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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Prior Commission Action

On March 17, 2000 the Commission found that the appeals submitted regarding this proposed
project raised a substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which they were filed. On May
12, 2000, the Commission opened a public hearing for the de novo portion of the appeal. During
this hearing, the Commission staff presented a summary of the issues raised by the proposed
project and the Commission received testimony from the applicant and from interested members
of the public. The Commission then continued the de novo hearing to December 13, 2000 to
allow staff additional time to prepare a recommendation for Commission action on the appeal.

On November 28, 2000, the staff published a written recommendation for denial of the permit
application based on several factors including that the proposed development would cause
significant adverse impacts to coastal access and recreation due to traffic congestion on coastal
access routes and to environmentally sensitive habitat areas. At the December 13, 2000 hearing,
the Commission heard testimony from the applicant, interested public, and the staff, and then
continued the de novo hearing with direction to the applicant and staff to revise the project to
resolve the sensitive habitat and other issues.

This staff report presents the Commission’s adopted findings for action approving the Pacific
Ridge development project under the Half Moon Bay Local Coastal Program on February 16,
2001.

Revisions to the Project

Since the project was initially approved by Half Moon Bay and appealed to the Commission, the
applicant has made significant changes in the project. For instance, as approved by the City of
Half Moon Bay, the project included 197 residential parcels. On October 28, 1999 the applicant,
Ailanto Properties, revised the proposed plan to include 151 parcels containing 150 homes. A
subsequent revision by Ailanto on January 26, 2001 has brought the number of proposed homes
to 134. Included in this final project revision is the elimination of the loop road as well as the
majority of the previously proposed development in the northern portion of the site.

Aside from revisions to the project, Ailanto has provided materials on a number of occasions that
have clarified the nature of the proposed project. For instance, letters of April 4 and April 6,
2000 from Ailanto have addressed the 88 conditions adopted by Half Moon Bay when the City
approved the previous version of the project on March 16, 1999, indicating which of the
conditions have been incorporated by Ailanto into the project description and which ones have
been superceded by subsequent alterations in the project. Revisions to the project and the
clarifications provided by Ailanto have assisted Commission staff in analyzing the conformity of
the project with the policies of the Local Coastal Program.

Because the proposed project is substantially different than the one that was approved by Half
Moon Bay in March 1999 and analyzed in the Commission’s findings regarding Substantial
Issue, dated March 17, 2000, the appellants’ statements of the reasons for the appeal, the
applicant’s preliminary responses to the appeal, and certain correspondence may address project
elements that have been substantially changed or are no longer part of the revised proposed
project. All of this correspondence is part of the project record, and much of it was attached as
exhibits to the findings of substantial issue. For the sake of brevity, clarity, and to avoid waste,
most of this superseded material is not again reproduced in this report. However, staff has
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carefully reviewed that material to assure that the issues and concerns that apply to the proposed
project, as revised, are addressed in this staff report.

Summary of the Staff Recommendation

The staff recommends that the Commission approve the permit application with 12 special
conditions needed to offset the significant adverse impacts of the proposed development to
environmentally sensitive habitat areas, public access and recreation, traffic, erosion control,
water quality, and visual resources. Some of these significant adverse impacts and conditions are
highlighted below.

o Chief among the impacts that the project would have is a significant contribution to traffic
congestion on Highways 1 and 92. Although the project would also contribute through
mitigation measures to a localized improvement in traffic congestion at nearby intersections,
the contribution of this project along with others likely to occur over the next 10 to 20 years
in the San Mateo County Mid-Coast area would further exacerbate highway congestion, thus
adversely affecting the ability of the general public to reach the shoreline for recreational
purposes.

Only two regional highways connect Half Moon Bay to the larger Bay Area, and both
highways already carry traffic at peak hours on weekdays and Saturdays in excess of their
capacity. Although improvements to both highways are proposed by the City of Half Moon
Bay, to which Ailanto Properties proposes to‘contribute, those improvements would be
insufficient to assure satisfactory service levels in the future, given projected future growth.

The Local Coastal Programs of Half Moon Bay and San Mateo County predict substantial
future residential growth in both jurisdictions, thus contributing to additional congestion on
the highways. For instance, the Half Moon Bay LCP predicts that additional housing units in
Half Moon Bay will increase over the next twenty years by 100 percent or more (an increase
of 4,495 or more units in comparison to the 3,496 units existing in 1992). According to
regional predictions contained in the San Mateo County Countywide Transportation Plan
Alternatives Report, even with maximum investment in the transportation system, traffic
volumes on both highways are predicted to be far in excess of capacity, if residential and
commercial development proceeds as projected.

The Half Moon Bay LCP contains policies that prohibit new development if adequate
services are not available to support it. For example, LUP Policy 9-4 requires that
development shall be served with adequate services and that lack of adequate services shall
be grounds for denial of a development permit or reduction in the density otherwise allowed
under the LUP.

Up to 2,529 vacant residential lots already exist within the City of Half Moon Bay. Approval
of the creation of additional residential lots through this proposed subdivision, which
represents a net increase of 132 parcels over the two legal lots that currently exist, would
only contribute to a leng-term worsening of traffic congestion and a consequent limitation on
the ability of the general public to reach area beaches and shoreline for priority visitor-
serving and recreational purposes.

To offset the significant adverse cumulative impacts of the development caused by increased
traffic congestion and in exchange for allowing the applicant to create new lots that would
result in significant adverse impacts on regional traffic congestion and the ability of the
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public to access the coast, the staff recommends that the Commission impose Special
Condition 7 requiring the applicant to retire the development rights of existing legal lots in
the region on a one-for-one basis.

e Although project revisions have reduced the level of significant adverse impact, construction
of the project as proposed would not assure the protection of sensitive species and
environmentally sensitive habitat areas on and around the site consistent with the provisions
of the certified LCP. The U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service has determined that the project site
provides criticalhabitat for California red-legged frogs and habitat for San Francisco garter
snakes, both federally listed species. Although the project provides the minimum wetland
and riparian buffers specified by the LCP and a 150-foot buffer from a pond that may provide
breeding habitat for these species, the proposed buffers are inadequate to protect the habitat
for the listed frogs and snakes as required by certified LCP policies. Therefore, the project as
proposed would result in significant adverse impacts to these species through direct loss of
habitat in conflict with the environmentally sensitive habitat area (ESHA) protection policies
of the LCP.

The staff therefore recommends that the Commission impose Special Condition 1 requiring
elimination of eight lots proposed to be created within 300 feet of a pond on the site that
provides habitat suitable for California red-legged frogs and San Francisco garter snakes.
Staff also recommends special conditions requiring the applicant to: (1) record an offer to
dedicate an open space and conservation easement for resource protection and habitat
conservation, (2) prepare and implement a habitat management plan, (3) protect the riparian
corridors on the site, and (4) protect nesting raptors and western common yellowthroats from
construction-related disturbance impacts.

1.0 STAFF RECOMMENDATION

The staff recommends that the Commission approve Coastal Development Permit Application
A-1-HMB-99-022, subject to conditions, as follows:

MOTION:

I move that the Commission approve Coastal Development Permit No. A-1-HMB-99-022 subject
to conditions pursuant to the staff recommendation.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF APPROVAL:

Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in approval of the permit as
conditioned and adoption of the following resolution and findings. The motion passes only by
affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners present.

RESOLUTION TO APPROVE THE PERMIT:

The Commission hereby approves a coastal development permit for the proposed development
and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds that the development as conditioned will be in
conformity with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act and will not prejudice the ability of
the local government having jurisdiction over the area to prepare a Local Coastal Program
conforming to the provisions of Chapter 3. Approval of the permit complies with the California
Environmental Quality Act because either 1) feasible mitigation measures and/or alternatives
have been incorporated to substantially lessen any significant adverse effects of the development
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on the environment, or 2) there are no further feasible mitigation measures or alternatives that
would substantially lessen any significant adverse impacts of the development on the
environment.

1.1 Standard Conditions

1. Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid and development shall not
commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the permittee or authorized agent, acknowledging
receipt of the permit and acceptance of the terms and conditions, is returned to the Commission office.

2. Expiration. If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two years from the date on
which the Commission voted on the application. Development shall be pursued in a diligent manner
and completed in a reasonable period of time. Application for extension of the permit must be made
prior to the expiration date.

3. Interpretation. Any questions of intent of interpretation of any condition will be resolved by the
Executive Director or the Commission.

4. Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided assignee files with the
Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions of the permit.

5. Terms and Conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall be perpetual, and it is the
intention of the Commission and the permittee to bind all future owners and possessors of the subject
property to the terms and conditions.

