. Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and
reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry
years?
As required by the DWR, CCWD has analyzed the long-term reliability and vulnerability of their water
supplies and developed a combination of supply alternatives and conservation planning efforts to meet the
water supply needs of their customers. CCWD has developed water supply estimates for normal year,
single dry year, and multiple dry year scenarios. Table 2.19-1, CCWD Water Supply and Demand
Estimates for Multiple Dry Years, shows the water balance for the first 3 years of a multiple dry year
sequence. As shown in Table 2.19-1, with a reduction in demands as a result of water conservation during
multiple dry years, CCWD’s multiple dry year supplies are adequate to meet projected multiple dry year
demand.99
The project would construct one new single-family residence and one ADU. Since the project includes
infill development in an existing residential neighborhood, population from this residence and ADU has
been accounted for in the City’s and CCWD’s planning. CCWD would have sufficient water to meet the
needs of the project. This impact would be less than significant.
Table 2.19-1. CCWD Water Supply and Demand Estimates for Multiple Dry Years
Drought Year
First Year

Second Year

Third Year

1

Supply/Demand Totals1

2020

2025

2030

2035

2040

Supply Totals

787

787

787

787

787

Demand Totals

671

661

648

669

692

Difference

116

126

139

118

95

Supply Totals

665

665

665

665

665

Demand Totals

644

634

622

642

665

Difference

21

31

43

23

0

Supply Totals

637

637

637

637

637

Demand Totals

617

608

596

615

637

Difference

20

29

41

22

0

All numbers are in million gallons per year.

Source: CCWD 2016, Table 7-7. Retail: Multiple Dry Years Supply and Demand Comparison (DWR Table 7-4).

c. Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider
which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?
As discussed under Section 2.19.a, SAM receives average dry weather flow of approximately 1.5 MGD
and has a wastewater treatment plant capacity of up to 4 MGD in average dry weather flow.100 The new
single-family home plus ADU would be likely to generate approximately 271 gpd of wastewater, or less
than 0.001% of SAM’s treatment capacity. Therefore, SAM has adequate capacity to serve the project,
and no impact would occur.

99

Coastside County Water District (CCWD). 2016. 2015 Urban Water Management Plan. Available at:
http://www.coastsidewater.org/reports_and_studies/2015-UWMP.pdf. Accessed February 11, 2021.

100

Sewer Authority Mid-Coastside (SAM). 2019. Sewer System Management Plan. Available at:
https://samcleanswater.org/vertical/sites/%7B1307B359-C05A-436D-AC1C9EB8D6FFB4A3%7D/uploads/Item_4D_Attachment_B_SSMP_2019(2).pdf. Accessed February 11, 2021.
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d. Would the project generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in
excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of
solid waste reduction goals?
Solid waste pick-up is provided to the project area and city by Republic Services, which provides pickup
of residential and commercial garbage, recyclable material, and organic waste, as well as motor oil, oil
filters, and batteries. They also have drop-off locations for electronic waste and hazardous materials,
including medications and paint.101
Solid waste goes to the Corinda Los Trancos Ox Mountain Landfill for recycling, composting, and
disposal. The Corinda Los Trancos Ox Mountain Sanitary Landfill is permitted to receive 3,598 tons of
waste per day and has an anticipated closure date of 2034.102 In the second quarter of 2019, the landfill
received an average of 160,253 tons of solid waste (approximately 1,780 tons per day or 49% of its
permitted throughput).

CONSTRUCTION
Construction of the project would require soils excavation and grading, resulting in approximately 25
cubic yards of excavated soil to be hauled off-site for disposal. The project Applicant would be required
to prepare and submit a Construction and Demolition Waste Management Plan to the City for review and
approval. Under the plan, the project Applicant shall be required to identify types and amounts of
materials that could feasibly be reused, salvaged, or recycled, and shall note the procedures intended to be
used. The Waste Management Plan must be approved by the City prior to project construction.103
Therefore, impacts related to construction would be less than significant.
In addition to excavated soils, construction of the single-family residence and attached ADU would
generate construction waste. Construction of a 2,000-square-foot residence generates approximately 50
cubic yards of waste. Therefore, construction of a 2,698-square-foot single-family residence plus ADU
would generate approximately 68 cubic yards of construction waste. Under the required Waste
Management Plan, the project Applicant would be required to either reuse or divert construction debris.
The Waste Management Plan must be approved by the City prior to project construction.
The Ox Mountain Sanitary Landfill has a remaining capacity of approximately 45 million cubic yards and
is expected to operate until 2034.104 Ox Mountain would accept clean fill for daily cover. The landfill
would have adequate capacity to serve the construction phase of the project because the construction
phase of the project would be temporary and would generate a limited amount of solid waste.
Development of the required Waste Management Plan would further reduce this less-than-significant
impact.

101

Republic Services. 2021. Republic Services of Half Moon Bay, CA Webpage. Available at:
https://www.republicservices.com/municipality/half-moon-bay-ca#resi. Accessed February 11, 2021.

102

California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle). 2017. SWIS Facility Detail. Corinda Los Trancos
(Ox Mtn) (41-AA-0002). Available at: https://www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/SolidWaste/SiteActivity/Details/1561?siteID=3223.
Accessed February 11, 2021.

103

City of Half Moon Bay. 2019. Half Moon Bay Municipal Code. Chapter 14.50. Requirement for Construction and Demolition
Waste Recycling. Available at:
https://www.codepublishing.com/CA/HalfMoonBay/#!/HalfMoonBay14/HalfMoonBay1450.html#14.50. Accessed February
11, 2021.

104

California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle). 2017. SWIS Facility Detail. Corinda Los Trancos
(Ox Mtn) (41-AA-0002). Available at: https://www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/SolidWaste/SiteActivity/Details/1561?siteID=3223.
Accessed February 11, 2021.
70

909 Grand View Boulevard Project Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Chapter 2 Environmental Checklist and Responses

OPERATION
The average single-family residence generates approximately 12.23 pounds of waste per household per
day, and this number includes waste for disposal, recycling, and composting.105 The two new households
would generate approximately 24.46 pounds of waste per day or 8,928 pounds (4.46 tons) per year, which
is less than 0.001% of current volumes in Corinda Los Trancos Landfill. The proposed residence and
attached ADU would not generate solid waste in excess of State and local standards or impair the
attainment of solid waste reduction goals; therefore, this impact would be less than significant.
e. Would the project comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction
statutes and regulations related to solid waste?
The project Applicant would be required to comply with all federal, State, and local ordinances for water,
energy, and waste reduction and management, including, but not limited to, the California Green Building
Standards Code (CALGreen Code) requirements; City Municipal Code Chapter 14.50, Requirement for
Construction and Demolition Waste Recycling; Waste Management Plan for construction debris; and
SMCWPPP. Therefore, the project would comply with all federal, State, and local management and
reduction statutes and regulations, and no impact would occur.

2.20 Wildfire

Environmental Issues

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, would the project:
(a)

Substantially impair an adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation plan?

☐

☐

☐

☒

(b)

Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors,
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project
occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire
or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

☐

☐

☒

☐

(c)

Require the installation or maintenance of associated
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency
water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or
ongoing impacts to the environment?

☐

☐

☒

☐

(d)

Expose people or structures to significant risks,
including downslope or downstream flooding or
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope
instability, or drainage changes?

☐

☐

☐

☒

105

City of Los Angeles. 2006. City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide. Available at:
http://planning.lacity.org/Documents/MajorProjects/CEQAThresholdsGuide.pdf. Accessed February 11, 2021.
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Environmental Evaluation
a. If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire
hazard severity zones, would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
The project site is located on the eastern edge of an established residential development and is not located
in a VHFHSZ;106 the closest VHFHSZ is approximately 0.25 mile northeast of the project site, in the hilly
terrain of the Santa Cruz Mountains.107 However, according to ABAG, the project is located in a WUI.108
The project would comply with all CFPD regulations. The construction of a single-family residence and
attached ADU in an established neighborhood would not impair an emergency response plan. Therefore,
the project would not substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation
plan, and no impact would occur.
A significant impact may occur if a project is located in proximity to wildland areas and would pose a
potential fire hazard, which could affect persons or structures in the area in the event of a fire. The project
site is located on the flat coastal plain and is not located in a VHFHSZ.109 The closest VHFHSZ is
approximately 0.25 mile northeast of the project site.110 Although the project is located in a WUI, it is at
the end of a dead-end street and will comply with all CFPD requirements to reduce risks; therefore, no
impact to emergency response plans would occur.
b. If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire
hazard severity zones, would the project, due to slope, prevailing winds, and other
factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project occupants to, pollutant
concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?
The project site is located on the eastern edge of an established residential development and is not located
in a VHFHSZ;111 the closest VHFHSZ is approximately 0.25 mile northeast of the project site.112 The
project is not located on a slope and prevailing winds tend to blow from the Pacific Ocean eastward.
However, the project is located in a WUI.113 However, the project site is located within a substantially
developed area with existing infrastructure, including fire hydrants. It is approximately 1.6 miles from the
closest fire station. The project has been reviewed by CFPD staff and would be required to comply with
106
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CFPD requirements prior to building occupancy. Although the project could expose the single-family
residence and attached ADU, as well as the residents, to a risk of wildland fire, the project would not
exacerbate wildfire risks in the area, thereby exposing people to pollutant risks from a wildfire; therefore,
this impact would be less than significant.
c. If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire
hazard severity zones, would the project require the installation or maintenance of
associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources,
power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in
temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment?
The project site is located on eastern edge of an established residential development and is not located in a
VHFHSZ;114 the closest VHFHSZ is approximately 0.25 mile northeast of the project site.115 The project
is located on an existing residential street and would extend Grand View Boulevard by 50 feet, but it
would not otherwise require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure such as roads or
fuel breaks. The CFPD would require the installation of a new fire hydrant within 500 feet of the
residence and ADU and would require other improvements prior to occupancy as part of routine building
permit review. The project would extend electricity and gas connections from existing electricity and gas
lines within 100 feet of the project area. The project would not extend new large gas mains or highvoltage transmission lines. No impact would occur.
d. If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire
hazard severity zones, would the project expose people or structures to significant
risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of
runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes?
The project site is located on a flat lot on the eastern edge of an established residential development and is
not located in a VHFHSZ;116 the closest VHFHSZ is approximately 0.25 mile northeast of the project site
and the project site is not directly downslope.117 Therefore, the project would not expose people or
structures to significant risks as a result of post-fire instability including downslope or downstream
flooding or landslides, and no impact would occur.
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2.21 Mandatory Findings of Significance

Environmental Issues

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

(a)

Does the project have the potential to substantially
degrade the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a
fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community, substantially reduce the number or
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or
animal or eliminate important examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory?

☐

☐

☐

☒

(b)

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

☐

☐

☒

☐

(c)

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

☐

☐

☒

☐

Environmental Evaluation
a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or
animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or
prehistory?
The project site is located at the eastern edge of developed residential area of the city on an existing
residential lot. The habitat within and surrounding the work area consists of asphalted roadways, a
residential community, and undeveloped ruderal land. There are no known special-status species on the
site. Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would be implemented to protect plants and wildlife in the area, and
Mitigation Measures BIO-2 through BIO-4 would be implemented to protect migrating reptiles and
amphibians, wetlands, and nesting birds; therefore, the project would have a less-than-significant impact
on biological resources. There are no known historic resources in the project area and standard conditions
of approval would protect previously undiscovered historical resources; therefore, the project would have
no impact on historic resources. The project would have a less-than-significant impact on archaeological
resources, paleontological resources, and human remains with implementation of standard conditions of
approval and Mitigation Measure BIO-1a. As described in this document, the project would not degrade
the quality of the environment, reduce or threaten any fish or wildlife species (endangered or otherwise),
or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or pre-history. Therefore,
impacts from the project would be less than significant.
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b. Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects,
the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects?
Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-4 identified for impacts to biological resources would fully
mitigate all potential significant biological impacts to a less-than-significant level. The project’s
contributions to cumulative impacts related to air quality, noise, and traffic are incremental and would be
less than significant. Given the size of the project and its impacts and mitigation measures, the
incremental effects of the one proposed single-family residence and one ADU on an existing legal lot
zoned for residential use are not considerable when considered in connection with the effects of past,
current, and probable future projects. Therefore, the project would not result in a cumulatively
considerable impact on these areas, and impacts are less than significant.
c. Does the project have environmental effects, which will cause substantial adverse
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?
A significant impact may occur if a project has the potential to result in significant impacts, as discussed in
the previous sections. As described throughout this environmental impact analysis, with implementation of
mitigation measures (where applicable), the project would not result in any significant impacts. Thus, the
project would not have the potential to result in substantial adverse effects on human beings, and impacts
would be less than significant.
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SUMMARY

At the request of the City of Half Moon Bay, BioMaAS, Inc. conducted an assessment of biological
resources on a 5,000 square foot parcel (APN 048-264-250) located at 909 Grand View Avenue in
the City of Half Moon Bay, San Mateo County, California. The Study Area that was evaluated for
coastal resources is defined as the Project Area and a 200 foot buffer around the Project Area
boundaries.
A brief summary of recommendations to avoid impacts to sensitive biological resources include
the following:
1. A formal wetland delineation should be conducted if impacts are expected in the Study
Area. If construction activities are limited to the Project Area, no delineation would be
recommended.
2. If impacts are expected in the Study Area, then prior to the commencement of project
activities, a silt fence or similar temporary Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) fence
should be installed around jurisdictional features identified in the wetland delineation.
The fence should be of a suitable material so as not to entangle wildlife species. A 100foot buffer zone may also be required around any potential wetlands identified in the
delineation. All personnel and equipment should be prohibited from entering this ESA.
3. The staging area should be located outside the buffer zones of all jurisdictional features.
Vehicle parking and equipment storage and refueling should be limited to the designated
staging area to prevent accidental spills and discharges from entering the nearby seasonal
wetlands and ditch.
4. The removal of vegetation adjacent to the buffer zones should be minimized to prevent
potential water quality impacts.
5. If invasive species such as poison hemlock (Conium maculatum), and field mustard
(Brassica rapa) are removed during construction activities, the debris should be hauled
off site to prevent the spread of these species.
6. An exclusion/silt fence should be placed at the grading limit or limit of ground disturbance
to prevent sensitive herpetofauna from entering the site during construction.
7. The vegetation within and adjacent to the Project Area may provide suitable habitat for
migratory birds. Generally, the removal of trees should take place between September 1
and January 31, outside of the avian breeding season. If construction activity begins
between February 1 and August 31, the nesting season for raptors and most other birds,
a qualified biologist should survey the Study Area for the presence of active bird nests
prior to the commencement of vegetation removal or ground disturbing activities.
8. A preconstruction survey for sensitive herpetofauna should be conducted by a qualified
biologist prior to the start of construction.
Details regarding each recommendation are provided in the Potential Impacts and Mitigation
Measures section.
3

INTRODUCTION
BioMaAS, Inc. conducted an assessment of biological resources on a 5,000 square foot parcel
(APN 048-264-250) located at 909 Grand View Avenue in the City of Half Moon Bay, San Mateo
County, California (Figures 1 and 2). The project proponent is proposing to build a single family
home (1,596 square foot footprint) in the Project Area which includes extending the existing
roadway and sidewalk, as well as landscaping within the frontage of the lot.
This biological resources assessment (BRA) was prepared in accordance with the requirements of
the Half Moon Bay Municipal Code, Title 18 Zoning, Chapter 18.38 Coastal Resource Conservation
Standards, Sections 18.38.030 Required Reports and 18.38.035 Biological Report (The City of Half
Moon Bay 2018). The final BRA will comply with all regulations set forth in Chapter 18.38 Coastal
Resource Conservation Standards. The project Study Area was defined as a buffer that is 200 feet
from the Project Area to comply with Section 18.38.035 which requires identifying coastal
resources, including riparian corridors and wetlands, within 200 feet of the Project Area.
This report presents the results of field surveys and an analysis of potential project-related
impacts on biological resources, including special-status plant and wildlife species, sensitive
habitats, heritage trees, potential jurisdictional waters of the United States, and coastal
resources. In addition, this report provides recommendations for avoiding and reducing potential
impacts to special-status wildlife, riparian habitat, and potential jurisdictional waters of the
United States.

REGULATORY BACKGROUND
Wetlands and Other Waters

Aquatic resources, including riparian areas, wetlands, and many other aquatic vegetation
communities are considered sensitive biological resources and normally fall under the
jurisdiction of several regulatory agencies, including the Army Corps of Engineers, California
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW) (formerly California Department of Fish and Game [CDFG]).
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Project Area

Stream channels, with a defined bed and bank, are addressed by the California Fish and Game
Code (§1600 et seq.). Riparian vegetation adjacent to waterways is generally considered as
waters of the State, extending to the outer drip-line of the tree canopy. In addition, “any river,
stream or lake” is subject to this code section. There is no exclusionary criteria such as type of
vegetation or faunal community present, size, duration, or timing of flow, or the physical
characteristics of one stream form over another.
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) exerts jurisdiction over “waters of the U.S.”, including,
but not limited to, all waters which are subject to the ebb and flow of tide, wetlands, lakes, rivers,
streams (including intermittent or ephemeral streams), “blue-line streams”, mudflats, sandflats,
sloughs, prairie potholes, vernal pools, wet meadows, playa lakes, natural ponds, and tributaries
of the above features. Wetland hydrology indicators include surface water, high water table,
saturation, watermarks in a non-riverine situation, sediment deposits, drift deposits, surface soil
cracks, and inundation visible on aerial imagery.
The extent of waters of the U.S. is generally defined as that portion which falls within the limits
of “ordinary high water.” Field indicators of ordinary high water include clear and natural lines
on opposite sides of the banks, scouring, sedimentary deposits, drift lines, exposed roots,
shelving, destruction of terrestrial vegetation, and the presence of litter or debris. Typically, the
width of waters corresponds to the two-year flood event.
Wetlands, including swamps, bogs, seasonal wetlands, seeps, marshes and similar areas, are
defined by the USACE as “those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or ground water
at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do
support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions” (33 CFR
328.3 [b]; 40 CFR 230.3 [t]). Indicators of three wetland parameters (hydric soils, hydrophytic
vegetation, and wetlands hydrology as determined by field investigation) must generally be
present for a site to be classified as a wetland by the USACE (Environmental Laboratory 1987)
and Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Western
Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region (Version 2.0) (USACE 2010).
Waters of the State are generally understood to include those aquatic features protected under
California Fish and Game Code (§1600 et seq.). These include stream bed, channel, and stream
banks, as well as associated wetland vegetation and/or riparian tree cover. Specifically, wetlands
are defined by the State as lands transitional between terrestrial and aquatic systems where the
water table is usually at or near the surface or the land is covered by shallow water, or periodically
support hydrophytic dominant vegetation, or in which soils are hydric in nature (CERES 2011).
Any of the below criteria could be applicable in determining what constitutes a stream depending
on the potential for the proposed activity to adversely affect fish and other streamdependent
wildlife resources.
8

(1) The term stream can include intermittent and ephemeral streams, rivers, creeks, dry washes,
sloughs, blue-line streams (United States Geological Survey [USGS] maps), and watercourses with
subsurface flows. Canals, aqueducts, irrigation ditches, and other means of water conveyance
can also be considered streams if they support aquatic life, riparian vegetation, or streamdependent terrestrial wildlife.
(2) Biological components of a stream may include aquatic and riparian vegetation, all aquatic
animals including fish, amphibians, reptiles, invertebrates, and terrestrial species which derive
benefits from the stream system.
(3) As a physical system, a stream not only includes water (at least on an intermittent or
ephemeral basis), but also a bed or channel, a bank and/or levee, instream features such as logs
or snags, and various flood plains depending on the return frequency of the flood event being
considered (i.e. 10, 50, or 100 years, etc.).
(4) The lateral extent of a stream can be measured in several ways depending on a particular
situation and the type of fish or wildlife resource at risk. The following criteria are presented in
order from the most inclusive to the least inclusive:
(a) The flood plain of a stream can be the broadest measurement of a stream's lateral
extent depending on the return frequency of the flood event used. For most flood control
purposes, the 100-year flood plain exists for many streams. However, the 100-year flood plain
may include significant amounts of upland or urban habitat and therefore may not be appropriate
in many cases.
(b) The outer edge of riparian vegetation is generally used as the line of demarcation
between riparian and upland habitats and is therefore a reasonable and identifiable
boundary for the lateral extent of a stream. In most cases, the use of this criterion should result
in protecting the fish and wildlife resources at risk.
(c) Most streams have a natural bank which confines flows to the bed or channel except
during flooding. In some instances, particularly on smaller streams or dry washes with little or
no riparian habitat, the bank should be used to mark lateral extent of a stream.
(d) A levee or other artificial stream bank would also be used to mark the lateral extent
of a stream. However, in many instances, there can be extensive areas of valuable riparian
habitat located behind a levee.
Swales or erosional features (e.g., gullies, swales characterized by low volume, infrequent, or
short duration flow) and ditches (including roadside ditches) excavated wholly in and draining
only uplands and that do not carry a relatively permanent flow of water, are generally not
considered streams or jurisdictional waters.

9

Irrigation of crops can alter soil characteristics and vegetation of affected areas (U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers, 2008). Long-term irrigation, including flood, sprinkler, and drip, has created new
wetlands and altered existing wetlands throughout California. The appropriate Corps of
Engineers District Regulatory Office should be consulted when it is necessary to distinguish
between naturally occurring and irrigation-induced wetlands for Clean Water Act regulatory
purposes. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers recognizes multiple difficult wetland situations in
semi-arid to arid regions of North America. These include atypical situations with problematic
hydrophytic vegetation. These areas may exhibit indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology
but lack all or some of the hydrophytic vegetation indicators at least at certain times. If a wetland
determination is taking place during the dry season, a return visit is recommended during the
normal wet portion of the growing season. A site qualifies for further consideration as a wetland
if the plant community at the time of sampling does not exhibit hydrophytic vegetation
indicators, but indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology are present.

California Coastal Act and Half Moon Bay Local Coastal Program

The California Coastal Act of 1976 regulates the conservation and development of coastal
resources through the Local Coastal Program. The development of Local Coastal Programs was
mandated in 1976 by the Coastal Act to ensure that the local government’s land use plans, zoning
ordinances, zoning maps, and implementation actions meet the requirements, provisions and
polices of the Coastal Act.
Section 30240 of the California Coastal Act protects Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas
(ESHA). An ESHA is defined as “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”. Furthermore, this
section of the Coastal Act states that ESHAs shall be protected against any significant disruption
of habitat values and that development adjacent to an ESHA should be sited and designed to
prevent impacts to it. A vegetation community that is considered sensitive by the CDFW is also
likely to be considered an ESHA under the Coastal Act.
The Project Area also falls within the jurisdiction of the Half Moon Bay Local Coastal Program
(LCP) and Land Use Plan. Half Moon Bay’s Local Coastal Plan and their Zoning Ordinance
constitute the Half Moon Bay’s Local Coastal Program (LCP). The LCP Municipal Code, Chapter
18.38 (Coastal Resource Conservation Standards) requires a biological report to identify
significant impacts on identified coastal resources on a project site that would result from
development of the proposed project. Coastal resource areas may include the following: sand
dunes, marine habitats, sea cliffs, riparian areas, wetlands, coastal tidelands and marshes, lakes
and ponds, and adjacent shore habitats, rocky intertidal zones and coastal scrub community
associated with coastal bluffs and gullies, archaeological habitat, coastal and off-shore areas
10

containing breeding and/or nesting sites or used by migratory and resident water-associated
birds for resting and feeding, areas used for scientific study and research concerning fish and
wildlife, wild strawberry habitat, existing game or wildlife refuges and reserves and habitats
containing or supporting unique species or any rare and endangered species defined by the State
Fish and Game Commission. Furthermore, Chapter 18.38 of LCP Municipal Code states that: “The
biological report shall describe and map existing wild strawberry habitat on the site, existing
sensitive habitats, riparian areas and wetlands located on or within two hundred feet of the
project site.”
The California Coastal Commission (CCC) defines streams as a natural watercourse as designated
by a solid line or dash and three dots symbol shown on recent USGS maps, or any well-defined
channel with distinguishable bed and bank that shows evidence of having contained flowing
water as indicated by scour or deposit or rock, sand, gravel, soil, or debris” (CCC 1981).
The LCP considers riparian areas and corridors as sensitive habitats that should be protected. The
LCP defines a “riparian areas or corridors” as any area of land bordering a perennial or ephemeral
stream or their tributaries, or around a lake or other body of fresh water, including its banks and
land at least up to the highest point of an obvious channel or enclosure of a body of water.
Riparian corridors are defined as the areas between the limits of riparian vegetation, where limits
are determined by vegetative coverage, at least fifty percent of which is comprised of a
combination of the following plant species: red alder (Alnus rubra), jaumea (Jaumea carnosa),
pickleweed (Salicornia spp.), big leaf maple (Acer macrophyllum), narrow-leaf cattail (Typha
angustifolia), arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis), broadleaf cattail (Typha angustifolia), horsetail
(Equisetum spp.), creek dogwood (Cornus sericea), black cottonwood (Populus trichocarpa), and
box elder (Acer negundo). Man-made irrigation ponds having over 2,500 square feet of surface
area are not considered riparian areas or corridors under the LCP.
Development standards and buffers around riparian areas and corridors are required by the LCP
to protect these resources and only permitted activities are allowed in the buffer unless special
circumstances apply. Riparian buffer zones for development are defined as: 1) Land on both sides
of the riparian corridors which extends from the “limit of riparian vegetation” fifty feet outward
for perennial streams and thirty feet outward for intermittent streams; or 2) Land along both
sides of riparian corridors which extends fifty feet from the bank edge for perennial streams and
thirty feet from the midpoint of intermittent streams, where no riparian vegetation exists.
Development is generally prohibited within riparian buffers except in some circumstances that
require special permitting approval.
The LCP also considers wetlands a sensitive habitat that should be protected. Wetlands are
defined by the LCP in the Half Moon Bay Municipal Code, Title 18 Zoning, Chapter 18.38 Coastal
11

Resource Conservation Standards, Section 18.38.020E Coastal Resource Areas: Wetlands (The
City of Half Moon Bay 2018). This section uses the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service definition of a
wetland to provide guidance in a formal delineation of wetlands: 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 include mud flats (barren or vegetated), and marshes. Wetlands can be either
fresh or saltwater, along streams (riparian), in tidally influenced areas (near the ocean and usually
below extreme high water of spring tides), marginal to lakes, ponds, and man-made
impoundments. Wetlands do not include areas which in normal rainfall years are permanently
submerged (streams, lakes, ponds, and impoundments), nor marine or estuarine areas below
extreme low water of spring tides, nor vernally wet areas where the soils are not hydric. This
definition of what constitutes a wetland is referred to as the one-parameter approach to
delineating wetlands because under this definition a potential jurisdictional feature only needs
to exhibit indicators of one of three parameters (hydrology, hydric vegetation, and hydric soil) to
be considered a wetland. The USACE approach to delineating wetlands generally requires that a
jurisdictional wetland exhibits indicators of all three parameters.
Development standards and buffers around wetlands are required by the LCP to protect these
resources and only permitted activities are allowed in the buffer unless special circumstances
apply. The minimum wetland buffer surrounding lakes, ponds, and marshes is 100 feet and
should be measured from the high-water point. Buffers are not required for man-made ponds
and reservoirs used for agriculture. In addition, vegetation in or adjacent to man-made
agricultural ponds can be removed if the life of the pond is endangered; and dredging in or
adjacent to man-made ponds is allowed if the county resource conservation district, or any
similar or successor agency or entity, certifies that siltation imperils continued use of the pond
for agricultural water storage and supply.

Sensitive Natural Communities and Riparian Habitats
Sensitive natural communities are vegetation communities that are considered rare in the region,
support special-status plant or wildlife species, or receive regulatory protection under Section
404 of the federal Clean Water Act or Section 1600, et seq. of the California Fish and Wildlife
Code. The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) has designated a number of natural
communities as sensitive and these communities are given the highest inventory priority (CDFW
2018a).
Riparian habitats are considered by local, state, and federal regulatory agencies to represent a
sensitive and declining resource. Wetlands and riparian areas often serve important biological
functions by providing nesting, breeding, foraging, and spawning habitat for a wide variety of
12

resident and migratory wildlife species. CDFW’s jurisdiction along stream corridors extends to
the outer dripline of the riparian canopy, or to the top of the bank in the absence of riparian
vegetation. Riparian areas and corridors and wetlands, as defined by the Half Moon Bay LCP
above, are regulated under the LCP.

Heritage Trees

Section 7.40 of the Half Moon Bay Municipal Code defines a heritage tree as the following:
•
•
•

A tree located on public or private property, exclusive of eucalyptus, with a trunk
diameter of 12 inches or circumference of approximately 38 inches measured at 48 inches
above ground level: or
A tree or stand of trees so designated by resolution of the City Council based on its finding
of special historical, environmental or aesthetic value: or
Any street tree located in the public right of way along the entire length of Main Street.

The removal or major pruning of a heritage tree requires a permit from the City of Half Moon Bay
and requires replacement trees. Pruning more than one-third of the branches or roots of a
heritage tree within a twelve-month period is considered major pruning. Heritage trees that are
permitted for removal or pruning must be replaced on a one-for-one basis with a minimum 24inch box specimen tree that is approved by the City of Half Moon Bay.

Special-status Plant Species

For the purpose of this BRA, special status plants include all plant species that meet one or more
of the following criteria:
•

Listed or proposed for listing as threatened or endangered under ESA or candidates for
possible future listing as threatened or endangered under the ESA (50 CFR §17.12).

•

Listed or candidates for listing by the State of California as threatened or endangered
under CESA (Fish and Game Code §2050 et seq.). A species, subspecies, or variety of plant
is endangered when the prospects of its survival and reproduction in the wild are in
immediate jeopardy from one or more causes, including loss of habitat, change in habitat,
over‐exploitation, predation, competition, disease, or other factors (Fish and Game Code
§2062). A plant is threatened when it is likely to become endangered in the foreseeable
future in the absence of special protection and management measures (Fish and Game
Code §2067).

•

Listed as rare under the California Native Plant Protection Act (Fish & Game Code §1900
et seq.). A plant is rare when, although not presently threatened with extinction, the
species, subspecies, or variety is found in such small numbers throughout its range that it
may be endangered if its environment worsens (Fish and Game Code §1901).
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•

•

Meet the definition of rare or endangered under CEQA §15380(b) and (d). Species that
may meet the definition of rare or endangered include the following:
·

Species with a California Rank Plant Rank (CRPR) of 1A (plants presumed extirpated in
California and either rare or extinct elsewhere); 1B (plants rare, threatened, or
endangered in California and elsewhere); 2A (plants presumed extirpated in California
but common elsewhere); and 2B (plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California
but more common elsewhere).

·

Species that may warrant consideration on the basis of local significance or recent
biological information

Considered a locally significant species, that is, a species that is not rare from a statewide
perspective but is rare or uncommon in a local context such as within a county or region
(CEQA §15125 (c)) or is so designated in local or regional plans, policies, or ordinances
(CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G). Examples include a species at the outer limits of its known
range or a species occurring on an uncommon soil type.

Several CRPR 3 and 4 species were assessed because of their local importance as described in the
Half Moon Bay Land Use Plan. One species that was assessed, California strawberry (Fragaria
vesca), does not have a CRPR but was addressed because its importance to the local strawberry
industry, as described in the Half Moon Bay Land Use Plan. Monterey pine (Pinus radiata) does
not have a CRPR but was also assessed because of it was included in the Half Moon Bay Land Use
Plan.

Special-status Wildlife Species

Special-status wildlife species include those listed as Endangered, Threatened, Rare, or as
Candidates for listing by the USFWS (2020) and/or CDFW (2020). Other species regarded as
having special-status include special animals, as listed by the CDFW (2020). Additional animal
species receive special protection under the federal Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act and
the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act. The Fish & Game Code of California provides protection for
“fully protected birds”, “fully protected mammals”, “fully protected reptiles and amphibians”,
and “fully protected fish”. Federal Species of Concern is not defined in the federal Endangered
Species Act of 1973; however, USFWS maintains a website (Environmental Conservation Online
System, http://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/) which lists plant and wildlife species that are declining
or appear to be in need of conservation and designates species of special concern or a similar
status.
The California Department of Fish and Wildlife is the responsible agency for protecting animals
that are State listed as Species of Special Concern (SSC). Riparian habitat is also protected, and
mitigation is required for projects that affect this habitat. Section 2080 of the Fish and Game
Code prohibits "take" of any species that the commission determines to be an endangered or
14

threatened species. Take is defined in Section 86 of the Fish and Game Code as "hunt, pursue,
catch, capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill." The California Fish and
Game Code §3503 and §3503.5 also protect birds of prey along with their nests and eggs.
The state has designated some wildlife species as “fully protected” which means that CDFW is
charged with identifying and providing additional protection to those animals that are rare or
face possible extinction. Fully Protected species may not be taken or possessed at any time and
no licenses or permits may be issued for their take except for collection for scientific research.
In addition, the Half Moon Bay Municipal Code (Section 18.38.085) specifically refers to the
following rare species which are also included in this analysis: San Francisco garter snake
(Thamnophis sirtalis tetrataenia), California least tern (Sterna antillarum browni), California black
rail (Laterallus jamaicensis), California brown pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis), San Bruno elfin
butterfly (Callophrys mossii bayensis), San Francisco tree lupine moth (Grapholita edwardsiana),
California brackish water snail (Mimic tryonia) and globose dune beetle (Coelus globosus). These
species are also referred to in Chapter 3 of the Half Moon Bay Land Use Plan. The Guadalupe fur
seal (Arctocephalus townsendi) and (southern) sea otter (Enhydra lutris nereis) are also included
in the Half Moon Bay Municipal Code (Section 18.38.085) but were omitted from this analysis
due of lack of habitat and, subsequently, no potential for occurrence.

METHODS

An initial biological reconnaissance survey of the Study Area was conducted by BioMaAS
biologists on May 5th, 6th and 28th, 2020.
A literature review and database search for special-status plant and wildlife species was centered
on the Half Moon Bay United States Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute topographic
quadrangle and the five adjacent quadrangles: Montara Mountain, San Mateo, Woodside, La
Honda, and San Gregorio. Information on special-status plants, wildlife and sensitive natural
communities was compiled through a review of sources published by the California Department
of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW 2020a), CNDDB searches (CDFW 2020b), the CNPS online Inventory of
Rare and Endangered Plants (CNPS 2020a), USFWS (2020b) Information for Planning and
Consultation (iPac), and the USFWS (2020a) Environmental Conservation Online System (ECOS).
Scientific nomenclature for plants conforms to the Jepson eFlora (Jepson Flora Project 2020).
Several sources were reviewed to assess the potential for the Study Area to support jurisdictional
aquatic resources, including non-wetland waters, wetlands, and riparian habitats. The Half Moon
Bay United States USGS 7.5 minute quadrangle map, Google Earth (2020), National Wetland
Inventory (USFWS 2020c) maps, and the U.S. Geological Survey’s National Hydrography Dataset
(NHD) (USGS 2020) were reviewed for aquatic resources in and adjacent to the Study Area.
15

The U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service (USDA NRCS 2020)
Web Soil Survey was queried for soils mapped in the Study Area. Soil types were reviewed for
their potential to support hydric soils and soils that potentially support special status plants,
including serpentinite, volcanic, and highly alkaline soils.
The Study Area was assessed for coastal resources as defined above by the Half Moon Bay Local
Coastal Program (LCP) and Land Use Plan. Plant species mentioned in the Half Moon Bay Land
Use Plan, Chapter 3 "Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas", Section 3.3, "General Background
and Issues", that were not captured in the database searches due to not having federal or state
listing of threatened or endangered and/or California Rare Plant Ranks of 1A, 1B, 2A and 2B or
historical presence in the USGS topographic quadrangles covered by the search included the
following: coast rock cress (Arabis blepharophylla), Gairdner's yampah (Perideridia gairdneri),
San Mateo tree lupine (Lupinus arboreus var. eximus), yellow meadow foam (Limnanthes
douglasii ssp. sulphurea), San Francisco wallflower (Erysimum franciscanum), California
strawberry (Fragaria vesca), and Monterey pine (Pinus radiata). The potential presence of each
of these species in the Study Area was assessed.
Vegetation communities and habitats were mapped in the field onto an aerial photograph of the
site.

RESULTS
Soils

The soils in the study area are predominantly mapped (85%) as Denison loam, nearly level (DmA).
Denison loam, and the remainder (15%) as Watsonville loam, nearly level, poorly drained (WnA)
(USDA NRCS 2018). The estimated boundaries between Denison loam and Watsonville loam are
poorly defined because of the coarseness of mapping provided by the USDA Web Soil Survey.
The map shows that WnA occurs only in the southeast portion of the study area. However, all
soils in the wetlands may be Watsonville loam regardless of the mapping.
In the DmA portion of Denison loam, the water table is characterized as to be 80 inches below
the surface. Conversely, the water table in WnA portion of the Watsonville loam is near the
surface and characterized to be at 0 inches.
The project area is well within the mapped area of the DmA portion of Denison loam.