1.2 Special Conditions
1. Revised Subdivision Plan

A. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the
applicant shall submit, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, a revised
project site plan eliminating Lot Numbers 124-131 as shown on the Pacific Ridge at Half
Moon Bay Site Plan dated January 26, 2001, attached as Exhibit 14. No development,
including grading, shall be allowed on any slopes that currently drain to the pond or other
wetlands north of Stream 3 as shown on the January 26, 2001 site plan.

B. The applicant shall undertake development in accordance with the revised site plan
approved by the Executive Director. No proposed changes to the approved final plans
shall occur without a Commission amendment to this coastal development permit unless
the Executive Director determines that no amendment is required.

2. Open Space and Conservation Easement — Habitat Protection

A. No development, as defined in Coastal Act Section 30106, nor any agriculture or grazing
activities shall occur in the environmentally sensitive habitat area north of Stream 3 as
shown on Exhibit 14 except for: (1) construction of the fence that is sited and designed in
accordance with Special Condition 5.A.7 below, and (2) other development necessary for
habitat enhancement, if approved by the Commission as an amendment to this coastal

development permit. .




-

A-1-HMB-99-022
Ailanto Properties

B. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the

applicant shall execute and record a document in a form and content acceptable to the
Executive Director, irrevocably offering to dedicate to a public agency or private
association approved by the Executive Director an open space and conservation easement
for the purpose of resource protection and habitat conservation. Such easement shall
include legal descriptions of both the applicant’s entire property and the easement area.
The recorded document shall also reflect that development in the easement area is
restricted as set forth in this permit condition.

. The offer shall be recorded free of prior liens and encumbrances that the Executive

Director determines may affect the interest being conveyed. The offer shall run with the
land in favor of the People of the State of California, binding all successors and assigns,
and shall be irrevocable for a period of 21 years, such period running from the date of
recording.

3. Public Access and Park Dedication
A. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, and

consistent with the terms of the proposed project description, the applicant shall execute
and record a document, in a form and content acceptable to the Executive Director,
irrevocably offering to dedicate in fee to the City of Half Moon Bay or to another public
agency approved by the Executive Director the 1.9-acre park site, as generally depicted
on the January 26, 2001 site plan attached as Exhibit 14. The recorded document shall
include legal descriptions of both the applicant’s entire property and the fee dedication
area. The recorded document shall also reflect that development in the fee dedication
area is restricted to public park and recreation purposes.

. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, and

consistent with the terms of the proposed project description, the applicant shall execute
and record a document, in a form and content acceptable to the Executive Director,
irrevocably offering to dedicate a public access easement to the City of Half Moon Bay
or another public agency or private association approved by the Executive Director over
the entirety of the trails, paths and associated public parking area as generally depicted on
the January 26, 2001 site plan attached as Exhibit 14, except that the section of trail on
the hillside east of the developed area shall be re-sited closer to the developed area to
leave a larger area undisturbed. The trails and paths shall be 10-feet-wide and the
parking area shall accommeodate 5 cars. The recorded document shall include legal
descriptions of both the applicant’s entire property and the easement area. The recorded
document shall also reflect that development in the easement area is restricted to public
access purposes as set forth in this condition.

. The offers identified in Subsections A and B shall be recorded free of prior liens and

encumbrances that the Executive Director determines may affect the interests being
conveyed. The offers shall run with the land in favor of the People of the State of
California, binding all successors and assigns, and shall be irrevocable for a period of 21
years, such period running from the date of recording.
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4. Open Space Deed Restriction — Scenic View Protection

A. No grading, building footprints, construction or landscaping shall occur on the slopes
above the 160-foot contour as shown in Exhibit 15.

B. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the
applicant shall execute and record a deed restriction in a form and content acceptable to
the Executive Director, reflecting the above restriction on development on the slopes
above the 160-foot contour except for the area within the habitat conservation easement
area described in Special Condition 2. The deed restriction shall include legal
descriptions of both the applicant’s entire property and the easement area. The deed
restriction shall run with the land, binding all successors and assigns, and shall be
recorded free of prior liens and encumbrances that the Executive Director determines
may affect the enforceability of the restriction. This deed restriction shall not be removed
or changed without a Commission amendment to this coastal development permit.

S. Habitat Management Plan

A. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the
applicant shall submit, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, a Habitat
Management Plan that shall provide the following specific measures designed to
conserve enhance and manage the environmentally sensitive habitat area on the northern
portion of the proiect site for the benefit of the San Francisco garter snake, the California
red-legged frog, and other sensitive species that use the area, including raptors. The
applicant shall be responsible for assuring the long-term implementation of the approved
Habitat Management Plan.

1. Pond Hydrology

Maintain the diversion berm in central Drainage 3 to continue to direct intermittent
water flow from Upper Drainage 3 toward the pond.

2. Grass Management

Manage grassland areas adjacent to, and upslope from, the pond and delineated
wetlands to favor (re)establishment of native grass species and reduce or control
invasive non-native species.

3. Habitat Enhancement

Manage lands to enhance and protect populations of target species of special-status
biota, riparian areas, wetlands, and other site resources.

4. Fuel Management
Reduce or eliminate dangerous accumulations of wildfire fuels.
5. Open Space Management

Develop techniques and strategies for the active management of the open space areas
using such tools and practices as grazing, prescribed burning, mechanical control of
fuels, habitat (vegetation) restoration and establishment of native plants, erosion
prevention and sediment control, and removal of exotic species.

6. Raptors
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Prior to commencement of grading or any other construction-related activity, a
qualified biologist shall conduct a survey of nesting raptors at the project site. If
white-tailed kite, Cooper’s hawk or other tree-nesting raptors are found, the tree(s)
shall be protected from disturbance during the nesting season. A temporary fence
shall be placed 200 feet from the drip line of such trees and all grading or
construction activities, including storage of materials or equipment, shall be excluded
from the fenced area. If ground-nesting northern barriers are found, a temporary nest
shall be placed around the nest at a radius of 300 feet and all construction shall be
excluded from the fenced area. During the nesting season, the biologist shall monitor
the grading or construction site on a biweekly (14 day) period. The protection
measures shall remain in effect until the biologist has verified that adults have
abandoned the nest or the young have left the nest or nest tree.

Prior to commencement of grading or any other construction-related activity during
the yellowthroat-nesting season, a qualified biologist shall conduct a survey of the
project site for nesting salt marsh common yellowthroats. A 100-foot fenced
temporary buffer shall be established around any active nest to exclude any
construction activity, or any storage of materials or equipment from such buffer. The
fence shall remain in place until August 1 of the year or until the biologist verifies
that the nest is no longer active.

In the event that adult raptors or yellowthroats abandon a nest during grading or
construction, the biologist shall within 48 hours prepare and submit a report to the
executive director stating the observation and the biologist’s professional opinion of
the reasons therefor.

At the end of a grading or construction phase, or the end of each year’s nesting season
during project construction, whichever comes first, the biologist shall prepare and
submit to the executive director a monitoring report on the effectiveness of this
condition to protect any identified raptor or yellowthroat nests at the project site.

7. Perimeter Fence
The Habitat Management Plan shall provide for the construction of a four- to five-
foot high fence with a solid base to separate the developed areas, including trails,
from the adjacent open space and environmentally sensitive habitat areas.

. For a period of five years following issuance of the coastal development permit on the

anniversary date of the Commission’s action to approve the permit, the applicant (or his
consulting expert) shall perform and report to the Commission on a monitoring study,
consistent with applicable wildlife agency protocols, of the utilization of the dedicated
habitat conservation area by the sensitive species referenced in Special Condition 5.A
Commencing with the eighth year following issuance of the coastal development permit
and every third year thereafter, the “Pacific Ridge at Half Moon Bay” subdivision
homeowners association, or its consulting expert, shall perform and report to the
Commission on a monitoring study, consistent with applicable wildlife agency protocols
of the utilization of the dedicated habitat conservation area by the sensitive species
referenced in Special Condition 5.A.

. The applicant, or his successors or assigns, during the term of the development and home

sales program of the subdivision, and the homeowners association following completion
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of subdivision home sales shall be responsible for the implementation, including, but
limited to, any corrective actions of adverse conditions identified by the monitoring
program pursuant to Special Condition 5.B.

D. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the
applicant shall submit, for the review of, and approval by the Executive Director, a report
by a professional arborist of the eucalyptus trees in Drainages 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5, that
describes their current state and makes recommendations for their long-term arboreal
management including for roosting and nesting,.

E. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the
applicant shall revise the landscape plan, dated January 26, 2001, to indicate the planting
location of twelve (12) arroyo willows in central Drainage 2 to close the present (farm
road) gap in the riparian corridor and offset the unavoidable loss of four willows adjacent
to the westerly farm road, which is proposed to be expanded to accommodate the internal
subdivision street crossing of Drainage 2.