Vegetation Communities and Habitats

The Project Area at 909 Grandview Blvd in Half Moon Bay, CA is composed of species typical of
ruderal lands (Figure 3; Tables 1, 2, 3 and 4). It appears to have been previously used for
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agriculture or for pasture, and colonized by plant species typically found in disturbed habitats.
Using the vegetation classification endorsed by the California Native Plant Society, the lot is
within a large expanse of land, bounded to the south by residential development that could be
assigned to California Annual Grassland.
The dominant species are invasive, ruderal species. The most abundant species are high mallow
(Malva sylvestris), wild radish (Raphanus sativus), prickly lettuce, (Lactuca serriola), curly dock
(Rumex crispus), bristly ox-tongue (Helminthotheca echioides), and poison hemlock (Conium
maculatum). Non-native grasses occurring are slender wild oat (Avena barbata), wild oat (Avena
fatua), ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus), Italian ryegrass (Festuca perennis), and hare barley
(Hordeum murinum ssp. leporinum).
Given the high abundance (dominance) of ruderal species and secondary presence of alien,
annual grasses, and the absence of native plant species, it is highly probable that this is ruderal
land with past history of use for agriculture, or for pasture. Thirteen the 25 plant taxa that were
found during the May 6, 2020 survey are ranked by the California Invasive Plant Council (Cal-IPC
2017) as invasive.
The Study Area, which extends 200 feet from the boundaries of the Project Area, contains three
habitat types that were mapped during the survey:
(1) Ruderal (or California Annual Grassland using the vegetation classification endorsed
by the California Native Plant Society).
(2) Seasonal wetlands -- two distinct areas mapped and an abandoned ditch with
seasonal flow of water from north to south.
(3) Arroyo willow thicket.
Table 1. Vegetation Community Acreage in Study Area.
Landcover
Arroyo willow thicket
Ditch
Ruderal
Seasonal Wetland
Grand Total

Acres
0.174
0.061
1.866
0.611
2.712
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Table 2. Plant Species Observed in Ruderal Portions of the Study Area (May 6 and 28, 2020)
Scientific Name

Common Name

Native / Alien

IPC-Invasive

Avena barbata

slender wild oat

Alien

X

Avena fatua

wild oat

Alien

X

Brassica rapa

field mustard

Alien

X

Bromus catharticus var. catharticus

rescue grass

Alien

Bromus diandrus

ripgut grass

Alien

X

Bromus hordeaceus

soft chess

Alien

X

Carduus pycnocephalus

Italian thistle

Alien

X

Conium maculatum

poison hemlock

Alien

X

Convolvulus arvensis

bindweed

Alien

Delairea odorata

Cape ivy

Alien

X

Erodium cicutarium

redstem filaree

Alien

X

Festuca bromoides

brome fescue

Alien

Festuca perennis

rye grass

Alien

Galium aparine

common bedstraw

Alien

Geranium dissectum

cutleaf geranium

Alien

X

Helminthotheca echioides

bristly ox-tongue

Alien

X

Holcus lanatus

velvet grass

Alien

X

Hordeum marinum subsp. gussoneanum

Mediterranean barley

Alien

Hordeum murinum subsp. leporinum

hare barley

Alien

Lactuca serriola

prickly lettuce

Alien

Malva sylvestris

high mallow

Alien

Marrubium vulgare

white horehound

Alien

Medicago polymorpha

bur clover

Alien

Mercurialis annua

annual mercury

Alien

Oenethera glazioviana

redsepal evening
primrose

Alien
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X

X

X

Scientific Name

Common Name

Native / Alien

IPC-Invasive

Oxalis pes-caprae

Bermuda buttercup

Alien

X

Plantago coronopus

cut leaf plantain

Alien

Polypogon monspeliensis

annual beard grass

Alien

Pseudognaphalium luteoalbum

Jersey cudweed

Alien

Raphanus sativus

wild radish

Alien

Rubus ursinus

Pacific blackberry

Rumex acetosella

sheep sorrell

Alien

X

Rumex crispus

curly dock

Alien

X

Scrophularia californica

California figwort

Native

Sonchus asper

prickly sow thistle

Alien

Sonchus oleraceus

common sow thistle

Alien

Symphyotrichum clilensis

California aster

Symphytum x uplandica

Russuan comfrey

Toxicodendron diversilobum

poison oak

Tragopogon porrifolius

purple salsify

Alien

Vicia sativa

spring vetch

Alien

Vicia tetrasperma

sparrow vetch

Alien
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X

X

Native

Native
Alien
Native

Table 3. Plant Species Observed in Wetland Portions of the Study Area (May 28, 2020)
Scientific Name

Common Name

Aira caryophyllea

silver hairgrass

Alien

Alisma lanceolatum

lanceleaf water plantain

Alien

Avena barbata

slender wild oat

Alien

X

Avena fatua

wild oat

Alien

X

Baccharis pilularis

coyote brush

Native

Brassica rapa

field mustard

Alien

Briza minor

small quaking grass

Alien

Bromus diandrus

ripgut grass

Alien

X

Bromus hordeaceus

soft chess

Alien

X

Carduus pycnocephalus

Italian thistle

Alien

X

Carex praegracilis

clustered field sedge

Carpobrotus edulis

sea fig

Alien

X

Cirsium vulgare

bull thistle

Alien

X

Conium maculatum

poison hemlock

Alien

X

Cyperus eragrostis

tall flatsedge

Native

Deschampsia elongata

slender hairgrass

Native

Elymus triticoides

beardless wild rye

Native

Epilobium brachycarpum

tall annual willowherb

Native

Epilobium ciliatum

fringed willowherb

Native

Euphorbia lathyrus

caper spurge

Alien

Euphorbia peplus

petty spurge

Alien

Festuca bromoides

brome fescue

Alien

Festuca perennis

rye grass

Alien

X

Geranium dissectum

cutleaf geranium

Alien

X

Helminthotheca echioides

bristly ox-tongue

Alien

X

Holcus lanatus

velvet grass

Alien

X
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Native / Alien

IPC-Invasive

X

Native

Scientific Name

Common Name

Native / Alien

Hordeum brachyantherum

meadow barley

Native

Juncus breweri

Brewer's rush

Native

Juncus mexicanus

Mexican rush

Native

Juncus occidentalis

western rush

Native

Juncus patens

spreading rush

Native

Juncus phaeocephalus var. phaeocephalus

brownhead rush

Native

Lactuca serriola

prickly lettuce

Alien

Lotus tenuis

narrowleaf trefoil

Alien

Lysimachia arvensis

scarlet pimpernel

Alien

Lythrum hyssopifolia

hyssop loosestrife

Alien

X

Mentha pulegium

pennyroyal

Alien

X

Mercurialis annua

annual mercury

Alien

Oenanthe sarmentosa

water parsley

Polypogon monspeliensis

annual beard grass

Alien

X

Raphanus sativus

wild radish

Alien

X

Rubus ursinus

Pacific blackberry

Rumex conglomeratus

clustered dock

Alien

Rumex crispus

curly dock

Alien

Rumex pulcher

fiddle dock

Alien

Rumex transitorius

willow dock

Native

Sonchus asper

prickly sow thistle

Alien

Stachys rigida var. quercetorum

rough hedgenettle

Native

Symphyotrichum chilensis

California aster

Toxicodendron diversilobum

poison oak

Tragopogon porrifolius

purple salsify

Alien

Vicia tetrasperma

sparrow vetch

Alien
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IPC-Invasive

Native

Native

Alien
Native

X

Table 4. Plant Species Observed in the Willow Thicket within the Study Area (May 28, 2020)
Scientific Name

Common Name

Native / Alien

Salix lasiolepis

arroyo willow

Native

Sambucus racemosa var. racemosa

Pacific red elderberry

Native

Toxicodendron diversilobum

poison oak

Native

Delairea odorata

Cape ivy

Alien

IPC-Invasive

X

Ruderal
Ruderal vegetation fills most of the southern portion that is adjacent to the residential
development. The project area lies with this area. The vegetation of this portion, bounded to the
east by a ditch, is similar in plant species composition to that of the Project Area. The ruderal
areas to the northern extreme of the Study Area or east of the ditch are adjacent to seasonal
wetlands and differ by having a greater portion of plants that tolerate some seasonal inundation
or saturation by water. The abundance of species such as Italian thistle (Carduus pycnocephalus),
poison hemlock (Coniun maculatum), Cape ivy (Delairea odorata), and field mustard (Brassica
rapa) are indicative of distinction from drier ruderal habitation that are adjacent to existing
residential development.
Seasonal Wetlands
Seasonal wetlands occur in two areas of the Study Area – one northwest of Grandview Blvd and
the other on the east side. These wetlands are typified by coyote brush (Baccharis pilularis) on
high ground. Low ground is filled with wet meadow grasses, rushes, and sedges such as meadow
barley (Hordeum brachyantherum), slender hairgrass (Deschampsia elongata), beardless wildrye
(Elymus triticoides), spreading rush (Juncus patens), Brewer’s rush (J. breweri), brownhead rush
(J. phaeocephalus var. phaeocephalus), and clustered field sedge (Carex praegracilis).
These wetlands have resisted invasion by ruderal species to some degree. However, aliens such
curly dock (Rumex crispus) and green dock (R. conglomeratus) have mostly replaced their native
equivalent -- willow dock (R. transitorius). Alien species such as velvet grass (Holcus lanatus) and
poison hemlock (Conium maculatum) occupy the marginal habitat in the periphery of areas of
greatest inundation.
A ditch with a depth of approximately four feet bisects the Study Area. It in part drains the
seasonal wetland on the northwest portion of the Study Area. When visited on May 28, 2020,
there was no water in the ditch. Species indicative of greater duration and depth of inundation
are present: natives such as Mexican rush (Juncus mexicanus), water parsley (Oenanthe
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sarmentosa), and aliens such as lanceleaf water plantain (Alisma lanceolatum). This ditch and its
banks are extensively populated by alien species such as bristly ox-tongue (Helminthotheca
echioides), poison hemlock (Conium maculatum), annual beardgrass (Polypogon monspeliensis)
and native species such as Mexican rush (J. mexicanus) and tall flatsedge (Cyperus eragrostis).
Arroyo Willow Thicket
An arroyo willow thicket is located on the northwestern portion of the Study Area. The denseness
of arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis) discouraged investigation of its interior. It is adjacent to a
seasonal wetland. There is a single red elderberry (Sambucus racemosa) and the only other
species observed were poison oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum) and Cape ivy (Delairea odorata).

Wetlands and Other Waters
Jurisdictional features identified in the Study Area include seasonal wetlands and a ditch with
season flow. The arroyo willow thicket, that is adjacent to a seasonal wetland on the northwest
portion of the study area, is protected as coastal resources area in the Half Moon Bay Local
Coastal Program (LCP) and may be regulated by California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW). The LCP requires a 100-foot buffer around wetlands.

Special-status Plant Species

Special status plant species known to occur in the vicinity of the Study Area are shown in Figure
4a. Twenty-four special-status plant species and one plant without a special status were
evaluated for their potential to occur in the Project Area (Appendix B).
Some of these special-status plant taxa have some potential to occur in agricultural or ruderal
lands, e.g. Limnanthes douglasii ssp. ornduffii. The potential for the occurrence of special-status
plant taxa in the Project Area is low. Many of these taxa would have been detected during the
survey visit because of their emergence and bloom periods. The others -- shrubs and trees – are
absent from the Project Area.

Special-status Wildlife Species
Based on review of the California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB 2020), USFWS Species Lists
and the geographic range and habitat affinities of special-status animals, a total of 53 specialstatus wildlife species were considered to have potential to occur in the vicinity of the Project
Area. None of these species were observed or have a moderate or higher potential to occur in
the Project Area. Two of these species (California red-legged frog [Rana draytonii] and San
Francisco garter snake [Thamnophis sirtalis tetrataenia]), however, have potential to disperse
through the Project Area due to nearby (~1,200 feet) suitable aquatic habitat (three agricultural
ponds).
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CNDDB Special-status Plant and Sensitive Natural Community Occurrences Within a 5-Mile Radius of the Project Area

Wildlife species observed during the site visit are listed in Appendix C. A summary of the formal
status, habitat affinities, and potential for occurrence within the Project Area for each of the
wildlife species assessed is presented in Appendix D. Special-status wildlife species known to
occur in the vicinity of the Project Area are shown in Figure 4b. The species with potential to
occur in the Project Area, or that may be affected by potential project activities, are discussed
below.
California Red-legged Frog
The CRLF is a federally threatened species and a California Species of Special Concern. CRLF are
pond frogs that breed from late November to early April, with earlier breeding records occurring
in southern localities (Storer 1925). Adult CRLF appear to prefer dense, shrubby or emergent
riparian vegetation closely associated with deep (>2.3 feet), still, or slow-moving water (Hayes
and Jennings 1988).
This species is known to disperse during periods of wet weather, typically starting with the first
rains of fall. These long-distance movements are straight-line, point-to-point migrations through
all terrain and not necessarily through riparian or other topographic corridors (Bulger et al. 2003).
The longest distance traversed by an individual was 2.24 miles by moving between two sites 1.74
miles apart (Bulger et al. 2003). Despite these observations of long distance dispersal, data from
Bulger et al. (2003) suggest that only a relatively small segment of the adult population is liable
to disperse in any given year. If a breeding site has suitable conditions, most adult frogs will
remain year round.
There are four primary constituent elements (PCEs) that are considered to be essential for the
conservation or survival of this species. The PCEs for the CRLF include: aquatic breeding habitat;
non-breeding aquatic habitat; upland habitat; and dispersal habitat (USFWS 2006a). Dispersal
Habitat includes accessible upland or riparian habitats between occupied locations within 0.7
miles of each other that allow for movement between these sites. Dispersal habitat includes
various natural and altered habitats such as agricultural fields, which do not contain barriers to
dispersal. Moderate to high density urban or industrial developments, large reservoirs and
heavily traveled roads without bridges or culverts are considered barriers to dispersal (USFWS
2006a).
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CNDDB Wildlife Occurrences and Critical Habitat Within a 5-Mile Radius of the Project Area

The likelihood of this species occurring in the Project Area is low, however, due to the presence
of suitable habitat (three agricultural ponds) within 1,500 feet of the Project Area, there is
potential that this species may disperse through the Project Area. These ponds were not visited
during the site visit as they are not a part of the Project Area, however, CRLF are known to occur
in similar habitats in the vicinity of the Project Area, such as agricultural ponds and the water
treatment plant across Highway 1 from the Project Area (CNDDB 2020).
San Francisco Garter Snake
The SFGS is a subspecies of the common garter snake that is endemic to San Mateo County and
northern Santa Cruz County. It eats a wide variety of prey, which includes the CRLF. This species
is typically associated with ponds and emergent and bankside vegetation such as cattails (Typha
spp.), bulrushes (Scirpus spp.), and spike rushes (Juncus spp. and Eleocharis spp.) are preferred
and used for cover (Stebbins, 2011). There are two significant components to SFGS habitat: 1)
ponds that support the CRLF, American Bullfrog (Rana catesbeiana), and Sierran Treefrog
(Pseudacris sierra) and 2) the surrounding upland that supports the Botta's Pocket Gopher and
the California Meadow Vole (Microtus californicus) (USFWS 2006b). Ranid frogs are an obligate
component of the SFGS's diet (USFWS 2006b).
Little is known regarding SFGS dispersal distances. Studies at Ano Nuevo State Reserve found the
mean distance of female hibernacula to the Visitor Center Pond was 459 feet, with a maximum
distance of 637 feet. Distances of greater than 637 feet have been reported, including an
unconfirmed distance of approximately 1000 feet (McGinnis et al. 1987). In addition, a study of
SFGS in coastal San Mateo County (Halstead et al. 2011) found SFGS up to 700 feet from aquatic
habitat.
This species is known to occur in Pilarcitos Creek (CNDDB suppressed data) approximately 0.5
mile from the Project Area. As with CRLF (the obligate prey species for SFGS), the likelihood of
this species occurring in the Project Area is low, however, due to the presence of suitable habitat
(three agricultural ponds) within 1,500 feet of the Project Area, there is potential that this species
may disperse through the Project Area.

Wildlife Movement Corridors and Nursery Sites

Terrestrial species may occasionally traverse the Project Area as it is the eastern most extent of
the Grandview Boulevard development and to the east is a vast expanse of agricultural fields,
quarry lands and open space (Figure 1). Red-winged blackbirds (Agelaius phoeniceus) were very
active in the wild radish and other taller vegetation just south of the Project Area during the site
visit and it is assumed they are setting up nesting territories here. The footprint of the proposed
development will not interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites.
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POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

The following section describes potential project impacts to biological resources and
recommends mitigation measures to avoid and reduce these potential impacts.

CEQA Significance

The following threshold criteria, as defined within the CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G – Initial Study
Checklist, were used to evaluate potential environmental impacts of the proposed project. Based
on these criteria, a proposed project would have a significant impact on biological resources if it
would:
a) Have substantial adverse effects, either directly or through habitat modifications, on
any species identified as a candidate, sensitive or special status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service.
c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool,
coastal, etc…) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other
means.
d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites.
e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a
tree preservation policy or ordinance.
f)

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional or state habitat
conservation plan.

Implementation of the proposed project will not conflict with Habitat Conservation Plans or
Natural Community Conservation Plans.
The proposed project may have the potential to impact special-status wildlife species,
jurisdictional seasonal wetlands and nesting birds. The proposed project also has the potential to
conflict with several local ordinances that protect biological resources, such as the Half Moon
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Bay LCP Municipal Code and Land Use Plan. Implementation of the avoidance and mitigation
measures described below will reduce these potential impacts to less than significant.

Jurisdictional Wetland and Non-Wetland Waters

The following measures are recommended to prevent and reduce potential impacts to the
perennial stream channel, arroyo willow thickets, and potential seasonal wetlands:
•
•

•

•

•
•

A formal wetland delineation should be conducted if impacts are expected in the Study
Area. If construction activities are limited to the Project Area, no delineation would be
recommended.
The delineation should meet the USACE protocols described in the USACE Wetland
Delineation Manual (Environmental Laboratory 1987) and the USACE Western
Mountains, Valley, and Coast Regional Supplement (USACE 2010) and that meets the
requirements of the definition of wetlands set forth in the Half Moon Bay Municipal Code,
Title 18 Zoning, Chapter 18.38 Coastal Resource Conservation Standards, Section
18.38.020.E Wetlands (The City of Half Moon Bay 2018). In addition, the delineation
should be conducted according to the CCC requirements for delineating wetlands under
the one-parameter approach.
If impacts are expected in the Study Area, then prior to the commencement of project
activities, a silt fence or similar temporary Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) fence
should be installed around jurisdictional features identified in the wetland delineation.
The fence should be of a suitable material so as not to entangle wildlife species. A 100foot buffer zone may also be required around any potential wetlands identified in the
delineation. All personnel and equipment should be prohibited from entering this ESA.
The staging area should be located outside the buffer zones of all jurisdictional features.
Vehicle parking and equipment storage and refueling should be limited to the designated
staging area to prevent accidental spills and discharges from entering the nearby seasonal
wetlands and ditch.
The removal of vegetation adjacent to the buffer zones should be minimized to prevent
potential water quality impacts.
If invasive species such as poison hemlock (Conium maculatum), and field mustard
(Brassica rapa) are removed during construction activities, the debris should be hauled
off site to prevent the spread of these species. City of Half Moon Bay Municipal Codes
encourages landowners to prevent the spread of invasive plants and use native plants and
drought tolerant non-invasive plant species for landscaping when possible.

Special-status Plant Species and Sensitive Communities

Special status plants are unlikely to occur in the ruderal habitat in the Project Area and the
surrounding undeveloped land of similar habitat. The proposed project is unlikely to impact
special status plants given the small size of the project area at Grandview Blvd, and the nearly
complete lack of native plants during the survey, and with proper mitigation measures in place
to prevent impacts to nearby wetlands.
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Special-status Wildlife Species

The following avoidance and mitigation measures are recommended to reduce potential impacts
to wildlife species to a less than significant level.
Special-status Herpetofauna (CRLF and SFGS)
The habitat in the Project Area is poor for CRLF and SFGS, however, they have the potential to
disperse through the Project Area due to nearby suitable aquatic habitat. It is recommended
that a wildlife exclusion fence be erected around the limit of ground disturbance prior to the
initiation of construction activities to prevent these species from entering an active work area.
The fence should be at least 24 inches high and should be entrenched three to six inches into the
ground. The integrity of the fence must be maintained for the extent of the project. A Best
Management Practice (BMP) silt fence of the appropriate qualities can be used in tandem as a
wildlife exclusion fence. In addition, monofilament netting, which is commonly used in straw
wattle and other erosion preventatives, should not be used in or adjacent to the Project Area in
order to prevent possible entrapment of both common and special status wildlife species. A
qualified biologist should be present to perform a preconstruction survey and monitor fence
installation. The biologist should remain on site until fence installation is complete and be
present for any work activities outside of the exclusion fence.
Birds
The grassland within and adjacent to the Project Area may provide suitable nesting habitat for
some migratory birds and also may provide foraging habitat for HMB LCP “unique animals” such
as owls and hawks. Nearly all nesting birds are protected under CDFW Code and the federal
Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Generally, the removal of trees should take place between September
1 and January 31, outside of the avian breeding season. If construction activity begins between
February 1 and August 31, the nesting season for raptors and most other birds, a qualified
biologist should survey the Study Area for the presence of active bird nests prior to the
commencement of vegetation removal or disturbing activities. If active nests are found,
consultation and coordination with the CDFW should be sought. To avoid the disturbance of
active nests, buffers may need to be established at the discretion of the biologist, with certain
activities restricted or forbidden within the buffer. Disturbing active nests must be avoided until
young birds have fledged.

MITIGATION MEASURE SUMMARY

For ease a reference, a condensed, itemized summary of mitigation measures is provided below.
Details regarding each measure should be referenced in the above section.
1. A formal wetland delineation should be conducted if impacts are expected in the Study
Area. No delineation is recommended if work activities are confined to the Project Area.
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2. If impacts are expected in the Study Area, then prior to the commencement of project
activities, a silt fence or similar temporary Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) fence
should be installed around jurisdictional features identified in the wetland delineation.
The fence should be of a suitable material so as not to entangle wildlife species. A 100foot buffer zone may also be required around any potential wetlands identified in the
delineation. All personnel and equipment should be prohibited from entering this ESA.
3. The staging area should be located outside the buffer zones of all jurisdictional features.
Vehicle parking and equipment storage and refueling should be limited to the designated
staging area to prevent accidental spills and discharges from entering the nearby seasonal
wetlands and ditch.
4. The removal of vegetation adjacent to the buffer zones should be minimized to prevent
potential water quality impacts.
5. If invasive species such as poison hemlock (Conium maculatum), and field mustard
(Brassica rapa) are removed during construction activities, the debris should be hauled
off site to prevent the spread of these species.
6. An exclusion/silt fence should be placed at the grading limit or limit of ground disturbance
to prevent sensitive herpetofauna from entering the site during construction.
7. The vegetation within and adjacent to the Project Area may provide suitable habitat for
migratory birds. Generally, the removal of trees should take place between September 1
and January 31, outside of the avian breeding season. If construction activity begins
between February 1 and August 31, the nesting season for raptors and most other birds,
a qualified biologist should survey the Study Area for the presence of active bird nests
prior to the commencement of vegetation removal or ground disturbing activities.
8. A preconstruction survey for sensitive herpetofauna should be conducted by a qualified
biologist prior to the start of construction.
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APPENDIX A
Photographs

Photograph 1: Looking southeast across site.

Photograph 2: Northern property boundary.

Photograph 3: Looking east across site.

Photograph 4: Linear man made ditch east of the site connects to a culvert beneath the double track road
northeast of site.

Photo 5: Aerial showing three ponds within 1,500 feet of the Project Area.

APPENDIX B
Special-status Plant Species Table
(San Mateo County)

APPENDIX B: Special-status Plant Species Table
Scientific Name

Common Name

CRPR

Federal/State

Life form, habitat, and blooming
period.

Potential for Occurrence
in the Project Area

--

Perennial herb. Cismontane
woodland, and valley and foothill
grassland. Clay soils; often on
serpentine. Dry hillsides. 100-300
m. May - Jun.

None. No suitable habitat
present. All areas surveyed
and species not detected

--

Perennial herb. Rocky areas in
broadleafed upland forest, coastal
bluff scrub, coastal prairie, and
coastal scrub. 3 - 1100 m. February
– May.

None. No suitable habitat
present. All areas surveyed
and species not detected

--

Shrub. Chaparral, and coastal
scrub. Slopes and ridges. 150-500
m. Jan. - Mar.

None. No suitable habitat
present. All areas surveyed
and species not detected.

--

Shrub. Broadleaved upland forest,
chaparral, and north coast
coniferous forest. Granitic or
sandstone outcrops. 305-730 m.
Jan. - Apr.

None. No suitable habitat
present. All areas surveyed
and species not detected

--

Perennial herb. Mesic sites in
coastal dunes, along streams, or
coastal salt marshes. 0-30 m. Apr.
Oct.

Low. Only poor habitat
present. All areas surveyed
and species not detected

Status
Allium peninsulare var. franciscanum

Franciscan onion
1B.2

Arabis blepharophylla

coast rock cress
4.3

Arctostaphylos montaraensis

Montara manzanita
1B.2

Arctostaphylos regismontana

Kings Mountain
manzanita
1B.2

Astragalus pycnostachyus var.
pycnostachyus

coastal marsh milk-vetch
1B.2

APPENDIX B: Special-status Plant Species Table
Scientific Name

Common Name

CRPR

Federal/State

Life form, habitat, and blooming
period.

Potential for Occurrence
in the Project Area

--

Annual herb. Closed-cone
coniferous forest, coastal scrub,
and riparian forest. On
decomposed shale (mudstone)
mixed with humus. 30-250 m.
Mar. - May.

None. No suitable habitat
present. All areas surveyed
and species not detected

None. No suitable habitat
present. All areas surveyed
and species not detected

--

Shrub. Broadleafed upland forest,
chaparral, closed-cone coniferous
forest, cismontane woodland,
North Coast coniferous forest,
riparian forest, and riparian
woodland. On brushy slopes,
mesic sites; mostly in mixed
evergreen and foothill woodland
communities. 30-550 m. Jan. Mar.

--

Perennial herb. Chaparral, coastal
dunes, coastal scrub, and valley
and foothill grassland. Often
serpentinite or granitic,
sometimes roadsides. 0 - 550 m.
March - June.

None. No suitable habitat
present. All areas surveyed
and species not detected

Status
Collinsia multicolor

San Francisco collinsia
1B.2

Dirca occidentalis

western leatherwood

1B.2

Erysimum franciscanum

San Francisco wallflower
4.2

APPENDIX B: Special-status Plant Species Table
Scientific Name

Common Name

CRPR

Federal/State

Life form, habitat, and blooming
period.

Potential for Occurrence
in the Project Area

--

Perennial herb. Closed-cone pine
forest, chaparral, mixed evergreen
forest, yellow pine forest, and
Douglas-fir forest. Generally in
partial shade. 15 – 2000 m. Jan. –
July.

None. No suitable habitat
present. All areas surveyed
and species not detected

--

Perennial herb. Coastal scrub,
valley and foothill grassland, and
coastal prairie. Often on
serpentine; various soils reported
though usually clay, in grassland.
3-410 m. Feb. - Apr.

None. No suitable habitat
present. All areas surveyed
and species not detected

Perennial herb. Closed-cone
coniferous forest, coastal scrub,
coastal dunes, and chaparral.

None. No suitable habitat
present. All areas surveyed
and species not detected

Status
Fragaria vesca

California strawberry
--*

Fritillaria liliacea

fragrant fritillary
1B.2

Horkelia cuneata var. sericea

Kellogg's horkelia
1B.1

--

Old dunes, coastal sandhills;
openings. 10-200 m. Apr - Sept.
Lasthenia californica ssp. macrantha

perennial goldfields
1B.2

--

Perennial herb. Coastal bluff
scrub, coastal dunes, and coastal
scrub.
5-520 m. Jan - Nov.

None. No suitable habitat
present. All areas surveyed
and species not detected

APPENDIX B: Special-status Plant Species Table
Scientific Name

Common Name

CRPR

Federal/State
Status

Leptosiphon rosaceus

rose leptosiphon
1B.1

Limnanthes douglasii ssp. ornduffii

Lupinus arboreus var. eximus

None. No suitable habitat
present. All areas surveyed
and species not detected

0-100 m. Apr. - Jul.

--

Annual herb. Coastal prairie,
meadows and seeps (mesic),
freshwater marshes and vernal
pools. 0 – 140 m. March – May.

Low. Poor quality habita
present. All wetland areas
surveyed and species not
detected

--

Perennial evergreen shrub.
Chaparral and coastal scrub. 90 550 m. April - July.

None. No suitable habitat
present. All areas surveyed
and species not detected

--

San Mateo tree lupine
3.2

Annual herb. Coastal bluff scrub.

Low. Poor quality habitat
present. All wetland areas
surveyed and species not
detected.

yellow meadow foam
1B.2

Potential for Occurrence
in the Project Area

Annual herb. Mesic areas and
seasonal wetlands in agricultural
fields. 10-20 m. Nov. - May

Ornduffi’s meadow foam
1B.1

Limnanthes douglasii ssp. sulphurea

--

Life form, habitat, and blooming
period.

APPENDIX B: Special-status Plant Species Table
Scientific Name

Common Name

CRPR

Federal/State

Life form, habitat, and blooming
period.

Potential for Occurrence
in the Project Area
None. No suitable habitat
present. All areas surveyed
and species not detected

--

Annual herb. Chaparral, valley and
foothill grasslands (serpentine),
cismontane woodland,
broadleafed upland forests, and
North Coast coniferous forest.
Grassy sites, in openings; sandy to
rocky soils. Often seen on
serpentine after burns but may
have only weak affinity to
serpentine. 100-1200 m. Mar. Jul.

FE/SE

Annual herb. Valley and foothill
grassland and cismontane
woodland. Open dry rocky slopes
and grassy areas, often on soils
derived from serpentine bedrock.
35-620 m. Mar. - May.

None. No suitable habitat
present. All areas surveyed
and species not detected

--

Perennial herb. Vernal pools and
vernally mesic areas within
broadleafed upland forest,
chaparral, and coastal prairie, and
valley and foothill grassland. 0 610 m. June - October.

None. No suitable habitat
present. All areas surveyed
and species not detected

Status
Monolopia gracilens

woodland woollythreads

1B.2

Pentachaeta bellidiflora

white-rayed pentachaeta
1B.1

Perideridia gairdneri

Gairdner's yampah
4.2

APPENDIX B: Special-status Plant Species Table
Scientific Name

Common Name

CRPR

Federal/State
Status

Pinus radiata

Monterey pine

1B.1

Plagiobothrys chorisianus var.
chorisianus

Choris' popcornflower

Polemonium carneum

Oregon polemonium

1B.2

2B.2

Potentilla hickmanii

--

--

--

Hickman's cinquefoil

1B.1

FE/SE

Life form, habitat, and blooming
period.

Potential for Occurrence
in the Project Area

Perennial evergreen tree. Closedcone coniferous forest and
cismontane woodland. 25 – 185
m.

None. Not observed in the
Project Area. Widely
planted but there are only
three native stands in CA,
at Ano Nuevo, Cambria,
and the Monterey
Peninsula.

Annual herb. Chaparral, coastal
scrub, and coastal prairie. Mesic
sites. 15-100 m. Mar - Jun.

None. No suitable habitat
present. All areas surveyed
and species not detected

Perennial herb. Coastal prairie,
coastal scrub, and lower montane
coniferous forest. 0-1830 m. Apr. Sept.

None. No suitable habitat
present. All areas surveyed
and species not detected

Perennial herb. Coastal bluff
scrub, closed-cone coniferous
forest, meadows and seeps, and
marshes. Freshwater marshes,
seeps, and small streams in open
or forested areas along the coast.
10-150 m. Apr. - Aug.

Low. Poor quality habitat
present. All areas surveyed
and species not detected.

APPENDIX B: Special-status Plant Species Table
Scientific Name

Common Name

CRPR

Federal/State

Life form, habitat, and blooming
period.

Potential for Occurrence
in the Project Area

--

Annual herb. Coastal scrub, valley
and foothill grassland, coastal bluff
scrub, chaparral, and coastal
prairie. Often on mudstone or
shale; one site on serpentine. 30645 m. Mar. - Jun.

None. No suitable habitat
present. All areas surveyed
and species not detected.

--

Annual herb. Coastal prairie and
valley and foothill grassland. On
serpentine and non-serpentine
substrate (such as at Pt. Reyes).
10-160 m. Apr. - Jun.

None. No suitable habitat
present. All areas surveyed
and species not detected.

Status
Silene verecunda ssp. verecunda

San Francisco campion
1B.2

Triphysaria floribunda

San Francisco owl's-clover
1B.2

Status Legend
Federal:
FE

Listed as endangered under the Federal Endangered Species Act

FT

Listed as threatened under the Federal Endangered Species Act

State:
SR

Listed as rare under the California Endangered Species Act

SE

Listed as endangered under the California Endangered Species Act

ST

Listed as threatened under the California Endangered Species Act

California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR):
1A

Plants Presumed Extirpated in California and Either Rare or Extinct Elsewhere

1B

Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California and Elsewhere

2A

Plants Presumed Extirpated in California, But Common Elsewhere

2B

Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California, But More Common Elsewhere

Threat Ranks:
0.1

Seriously threatened in California (over 80% of occurrences threatened / high degree and immediacy of threat)

0.2

Moderately threatened in California (20-80% occurrences threatened / moderate degree and immediacy of threat)

0.3

Not very threatened in California (less than 20% of occurrences threatened / low degree and immediacy of threat or no current threats
known)

*

Listed in the City of HMB Land Use Plan as a sensitive in relation to the strawberry industry (City of HMB 1993)

APPENDIX C
Wildlife Species Observed in the Study Area (May 5th, 2020)

Wildlife Species Observed in the Study Area
(In order of appearance – May 5, 2020)
Scientific Name

Common Name

Thomomys bottae

Botta’s pocket gopher

Agelaius phoeniceus

Red-winged blackbird

Tachycineta thalassina

Violet-green swallow

Sturnus vulgaris

European starling

Melospiza melodia

Song sparrow

Haemorhous mexicanus

House finch

Corvus corax

Common raven

Chamaea fasciata

Wrentit

Aphelocoma californica

Western scrub jay

Zonotrichia leucophrys

White-crowned sparrow

Turdus migratorius

American robin

Calypte anna

Anna’s hummingbird
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Species

Status

Federal

State

Habitat Association

Potential for Occurrence in the
Project Area

Invertebrates
Low. Serpentine habitat is not
present in the Project Area.

--

Restricted to native grasslands on outcrops of
serpentine soil in the vicinity of San Francisco Bay.
Plantago erecta is the primary host plant, Orthocarpus
densiflorus and O. purpurescens are the secondary
host plants.

--

The Callippe silverspot butterfly is a subspecies of the
more common callippe fritallary butterfly (Speyeria
callippe). The silverspot’s hostplant is Johnny jump-up
(Viola pedunculata).

Low. Typical habitat is not
present in the Project Area.

--

Inhabits grasslands of the San Francisco peninsula.
The mission blue butterfly uses three larval host
plants: Lupinus albifrons, L. formosus, and L.
variicolor.

Low. Typical habitat is not
present in the Project Area.

--

Occurs in coastal, mountainous areas with grassy
ground cover, mainly in the vicinity of San Bruno
Mountain. Elfin colonies are located on steep, northfacing slopes within the fog belt. The San Bruno elfin
butterfly’s larval host plant is Sedum spathulifolium.

None. Suitable habitat is not
present in the Project Area.

Euphydryas editha bayensis
Bay checkerspot butterfly

FT

Speyeria callippe callippe
Callippe silverspot

FE

Plebejus icarioides missionensis
Mission blue butterfly

FE

Callophrys mossii bayensis
San Bruno elfin butterfly

FE

APPENDIX D: Special-status Wildlife Species Table

Species

Status

Federal

State

--

Special
Conside
ration
under
CEQA

Danaus plexippus
Monarch butterfly

Grapholita edwardsiana
San Francisco tree lupine moth

--

--

Coelus globosus
Globose dune beetle
--

--

Tryonia imitator
California brackish water snail
--

--

Habitat Association

Potential for Occurrence in the
Project Area

Winter roosts sites located in wind-protected tree
groves (eucalyptus, Monterey pine, cypress) with
water and nectar sources nearby.

None. Typical roost trees were
not observed.

The San Francisco tree lupine moth is listed in the City
of Half Moon Bay Land Use Plan Chapter 3 and
Municipal Code Section 18.38.085 as a “rare and
endangered species”. The larval stage is found on the
tree lupine (Lupinus arboreus).

Low. Suitable habitat is not
present in the Project Area.

The globose dune beetle is listed in the City of Half
Moon Bay Land Use Plan Chapter 3 and Municipal
Code Section 18.38.085 as a “rare and endangered
species”. This species lives in foredune vegetation.

None. Suitable habitat is not
present in the Project Area.

The California brackish water snail is listed in the City
of Half Moon Bay Land Use Plan Chapter 3 and
Municipal Code Section 18.38.085 as a “rare and
endangered species”. This species presumably
inhabits brackish waters.

None. Suitable habitat is not
present in the Project Area.
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Species

Status

Federal

State

Habitat Association

Potential for Occurrence in the
Project Area

Fish
SC

Brackish water habitats along the California Coast
from San Diego north to the mouth of the Smith River
in Del Norte County.

None. Suitable habitat is not
present in the Project Area.

None. Suitable habitat is not
present in the Project Area.

--

Requires beds of loose, silt-free, well-oxygenated
coarse gravel for spawning. After hatching, juveniles
spend at least one summer in the freshwater rearing
areas, so the stream must have either perennial flow
or cool ephemeral pools with subsurface flow, shade,
food, and shelter during the dry season.

SE

None. Suitable habitat is not
Central California Coast ESU includes all naturally
present in the Project Area.
spawned populations of coho salmon from Punta
Gorda in northern California south to and including the
San Lorenzo River in central California, as well as
populations in tributaries to San Francisco Bay,
excluding the Sacramento–San Joaquin River system,
as well as four artificial propagation programs.

Eucyclogobius newberryi
Tidewater goby

FE

Oncorhynchus mykiss
Steelhead -central CA coastal
ESU (DPS)

FT

Oncorhynchus kisutch
Coho salmon-central CA coast
FE

Amphibians
Ambystoma californiense
California tiger salamander

FT

ST

Need underground refuges, especially ground squirrel
burrows and vernal pools or other seasonal water
sources for breeding.

None. This species is unlikely to
occur in the Project Area because
there are no known nearby
occurrences.
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Species
Dicamptodon ensatus

Status

Federal

State

--

SC

Potential for Occurrence in the
Project Area

They occur up to 2,160 m (6,500 ft.) primarily in humid
coastal forests, especially in Douglas fir, redwood, red
fir, and montane and valley-foothill riparian habitats
(Stebbins 1972). They live in or near streams in damp
forests, and California giant salamanders tend to be
common where they occur (Stebbins 1985).

None. Suitable habitat is not
present in the Project Area.

SC

Partly-shaded, shallow streams and riffles with a rocky
substrate in a variety of habitats. Need at least some
cobble-sized substrate for egg laying.

None. Suitable habitat is not
present in the Project Area.

FT

SC

Occurs in a variety of ponds, sloughs, low-gradient
streams, and low-salinity lagoons. Adults may forage
in, and migrate through, terrestrial grasslands, riparian
woodlands, and forests, but require weedy, slow
moving or standing water that persists through most
of the dry season for successful reproduction.
Introduced bullfrogs and predatory fish are implicated
in the decline of red-legged frogs throughout their
range.

Low. The potential for this species
to occur in the Project Area is low,
however, due to nearby (~1,300
feet) suitable aquatic habitat
(agricultural ponds) there is
potential for CRLF to disperse
through the Project Area during
wet weather.

--

SC

Ponds, marshes rivers, streams, and irrigation ditches
that have emergent or riparian vegetation and sunny
basking sites. Upland nesting habitat consists of friable
soil exposed to full sun.

Low. This species typically nests
within 300 feet of aquatic habitat.

California giant salamander

Rana boylii
Foothill yellow-legged frog

Habitat Association

--

Rana draytonii
California red-legged frog

Reptiles
Emys marmorata
Pacific pond turtle

APPENDIX D: Special-status Wildlife Species Table

Species
Thamnophis sirtalis tetrataenia

Status

Federal

State

FE

SE, FP

San Francisco garter snake

Habitat Association

Potential for Occurrence in the
Project Area

Vicinity of freshwater marshes, ponds, and slow
moving streams. Prefers dense cover and water
depths of at least one foot. Upland areas near water
are important.

Low. The potential for this species
to occur in the Project Area is low,
however, due to nearby (~1,300
feet) suitable aquatic habitat
(agricultural ponds) there is
potential for SFGS to disperse
through the Project Area.