6. Riparian Corridor Protection

A. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the
applicant shall submit, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, revised
project plans that demonstrate that no development, including lot lines, shall be located
within 30 feet of the edge of any riparian vegetation associated with Streams 1, 2, and 3,
or within 30 feet of the centerline of the streams where no riparian vegetation is present.
For purposes of this permit condition, riparian vegetation shall be defined as any
vegetation that requires or tolerates soil moisture levels in excess of that available in
adjacent terrestrial areas and is typically associated with the banks, edges, or terrestrial
limits of freshwater bodies, water courses, or surface emergent aquifers.

B. The three stream crossings authorized herein shall span the streams with no supports
located within the riparian corridors. All construction activities, materials and equipment
are prohibited from entering the riparian corridors and their respective buffer zones
except as necessary for the construction of one road crossing each on Streams 1, 2 and 3.
Prior to commencement of grading, the applicant shall install temporary construction
fencing along the outer edge of all riparian buffer zones as shown on the approved
revised site plan.

7. Cumulative Public Access Impact Mitigation

A. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the
applicant shall submit evidence, for the review and approval of the Executive Director,
that the development rights have been permanently extinguished on at least 124 existing
legal lots such that the subdivision of property authorized herein shall not result in a net
increase of existing legal lots within that geographical area. The lots shall be
extinguished only in the Mid-Coast Region of San Mateo County, an area that is
generally depicted on Exhibit 16 and that is primarily served by the segment of Highway
1 between its intersection with Highway 92 and Devil’s Slide and/or by the segment of
Highway 92 west of Highway 280. Each mitigation lot shall be an existing legal lot or
combination of contiguous lots in common ownership and shall be zoned to allow
development of a detached single-family residence. The legality of each mitigation lot
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shall be demonstrated by the issuance of a Certificate of Compliance by the City or
County consistent with the applicable standards of the certified LCP and other applicable
law.

. For each development right extinguished in satisfaction of subdivision A of this permit
condition, the applicant shall, prior to issuance of the coastal development permit execute
and record a document, in a form and content acceptable to the Executive Director,
irrevocably offering to dedicate to a public agency or private association approved by the
Executive Director an open space or scenic easement to preserve the open space and
scenic values present on the property that is the source of the development right being
extinguished and to prevent the significant adverse cumulative impact to public access to
the coast that would result as a consequence of development of the property for
residential use. Such easement shall include a legal description of the entire property that
is the source of the development right being extinguished. The recorded document shall
also reflect that development in the easement area is restricted as set forth in this permit
condition. Each offer shall be recorded free of prior liens and encumbrances that the
Executive Director determines may affect the interest being conveyed. The offer shall
run with the land in favor of the People of the State of California, binding all successors
and assigns, and shall be irrevocable for a period of 21 years, such period running from
the date of recording.

. For each development right extinguished in satisfaction of subdivision A of this permit
condition, the applicant shall, prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, also
execute and record a deed restriction, in a form and content acceptable to the Executive
Director, requiring the applicant to combine the property that is the source of the
development right being extinguished with an adjacent already developed lot or with an
adjacent lot that could demonstrably be developed consistent with the applicable certified
local coastal program. The deed restriction shall include legal descriptions of all
combined and individual lots affected by the deed restriction. The deed restriction shall
run with the land, binding all successors and assigns, and shall be recorded free of prior
liens and encumbrances that the Executive Director determines may affect the
enforceability of the restriction. This deed restriction shall not be removed or changed
without a Commission amendment to this coastal development permit.

. As an alternative to the method described in subsection B and C above, the applicant may
instead, prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, purchase existing legal lots
that satisfy the criteria in subsection A above and, subject to the review and approval of
the Executive Director, dedicate such lots in fee to a public or private land management
agency approved by the Executive Director for permanent public recreational or natural
resource conservation purposes.

8. Erosion Control

A. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the

applicants shall provide, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, an
Erosion Control Plan to reduce erosion and, to the maximum extent practicable, retain
sediment on-site during and after construction. The plan shall be designed to minimize
the potential sources of sediment, control the amount of runoff and its ability to carry
sediment by diverting incoming flows and impeding internally generated flows, and
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retain sediment that is picked up on the project site through the use of sediment-capturing
devices. The plan shall also limit application, generation, and migration of toxic
substances, ensure the proper storage and disposal of toxic materials, apply nutrients at
rates necessary to establish and maintain vegetation without causing significant nutrient
runoff to surface waters. The Erosion Control Plan shall incorporate the Best
Management Practices (BMPs) specified below.

1. Erosion & Sediment Source Control

a. Sequence construction to install sediment-capturing devices first, followed by
runoff control measures and runoff conveyances. Land clearing activities should
only commence after the minimization and capture elements are in place.

b. Time the clearing and grading activities to avoid the rainy season (October 15
through April 30).

¢. Minimize the area of bare soil exposed at one time (phased grading).
d. Clear only areas essential for construction.

e, Within five days of clearing or inactivity in construction, stabilize bare soils
through either non-vegetative BMPs, such as mulching or vegetative erosion
control methods such as seeding. Vegetative erosion control shall be established
within two weeks of seeding/planting.

f. Construction entrances should be stabilized immediately after grading and
frequently maintained to prevent erosion and control dust.

g. Control wind-born dust through the installation of wind barriers such as hay bales
and/or sprinkling.

h. Soil and/or other construction-related material stockpiled on site shall be placed a
minimum of 200 feet from all wetlands and drain courses. Stockpiled soils shall
be covered with tarps at all times of the year.

i. Excess fill shall not be disposed of in the Coastal Zone unless authorized through
either an amendment to this coastal development permit or a new coastal
development permit.

2. Runoff Control and Conveyance

a. Intercept runoff above disturbed slopes and convey it to a permanent channel or
stormdrains by using earth dikes, perimeter dikes or swales, or diversions. Use
check dams where appropriate.

b. Provide protection for runoff conveyance outlets by reducing flow velocity and
dissipating flow energy.

3. Sediment-Capturing Devices

a. Install stormdrain inlet protection that traps sediment before it enters the storm
sewer system. This barrier could consist of filter fabric, straw bales, gravel, or
sand bags.
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Install sediment traps/basins at outlets of diversions, channels, slope drains, or
other runoff conveyances that discharge sediment-laden water. Sediment
traps/basins shall be cleaned out when 50% full (by volume).

Use silt fence and/or vegetated filter strips to trap sediment contained in sheet
flow. The maximum drainage area to the fence should be 0.5 acre or less per 100
feet of fence. Silt fences should be inspected regularly and sediment removed
when it reaches 1/3 the fence height. Vegetated filter strips should have relatively
flat slopes and be vegetated with erosion-resistant species.

4, Chemical Control

a.

b.

c.
d&

Store, handle, apply, and dispose of pesticides, petroleum products, and other
construction materials properly.

Establish fuel and vehicle maintenance staging areas located away from all
drainage courses, and design these areas to control runoff.

Develop and implement spill prevention and control measures.

Provide sanitary facilities for construction workers.

e. Maintain and wash equipment and machinery in confined areas specifically

designed to control runoff. Thinners or solvents should not be discharged into
sanitary or storm sewer systems. Washout from concrete trucks should be
disposed of at a location not subject to runoff and more than 50 feet away from a
stormdrain, open ditch or surface water.

Provide adequate disposal facilities for solid waste, including excess asphalt,
produced during construction.

Develop and implement nutrient management measures. Properly time
applications, and work fertilizers and liming materials into the soil to depths of 4
to 6 inches. Reduce the amount of nutrients applied by conducting soil tests to
determine site nutrient needs.

B. The applicant shall undertake development in accordance with the final erosion control
plans approved by the Executive Director. No proposed changes to the approved final
plans shall occur without a Commission amendment to this coastal development permit
unless the Executive Director determines that no amendment is required. The applicant
shall be fully responsible for advising construction personnel of the requirements of the
Erosion Control Plan.

C. Erosion Control Maintenance. All of the above described erosion control measures
shall be maintained pursuant to the following requirements.

1. All BMP traps/separators and/or filters shall be cleaned at minimum prior to the onset
of the storm season and no later than October 15" each year.

2. Sediment traps/basins shall be cleaned out at any time when 50% full (by volume).

3. Sediment shall be removed from silt fences at any time when it reaches 1/3 the fence
height.
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4. All pollutants contained in BMP devices shall be contained and disposed of in an
appropriate manner.

5. Non-routine maintenance activities that are expensive but infrequent, such as
detention basin dredging, shall be performed on as needed based on the results of the
monitoring inspections described above.

D. Erosion Control Monitoring. Throughout the construction period, the applicants shall
conduct regular inspections of the condition and operational status of all structural BMPs
required by the approved Erosion Control Plan. The applicant shall report the results of
the inspections in writing to the Executive Director prior to the start of the rainy season
(no later than October 15™), after the first storm of the rainy season, and monthly
thereafter until April 30"™ for the duration of the project construction period. Major
observations to be made during inspections and reported to the Executive Director shall
include: locations of discharges of sediment or other pollutants from the site; BMPs that
are in need of maintenance; BMPs that are not performing, failing to operate, or
inadequate; and locations where additional BMPs are needed. Authorized representatives
of the Coastal Commission and/or the City of Half Moon Bay shall be allowed to enter
the property as needed to conduct on-site inspections throughout the construction period.

9. Storm-water Pollution Prevention

A. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the
applicant shall submit, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, a final
Storm-water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP shall demonstrate that
the approved development shall maintain post-development peak runoff rate and average
volume at levels equal to pre-development levels, and reduce the post-development
loadings of Total Suspended Solids (TSS) so that the average annual TSS loadings are no
greater than pre-development loadings. The SWPPP shall incorporate the Best
Management Practices (BMPs) described below.

1. Minimize Creation of Impervious Surfaces

a. Design residential streets for the minimum required pavement widths needed to
comply with all zoning and applicable ordinances to support travel lanes, on-street
parking, emergency, maintenance and service vehicle access, sidewalks, and
vegetated open channels.

b. Minimize the number of residential street cul-de- sacs and incorporate landscaped
areas to reduce their impervious cover. The radius of cul-de-sacs should be the
minimum required to accommodate emergency and vehicle turnarounds.
Alternative turnarounds shall be employed where allowable.

¢. Avoid curb and gutter along driveways and streets where appropriate.

d. Incorporate landscaping with vegetation or other permeable ground cover in
setback areas between sidewalks and streets.

e. Use alternative porous material/pavers (e.g., hybrid lots, parking groves,
permeable overflow parking, crushed gravel, mulch, cobbles) to the extent
practicable for sidewalks, driveways, parking lots, or interior roadway surfaces.
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f.

g.

Reduce driveway lengths, and grade and construct driveways to direct runoff into
adjacent landscaped areas.

Direct rooftop runoff to permeable areas rather than driveways or impervious
surfaces in order to facilitate infiltration and reduce the amount of storm-water
leaving the site.

2. Roads and Parking Lots

aﬂ

b.

Install vegetative filter strips or catch basin inserts with other media filter devices,
clarifiers, grassy swales and berms, or a combination thereof to remove or
mitigating oil, grease, hydrocarbons, heavy metals and particulates from storm-
water draining from all roads and parking lots.

Roads and parking lots should be vacuum swept monthly at a minimum, to
remove debris and contaminant residue.

3. Landscaping

a.

b.

c‘

Native or drought tolerant adapted vegetation should be selected, in order to
minimize the need for fertilizer, pesticides/herbicides, and excessive irrigation.

Where irrigation is necessary, the system must be designed with efficient
technology. At a minimum, all irrigation systems shall have flow sensors and
master valves installed on the mainline pipe to ensure system shutdown in the
case of pipe breakage. Irrigation master systems shall have an automatic
irrigation controller to ensure efficient water distribution. Automatic irrigation
controllers shall be easily adjustable so that site watering will be appropriate for
daily site weather conditions. Automatic irrigation controllers shall have rain
shutoff devices in order to prevent unnecessary operation on rainy days.

All BMP traps/separators and/or filters shall be cleaned prior to the onset of the
storm season and no later than October 15™ each year. All pollutants contained in
BMP devices shall be contained and disposed of in an appropriate manner.

Non-routine maintenance activities that are expensive but infrequent, such as
detention basin dredging, shall be performed on as needed based on the results of
the monitoring inspections described below.

B. Storm-water Pollution Prevention Monitoring. The applicant shall conduct an annual
inspection of the condition and operational status of all structural BMPs provided in
satisfaction of the approved SWPPP including the detention basin. The results of each
annual mspectmn shall be reported to the Executive Director in writing by no later than
June 30" of each year following the commencement of construction. Major observations
to be made during inspections and reported to the Executive Director shall include:
locations of discharges of sediment or other pollutants from the site; BMPs that are in
need of maintenance; BMPs that are not performing, failing to operate, or inadequate;
and locations where additional BMPs are needed. Authorized representatives of the
Coastal Commission and/or the City of Half Moon Bay shall be allowed to enter the
property as needed to conduct on-site inspections of the detention basin and other
structural BMPs.
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C. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the

applicant shall submit for the review and approval of the Executive Director a Water
Quality Monitoring Plan (WQMP). The WQMP shall be designed to evaluate the
effectiveness of the SWPPP to protect the quality of surface and groundwater and shall
provide the following:

1. The WQMP shall specify sampling locations appropriate to evaluate surface and
groundwater quality throughout the project site, including, but not limited to all major
storm drains.

2. The WQMP shall specify sampling protocols and permitted standards for all
identified potential pollutants including, but not necessarily limited to: heavy metals,
pesticides, herbicides, suspended solids, nutrients, oil, and grease.

3. Beginning with the start of the first rainy season (October 15 - April 30) following
commencement of development and continuing until three years following
completion of all grading, landscaping and other earth disturbing work, surface water
samples shall be collected from the specified sampling locations during the first
significant storm event of the rainy season and each following month through April
30. Sampling shall continue thereafter in perpetuity on an annual basis during the
first significart storm event of the rainy season.

4. Results of monitoring efforts shall be submitted to the Commission upon availability.

. If any water quality standards specified in the WQMP are exceeded, the applicant shall
assess the potential sources of the pollutant and the potential remedies. If it is determined
based on this assessment that applicable water quality standards have not been met as a
result of inadequate or failed BMPs, corrective actions or remedies shall be required. If
potential remedies or corrective action constitute development, as defined in Section
30106 of the Coastal Act, an amendment to this permit shall be required.

. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the
applicant shall execute and record a deed restriction over the project site, in a form and
content acceptable to the Executive Director, reflecting the above restrictions on
development. The deed restriction shall include legal descriptions of the applicant’s
entire parcel(s). The deed restriction shall run with the land, binding all successors and
assigns, and shall be recorded free of prior liens that the Executive Director determines
may affect the enforceability of the restriction. This deed restriction shall not be removed
or changed without a Commission amendment to this coastal development permit.

10. Grading Plan
A. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the

applicant shall submit, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, a Final
Grading Plan specifying:

1. The respective quantities of cut and fill and the final design grades and locations for
all project related grading, including building foundations, streets, drainage, and
utilities.

2. The phasing of all grading during construction.
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B.

Grading shall be conducted in strict conformity to the approved Grading Plan, Erosion
Control Plan, SWPPP, and habitat protection measures specified in Special Conditions 6,
9 and 10.

11. Project Site Access

A.

Permanent vehicular and pedestrian access to serve the subdivision shall be provided
along either the Bayview Drive right-of-way, from Highway 1, or the Foothill Boulevard
right-of-way, from Highway 92. The applicant shall pay its fair share for signalization
and associated highway intersection lane improvements for the selected permanent entry
roadway. The permanent entry roadway shall not be located in, or within 100 feet of, a
wetland, as defined in Half Moon Bay LCP Zoning Ordinance Section 18.38.020.E, or in,
or within 30 feet of a riparian area, as defined in Half Moon Bay LCP Zoning Ordinance
Section 18.38.020.B, provided that improvements to the existing Foothill Boulevard
right-of-way segment adjacent to the easterly side of Half Moon Bay High School may
occur within the right-of-way if existing adjacent riparian vegetation or wetland areas
outside the right-of-way are protected. If Foothill Boulevard is the permanent entry
roadway, it shall be designed and constructed as a two-lane street (with a sidewalk and
bike lane) to serve the subdivision project, adjacent residences and ranches, and as an
emergency additional entry to Half Moon Bay High School, but shall not be connected to
Terrace Avenue, Bayview Avenue, or Grandview Avenue.

. Until completion of the permanent entry road to the subdivision described in Special

Condition 11A above, Terrace Avenue may be used as vehicular access for up to the first
40 homes in the subdivision. Following completion of the permanent entry road to the
subdivision, an emergency/fire department gate shall be installed across Terrace Avenue
immediately east of the area in the subdivision project occupied by the five (5) trailhead
parking spaces indicated on Exhibit 14, provided that the public access walkway to the
“loop Trail” (as shown on Exhibit 14) shall remain open and be signed for public use,
Terrace Avenue to the east of the gate shall thereafter be used for emergency vehicular
access only.

During Project construction, construction vehicle and construction worker traffic may
utilize Terrace Avenue to access the Project site, provided that if either the Bayview
Drive right-of-way, from Highway 1, or the Foothill Boulevard right-of-way, from
Highway 92, is available for use by the applicant then such accessway other than Terrace
Avenue shall be used to gain construction access to the subdivision project site.
Temporary improvements to either right-of-way other than Terrace Avenue are permitted
to accommodate the construction traffic, provided that adjacent riparian vegetation or
wetland areas shall be fenced and screened to avoid intrusion by either equipment or
materials.