This pelican nests from the Channel Islands of
southern California southward along the Baja
California coast and in the Gulf of California to coastal
southern Mexico.

None. There is no suitable
breeding or foraging habitat in the
Project Area.

Coastal salt and freshwater marsh. Nest built of a large
mound of sticks in wet areas.

Low. Suitable nesting habitat is
not present, however, this species
may forage in the Project Area.

Rolling foothills and valley margins with scattered oaks
and river bottomlands or marshes nest to deciduous
woodland. Open grasslands, meadows or marshes for
foraging close to isolated, dense-topped trees for
nesting and perching.

Low. Suitable nesting habitat is
not present, however, this species
may forage in the Project Area.

Birds
Pelecanus occidentalis
californicus

--

California brown pelican
Circus cyaneus
Northern harrier

--

FP

SC

Elanus leucurus
White-tailed kite

--

FP
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Species

Status

Federal

State

Haliaeetus leucocephalus
Bald eagle

BCC

SE, FP

Aquila chrysaetos
Golden eagle

Falco peregrinus anatum
Peregrine falcon

--

FP

--

FP

Falco mexicanus
Prairie falcon
BCC

--

Habitat Association

Potential for Occurrence in the
Project Area

This species requires large bodies of water, or freeflowing rivers with abundant fish and adjacent snags
or other perches. A pair of bald eagle has nested on
the west shore of Calaveras reservoir for at least the
past three years.

Low. Typical nesting habitat is not
present in the Study Area.

Rolling foothills, mountain areas, sage-juniper flats
and deserts. Cliff-walled canyons provide nesting
habitat in most parts of range; also large trees in open
areas.

Low. Typical nesting habitat is not
present in the Study Area.

Breeding sites located on cliffs. Forages far afield, even
to marshlands and ocean shores.

Low. May forage in the area but
suitable nesting habitat is not
present.

This species is an uncommon permanent resident that
ranges from southeastern deserts northwest
throughout the Central Valley and along the inner
Coast Ranges and Sierra Nevada. Distributed from
annual grasslands to alpine meadows, but associated
primarily with perennial grasslands, savannahs,
rangeland, some agricultural fields, and desert scrub
areas.

Low. May forage in the area but
this species does not nest in the
area.
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Status

Federal

State

BCC

--

None. This species does not
breed in the area.

ST

The Swainson's Hawk breeds in the western United
States and Canada and winters in South America as far
south as Argentina.

Low. This species is not known to
breed in the area.

SC

Sandy beaches, salt pond levees and shores of large
alkali lakes. Needs sand, gravelly or friable soils for
nesting.

None. Suitable foraging and
nesting habitat is not present.

SE

Nests along the coast from San Francisco Bay south to
northern Baja California. Colonial breeder on bare or
sparsely vegetated, flat substrates: sand beaches,
alkali flats, landfills or paved areas.

None. Suitable foraging and
nesting habitat is not present.

SC

Nests on gravel bars, low islets, and sandy beaches, in
unvegetated sites. Nesting colonies usually less than
200 pairs.

None. Suitable foraging and
nesting habitat is not present.
Low. There are no nearby
occurrence for this species.

SC

Nests in conifer, oak, riparian, pinyon-juniper, and
desert woodlands that are either open or are adjacent
to grasslands, meadows, or shrublands. Key habitat
components are some dense cover for nesting and
roosting, suitable nest platforms, and open foraging
areas.

Buteo swansoni
Swainson’s hawk
Charadrius alexandrinus
nivosus

--

FT

Western snowy plover
Sternula antillarum browni
California least tern

Rynchops niger
Black skimmer

FE

--

Asio otus
Long-eared owl
--

Potential for Occurrence in the
Project Area

Uncommon winter resident and migrant at lower
elevations and open grasslands in the Modoc Plateau,
Central Valley, and Coast Ranges. No breeding records
from California.

Buteo regalis
Ferruginous hawk

Habitat Association
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Species
Asio flammeus
Short-eared owl

Status

Federal
--

State

Strix occidentalis caurina
Northern spotted owl
Contopus cooperi
Olive-sided flycatcher
Lanius ludovicianus
Loggerhead shrike

--

FT

--

--

SC

Low. Typical nesting habitat is not
present in the Study Area.
Low. Suitable nesting habitat is
not present.

SC

Open, dry annual or perennial grasslands, deserts, and
scrublands characterized by low-growing vegetation.
Subterranean nester, dependent upon burrowing
mammals, most notably, the California ground
squirrel.
This species typically lives in evergreen forest and
woodland.

Low. This species typically nests
in forests that are not located in
the Study Area.

SC

Breeding habitat for the olive-sided flycatcher is
primarily late-successional conifer forests with open
canopies (e.g., 0%–39% canopy cover; Verner 1980).

Low. This species typically nests
in forests that are not located in
the Study Area.

SC

In California, Loggerhead Shrikes breed mainly in
shrublands or open woodlands with a fair amount of
grass cover and areas of bare ground.

Low. Typical nesting habitat is not
present, however, suitable
foraging habitat is present.

SC

Martins use a wide variety of nest substrates (e.g.,
tree cavities, bridges, utility poles, lava tubes, and,
formerly, buildings), but nonetheless are very selective
of habitat conditions nearby.

Low. Typical nesting habitat is not
present.

--

Progne subis
Purple martin

--

Potential for Occurrence in the
Project Area

This species nests in swamp lands, lowland meadows
and irrigated alfalfa fields. Tule patches or tall grass
are needed for nesting and/or daytime seclusion.

Athene cunicularia hypugea
Western burrowing owl

Habitat Association
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Species

Status

Federal

State

Riparia riparia

Habitat Association

Potential for Occurrence in the
Project Area

None. Suitable nesting habitat is
not present.

Bank swallow

--

ST

Colonial nester, nests primarily in riparian and other
lowland habitats west of the desert. Requires vertical
banks/cliffs with fine textured/sandy soils near
streams, rivers, lakes, ocean to dig nesting holes.

Cypseloides niger

--

SC

This species typically nests on cliffs behind or adjacent
to waterfalls.

None. Typical nesting habitat is
not present in the Study Area.

SC

These swifts nest in cavities in a variety of trees and
less frequently in artificial structures, particularly
chimneys.

Low. Typical coniferous nesting
habitat is not present in the Study
Area.

SC

Riparian plant associations. Prefers willows,
cottonwoods, aspens, sycamores, and alders for
nesting and foraging.

Low. Typical nesting habitat is not
present in the Study Area.

Resident of the San Francisco bay region, in fresh and
saltwater marshes.

Low. Typical nesting habitat is not
present in the Study Area.

Black swift
Chaetura vauxi
Vaux’s swift
Dendroica petechia brewsteri
Yellow warbler

--

--

Geothlypis trichas sinuosa
Saltmarsh common
yellowthroat

--

SC
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Species

Status

Federal

State

Agelaius tricolor
Tricolored blackbird
--

SC

Passerculus sandwichensis
alaudinus
Bryant’s savannah sparrow
--

SC

Ammodramus savannarum
Grasshoppers sparrow
--

SC

Habitat Association

Potential for Occurrence in the
Project Area

Highly colonial species, most numerous in Central
Valley and vicinity. Largely endemic to California.
Requires open water, protected nesting substrate, and
foraging area with insect prey within a few km of the
colony.

Low. The species has no known
occurrences near the Study Area.
Typical nesting habitat is not
present in the Study Area.

This sparrow occupies low tidally influenced habitats,
adjacent ruderal areas, moist grasslands within and
just above the fog belt, and, infrequently, drier
grasslands. This sparrow generally avoids drier upland
grasslands, especially in the interior Coast Ranges
(Shuford 1993).

Low. Typical nesting habitat is not
present.

Grasshopper Sparrows in California prefer short to
middle-height, moderately open grasslands with
scattered shrubs.

Low. Typical nesting habitat is not
present.
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Species

Status

Federal

State

Habitat Association

Potential for Occurrence in the
Project Area

Mammals
Neotoma fuscipes annectens
San Francisco dusky-footed
woodrat

--

SC

Sorex vagrans halicoetes

--

SC

FE

SE, FP

--

SC

Salt marsh wandering shrew
Reithrodontomys raviventris
Salt marsh harvest mouse
Antrozous pallidus
Pallid bat
Lasiurus cinereus
Hoary bat

--

WBWG:
M

Prefers forest habitats with moderate canopy, yearround greenery, a brushy understory, and suitable
nest building materials. Feeds mainly on woody
plants, especially live oak, maple, coffeeberry, alder,
and elderberry when available (Linsdale and Tevis
1951).

Low. No stick houses observed in
the Project Area.

Salt marshes of the south arm of San Francisco Bay.

None. Suitable habitat is not
present.

Salt marshes of the San Francisco Bay.

None. Suitable habitat is not
present.

Roosts in caves, mine tunnels, crevices in rocks,
bridges, buildings, and hollowed trees.

Low. Suitable roost habitat is not
present in the Project Area.

The hoary bat is the most widespread North American
bat. Generally roosts in dense foliage of medium to
large trees. Solitary species - winters along the coast
and in southern California, breeding inland and north
of the winter range. WBWG – Medium Priority
species.

Low. Suitable roost habitat is not
present in the Project Area.

APPENDIX D: Special-status Wildlife Species Table

Species

Status

Federal

State

Low. Suitable roost habitat is not
present in the Project Area.

SC

SC

Requires caves, mines, tunnels, buildings, or other
human-made structures for roosting. May use
separate sites for night, day, hibernation, or maternity
roosts.

Low. Typical roost habitat is not
present in the Project Area.

--

FP

This species is usually found under 1400m in elevation
in a variety of habitats throughout the western US
including: riparian areas, semi-arid country, deserts,
chaparral, oak woodlands, pinyon pine woodlands,
juniper woodlands and montane conifer forests.

Low. The adjacent open spaces
may provide suitable habitat,
however, there are no nearby
known occurrences.

--

SC

Dry open stages of most shrub, forest and herbaceous
habitats with friable soils.

Low. No known occurrences
nearby.

Western mastiff bat
--

Corynorhinus townsendii
--

Bassariscus astutus
Ringtail

Taxidea taxus
American badger

Potential for Occurrence in the
Project Area

Primarily a cliff dwelling species with maternity roosts
under exfoliating rock slabs, and crevices in large
boulders and buildings. Foraging habitat includes dry
desert washes, flood plains, chaparral, oak woodland,
open ponderosa pine forest, grassland and agricultural
areas (Siders 2005).

Eumops perotis californicus

Townsend’s big-eared bat

Habitat Association

Status Legend
Federal:
FE

Listed as endangered under the Federal Endangered Species Act

FT

Listed as threatened under the Federal Endangered Species Act

FRT

Listed as rare/threatened under the Federal Endangered Species Act

FUR

Listed as uncommon/rare under the Federal Endangered Species Act

FSC

Species of Concern - A species under consideration for listing, for which there is insufficient information to support listing at this
time

State:
SE

Listed as endangered under the California Endangered Species Act

ST

Listed as threatened under the California Endangered Species Act

SSC

Listed as a species of special concern by California Department of Fish and Wildlife

Other:
WBWG Western Bat Working Group (High or Medium Priority Species)
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1

Introduction

This report presents the findings of a delineation of potential wetlands and waters of the United

States and State as defined by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and the California Coastal
Commission (CCC) for the 909 Grand View Boulevard project (Assessor’s Parcel Number 048-264250), in Half Moon Bay, San Mateo County, California (Appendix A, Figures 1a, 1b and 2).

The City of Half Moon Bay requested that a delineation be conducted to verify current site

conditions. Investigations included a Biological Resources Assessment (BRA) prepared by Kopotov

Environmental conducted for an adjacent project in 2015, and a BRA prepared for this site with a
200’ buffer by BioMaAS in 2020.

Jurisdictional features in the Study Area have been identified based on federal and state regulations,

including Sections 404 and 401 of the Clean Water Act (CWA), the Porter-Cologne Water Quality

Control Act, and Sections 1600-1616 of the California Fish and Game Code. This report was prepared
in accordance with the USACE’s May 2010 Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland
Delineation Manual: Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coastal Region. The USACE manual, in

conjunction with the previously listed regulations, serves as the guidance document for identifying
waters and wetland features under the jurisdiction of USACE, the Regional Water Quality Control

Board (RWQCB), and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). CDFW has jurisdiction
over stream-dependent riparian areas, as defined by Section 2785 of the California Fish and Game
Code.

The results of this delineation are preliminary until verified by USACE, RWQCB, and CDFW.

1.1

Site Location and Proposed Project

The Study Area includes the project footprint (parcel) as well as portions of the yet to be developed
Grand View Boulevard and Belvedere Avenue (Figure 1b). The Study Area is located at 909 Grand

View Boulevard in the north central portion of the Half Moon Bay U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5minute quadrangle (Appendix A). The center of the Study Area is at approximately 37° 47' 81” north
latitude and -122° 43' 62" west longitude. The Study Area includes the designated Assessor Parcel

Number 048-264-250 and the future roads of Grand View Blvd and Belvedere Ave which is
approximately 31,014.7 ft² square feet (0.7 acres) (Appendix A, Figures 1- 3).
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1.2

Purpose of the Delineation

This delineation was performed to identify jurisdictional waters and wetland features within the
proposed development.
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2

Regulatory Setting

The discharge (temporary or permanent) of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States,

including wetlands, typically requires authorization from USACE, pursuant to Section 404 of the CWA
(33 USC 1344); RWQCB, pursuant to Section 401 of the CWA and the Porter-Cologne Water Quality
Control Act; and CDFW, pursuant to Sections 1600 through 1616 of the California Fish and Game
Code. Permits, licenses, variances, or similar authorization may also be required by other local

statutes. The applicable CWA and other federal and state regulations are described in the following
sections.

2.1
2.1.1

Federal Regulations
Clean Water Act Section 404

The CWA serves as the primary federal law protecting the quality of the nation’s wetlands and

surface waters (other waters). Under Section 404, USACE and the U.S. Environmental Protection

Agency (USEPA) regulate the discharge of dredged and fill materials into the waters of the United
States. Waters of the United States include: 1) waters used for commerce and subject to tides; 2)

interstate waters and wetlands; 3) other waters such as intrastate lakes, rivers, streams, and wetlands;
4) impoundments of waters; 5) tributaries of waters; 6) territorial seas; and 7) wetlands adjacent to
waters.

The CWA defines wetlands as a subset of waters of the United States that are inundated or saturated
by surface water or groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under

normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated
soil conditions. Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas (33 CFR
328.3[b]; 40 CFR 230.3[t]).

The definition of waters of the United States has been revised based on subsequent rulings by the

U.S. Supreme Court (Court). Two cases brought before the Court, Rapanos v. United States (No. 04
1034) and Carabell v. Army Corps of Engineers (No. 04-1384), challenged USACE interpretation of
waters of the United States (USACE/USEPA 2007). On June 19, 2006, the Court ruled in favor of

tightening the definition of “waters of the United States.” Per the Court’s decision, a water or wetland
constitutes “navigable waters” under CWA if it possesses a “significant nexus” to waters that are

currently navigable or could feasibly be made navigable. A significant nexus requires that there be

“more than an insubstantial or speculative effect on the chemical, physical, and/or biological integrity
of a traditionally navigable water” (USACE 2008).

On June 5, 2007, USACE and USEPA issued a joint memorandum that provided new guidelines for
establishing whether wetlands or other waters of the United States fall within USACE jurisdiction
(USACE/USEPA 2007). Under these guidelines, the agencies assert jurisdiction over traditional
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navigable waters (TNWs), wetlands adjacent to TNWs, non-navigable tributaries to TNWs that are
relatively permanent waters (RPWs), and wetlands that abut RPWs. The agencies may take

jurisdiction over non-navigable tributaries that are not RPWs, wetlands that are adjacent to non-

RPWs, and wetlands adjacent to but not directly abutting a relatively permanent, non-navigable

tributary. The revised guidance states that swales or erosional features and ditches excavated wholly

in and draining only uplands and that do not carry a relatively permanent flow of water will generally
not be subject to CWA jurisdiction.

Some wetlands and waters may also be considered outside of USACE jurisdiction as a result of the
Court’s decision in Solid Waste Agency of Northern Cook County v. United States Army Corps of
Engineers (531 U.S. 159 [2001]). Isolated wetlands and waters are those areas that do not have a

surface or groundwater connection to, and are not adjacent to navigable waters of the United States,
and which do not otherwise exhibit an interstate commerce connection. The agencies will generally
not assert jurisdiction over swales, erosional features, or ditches excavated wholly in and draining
only uplands and that do not carry a relatively permanent flow of water.

2.1.2

Executive Order 11990 for the Protection of Wetlands

Executive Order 11990 for the Protection of Wetlands (May 24, 1977) establishes a national policy to
avoid adverse impacts on wetlands whenever there is a practicable alternative. If wetland effects
cannot be avoided, all practicable measures to minimize impacts must be included.

2.2
2.2.1

State Regulations
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act and Clean Water Act
Section 401

Waters of the state are regulated by RWQCB under the State Water Quality Certification Program,
which regulates discharges of dredged and fill material under Section 401 of the CWA and the

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. Waters of the state are broadly defined by the Porter-

Cologne Water Quality Control Act as “any surface water or groundwater, including saline waters,

within the boundaries of the state.” Under this definition, isolated wetlands that may not be subject
to regulations under federal law are considered waters of the state. Additionally, the California

RWQCB adopted State Wetland Definition and Procedures for Discharges of Dredged or Fill Material
to Waters of the State (RWQCB, 2019) and uses the methods of delineation prescribed in the USACE

manuals (USACE 1987; USACE 2010) which was followed in conducting this wetland delineation.

RWQCB protects all waters in its regulatory scope, but has special responsibility for isolated wetlands
and headwaters that may not be regulated by other programs (such as Section 404 of the CWA).

Projects that require a Section 404 CWA permit or fall under other federal jurisdiction and have the
potential to impact waters of the state are required to obtain a Section 401 Water Quality
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Certification. If a project does not require a federal license or permit but involves activities that may

result in a discharge of harmful substances to waters of the state, RWQCB has the option to regulate
such activities under its authority in the form of Waste Discharge Requirements or Certification of
Waste Discharge Requirements.

2.2.2

California Coastal Commission

Coastal Act Section 30121 defines the term “wetland” as: “lands within the coastal zone 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. The Coastal

Commission’s regulations (California Code of Regulations Title 14 (14 CCR)) establish a “one
parameter definition” that only requires evidence of a single parameter to establish wetland
conditions:

Wetland shall be defined as land where the water table is at, near, or above the land surface long
enough to promote the formation of hydric soils or to support the growth of hydrophytes, and shall also
include those types of wetlands where vegetation is lacking and soil is poorly developed or absent as a
result of frequent and drastic fluctuations of surface water levels, wave action, water flow, turbidity or
high concentrations of salts or other substances in the substrate. Such wetlands can be recognized by
the presence of surface water or saturated substrate at some time during each year and their location
within, or adjacent to, vegetated wetlands or deep-water habitats. (14 CCR Section 13577)
As opposed to wetlands definitions, which describe the general parameters that must be shown to
establish wetland conditions (hydrology, soils, and vegetation), the delineation of wetlands in the
field typically requires substantial evidence of indicators, which are the physical, chemical, or

biological features of an area that can be easily observed or assayed and that are usually correlated
with the presence of a wetland parameter; and methodologies that guide the process of

distinguishing wetland from non-wetland conditions. Such field tools are needed because the

various characteristics of wetlands typically occur on physical gradients (i.e., wet to dry conditions,
hydric to nonhydric soils, and hydrophytic to meso/xerophytic vegetation). The Coastal

Commission’s regulations acknowledge these distinctions by specifying some general decision rules
for establishing the upland boundary of wetlands:
…the upland limit of a wetland shall be defined as:
a. the boundary between land with predominantly hydrophytic cover and land with predominantly
mesophytic or xerophytic cover;
b. the boundary between soil that is predominantly hydric and soil that is predominantly nonhydric; or
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c. in the case of wetlands without vegetation or soils, the boundary between land that is flooded or
saturated at some time during years of normal precipitation, and land that is not. (14 CCR Section
13577)

2.2.3

Sections 1600 to 1616 of the California Fish and Game Code

Streams, lakes, and riparian vegetation that provide habitat for fish and other wildlife species are
subject to CDFW jurisdiction under Sections 1600 to 1616 of the California Fish and Game Code.

These sections regulate any activity that may 1) substantially obstruct or divert the natural flow of a

river, stream, or lake; 2) substantially change or use any material from the bed, channel, or bank of a

river, stream, or lake; or 3) deposit or dispose of debris, waste, or other material containing crumbled,
flaked, or ground pavement where it can pass into a river, stream, or lake. When an existing fish or
wildlife resource may be substantially adversely affected, CDFW is required to propose reasonable
project changes to protect the resource. These modifications are formalized in a Streambed
Alteration Agreement (SAA) issued for the project.

The term “stream” also includes creeks and rivers and is defined in the California Code of Regulations
(CCR) as “a body of water that flows at least periodically or intermittently through a bed or channel
having banks and supports fish or other aquatic life. This includes watercourses having a surface or
subsurface flow that supports or has supported riparian vegetation” (14 CCR 1.72). The term also
includes ephemeral streams, dry washes, watercourses with subsurface flows, canals, aqueducts,
irrigation ditches, and other means of water conveyance if they support aquatic life, riparian

vegetation, or stream-dependent terrestrial wildlife (CDFG 1994). Stream-dependent riparian habitat

is defined in the California Fish and Game Code (Section 2785) as “lands which contain habitat which
grows close to and which depends upon soil moisture from a nearby freshwater source.” In most

situations, wetlands associated with a stream or lake would fall within the limits of riparian habitat.

Removal of stream-dependent riparian vegetation or wetlands may also require a SAA from CDFW.

2.3

Local Regulations

The Half Moon Bay Local Coastal Land Use Plan (LCLUP) and the Zoning Ordinance together

constitute the "Local Coastal Program" (LCP) for the City’s coastal zone. Appendix A, Special
Definitions, defines wetlands below.

For San Mateo County, it is appropriate to adapt the definition of wetland used by the U. S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (Classification of Wetlands and Deep-Water Habitats of the United States, (1977).

This definition embraces several important concepts which are relevant to the San Mateo Coast: (1)
the relationship of the water table with respect to the ground surface; (2) the duration of the water
on or at the surface; (3) the soil types involved with the permanent or temporary saturated
conditions; and (4) the flora and fauna adapted to the wet conditions.
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3

Methodology

This section identifies the methodology used to conduct the jurisdictional delineation of waters of
the state and the United States, including data sources and field work procedures.

3.1

Study Area

The Study Area encompasses a total of 0. 71 acres (31014.72 square feet; Appendix A) and includes

public right of way and the subject property.

3.2

Pre-field Survey Literature Review

The following resources were reviewed prior to conducting field investigations to obtain information
on wetlands and other water features that may occur in the Study Area:

United States Geological Survey 7.5-minute topographic quadrangles
National Wetlands Inventory maps (USFWS, 2020)
Mapped soil units (NRCS, 2020)
Google Earth Pro Aerial photographs from 1991 through 2018
Biological Resource Assessments (Kopotov 2015, Biomaas 2020)

3.3

Field Surveys

A formal delineation was conducted by Erica Warren, on July13th, 2020 using the routine onsite

determination method described in the 1987 Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual

(Environmental Laboratory 1987). The Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland

Delineation Manual: Arid West (Version 2.0) (USACE 2010), USACE San Francisco District (2016a)
Information Requested for Verification of Corps Jurisdiction guidance, and U.S. Army Corps of

Engineers San Francisco District Updated Map and Drawing Standards (2016b), were also used as

part of the on-site wetlands analysis and report preparation The wetland indicator status of plants is
based on the National Wetland Plant List (NWPL) Arid West 2016 (Lichvar et al. 2016). Scientific

nomenclature for plant species in this report is based on the Jepson eFlora (Jepson Flora Project

2020). When the scientific nomenclature from the National Wetland Plant List 2016 (Lichvar et al.

2016) differs from the Jepson eFlora nomenclature, the Jepson eFlora taxon is reported first and the
Lichvar (et al. 2016) taxon is provided in brackets.

Weather conditions during the survey were sunny and clear, with a high temperature of 66 degrees
Fahrenheit. The entire Study Area was walked prior to sample assessment, in such a manner as to
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view all areas to determine the location of representative sites to assess the presence or absence of
jurisdictional features.

Data points were taken at three representative locations within the Study Area (S-1a through S-3b)

to identify the three wetland parameters (vegetation, soils, and hydrologic conditions), as recorded

on wetland determination data forms and the approved jurisdictional delineation form (Appendix D).

To determine the alignment of the drainage, measuring tapes were used and measurements were

taken from fixed locations off existing infrastructure. The established Grand View Blvd road, and dirt

path continuation, and the google maps view of established land units and the drainage to the south
were used for reference points to locate the site area. The field mark-ups on the color aerial

photographs with corresponding field measured data were transferred into GIS and were used to

produce the jurisdictional delineation map (Appendix A, Figure 1) and calculate the area (in acres) of
jurisdictional features in the Study Area.
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4

Findings

The results of the field survey and delineation of jurisdictional waters of the state and United States
are described in the following subsections. A summary of findings is presented, followed by

documentation of vegetation, soils, and hydrology conditions supporting these findings. Because of

private property access issues, all field work, sample points, feature mapping and acreage

calculations were only done for lands that lie within the Study Area boundary. The extent of the

mapped features most likely extend beyond the Study Area boundary (based on publicly available
aerial imagery interpretation), however, they are not mapped in this report.

The results of this delineation are preliminary until verified by USACE, RWQCB, CDFW, and CCC.
Summary of Findings

The field survey results conclude that approximately 0.23 acres of potentially jurisdictional waters of
the state or United States are present within the Study Area (Table 1) where one potentially

jurisdictional waters was identified. High-resolution mapping (1 inch to 200 feet or greater) of these

features is provided in Appendix A- Figure 1.

4.1

Table 1
Jurisdictional Resources in the Study Area

Feature

Ephemeral Drainage “Ditch”
Wetland Feature

Ephemeral Drainage “Ditch2”

Total Waters of US and State Area

Agency Jurisdiction (Y/N)

Area
(acres)

USAC
E

RWQC
B

CDFW

CCC

0.17

Y

Y
Y

Y
Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

0.05

0.01

0.23

N*
Y

Y*

Y

Y

Y

Y

Notes:
--: not applicable
CDFW: California Department of Fish and Wildlife
RWQCB: Regional Water Quality Control Board
USACE: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

4.1.1

Wetland Feature

A wetland feature was identified in the Study Area (Appendix A, Figure 1b) with a size of

approximately 84.7 ft x 81.2 ft. The feature met the criteria for other waters feature, as recorded in

the wetland determination data forms for representative paired sampling points S3-A. (Appendix D).
Sample S3-B soils were identical to another upland site within the Study Area, Sample 2-B. The

ephemeral freshwater wetland was dry during the July 13th, 2020 visit. This feature does not retain

significant amounts of water, as the soil is moderately well drained (Denison Soil profile), and during
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2020 the conditions were drier than average. Sample S3-A (Appendix E) describes the soil samples,

vegetation, and hydrology found at this site. The histol was described as gleyed in color profile (Gley
2.5/N), however no moisture was present to facilitate true gleied conditions (Appendix D, page 11).
Without the presence of wet conditions in some of the soil profile, this soil is more adequately

characterized as a greysol, with some of the color characteristics of gleyed soil. With extended wet
conditions this soil might take on the full character of gleyed soils.

Previously completed Biological Resource Assessments (Kopotov 2015, Biomaas 2020) identified this
ephemeral wetland feature as a potential jurisdictional wetland of CDFW, USACE, RWQCB, and

LCP/CCC. The delineation conducted in July 2020 finds the conditions uphold jurisdictional wetland
status for all features on the map and as formerly recorded.

4.1.2

Ephemeral Drainage “Ditches”

An unnamed ephemeral drainage feature (ED, “ditch” features in maps, Appendix A-Figures 1b, 7)

was identified in the Study Area (Figure 1), with a length of approximately 388.5 feet and an average
width of approximately 4.0 feet. The manmade ditch feature meets the criteria for other waters

feature, as recorded in the wetland determination data forms for representative paired sampling
points S1-A and S1-B and S2-A and S2-B (Appendix D), and as summarized in Section 4.4. The

ephemeral drainage was dry during the July 13th, 2020 site visit. There is an obvious deep bed and

steep bank. Vegetation was observed in the length of the channel, though no high-water mark was

observed by drift or water line signature, which is further evidence of the drought conditions present
in water year 2019-2020. Ephemeral drainage “Ditch” and “Ditch2” are distinct. While “Ditch” does

not have clear high-water mark, “Ditch 2” features a distinct area where vegetation has not rooted at

the center of the channel.

There was no water in the channel during the delineation survey and this feature does not contain

relatively permanent flows; and thus, it is best characterized as an ephemeral feature (only during

period of heavy precipitation when runoff from the watershed reaches the drainage). These features

connect the ephemeral freshwater wetland with the arroyo willow stand and the more permanent

freshwater wetland downstream at approximately (491 and 48 feet respectively), as referenced by the
909 Grand View Blvd Biological Resource Assessment (Biomaas 2020). This ED conveys water

southward to wetland features, and, by way of drainage features, to Pilarcitos Creek a relatively

permanent water (RPW), which takes the water ultimately under Highway 1, to the Pacific Ocean, a
traditional navigable water (TNW).

The National Wetland Inventory (USFWS 2020) maps were reviewed for aquatic resources and

wetlands in and adjacent to the Study Area and the ephemeral drainage is not an identified feature
on the NWI map. Approximately 0.25 miles uphill and to the east in the watershed there is a NWI
riverine wetland feature, and 0.38 miles downstream, the ephemeral drainage and manmade
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drainage features divert water to a referenced ephemeral wetland feature (Appendix A, Figure 4).

These features are identified as Freshwater Pond (PUBHh) (upland features), Freshwater Emergent

Wetland (PEM1A), draining to Freshwater Emergent and Forested/Shrub Wetland into a riverine

system with an estuarine drainage to the Pacific Ocean by the NWI. This drainage is shown as a
blue-line stream (Appendix A, Figure 4). There are topographic lines which correspond with the
upstream alignment of this feature represented by the USGS maps (Appendix A, Figure 6). The

National Resource Conservation Service Web Soil Survey shows this ED as a depressional feature.

Previously completed Biological Resource Assessments (Kopotov 2015, Biomaas 2020) identified this
ephemeral wetland feature as a potential wetland water that is potentially under the jurisdictional of
CDFW, USACE, RWQCB, and LCP/CCC. The delineation conducted in July 2020 finds the conditions

uphold jurisdictional wetland status for all features on the map and as formerly recorded, which are
protected by the agencies.

Observations on July 13, 2020 include the presence of hydrophytic vegetation along the ephemeral
drainage ditches which clearly defines them as wetland waters of the US by California Coastal

Commission standards. Approximately 38 linear feet (0.003 acres) of the ephemeral drainage crosses
through the southeastern boundary of the Study Area, where the future Belvedere Ave will cross

Grand View Blvd (Appendix A; Figure 1b) and more than 63 linear feet (0.0057 acres) drains the stand

of arroyo willow into the ephemeral freshwater wetland feature (Appendix A; Figure 1b).

Therefore, the 0.003 acre of ED within the parcel and any area outside of the boundary that would be

impacted by construction would likely qualify as waters of the United States and wetlands under

USACE jurisdiction, and waters of the state and wetlands under CCC and RWQCB jurisdiction. This

feature flows at least ephemerally and includes a defined bed and bank, and would therefore also fall

under the jurisdiction of CDFW. Native wetland vegetation exists beyond the bed and bank of the ED
ditches, and CDFW jurisdiction of this feature within the Study Area would therefore be extended

from the ED ditch areas delineated on Appendix A, to the wetland feature delineated in green. Note
that the ED extends northeast outside of the Study Area draining the roadway (these areas were

quantified via aerial photos and GIS measurement tools) and the ED flows to the southwest where it
enters a series of ephemeral wetland features (Biomaas 2020).

4.2

Vegetation

Habitats within the Study Area include ruderal/non-native annual grassland and native coyote brush
shrubland bordered by an arroyo willow thicket, a species that is typified as usually occurring in
wetlands (Cal Flora). Vegetation within these communities was recorded in the wetland

determination data sheets (Appendix B- photos, and Appendix E- datasheets). The perimeter of the

Study Area to the north and east consist of the arroyo willow/coyote brush shrublands. The south is

composed of ruderal grasslands, and the ditch features are composed of mixed native and non-

native herbaceous species. The transition between the arroyo willows and the shrubs is colonized by
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English ivy. Lands to the west are developed with single family home subdivision located along
Grand View Blvd (Figures 1-3).

4.3

Ruderal/Non-native Annual Grassland

The ruderal/non-native grassland in the Study Area supports plant species that are typical of

disturbed habitats in the Half Moon Bay area. Dominant plants include non-native grasses such as

wild oats (Avena fatua-UPL), orchard grass (Dactylis glomerata- FACU), common sheep sorel (Rumex
acetosella- FACU), and Italian ryegrass (Festuca perennis-FACU). Native rushes that were able to

establish in this zone include Spreading rush (Juncus Patens-FAC). Non-native forbs present in this

habitat include bristly ox-tongue (Helminotheca echioides – FAC), common mustard (Brassica nigraUPL), Compass plant (Euphorbia lathyrism-FACU), and pampas grass (Cortaderia jubata – UPL).

4.3.1

Native shrub/woodland

Arroyo Willow (Salix lasiolepis - FACW) stands forms a dense, closed canopy along the north of the

ED. The native shrub and tree-height stand is exhibited in Appendix A, Figures 8-9. The shrub layer
within the understory is co-dominated by native California blackberry (Rubus ursinus-FAC) and

Coyote Brush (Baccharis pilaris -FAC), both of which are hydrophytic associates and known wetland

and disturbed site-dominating ruderal species that invade wetlands. The wetland herbaceous

component was represented by California bee plant (Scrophularia californica -FAC) that grew in

drooping layers beneath the blackberry and coyote brush, Juncus patens and Coast rush (Juncus

hesperius – OBL). All native shrub woodlands were invaded by nonnative grasses, including hairy oat
grass (Rytidosperma penicillatum – FACU).

4.4

Soil Types

The NRCS Web Soil Survey identifies Denison loam, gently sloping (DmA) over the majority of the
site and Lobitos loam, sloping, eroded over the northeastern corner. Please refer to Appendix A

Figure 5 for soils information obtained from the NRCS on-line web soils survey for the site, and
Appendix C for photos of soil samples, and Appendix D for datasheets.

As described in the USDA, NRCS Official Soil Series Descriptions (accessed July 2020), the Denison
loam series (DmA) consists of very deep, moderately well drained soils that developed from

moderately fine textured granite alluvium. Denison soils are on old coastal terraces adjacent to the

coast in central California and have slopes of 0 to 50 percent. These soils are only moderately well

drained because perched water tables occur during periods of heavy precipitation or irrigation. It has

slow to rapid runoff and very slow permeability. Tierra and Watsonville soils, and Elkhorn,

and Farallone and Miramar components are associated with this series. The surface soils are

described as very dark brown 10 YR 2/1 loam between zero to 16 inches, with a hard clay layer at
approximately sixteen inches depth.
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The Tierra loam soil series consists of moderately deep, well drained soils that formed on moderately
hard sandstone and shale sedimentary rocks. Tierra soils are on dissected terraces and low hills and

have slopes of 2 to 50 percent at elevations between 100 to 1,000 feet. The Tierra loam soils are well
drained, have medium and rapid runoff, and exhibit very slow permeability. Soils found in

association with Tierra loams are Colma, Santa Lucia, and Unnamed (<1%). The soil colors between
zero and 16 inches is described in a wide range as 10YR 5/1, 4/1, 3/1, 5/2, 4/2; N 5/, 2.5Y 5/1, 5/2,

5/3.

Watsonville loam soils are nearly level, somewhat poorly drained soils that formed in alluvium.

Watsonville soils are on old coastal terraces and valleys. Regions with this soil type were adjacent to

or within recognized wetland features featured in National Wetland Inventory maps, south and west
of the wetland features described herein. The soil colors between zero and 16 inches is described as
10YR 2/2 or 10YR 3/2.

All soils pits were dug within the Denison loam soil type as the Watsonville loam is mapped only to

the south west of the Study Area, out of the zone specified. The three soils pits (UPL-1, UPL-2, UPL-3)

dug outside the channel within the ruderal/non-native grasslands did not show indicators of hydric
soils. Trench pit 1a featured oxidized iron in the top six inches of the sample, and soil colors

consistent with the regular range of the soil profile (10YR2/2), indicating that the soils had not been

significantly transformed by hydrologic conditions. There were no manganese concretions, hydrogen
sulfide odors observed at the site, nor any indicator of prolonged presence of water, such as water
marks, oxidized rhizospheres, or depleted matrix.

There were mottles found in two out of three upland samples, and redox features of iron present as

10YR 5/4 and 10YR 4/6 in all three samples, and gleyed-color greysols with Gley 2.5/N matrix colors
present in areas where water has pooled for significant periods of time to transform the soil. This

soil color was calibrated while wet, however the soils were found to be dry, and do not represent a

true gleyed soil. Soils within the test pits predominantly exhibit dark coloring 10 YR 2/1 and 10YR 2/2

consistent with the described parent material which is inherently dark and not an indicator of hydric

conditions.

4.5

Hydrology

The Study Area includes an ephemeral drainage located on the southwestern edge (Appendix A).

Water conveyed within the ephemeral drainage flows to the southwest and eventually enters

Pilarcitos Creek through underground drainage culverts, and ultimately reaches the Pacific Ocean.

During the site visit, surface water was not observed. There is an obvious, well defined bed and bank
with an ordinary highwater mark as indicated by scour, bank undercutting as noted in Appendix B
and Photos 5 and 6. Additional hydric indicators include the presence of reduced iron and a
pronounced change in the vegetation communities present.
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Plant List

Plant Species Observed within the Study Area

Scientific Name1
Avena fatua*
Avena barbata
Baccharis pilularis
Brassica nigra*
Bromus diandrus*
Bromus hordaeceus*
Conium maculatum
Cortaderia jubata*
Delairea odorata*
Dactylis glomerata
Ehrharta erecta*
Epilobium ciliatum
Erigeron canadensis
Eucalyptus globulus*
Euphorbia lathyris
Festuca perennis
Foeniculum vulgare
Galium aparine
Geranium dissectum*
Geranium molle*
Hedera helix
Helminthotheca echioides
Hespercyparis macrocarpa
Hordeum murinum ssp. leporinum*
Juncus hesperius
Juncus patens
Linum bienne*
Festuca perennis (Lolium perenne*)
Lotus corniculatus
Medicago polymorpha*
Oxalis pes-caprae*
Phalaris aquatica
Plantago lanceolata*
Rubus ursinus
Rumex acetosella
Rumex crispus*
Rumex salicifolius var. crassus

Common Name
wild oats
Slender oats
coyote brush
Common mustard
ripgut brome
soft chess
Poison hemlock
pampas grass
German ivy
Orchardgrass
Panic veldt grass
Fringed willowherb
Canada horseweed
Blue gum
Compass plant
Italian Rye grass
Fennel
Common bedstraw
cut-leaf geranium
Crane’s bill geranium
English Ivy
bristly ox-tongue
Monterey cypress
foxtail barley
Coast rush
spreading rush
flax
ryegrass
Bird’s-foot trefoil
bur clover
Bermuda buttercup
Bulbous canarygrass
English plantain
California blackberry
Common sheep sorrel
curly dock
willow dock

Wetland Status2
UPL
UPL
FAC
UPL
NI/UPL
FACU
FACW
FACU
NL/UPL
FACU
UPL
FACW
FACU
UPL
FACU
FACU
FACU
FACU
NL/UPL
UPL
FAC
FAC
UPL
FAC
OBL
FACW
UPL
FAC
FAC
FACU
NL/UPL
FACU
FACU
FACU
FACU
FAC
FACW

Scientific Name1
Rytidosperma penicillatum
Salix lasiolepis
Scrophularia californica
Solanum furcatum*
Sonchus asper*
Sonchus oleraceous
Sisyrinchium bellum
Toxicodendron diversilobum
Vicia benghalensis*
Vicia sativa*
Vulpia myuros*

*= Non-native plant species.