12. Raptor Protection

PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant

shall submit, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, a biological survey

conducted by a qualified biologist/ornithologist that demonstrates that no development

involving physical construction, including grading, shall occur within 100 feet of any nesting
. habitat for any state or federally listed species of raptor.
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2.0 FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS

[NOTE: The full text of the LCP, Coastal Act and other policies and regulations referenced .
herein are attached as Appendix C of this report.]

2.1 Standard of Review

The entire City of Half Moon Bay is within the California coastal zone. The City has a certified
Local Coastal Program, which allows the City to issue Local Coastal Permits except in areas of
original jurisdiction retained by the Commission. The local action of the City is appealable to
the Commission because it contains areas of wetlands and streams subject to the appeal
jurisdiction of the Commission under Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 30603(a)(2).

Because the Commission found in March 2000 that the appeals of the local government action
on this project raise a substantial issue under the LCP, the Commission must consider the entire
application de novo (PRC §§ 30603, 30621, and 30625, 14 CCR § 13115). Ailanto has
previously asserted that only those physical portions of the project that are located within 100
feet of a stream or wetland are before the Commission de novo, However, the applicant confuses
initial jurisdictional prerequisites with the Commission’s authority to review the entire Pacific
Ridge Development project de novo. Although Section 30603 lists the types of development for
which the Commission has jurisdiction to hear an appeal, Section 30603 also indicates the
parameters under which such review is to take place once jurisdiction is established. In
accordance with Coastal Act Section 30603(a), the appeal is of the action taken by the local
government. Likewise, Section 30625 of the Coastal Act provides that any appealable action on
a coastal development permit by a local government may be appealed to the Commission.
Section 30625 also provides that the Commission may then approve, modify, or deny such
proposed development. Section 30621 and implementing regulation Section 13115 state that the
application for the proposed development is before the Commission de novo. Therefore,
consistent with Coastal Act Sections 30603, 30621 and 30625 and implementing regulation
Section 13115 the entire application acted on by the City is before the Commission de novo.
Finally, the Commission also notes that the proposed development includes a subdivision of the
entire property. The proposed subdivision will change the intensity and density of use of the
entire property. Accordingly, the impact of the proposed subdivision is inseparable and is not
geographicallyseverable.

Section 30604(b) states that after certification of a local coastal program, a coastal development
permit shall be issued if the issuing agency or the Commission on appeal finds that the proposed
development is in conformity with the certified local coastal program. Pursuant to Policy 1-1 of
the City’s certified Land Use Plan (LUP), the City has adopted the policies of the Coastal Act
(sections 30210 through 30264) as the guiding policies of the LUP. Policy 1-4 of the City’s LUP
states that prior to issuan.e of any development permit, the [Commission] shall make the finding
that the development meets the standards set forth in all applicable LUP policies. Thus, the LUP
incorporates the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. These policies are therefore included in
the standard of review for the proposed project.

The project site is located within the Planned Development Area (PUD) designated in the City’s

LUP as the Dykstra Ranch PUD. Section 9.3.7 of the LUP specifically addresses the

development of the Dykstra Ranch PUD, and includes “Proposed Development Conditions” for

the development. Section 18.37.020.C of the City’s Zoning Code states in relevant part: .
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New development within Planned Development Areas shall be subject to development
conditions as stated in the Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan for each Planned
Development...

Therefore, Proposed Development Conditions (a) through (h) contained in LUP Section 9.3.7 are
included in the standard of review for this proposed project and are hereinafter referred to as
LUP Policies 9.3.7(a) through 9.3.7(h).

LUP Policy 9.3.7(a) requires a specific plan to be prepared for the entire [Dykstra Ranch Planned
Development] area which incorporated all of the stated conditions and conforms to all other
policies of the Land Use lan. Accordingly, the City approved a specific plan for the Dykstra
Ranch PUD on January 4, 1994, and subsequently incorporated this PUD plan as Chapter 18.16
of the Zoning Code — Dykstra Ranch PUD Zoning District. The Commission certified the PUD
in April 1996. In accordance with the definitions provided in Zoning Code Section 18.02.040,
the LCP uses the terms “Specific Plan” and *“Planned Unit Development Plan” synonymously.
Zoning Code Section 18.15.045.C states that a Planned Unit Development Plan shall expire two
years after its effective date unless a building permit has been issued, construction diligently
pursued, and substantial funds invested. Neither a coastal development permit (CDP) nor a
building permit has been issued for the proposed project. Therefore, by its own terms the
Dykstra Ranch PUD Plan/Specific Plan expired in April of 1998, two years after the
Commission certified the PUD and it became effective in the City. Because the specific plan has
expired, Zoning Code Chapter 18.16 is not included in the standard of review for this coastal
development permit application. A new specific plan has not been prepared for the development.

LUP Policy 9-8 states that areas designated in the LUP as PUD shall be planned as a unit and
that preparation of specific plans may be required for one or more separate ownerships,
individually or collectively, when parcels comprising a PUD are in separate ownerships. LUP
Policy 9-14 states that where portions of a PUD are in separate ownership, approval may be
granted for development of a parcel or group of parcels within the PUD provided that the City
has approved a specific plan for the PUD district. The Dykstra Ranch PUD District is comprised
of two lots under a single ownership, and the Pacific Ridge Development represents a
development plan for the entire PUD district. Therefore, pursuant to LUP Policies 9-8 and 9-14,
a specific plan is not required as a prerequisite to the development of the Dykstra Ranch PUD.
Although the specific plan required to be prepared under LUP Section 9.3.7(a) has expired, the
Commission finds the development in conformance with the LCP, including the proposed
development conditions for the PUD, without preparation of a new specific plan.

2.2 Project Location and Description

The proposed project is within the Dykstra Ranch Planned Unit Development (PUD) area,
located on a coastal terrace east of Highway 1 and north of State Route 92 at the eastern edge of
the City of Half Moon Bay, San Mateo County, approximately one mile east of the Pacific Ocean
(Exhibit 1). A mix of suburban development and vacant former agricultural lands lies between
the site and Highway 1. Half Moon Bay High School is located on the southwest boundary of
the site (Exhibit 3).

The elevation of the property ranges from about 245 feet in the southeast portion of the project
area down to about 45 or 50 feet in the northwest corner. The western portion of the project area
contains gentle slopes in the five percent range. Some ridges, particularly in the northeast, are
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steeply sloped, approaching 28 percent in some cases. The land has been used for grazing cattle
and has a history of barley cultivation.

Soils on the site consist of natural deposits of alluvium and artificial fill. The alluvial soils
display slight to moderate erosion potential. Soils on the rolling hills in the northwestern part of
the site also pose slight to moderate erosion potential. The upland soils on the hills, along the
northeastern boundary of the site are moderately to highly erodable. The site contains artificial
fills for an earthen dam and an embankment and drainage channel berms, relating to previous
agricultural activities. Approximately 36 acres or 32 percent of the site contain prime
agricultural soils (Exhibit 10).

The site lies in the transition area between the foothills along the western flank of the Santa Cruz
Mountains and the coastal plain in Half Moon Bay. The closest active earthquake faults are
located approximately five miles northeast of the site. The general area is a seismically active
region, and is subject to strong seismic ground shaking.

The project as approved by the City was to subdivide the 114-acre site into 197 residential lots.
Subsequent to the Commission’s determination of substantial issue, the applicant revised the
project for purposes of the de novo permit review. These revisions included reduction from 197
to 145 lots, relocation of a portion of the main “loop road” to avoid encroachment into the pond
buffer area, and additionzl wetland and riparian corridor protections (Exhibit 9). On January 16,
2001, in an effort to address some of the concerns raised during the December 13, 2000
Commission hearing, the applicant again amended the permit application and provided additional
information. The revisions include, among other changes, a reduction in the level of
development located in and adjacent to the environmentally sensitive habitat area north of
Stream 3. The applicant submitted further revisions to the Commission staff on January 26,
2001 eliminating another five lots from the habitat area. This decrease in development in and
adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas is accomplished by shifting much of the
proposed development to the southern half of the site and reducing the number of proposed
residential lots from 145 to 134 (Exhibit 14).

The revised subdivision plan eliminates the previously proposed loop road from the northern
portion of the site, which, if constructed, would have created a significant barrier within
migration corridors for San Francisco garter snakes and California red-legged frogs and would
have required three stream crossings. The revised plan also reduces the number of proposed lots
located north of Stream 3 from 66 to 33. The revised project description specifies that the
remaining lots proposed to be created north of Stream 3 would be graded to drain toward the
streets and not into the pond or other wetlands. Consequently, the applicant deleted the high
water flood control drain previously proposed to be installed in the pond.