Common Name
Hairy oat grass
arroyo willow
California bee plant
Forked nightshade
Spiny sowthistle
Common sow thistle
Western blue-eyed grass
Poison oak
Purple vetch
Garden vetch
Rat-tail fescue

Wetland Status2
FACU
FACW
FAC
UPL
FACU
FACU
FACW
FAC
UPL
UPL
FACU

Scientific nomenclature is based on the CalFlora and Jepson eFlora (Jepson Flora Project 2020) and the
wetland indicator status is based from the National Wetland Plant List 2016 (Lichvar et al. 2016). When the
nomenclature differs between these two sources, the Jepson eFlora taxon is reported first and the Lichvar
(et al. 2016) taxon is provided in brackets.
2
Wetland status indicator based on the National Wetland Plant List (Lichvar 2016) for the Western
Mountains, Valleys and Coast 2016 Regional Wetland Plant List.
1
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Abbreviations

CCC

California Coastal Commission

CDFW

California Department of Fish and Wildlife

CCR

Court
CWA
DP
ED

FAC

FACU

FACW
FID

NWPL
OBL

RPW

RWQCB
SAA
SW

TNW
UPL

USACE
USEPA

California Code of Regulations
Supreme Court

Clean Water Act
data point

ephemeral drainage
facultative

facultative upland

facultative wetland

former irrigation channel

National Wetland Plant List
obligate wetland

relatively permanent waters

Regional Water Quality Control Board
Streambed Alteration Agreement
seasonal wetland

traditional navigable waters
Upland plant species

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
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FIGURE 1a
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Figure 2. Parcel map.

3

Figure 3. Assessor's Parcel Map and Study Area in red.

4

Figure 3. National Wetland Inventory map of the region around the Study Area.

5

Figure 4. National Resources Conservation Service, Web Soil Survey of Study Area.
6

Figure 5. USGS Topographical Map, San Mateo County, Study Area in red.

7

Figure 6. Site Overview, Looking North-East

Figure 7. Site Overview, Looking North-East, in the Tree/Shrub Layer west of Sample point
2-A and –B.

8

Figure 8. Overview, Looking South-East.

Figure 9. View of Vegetation Density, Sample Site 2-A and 2-B.

9

Figure 10. View of Vegetation Density, Sample Site 2-A and 2-B.
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Appendix D
Wetland Data Forms

1

Figure 1. Sample 1-A, page 1

2

Figure 2. Sample 1-A, page 2

3

Figure 3. Sample 1-B, page 1

4

Figure 4. Sample 1-b page 2

5

Figure 5. Sample 2-A, wetland features observed.

6

Figure 6. Sample 2-A, page 2

7

Figure 7. Sample 2-B, Upland, page 1

8

Figure 8. Sample 2-B page 2 Upland

9

Figure 9. Datasheet S3-A, for wetland

10

Figure 10. Sample S3-A page 2 for Wetland features in ditch

11

Figure 11. Sample 3-B page 1 upland

12

Figure 12. Sample 3-B page 2
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APPROVED JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION FORM
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
This form should be completed by following the instructions provided in Section IV of the JD Form Instructional Guidebook.
SECTION I: BACKGROUND INFORMATION
A. REPORT COMPLETION DATE FOR APPROVED JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION (JD):
B.

DISTRICT OFFICE, FILE NAME, AND NUMBER:

C.

PROJECT LOCATION AND BACKGROUND INFORMATION:
State:CA
County/parish/borough: San Mateo
City: Half Moon Bay
Center coordinates of site (lat/long in degree decimal format): Lat. 37.47'81"80° N, Long. -122.43'62"90° W.
Universal Transverse Mercator:
Name of nearest waterbody: PILARCITOS CREEK
Name of nearest Traditional Navigable Water (TNW) into which the aquatic resource flows: Pacific Ocean
Name of watershed or Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC): 18050006 (Pilarcitos Creek)
Check if map/diagram of review area and/or potential jurisdictional areas is/are available upon request.
Check if other sites (e.g., offsite mitigation sites, disposal sites, etc…) are associated with this action and are recorded on a
different JD form.

D.

REVIEW PERFORMED FOR SITE EVALUATION (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY):
Office (Desk) Determination. Date:
Field Determination. Date(s): 07/13/2020

SECTION II: SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
A. RHA SECTION 10 DETERMINATION OF JURISDICTION.
There Pick List “navigable waters of the U.S.” within Rivers and Harbors Act (RHA) jurisdiction (as defined by 33 CFR part 329) in the
review area. [Required]
Waters subject to the ebb and flow of the tide.
Waters are presently used, or have been used in the past, or may be susceptible for use to transport interstate or foreign commerce.
Explain:
.
B. CWA SECTION 404 DETERMINATION OF JURISDICTION.
There Pick List “waters of the U.S.” within Clean Water Act (CWA) jurisdiction (as defined by 33 CFR part 328) in the review area. [Required]
1. Waters of the U.S.
a. Indicate presence of waters of U.S. in review area (check all that apply): 1
TNWs, including territorial seas
Wetlands adjacent to TNWs
Relatively permanent waters2 (RPWs) that flow directly or indirectly into TNWs
Non-RPWs that flow directly or indirectly into TNWs
Wetlands directly abutting RPWs that flow directly or indirectly into TNWs
Wetlands adjacent to but not directly abutting RPWs that flow directly or indirectly into TNWs
Wetlands adjacent to non-RPWs that flow directly or indirectly into TNWs
Impoundments of jurisdictional waters
Isolated (interstate or intrastate) waters, including isolated wetlands
b. Identify (estimate) size of waters of the U.S. in the review area:
Non-wetland waters:
linear feet:
width (ft) and/or
Wetlands: 0.17 acres.

acres.

c. Limits (boundaries) of jurisdiction based on: 1987 Delineation Manual
Elevation of established OHWM (if known):
.
2.

1

Non-regulated waters/wetlands (check if applicable):3
Potentially jurisdictional waters and/or wetlands were assessed within the review area and determined to be not jurisdictional.
Explain:
.

Boxes checked below shall be supported by completing the appropriate sections in Section III below.
For purposes of this form, an RPW is defined as a tributary that is not a TNW and that typically flows year-round or has continuous flow at least “seasonally”
(e.g., typically 3 months).
3
Supporting documentation is presented in Section III.F.
2

SECTION III: CWA ANALYSIS
A.

TNWs AND WETLANDS ADJACENT TO TNWs
The agencies will assert jurisdiction over TNWs and wetlands adjacent to TNWs. If the aquatic resource is a TNW, complete
Section III.A.1 and Section III.D.1. only; if the aquatic resource is a wetland adjacent to a TNW, complete Sections III.A.1 and 2
and Section III.D.1.; otherwise, see Section III.B below.
1.

TNW
Identify TNW:

.

Summarize rationale supporting determination:
2.

B.

.

Wetland adjacent to TNW
Summarize rationale supporting conclusion that wetland is “adjacent”:

.

CHARACTERISTICS OF TRIBUTARY (THAT IS NOT A TNW) AND ITS ADJACENT WETLANDS (IF ANY):
This section summarizes information regarding characteristics of the tributary and its adjacent wetlands, if any, and it helps
determine whether or not the standards for jurisdiction established under Rapanos have been met.
The agencies will assert jurisdiction over non-navigable tributaries of TNWs where the tributaries are “relatively permanent
waters” (RPWs), i.e. tributaries that typically flow year-round or have continuous flow at least seasonally (e.g., typically 3
months). A wetland that directly abuts an RPW is also jurisdictional. If the aquatic resource is not a TNW, but has year-round
(perennial) flow, skip to Section III.D.2. If the aquatic resource is a wetland directly abutting a tributary with perennial flow,
skip to Section III.D.4.
A wetland that is adjacent to but that does not directly abut an RPW requires a significant nexus evaluation. Corps districts and
EPA regions will include in the record any available information that documents the existence of a significant nexus between a
relatively permanent tributary that is not perennial (and its adjacent wetlands if any) and a traditional navigable water, even
though a significant nexus finding is not required as a matter of law.
If the waterbody4 is not an RPW, or a wetland directly abutting an RPW, a JD will require additional data to determine if the
waterbody has a significant nexus with a TNW. If the tributary has adjacent wetlands, the significant nexus evaluation must
consider the tributary in combination with all of its adjacent wetlands. This significant nexus evaluation that combines, for
analytical purposes, the tributary and all of its adjacent wetlands is used whether the review area identified in the JD request is
the tributary, or its adjacent wetlands, or both. If the JD covers a tributary with adjacent wetlands, complete Section III.B.1 for
the tributary, Section III.B.2 for any onsite wetlands, and Section III.B.3 for all wetlands adjacent to that tributary, both onsite
and offsite. The determination whether a significant nexus exists is determined in Section III.C below.
1.

Characteristics of non-TNWs that flow directly or indirectly into TNW
(i)

General Area Conditions:
Watershed size: 17,900acres
Drainage area: 77 acres
Average annual rainfall: 24.8 inches
Average annual snowfall: 0 inches

(ii) Physical Characteristics:
(a) Relationship with TNW:
Tributary flows directly into TNW.
Tributary flows through 2 tributaries before entering TNW.
Project waters are 1-2 river miles from TNW.
Project waters are 1 (or less) river miles from RPW.
Project waters are 1 (or less) aerial (straight) miles from TNW.
Project waters are 1 (or less) aerial (straight) miles from RPW.
Project waters cross or serve as state boundaries. Explain:
.
Identify flow route to TNW5: Ephemeral wetland, drained by drainage ditch features, into other ephemeral freshwater
wetland, into an elevated pipe that is a tributary of Pilarcito Creek, into Pilarcitos creek, .

4

Note that the Instructional Guidebook contains additional information regarding swales, ditches, washes, and erosional features generally and in the arid
West.
5
Flow route can be described by identifying, e.g., tributary a, which flows through the review area, to flow into tributary b, which then flows into TNW.

Tributary stream order, if known: which flows into the ocean.
(b) General Tributary Characteristics (check all that apply):
Tributary is:
Natural
Artificial (man-made). Explain:
.
Manipulated (man-altered). Explain: The channel may experience manipulation to clear debrise
or slow water in the channel.
Tributary properties with respect to top of bank (estimate):
Average width: 3-5 feet
Average depth: 1-4 feet
Average side slopes: 4:1 (or greater).
Primary tributary substrate composition (check all that apply):
Silts
Sands
Concrete
Cobbles
Gravel
Muck
Bedrock
Vegetation. Type/% cover: Herbaceous/Shrub, 0-30%
Other. Explain: logs are located in the channel.
Tributary condition/stability [e.g., highly eroding, sloughing banks]. Explain: Undercutting in sections of channel.
Presence of run/riffle/pool complexes. Explain: none.
Tributary geometry: Meandering
Tributary gradient (approximate average slope): 3-5 %
(c) Flow:
Tributary provides for: Ephemeral flow
Estimate average number of flow events in review area/year: 6-10
Describe flow regime: Winter storm event provide flow from precipitation and runoff. Stable.
Other information on duration and volume:
.
Surface flow is: Confined. Characteristics:
Subsurface flow: Unknown. Explain findings:
Dye (or other) test performed:
.

.
.

Tributary has (check all that apply):
Bed and banks
OHWM6 (check all indicators that apply):
clear, natural line impressed on the bank
changes in the character of soil
shelving
vegetation matted down, bent, or absent
leaf litter disturbed or washed away
sediment deposition
water staining
other (list):
Discontinuous OHWM.7 Explain:
.

the presence of litter and debris
destruction of terrestrial vegetation
the presence of wrack line
sediment sorting
scour
multiple observed or predicted flow events
abrupt change in plant community

If factors other than the OHWM were used to determine lateral extent of CWA jurisdiction (check all that apply):
High Tide Line indicated by:
Mean High Water Mark indicated by:
oil or scum line along shore objects
survey to available datum;
fine shell or debris deposits (foreshore)
physical markings;
physical markings/characteristics
vegetation lines/changes in vegetation types.
tidal gauges
other (list):
(iii) Chemical Characteristics:
Characterize tributary (e.g., water color is clear, discolored, oily film; water quality; general watershed characteristics, etc.).
Explain: Water presumed to be clear, some staining in depressions, difference in soil characteristics between wetland site
and upland sites.
Identify specific pollutants, if known: pollutants could wash from upland areas where cattle and other farm activities occur.
6
A natural or man-made discontinuity in the OHWM does not necessarily sever jurisdiction (e.g., where the stream temporarily flows underground, or where
the OHWM has been removed by development or agricultural practices). Where there is a break in the OHWM that is unrelated to the waterbody’s flow
regime (e.g., flow over a rock outcrop or through a culvert), the agencies will look for indicators of flow above and below the break.
7
Ibid.

(iv) Biological Characteristics. Channel supports (check all that apply):
Riparian corridor. Characteristics (type, average width):
.
Wetland fringe. Characteristics:
.
Habitat for:
Federally Listed species. Explain findings:
.
Fish/spawn areas. Explain findings:
.
Other environmentally-sensitive species. Explain findings: San Francisco Garter Snake observed at site.
Aquatic/wildlife diversity. Explain findings:
.
2.

Characteristics of wetlands adjacent to non-TNW that flow directly or indirectly into TNW
(i)

Physical Characteristics:
(a) General Wetland Characteristics:
Properties:
Wetland size:0.23 acres
Wetland type. Explain:Ephemeral Freshwater.
Wetland quality. Explain:Mid to high quality. Impacted and impaired by residential activities and disposal of trash at
site. Altered by ditch features (0.06 acres at site).
Project wetlands cross or serve as state boundaries. Explain: NA.
(b) General Flow Relationship with Non-TNW:
Flow is: Ephemeral flow. Explain: feature is connected by drainage ditches, but seperated by a roadway.
Surface flow is: Confined
Characteristics: flow is surface flow from upland to depression, confined in the ditch features, and confined into the
second ditch feature and surface flow into the Pilarcitos Creek.
Subsurface flow: Unknown. Explain findings: NA.
Dye (or other) test performed:
.
(c) Wetland Adjacency Determination with Non-TNW:
Directly abutting
Not directly abutting
Discrete wetland hydrologic connection. Explain: Ditch features (manmade) drain the wetland and surrounding
area into public lands and drainage.
Ecological connection. Explain: Continuance of wetland features and connected by ditch features.
Separated by berm/barrier. Explain: Ditch feature has mild berm upslope from this feature, and though it is not
continuous, it can isolate some water from the ditch, seperating it from downslope wetland features.
(d) Proximity (Relationship) to TNW
Project wetlands are 1 (or less) river miles from TNW.
Project waters are 1 (or less) aerial (straight) miles from TNW.
Flow is from: Wetland to navigable waters.
Estimate approximate location of wetland as within the 5 - 10-year floodplain.
(ii) Chemical Characteristics:
Characterize wetland system (e.g., water color is clear, brown, oil film on surface; water quality; general watershed
characteristics; etc.). Explain: Clear. .
Identify specific pollutants, if known:
.
(iii) Biological Characteristics. Wetland supports (check all that apply):
Riparian buffer. Characteristics (type, average width):
.
Vegetation type/percent cover. Explain:Wetland supports juncus species adapted to wetland conditions.
Habitat for:
Federally Listed species. Explain findings:San Francisco Garter Snake: (Thamnophis sitalis tetrataenia) Observed at
site.
Fish/spawn areas. Explain findings:
.
Other environmentally-sensitive species. Explain findings:
Aquatic/wildlife diversity. Explain findings:.
3.

.

Characteristics of all wetlands adjacent to the tributary (if any)
All wetland(s) being considered in the cumulative analysis: 1
Approximately ( 0.23 ) acres in total are being considered in the cumulative analysis.

For each wetland, specify the following:
Directly abuts? (Y/N)
23
N

Size (in acres)

Directly abuts? (Y/N)

Size (in acres)

0.23

Summarize overall biological, chemical and physical functions being performed: Watershed function provides habitat
and biochemical processes that result in wetland features.

C.

SIGNIFICANT NEXUS DETERMINATION
A significant nexus analysis will assess the flow characteristics and functions of the tributary itself and the functions performed
by any wetlands adjacent to the tributary to determine if they significantly affect the chemical, physical, and biological integrity
of a TNW. For each of the following situations, a significant nexus exists if the tributary, in combination with all of its adjacent
wetlands, has more than a speculative or insubstantial effect on the chemical, physical and/or biological integrity of a TNW.
Considerations when evaluating significant nexus include, but are not limited to the volume, duration, and frequency of the flow
of water in the tributary and its proximity to a TNW, and the functions performed by the tributary and all its adjacent
wetlands. It is not appropriate to determine significant nexus based solely on any specific threshold of distance (e.g. between a
tributary and its adjacent wetland or between a tributary and the TNW). Similarly, the fact an adjacent wetland lies within or
outside of a floodplain is not solely determinative of significant nexus.
Draw connections between the features documented and the effects on the TNW, as identified in the Rapanos Guidance and
discussed in the Instructional Guidebook. Factors to consider include, for example:
•
Does the tributary, in combination with its adjacent wetlands (if any), have the capacity to carry pollutants or flood waters to
TNWs, or to reduce the amount of pollutants or flood waters reaching a TNW?
•
Does the tributary, in combination with its adjacent wetlands (if any), provide habitat and lifecycle support functions for fish and
other species, such as feeding, nesting, spawning, or rearing young for species that are present in the TNW?
•
Does the tributary, in combination with its adjacent wetlands (if any), have the capacity to transfer nutrients and organic carbon that
support downstream foodwebs?
•
Does the tributary, in combination with its adjacent wetlands (if any), have other relationships to the physical, chemical, or
biological integrity of the TNW?
Note: the above list of considerations is not inclusive and other functions observed or known to occur should be documented
below:

D.

1.

Significant nexus findings for non-RPW that has no adjacent wetlands and flows directly or indirectly into TNWs. Explain
findings of presence or absence of significant nexus below, based on the tributary itself, then go to Section III.D:
.

2.

Significant nexus findings for non-RPW and its adjacent wetlands, where the non-RPW flows directly or indirectly into
TNWs. Explain findings of presence or absence of significant nexus below, based on the tributary in combination with all of its
adjacent wetlands, then go to Section III.D:
.

3.

Significant nexus findings for wetlands adjacent to an RPW but that do not directly abut the RPW. Explain findings of
presence or absence of significant nexus below, based on the tributary in combination with all of its adjacent wetlands, then go to
Section III.D: wetland features are connected by a system of wetlands that contribute to the slowing of surface flows that reduce
flooding and pollutant transport to the TNW..