Ailanto proposes to develop the lots with two-story houses ranging in size from 2,571 to 3,547
square feet. Many of the romes are positioned for views of the ocean (Exhibit 15). To increase
the variation in design, the applicant proposes to construct detached garages for approximately
58 percent of the houses. Houses are projected by the applicant to be priced above $500,000,
and to appeal to people purchasing their second or third home. These buyers are expected to be
families with children of high school age or older. In its final revision to the proposed project
plans received January 16, 2001, the applicant amended the project description to indicate that
ten percent of the residences would be offered for sale at below market rate prices.
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Infrastructure improvements to serve the development include privately maintained subdivision
streets and underground lines for water, power, and sewer services. Ailanto has paid
assessments to the Sewer Authority Midcoast and to the Coastside County Water District to
assure sewer and water capacity to serve the development.

As originally proposed to the City the project included the construction of Foothill Boulevard
linking the site to State Route 92 to the south and the extension of Grand View Boulevard
linking the development to Highway 1 to the west. However the City denied the construction of
these roadways due to their encroachment into wetland areas. For purposes of the Commission
de novo review of the pe,mit application, Ailanto has revised the project to provide access to the
development from highway 1 through an extension of Terrace Avenue, an existing neighborhood
street that abuts the development site to the west (Exhibit 2). The applicant proposes to provide
approximately $1 million for improvements at the intersection of Terrace Avenue and Highway
1 including lane widening and a traffic signal.

The applicant proposes to dedicate open space easements over approximately 5.15 acres of the
site for park use. A homeowners association would maintain subdivision streets, sidewalks,
streetlights, monument signs, wetlands, the pond, and open space amenities such as benches,
bicycle racks, a tot lot and a gazebo.

2.3 Traffic Impacts

The Commission requires the applicant to retire the development rights of 124 existing
legal lots in the Mid-Coast Region to offset the significant adverse cumulative impacts of
the proposed subdivision to coastal access due to increased traffic congestion on Highways
1 and 92.

2.3.1 Issue Summary

Road access to the Mid-Coast region of San Mateo County including the City of Half Moon Bay
and the portion of the California coast within this region is limited to Highways 1 and 92.
Studies show that the cu.ent volume of traffic on these highways exceeds their capacity and that
even with substantial investment in transit and highway improvements, congestion will only get
worse in the future. As a result, the level of service on the highways at numerous bottleneck
sections is currently and will in the future continue to be rated as LOS F. LOS F is defined as
heavily congested flow with traffic demand exceeding capacity resulting in stopped traffic and
long delays. This level of service rating system is used to describe the operation of both
transportation corridors as well as specific intersections. LOS F conditions are currently
experienced at certain intersections and at bottleneck sections of both highways during both the
weekday PM peak-hour commuter period and during the weekend mid-day peak. The LCP
contains policies that protect the public’s ability to access the coast. Because there are no
alternative access routes to the and along the coastline in this area of the coast, the extreme
traffic congestion on Highways 1 and 92 significantly interferes with the public’s ability to
access the area’s substantial public beaches and other visitor serving coastal resources in conflict
with these policies.

Without any new subdivisions, there are approximately 2,500 existing undeveloped small lots
within the City. Each of these lots could potentially be developed with at least one single-family
residence. Even with the City’s Measure A 3-percent residential growth restriction in place, this
buildout level could be reached by 2010. If the Measure D one percent growth restriction
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approved by Half Moon Bay voters in November 1999 is implemented through an amendment to
the LCP (litigation challenging the measure is currently pending), the rate of buildout would be
slowed, but neither of these growth rate restrictions change the ultimate buildout level allowed.

In addition to the fact that capacity increases to the highways are constrained both legally and
physically, there is a significant imbalance between housing supply and jobs throughout the
region. The County’s Congestion Management Plan (CMP) concludes that a major factor
contributing to existing and future traffic congestion throughout the County is the imbalance
between the job supply and housing (CCAG 1998). In most areas of the County, the problem is
caused by a shortage of housing near the job centers, resulting in workers commuting long
distances from outside the County. In these areas, the CMP recommends general plan and
zoning changes designed to increase the housing supply near the job centers of the County. In
the Mid-Coast area of the County however, the problem is reversed. In accordance with the
projections contained in the CMP, buildout of the currently existing lots within the City of Half
Moon Bay would exceed the housing supply needed to support jobs in the area by approximately
2,200 units, contributing to significantly worse congestion on the area’s highways. Simply put,
the capacity of the regional transportation network cannot feasibly be increased to the level
necessary to meet the demand created by the development potentially allowable under the City
and the County land use plans.

The most recent Countywide Transportation Plan predicts far greater congestion on these two
corridors by 2010, stating “in 2010 the most congested corridor [in San Mateo County] will be
Western 92" (C/CAG 2000). This report projects increases in the traffic volumes of 197- and
218-percent on Highways 1 and 92 respectively in the Mid-Coast region, and attributes these
increases to “the anticipated levels of new development on the Coastside and the continued
pattern of Coastsiders out-commuting to jobs in San Francisco and on the Bayside.” This latest
report serves to corroborate and underscore the findings of all of the previous traffic studies
conducted in the region over the past three decades that Highways 1 and 92 in the Mid-Coast
Region are not adequate to serve either the current or the expected future demands of
development.

The Half Moon Bay LCP specifies that new development shall not be permitted in the absence of
adequate infrastructure including roads. LUP Policy 9-2 states in relevant part:

No permit for development shall be issued unless a finding is made that such
development will be served upon completion with water, sewer, schools, and road
Jacilities... [Emphasis added.]

LUP Policy 9-4 states in relevant part:

Prior to issuance of a development permit, the Planning Commission or City Council
shall make the finding that adequate services and resources are available to serve the
proposed development... Lack of available services or resources shall be grounds for
denial of the project or reduction in the density otherwise indicated in the land use
plan. [Emphasis added.]

LUP Policy 10-4 states:

The City shall reserve public works capacity for land uses given priority by the Plan, in
order to assure that all available public works capacity is not consumed by other
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development and control the rate of new development permitted in the City to avoid
overloading of public works and services.

The LCP also adopts Coastal Act Section 30252 as a guiding policy, which states in relevant
part:
The location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance public access
to the coast....

In light of the inescapable fact that there is not adequate highway capacity to serve even the
existing level of development in the region, the question that is squarely before the Commission
in considering the proposed subdivision is whether the applicant’s request to create 124 new
legal lots can be permitted consistent with the certified LCP policies. Because there are no
alternative access routes to and along the coastline in this area of the coast, the extreme traffic
congestion on Highways 1 and 92 significantly interferes with the public’s ability to access the
area’s substantial public beaches and other visitor serving coastal resources in conflict with these
policies. The Commission finds that any increase in legal lots in the Mid-Coast Region will
result in significant adverse project-specific and cumulative impacts to public access, and would
therefore be inconsistent with the Half Moon Bay LCP. However, although the Commission
could deny the proposed subdivision because it is inconsistent with certified LCP policies, the
significant adverse cumulative impacts to highway congestion and public access to and along the
coast in the Mid-Coast region of San Mateo County associated with new residential subdivisions
can be offset by retiring the development rights on an equivalent number of existing legal lots in
the region.

The applicant proposes to mitigate the impacts of the proposed development to area traffic by
providing the City with funding to install a traffic signal on Highway 1 where it intersects with
the access road proposed fo the development and to widen an 800-foot portion of Highway 1
near this intersection. The applicant’s transportation consultant has provided data showing that
with these and other highway and intersection improvements contemplated by the City, six
intersections in the vicinity of the development site will operate at acceptable levels, representing
an improvement over existing conditions. These projects, however, would likely be constructed
in any event, although if the applicant provides funding, it may accelerate their implementation.
The infrastructure improvements the applicant proposed are all in Half Moon Bay, and so these
would not mitigate the project’s impacts on congestion outside of the city limits at all. The
regional project-specific and cumulative impacts, which impede public access to the coast, are of
greater concern than impacts that are limited to Half Moon Bay.

In addition, the applicant proposes to mitigate the regional cumulative traffic impacts of the
proposed development through a one-time contribution of $500 per lot to the San Mateo County
Regional Transportation Authority, SAMTRANS, for a total of $63,000. The applicant has not
however demonstrated that these funds would be spent in a manner that would in any way lessen
the traffic impacts of the project or offset the significant adverse cumulative impacts of
anticipated development to coastal access. In fact, the regional transportation studies
demonstrate that no level of investment in transportation system improvements is adequate to
avoid increased congestion on Mid-Coast Highways 1 and 92. The San Mateo County
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Countywide Transportation Plan shows that even with the maximum investment of $3.2 billion
in highway and transit improvements, the regional level of service on Highways 1 and 92 will be
significantly worse by 2010 than the current levels.

The regional transportation studies conducted over the last 20 plus years clearly and consistently
demonstrate that the area highways cannot support the current level of development and that
anticipated growth will result in even greater traffic congestion despite billions of dollars of
transportation system expenditures. Therefore, the Commission finds that adequate
infrastructure is not available to serve the proposed development, as required by the Half Moon
Bay LCP and that the mitigation proposed by the applicant is inadequate to offset these impacts.
Furthermore, the Commission finds that the regional cumulative traffic impacts of the proposed

" development would significantly interfere with the public’s ability to access the coast, in conflict
with Coastal Act Policies 30210, 30250(a) and 30252, all of which are incorporated as policies
of the certified Half Moon Bay LUP. Only by conditioning the permit to require the applicant to
retire existing legal lots to offset the growth related to the proposed creation of new lots can the
Commission find the proposed development consistent with the Half Moon Bay LCP.

As discussed further below, the Commission concludes that a condition requiring the
proportional retirement of lots in the Mid-Coast region is essential to achieve consistency of the
project with the Half Moon Bay LCP and therefore imposes Special Condition 7 requiring the
applicant to extinguish the development rights on at least 124 existing legal lots in the San Mateo
County Mid-Coast region.

23.2 LCP Standards
{The LCP allows new development only if road and other services are adequate.|

The City of Half Moon Bay LCP contains policies requiring adequate road capacity to serve new
development and to minimize impacts of development to traffic on Highways 1 and 92. LUP
Policy 9-2 specifies that new development shall not be permitted unless it is found that the
development will be served upon completion with road facilities. LUP Policy 9-4 requires that
development shall be served with adequate services and that lack of adequate services shall be
grounds for denial of a development permit or reduction in the density otherwise allowed under
the LUP. Policy 10-4 states that the City shall reserve public works capacity for priority land
uses including public access and recreation from consumption by other non-priority uses such as
residential development. LUP Policy 10-25 designates LOS C as the desired level of service on
Highways 1 and 92 except during the weekday and weekend peak-hours when LOS E may be
accepted.

Section 9.3.7 of the LUP includes proposed development conditions for the development of the
Dykstra Ranch Planned Unit Development Area (the project site). Proposed Development
Condition 9.3.7(a) provides for the reduction of the maximum allowable density of 228 units for
the project site if the remaining capacity on Highway 92 is inadequate to accommodate that level
of development.

In addition, pursuant to LUP Policy 1-1, the City has adopted the Chapter 3 policies of the
Coastal Act as the guiding policies of the LUP. Accordingly, the City’s LUP adopts Coastal Act
Sections 30210, 30250 and 30252, which also require that development shall not interfere with
the public’s ability to access the coast and shall only be approved in areas with adequate public
services.
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2.3.3 Regional Transportation Setting

Road access to Half Moon Bay and the San Mateo County Mid-Coast region is aiready
overwhelmed and capacity increases are severely constrained.

The City of Half Moon Bay and its coastline can only be accessed via Highway 1 from the north
and south and by Highway 92 from the east (Exhibits 1, 2, and 3). Capacity increases to these
roadways are constrained both legally and physically.

Highway 1 Corridor

The Highway 1 corridor 1s currently overwhelmed at peak times. The maximum capacity of the
Highway 1 corridor (LOS E)' is approximately 2,500 vehicles per hour. Any volume greater
than 2,500 vehicles per hour is considered an undesirable level of service F. Currently, the
corridor carries approximately 3,120 vehicles during the weekday PM peak-hour and 3,000
vehicles during the Saturday midday peak-hour. Thus, the corridor operates at LOS F at these
times (Fehr & Peers 2000b). In addition, the unsignalized Terrace Avenue/Highway 1
intersection currently operates at LOS F due to heavy traffic on Highway 1 that constrains
turning movements of vehicles attempting to enter Highway 1 from Terrace Avenue (Dowling
1998).

While the corridor may be improved in the future, the potential for increased capacity is limited
especially outside of Half Moon Bay. Approximately 10 miles north of the City, in San Mateo
County, Highway 1 passes through the “Devil’s Slide” area, where landslides cause frequent
interruptions and occasional closures during the rainy season. Caltrans is currently seeking
necessary approvals to construct a tunnel to by-pass Devil’s Slide. While the tunnel will
improve operations of the highway in the section by preventing slide-related delays and closures,
the width of the tunnel will only allow one lane in each direction consistent with Coastal Act
Section 30254. Construction of additional lanes to provide additional capacity is therefore not an
option in the Devil’s Slide area. (The Coastal Commission approved San Mateo County LCP
Amendment 1-96 on January 9, 1997 providing for the tunnel alternative.)

The Highway 1 right-of-way provides sufficient width for a four-lane roadway throughout the
City of Half Moon Bay. South of Miramontes Point Road, Highway 1 has a rural character with
one lane and a graded shoulder in each direction. It varies in width between two and four lanes
between Miramontes Point Road and Kelly Avenue. North of Kelly Avenue, it includes two
lanes in each direction separated by a raised median before returning to one lane in each
direction north of North Main Street. The intersections of Highway 1 with North Main Street,
Highway 92, and Kelly Avenue are controlled with traffic signals. The intersections of Highway
1 with minor roadways, including the proposed project site access Terrace Avenue, are
controlled with stop signs on the minor street approaches. The roadway widens at unsignalized
intersections to accommodate a 12-foot left turn lane. However, because of the heavy traffic
congestion on Highway 1 during peak hours, significant delays occur for left turn movements
into and out of these unsignalized minor street intersections.

! Traffic analysis is commonly undertaken using the level of service rating method. The level of service rating is a
qualitative description of the operational conditions along roadways and within intersections. Level of service is
reported using an A through F letter system to describe travel delay and congestion. Level of service (LOS) A
indicates free-flowing conditions. LOS E indicates the maximum capacity condition with significant congestion and
delays. A LOS F rating indicates traffic that exceeds operational capacity with unacceptable delays and congestion.
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In the beginning of the year 2000, the City began drafting a Project Study Report (PSR) for
submittal to Caltrans to study an approximately $3 million improvement plan for the
approximately 3,000-foot section of Highway 1 between North Main Street and Kehoe Avenue.
On June 20, 2000, the City Council considered eight alternatives for this improvement project.
The improvements contemplated included widening the remaining two-lane portions of this
section of the highway to four lanes, consolidating intersections, and improving bicycle and
pedestrian safety. Under this plan, Bayview Drive would serve as the consolidated, arterial street
to serve the existing and planned neighborhoods in this area of the City inland of Highway 1
with a signalized intersection. The other intersections north of North Main would remain
unsignalized and restricted to right turning traffic. The City anticipated that the San Mateo
County Transportation Authority (SMCTA) would provide substantial funding for these
improvements.

The City recently began studies to determine if signal warrants are met for the currently
unsignalized Highway 1 intersections at Grandview Avenue, Roosevelt Boulevard, Mirada Road,
and Filbert Street. Caltrans recently determined that a signal is warranted at the Ruisseau
Francaise/Highway 1 intersection.

Coastal Act Section 30254 states that it is the intent of the legislature that in rural areas, Highway
1 shall remain a scenic tvo-lane road. This Coastal Act policy is implemented through the San
Mateo County LCP both to the north and to the south of the City, outside the City Limits.

Highway 92 Corridor

Highway 92 runs east of the City to Highway 280 traversing steep rugged terrain. Here too,
there is some potential for increased capacity within Half Moon Bay, but there is little basis for
concluding that the severe congestion outside of the city will be alleviated. Because of the steep
slopes, slow-moving vehicles delay eastbound traffic. In accordance with the LUP, the capacity
of this highway is 1,400 vehicles per hour (in each direction of travel). Currently, the Highway
92 corridor carries approximately 1,976 vehicles during the weekday PM peak-hour and 1,800
vehicles during the Saturday midday peak-hour. Given the characteristics of this roadway,
including its steep slopes and curves, this traffic volume results in levels of service F during the
weekday peak and nearly F during the weekend peak.

In 1989, the voters of San Mateo County passed Measure A, a 1/2 cent sales tax initiative to
provide funds for transportation improvements within the County.” Operational and safety
improvements to Highway 92 from Highway 1 to Highway 280 were included as part of the
Measure A program. Improvements were subsequently divided into four separate construction
packages. Construction was recently completed on the first segment to go into construction, the
section of Highway 1 from Pilarcitos Creek south of the City to Skyline Boulevard (Highway
35). The other three segiaents include Highway 92 improvements within the City and in the
County area east of the City limit. This project has been divided into two phases. The City will
construct Phase 1 and the SMCTA will construct Phase 2.