DETERMINATIONS OF JURISDICTIONAL FINDINGS. THE SUBJECT WATERS/WETLANDS ARE (CHECK ALL
THAT APPLY):
1.

TNWs and Adjacent Wetlands. Check all that apply and provide size estimates in review area:
TNWs:
linear feet
width (ft), Or,
acres.
Wetlands adjacent to TNWs:
acres.

2.

RPWs that flow directly or indirectly into TNWs.
Tributaries of TNWs where tributaries typically flow year-round are jurisdictional. Provide data and rationale indicating that
tributary is perennial:
.
Tributaries of TNW where tributaries have continuous flow “seasonally” (e.g., typically three months each year) are
jurisdictional. Data supporting this conclusion is provided at Section III.B. Provide rationale indicating that tributary flows
seasonally:
.

Provide estimates for jurisdictional waters in the review area (check all that apply):
Tributary waters:
linear feet
width (ft).
Other non-wetland waters:
acres.
Identify type(s) of waters:
.
3.

Non-RPWs8 that flow directly or indirectly into TNWs.
Waterbody that is not a TNW or an RPW, but flows directly or indirectly into a TNW, and it has a significant nexus with a
TNW is jurisdictional. Data supporting this conclusion is provided at Section III.C.
Provide estimates for jurisdictional waters within the review area (check all that apply):
Tributary waters: 134 linear feet 4 width (ft).
Other non-wetland waters: 0.06acres.
Identify type(s) of waters: Man made ditch drainage without wetland features.

4.

Wetlands directly abutting an RPW that flow directly or indirectly into TNWs.
Wetlands directly abut RPW and thus are jurisdictional as adjacent wetlands.
Wetlands directly abutting an RPW where tributaries typically flow year-round. Provide data and rationale
indicating that tributary is perennial in Section III.D.2, above. Provide rationale indicating that wetland is
directly abutting an RPW:
.
Wetlands directly abutting an RPW where tributaries typically flow “seasonally.” Provide data indicating that tributary is
seasonal in Section III.B and rationale in Section III.D.2, above. Provide rationale indicating that wetland is directly
abutting an RPW:
.
Provide acreage estimates for jurisdictional wetlands in the review area:

5.

Wetlands adjacent to but not directly abutting an RPW that flow directly or indirectly into TNWs.
Wetlands that do not directly abut an RPW, but when considered in combination with the tributary to which they are adjacent
and with similarly situated adjacent wetlands, have a significant nexus with a TNW are jurisidictional. Data supporting this
conclusion is provided at Section III.C.
Provide acreage estimates for jurisdictional wetlands in the review area:

6.

E.

8

acres.

Wetlands adjacent to non-RPWs that flow directly or indirectly into TNWs.
Wetlands adjacent to such waters, and have when considered in combination with the tributary to which they are adjacent and
with similarly situated adjacent wetlands, have a significant nexus with a TNW are jurisdictional. Data supporting this
conclusion is provided at Section III.C.
Provide estimates for jurisdictional wetlands in the review area:

7.

acres.

acres.

Impoundments of jurisdictional waters.9
As a general rule, the impoundment of a jurisdictional tributary remains jurisdictional.
Demonstrate that impoundment was created from “waters of the U.S.,” or
Demonstrate that water meets the criteria for one of the categories presented above (1-6), or
Demonstrate that water is isolated with a nexus to commerce (see E below).

ISOLATED [INTERSTATE OR INTRA-STATE] WATERS, INCLUDING ISOLATED WETLANDS, THE USE,
DEGRADATION OR DESTRUCTION OF WHICH COULD AFFECT INTERSTATE COMMERCE, INCLUDING ANY
SUCH WATERS (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY):10
which are or could be used by interstate or foreign travelers for recreational or other purposes.
from which fish or shellfish are or could be taken and sold in interstate or foreign commerce.
which are or could be used for industrial purposes by industries in interstate commerce.
Interstate isolated waters. Explain:
.
Other factors. Explain:
.

See Footnote # 3.
To complete the analysis refer to the key in Section III.D.6 of the Instructional Guidebook.
10
Prior to asserting or declining CWA jurisdiction based solely on this category, Corps Districts will elevate the action to Corps and EPA HQ for
review consistent with the process described in the Corps/EPA Memorandum Regarding CWA Act Jurisdiction Following Rapanos.
9

Identify water body and summarize rationale supporting determination:

.

Provide estimates for jurisdictional waters in the review area (check all that apply):
Tributary waters:
linear feet
width (ft).
Other non-wetland waters:
acres.
Identify type(s) of waters:
.
Wetlands:
acres.
F.

NON-JURISDICTIONAL WATERS, INCLUDING WETLANDS (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY):
If potential wetlands were assessed within the review area, these areas did not meet the criteria in the 1987 Corps of Engineers
Wetland Delineation Manual and/or appropriate Regional Supplements.
Review area included isolated waters with no substantial nexus to interstate (or foreign) commerce.
Prior to the Jan 2001 Supreme Court decision in “SWANCC,” the review area would have been regulated based solely on the
“Migratory Bird Rule” (MBR).
Waters do not meet the “Significant Nexus” standard, where such a finding is required for jurisdiction. Explain:
.
Other: (explain, if not covered above):
.
Provide acreage estimates for non-jurisdictional waters in the review area, where the sole potential basis of jurisdiction is the MBR
factors (i.e., presence of migratory birds, presence of endangered species, use of water for irrigated agriculture), using best professional
judgment (check all that apply):
Non-wetland waters (i.e., rivers, streams):
linear feet
width (ft).
Lakes/ponds:
acres.
Other non-wetland waters:
acres. List type of aquatic resource:
.
Wetlands:
acres.
Provide acreage estimates for non-jurisdictional waters in the review area that do not meet the “Significant Nexus” standard, where such
a finding is required for jurisdiction (check all that apply):
Non-wetland waters (i.e., rivers, streams):
linear feet,
width (ft).
Lakes/ponds:
acres.
Other non-wetland waters:
acres. List type of aquatic resource:
.
Wetlands:
acres.

SECTION IV: DATA SOURCES.
A. SUPPORTING DATA. Data reviewed for JD (check all that apply - checked items shall be included in case file and, where checked
and requested, appropriately reference sources below):
Maps, plans, plots or plat submitted by or on behalf of the applicant/consultant:
.
Data sheets prepared/submitted by or on behalf of the applicant/consultant.
Office concurs with data sheets/delineation report.
Office does not concur with data sheets/delineation report.
Data sheets prepared by the Corps:
.
Corps navigable waters’ study:
.
U.S. Geological Survey Hydrologic Atlas:
.
USGS NHD data.
USGS 8 and 12 digit HUC maps.
U.S. Geological Survey map(s). Cite scale & quad name:
.
USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service Soil Survey. Citation:USDAT NRCS Web Soil Survey National Cooperative Soil
Survey. Map projection: Web Mercator, Corner Coordinates: WGS84, Edge tics: UTM Zone 10N WGS84 Accessed Jul 7th, 2020.
National wetlands inventory map(s). Cite name:Map scale Citation Information: Originator: U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service,
National Wetlands Inventory Publication Date: 1979-1994 Title: National Wetlands Inventory Data Geospatial Data Presentation Form:
map Publication Information: Publication Place: St. Petersburg, Florida Publisher: U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, National Wetlands
Inventory Half Moon Bay, 1:18,056
Latitude 37.478| Longitude -122.436.
State/Local wetland inventory map(s):
.
FEMA/FIRM maps:
.
100-year Floodplain Elevation is:
(National Geodectic Vertical Datum of 1929)
Photographs:
Aerial (Name & Date):
.
or
Other (Name & Date):Site Overview photos and Samples 1-3.
Previous determination(s). File no. and date of response letter:
.
Applicable/supporting case law:
.
Applicable/supporting scientific literature:
.

Other information (please specify):

.

B. ADDITIONAL COMMENTS TO SUPPORT JD:

.

APPENDIX C

909 Grand View Boulevard Project Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND)
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Color Codes
Measure Implemented Prior to Construction or Pending Approval
Measure Implemented During Construction
Measure Implemented Following Construction Completion
Impact
Applicant Proposed Measure (APM) or Mitigation Measure
Biological Resources
BIO-1
The following general mitigation measures shall be implemented during the project:
a.

b.

BIO-2

Prior to the start of the project, all construction crew members shall attend an
environmental awareness training presented by a qualified biologist. A training brochure
describing special-status species, project avoidance and avoidance and minimization
measures, and key contacts, and potential consequences of impacts to special-status
species and potentially jurisdictional water features will be distributed to the crew
members during the training.
Disturbance to vegetation should be kept to the minimum necessary to complete the
project activities, provided there is no feasible alternative. To minimize impacts to
vegetation, a qualified biologist shall work with the contractor to designate the work area
and any staging areas as well as delineate areas that should be avoided with exclusionary
fencing (i.e., silt fence or similar temporary Environmentally Sensitive Area [ESA] fence).
Areas that shall be avoided include the potentially jurisdictional drainages and seasonal
wetlands.

c.

If any wildlife is encountered during project activities, said wildlife must be allowed to
leave the work area unharmed and a biologist shall be able to relocate the wildlife
outside of the project limits. All listed wildlife species shall be allowed to leave the work
area of their own accord and without harassment. Animals shall not be picked up or
moved in any way.

d.

During project activities, all trash that may attract predators shall be properly contained,
removed, and disposed of regularly. Following construction, trash/construction debris
shall be removed from work areas.

e.

The number of access routes, number and size of staging areas, and the total area of the
activity shall be limited to the minimum necessary to complete the project. Routes and
boundaries shall be clearly demarcated, and these areas shall be outside of the
potentially jurisdictional drainages and/or sensitive areas.

Minimize impacts to special-status amphibians and reptiles:
a.

A preconstruction survey for sensitive herpetofauna shall be conducted by a qualified
biologist prior to the start of construction

b.

A wildlife exclusion fence shall be erected around the limit of ground disturbance prior to
the initiation of construction activities to prevent amphibians and reptiles from entering
an active work area. The fence shall be at least 24 inches high and shall be entrenched 3
to 6 inches into the ground. The integrity of the fence must be maintained for the extent
of the project. A Best Management Practice (BMP) silt fence of the appropriate qualities

Comments

Responsible Party

Timing / Milestone

Prepare environmental awareness training materials and
administer environmental awareness training on site.
Ensure that all new personnel are trained before they
begin work.

Construction Contractor / City of Half Moon Bay

Prior to / during construction

Construction Contractor / City of Half Moon Bay

Prior to / during construction

Minimize disturbance to vegetation.
Do not handle wildlife that is encountered during project
activities. Wildlife will be allowed to leave the work area
of their own accord and without harassment.
Contain, remove, and properly dispose of trash on a
regular basis.
Minimize disturbance to the minimum necessary to
complete the project.

Work should occur during the dry season (June 1 to
October 15) to avoid impacts to special-status
amphibians and reptiles. Construction work shall not
occur within 24 hours following a rain event of 0.25 inch
or more within a 24-hour period, and a 24-hour dry-out
period shall be implemented following such a significant
rain event. Ensure a qualified biologist conducts a
preconstruction survey for California red-legged frog
before project activities restart following a dry-out
period.
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Color Codes
Measure Implemented Prior to Construction or Pending Approval
Measure Implemented During Construction
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Impact

Applicant Proposed Measure (APM) or Mitigation Measure
can be used in tandem as a wildlife exclusion fence. In addition, monofilament netting,
which is commonly used in straw wattle and other erosion preventatives, shall not be
used in order to prevent possible entrapment of both common and special status wildlife
species. A qualified biologist shall be present to perform a preconstruction survey and
monitor fence installation. The biologist shall remain on site until fence installation is
complete and be present for any work activities outside of the exclusion fence.

BIO-3

c.

Ground-disturbing construction activities (e.g., grubbing or grading) should occur during
the dry season (June 1 to October 15) to facilitate avoidance of California red-legged frog.
Regardless of the season, no construction shall occur within 24 hours following a
significant rain event (greater than 1/4 inch in a 24-hour period).

d.

Following a significant rain event and the 24-hour drying-out period, a qualified biologist
shall conduct a preconstruction survey for California red-legged frog prior to the restart
of any project activities.

Minimize impacts to wetlands and waters:
a.

Wildlife exclusionary fencing shall be installed along the 100-foot wetland buffer as
shown in the wetland delineation included in Appendix B, except as permitted by the
Planning Commission within the 100-foot buffer zone. A 100-foot buffer zone shall be
required around any wetlands identified in the delineation. All personnel and equipment
should be prohibited from entering the wetland buffer area, except as permitted by the
Planning Commission. Requirements of Title 18 Zoning, Chapter 18.38 Coastal Resource
Conservation Standards, Section 18.38.020.E Wetlands shall apply.

b.

The removal of vegetation adjacent to the buffer zones shall be minimized to prevent
potential water quality impacts.

c.

If invasive species such as poison hemlock (Conium maculatum) and field mustard
(Brassica rapa) are removed during construction activities, the debris should be hauled
off site to prevent the spread of these species.

d.

The staging area shall be located outside the buffer zones of all jurisdictional features.
Vehicle parking and equipment storage and refueling should be limited to the designated
staging area to prevent accidental spills and discharges from entering the nearby
seasonal wetlands and ditch.

e.

Regardless of whether impacts are expected outside the project area, all fueling and
maintenance of vehicles and other equipment and staging areas shall occur at least 100
feet from the potentially jurisdictional drainages and/or sensitive habitat areas.
Additionally, the owner shall ensure that contamination of habitat does not occur during
such operations. Prior to the onset of work, the Owner shall ensure that it develops a
plan that is approved by the City of Half Moon Bay to allow a prompt and effective

Comments

Responsible Party

Timing / Milestone

Project Owner / Construction Contractor / City of
Half Moon Bay

Prior to / during construction

Appropriate wildlife exclusion fencing shall be properly
installed and maintained around the entire work area
before construction activities commence.

Appropriate wildlife exclusion fencing shall be properly
installed and maintained around the entire work area
before construction activities commence.
Reduce potential for dust by wetting exposed surfaces
periodically.
Reduce potential for sediment loss by covering stockpiled
soils during periods of rain.
Ensure fueling and maintenance of vehicles and other
equipment and staging areas do not occur within 100 feet
of drainages, and that such drainages are not
contaminated during refueling, maintenance, or staging
of materials. Prior to beginning project work, the project
Owner shall develop a Spill Response Plan to ensure
prompt and effective response to accidental spills. The
plan must be submitted to the City of Half Moon Bay
before construction commences, and must be kept onsite
at all times during construction. Adequate spill clean-up
supplies must be kept on site and at-the-ready during
construction. The plan will be included in the
environmental awareness training.
Drainages shall be protected from project-generated
spoils.

909 Grand View Boulevard Project Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND)
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Color Codes
Measure Implemented Prior to Construction or Pending Approval
Measure Implemented During Construction
Measure Implemented Following Construction Completion
Impact

Applicant Proposed Measure (APM) or Mitigation Measure
response to any accidental spills. All workers shall be informed of the importance of
preventing spills, and of the appropriate measures to take should a spill occur.

BIO-4

f.

Any and all spoils (e.g., dirt, debris, construction-related materials) generated during
project activities shall be placed where they cannot enter the potentially jurisdictional
drainages , and/or sensitive habitat areas.

g.

All exposed soils in the work area (resulting from project activities) shall be stabilized
immediately following the completion of work to prevent erosion. Erosion and sediment
control BMPs, such as silt fences, straw hay bales, gravel or rock-lined drainages, water
check bars, and broadcast straw, can be used. Straw-based materials or BMPs, if used,
shall be made of biodegradable fabric (e.g., burlap) and free of monofilament netting. All
exposed soil shall be protected from erosion with jute matting on slopes. At no time shall
silt-laden runoff be allowed to enter the potentially jurisdictional drainages or sensitive
habitat areas.

h.

Before completion of the project, all exposed or disturbed surfaces shall be permanently
protected from erosion with reseeding and landscaping.

i.

All stockpiled soil shall be covered during periods of rain.

Minimize impacts to nesting birds, as required by the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act:
a.

Tree trimming and/or vegetation removal activities (including shrubs and/or grasses)
should be conducted outside of nesting bird season. However, if project activities are
conducted during nesting bird season (February 1 through August 31), preconstruction
nest surveys shall be conducted in and near the project (within 500 feet for large raptors
and 300 feet for all other birds) by a qualified biologist. If active nests are found,
consultation and coordination with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife should
be sought. To avoid the disturbance of active nests, buffers may need to be established
at the discretion of the biologist, with certain activities restricted or forbidden within the
buffer. Disturbing active nests must be avoided until young birds have fledged.

Comments

Responsible Party

Timing / Milestone

Construction Contractor / City of Half Moon Bay

Prior to / during construction

Ensure that all exposed soils associated with the project
are stabilized immediately following construction
completion. Appropriate BMPs shall be deployed prior to
and during construction to prevent erosion and/or runoff
into potentially jurisdictional drainages.
Once the project is complete, ensure that all exposed
and/or disturbed surfaces are protected from soil erosion
with reseeding and landscaping.

Project activities, including tree removal activities, should
be conducted outside of nesting bird season (February 11
through August 31). If work outside of nesting bird
season is not feasible, then ensure a qualified biologist
conducts preconstruction nesting bird surveys prior to
commencing work.
If nesting birds or raptors are observed on site, ensure an
appropriately-sized no-work buffer is established around
the nest and/or the project is modified and/or delayed as
necessary in coordination with the project biologist.
If a construction area becomes inactive for more than
2 weeks, then preconstruction nesting bird surveys need
to be repeated prior to re-starting work within inactive
areas.
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Geology and Soils
GEO-1

Applicant Proposed Measure (APM) or Mitigation Measure
In the unlikely event that a paleontological resource is discovered, the project Applicant shall
comply with Public Resources Code Division 5, Chapter 1.7, Section 5097.5, and Division 20,
Chapter 3, Section 30244, which prohibit the removal, without permission, of any
paleontological site or feature from lands under the jurisdiction of the State or any county,
city, district, authority, or public corporation, or any agency thereof. To be consistent with
these Public Resources Code Sections, in the event that paleontological resources are
exposed during construction, work in the immediate vicinity of the find must stop until a
qualified paleontologist can evaluate the significance of the find. Construction activities may
continue in other areas. The paleontologist shall prescribe, and the project Applicant shall
implement additional measures such as testing or data recovery depending on the resources
discovered.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
GHG-1
Construction workers living outside San Mateo County shall meet at designated areas and be
transported (in carpools) to the project area.

Comments

Responsible Party

Timing / Milestone

Construction Contractor / City of Half Moon Bay

During construction

Ensure that workers living outside San Mateo County
meet at designated areas and are transported (in
carpools) to the project area.

Construction Contractor

During construction

Ensure compliance with Public Resources Code (PRC).
Stop work in the immediate vicinity of any discovered
paleontological resources until a qualified paleontologist
evaluates the significance of the discovery.
Ensure any additional paleontological work such as
testing or data recovery is implemented as required.

GHG‐2

Alternative fuel (e.g., biodiesel, electric) should be used on at least 15% of construction
vehicles/equipment.

The construction contractor should use alternative fuels
in at least 15% of construction equipment.

Construction Contractor

During construction

GHG-3

Off-road construction diesel engines shall meet Tier 3 or Tier 4 California Emission Standards
for Off-Road Compression-Ignition Engines.

Construction contractor shall ensure all off-road
construction diesel engines meet Tier 3 or Tier 4
California Emission Standards for Off-Road CompressionIgnition Engines.

Construction Contractor

During construction