Phase 1 of the Half Moon Bay Highway 92 improvement project addresses the western segment
of the highway within the City. The Phase 1 improvements include widening portions of

2 Unrelated to the City of Half Moon Bay Residential Growth Initiative also known as Measure A,
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Highway 92 from two to four lanes, intersection improvements, and improved bicycle and
pedestrian safety (Exhibits 4-7). The City will enter into a cooperative agreement with Caltrans
for final design and construction for the Phase 1 project. In 1998, the City entered into an
agreement with the SMCTA for additional funding for the Phase 1 portion of the project.
Funding for Phase 1 includes $3.97 million from the State, $4.92 million from SCMTA and
$0.82 million from the City. The City expects to complete Phase 1 by 2002.

Phase 2 follows Highway 92 from approximately 2,230 feet east of Main Street to the City limit
line and will be constructed by the SCMTA. Phase 2 will include widening the remaining
portion of the highway to the City limit line to provide one standard 12-foot lane and an 8-foot
outside shoulder in each direction.

The Phase 1 and 2 improvements will improve traffic flow along this segment within the City
consistent with the Circulation Element of the City’s General Plan. The improvements will not,
however, improve the bottlenecks on Highway 92 east of the City that interfere with the public’s
ability to access the coast from inland areas. On May 11, 2000, the City Planning Commission
certified a mitigated negative declaration (MND) and approved a coastal development permit for
the Phase 1 Highway 92 improvements within the City. The MND finds that the project will
bring this portion of the Highway 92 corridor within the City Limits to an acceptable level of
service under the LCP (LOS C or better). The Planning Commission’s approval of this project
was appealed to the City Council. The City Council rejected the appeal, granting the final local
approval for the project on July 16, 2000. The City’s approval was not appealed the Coastal
Commission.

Construction was recently completed of an uphill-passing lane on the segment of Highway 92
east of the City. In addition, the SCMTA is preparing plans for a widening and curve correction
project from Pilarcitos Creek to the proposed Foothill Boulevard. This project will include
widening of existing lanes and curve corrections to improve safety, but the steep and rugged
terrain and proximity to stream corridors prohibit widening the roadway to provide additional
lanes east of the City Limits. Thus, while the proposed lane widening and curve corrections will
improve the flow of traffic through this corridor, it is not feasible to increase capacity through
further lane additions to the segment of Highway 92 between the City limit line and Highway
280 to the east.

2.3.4 Regional Growth Projections

Contrary to the applicant’s camulative impact analysis, regional growth projections for
Half Moon Bay and the San Mateo County Mid-Coast region predict growth that will
exceed the capacity of the transportation system.

Cumulative impact analysis is based on an assessment of project impacts combined with other
projects causing related impacts (14 CCR § 15355). In accordance with CEQA, cumulative
impact analysis must consider reasonably foreseeable future projects or activities. The CEQA
guidelines identify two sources of data that can be consulted for the purpose of evaluating the
significant cumulative impacts of development (14 CCR § 15130(b)):

(1) Either:

(A) A list of past, present and probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts,
including those projects outside the control of the agency, or
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(B) A summary of projections contained in an adopted general or related planning document or
in a prior environmental document which has been adopted or certified, which describes or

evaluates regional or area wide conditions contributing to the cumulative impact. [Emphasis
added.]

The applicant’s traffic study is based on a list of projects as described in Subsection (A) to
project future development for its assessment of cumulative project impacts to traffic. The
applicant’s transportatios: consultant considered all known permitted and planned developments
as provided by City of Half Moon Bay and San Mateo County planning staff and an additional
540 residential “in-fill” units in determining expected growth. Based on these data, the applicant
considers the traffic volume that would be generated by the addition of 2,308 residential units,
582 hotel units, and 250,000 square feet of commercial development for its cumulative traffic
impact analysis (Fehr & Peers 2000a). However, the applicant’s transportation consultant did
not include all of the projects required to be considered in compiling a list of past, present, and
probable future projects under CEQA. The CEQA Guidelines provide (14 CCR § 15130(b)):

“Probable future projects” may be limited to... projects included in an adopted capital

improvements program, general plan, regional transportation plan, or other similar
plan... [Emphasis added.]

The list of past, present, and probable future projects used for the applicant’s transportation
analysis is incomplete, and underestimates future growth because not all projects identified in the
City and County General Plans and the San Mateo County Countywide Transportation Plan have
been included. (14 CCR § 15130(b) and 15130(b)(1)(A). The list of probable future projects
does not include the future development of sites specifically identified in the land use plans,
such as the subdivision and development of the Surf Beach/Dunes Beach Planned Unit
Development District, which is zoned for a 150-unit subdivision. CEQA Regulation Section
15130(b)}(1)}(B) provides an alternative method to determine the impacts of other projects causing
related impacts that relies on adopted planning documents. This method also supports the use of
the Half Moon Bay and San Mateo County LCPs and the San Mateo County Countywide
Transportation Plan as the relevant planning documents for the purpose of assessing the potential
cumulative impacts of the proposed development. The housing supply growth projections
contained in these planning documents are addressed below.

Land Use Plans

The San Mateo County and Half Moon Bay Land Use Plans specify the approximate number of
households in the Mid-Coast region if maximum potential buildout occurs. Buildout refers to the
point in time when all developable lots have been developed. These projections are based on
current zoning and available lots. The area contains a large number of undeveloped lots in
existing “paper subdivisions” dating back to the early 20™ Century. The LUPs do not fully
account for the development of these lots because an accurate count of the number of
developable lots in these paper subdivisions does not exist. As a result, the maximum potential
buildout levels may be underestimated, particularly in the County.

Half Moon Bay LUP Table 1.1 Maximum Housing and Population, Half Moon Bay Land Use
Plan shows the City at 3,612 existing units as of 1992, growing to full buildout of 7,991-8071
households by 2020. These projections are based on a 3-percent annual growth rate consistent
with the City’s certified LCP Measure A growth restriction and a ratio of 2.6 persons per
household.
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The San Mateo County LUP estimates the buildout population for the rural and urban Mid-Coast
area north of Half Moon Bay at 17,085 persons, and for the south of the City (South Coast) at
5,000 persons (LUP Table 2.21 Estimated Buildout Population of LCP Land Use Plan). The
LUP does not estimate the number of households that these population levels would reflect.
Using the same ratio of 2.6 persons to household used for the City’s LUP, the County buildout
levels expressed in numbers of households is 6,571 for the Mid-Coast and 1,923 for the South
Coast. There are no annual residential growth restrictions in the County Mid-Coast and South
Coast planning areas outside the City of Half Moon Bay.

San Mateo County Countywide Transportation Plan

In June 1997, the City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County (CCAG)
published the second edition of the San Mateo County Countywide Transportation Plan
Alternatives Report (CCAG 1997). The CTPAR analyzes land and transportation alternatives
for cities, the County and transportation agencies to consider as the basis for the development of
future land use and transportation development policy. The study consists of four major
components: (1) a Travel Demand Forecasting Model which predicts how people travel and what
impacts those trips have on the County’s transportation system, (2) a Land Use Information
System (LUIS) which provides existing and projected numbers of households and jobs for each
transportation analysis zone, (3) five land use scenarios to assess how different land use densities
and patterns affect travel demand and mode, (4) eighteen transportation scenarios to test how
well additive groups of projects relieve congestion.

The LUIS was developed specifically for the purpose of analyzing potential impacts of future
development and job growth on the County’s transportation network. The LUIS is based on
information provided from each local jurisdiction, including up to date information on recently
completed projects, projects under construction, proposed projects, and the supply of potential
development sites (including new subdivisions) and in-fill areas.

The five land use scenarios in the CTPAR are: (1) Base Case 2010, (2) General Plan Buildout,
(3) Economic Development, (4) Urban Reuse/Opportunity Areas, and (5) Reduced Growth. The
sources used to develop the different scenarios include the LUIS, ABAG Projections '94, data
provided by local jurisdictions, San Francisco International Airport Master Plan Final EIR, and
Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.

The Base Case 2010 Scenario projects the addition of 2,555 new households will be constructed
in Half Moon Bay between 1990 and 2010 for a total of 5,692 households in the City. The
scenario predicts 1,798 new households for this period in the unincorporated Mid-Coast region
reaching a total of 5,367 by 2010. The growth forecasts for this scenario were specifically
derived from planned de'elopment and vacant land capacity information provided by local
jurisdictions.

The General Plan Buildout Scenario projects the buildout for Half Moon Bay as 7,196 total
households, an increase of 4,059 units from the 3,137 units existing in 1990. Buildout for the
unincorporated Mid Coast is projected as 5,367 households. The growth projections for this
scenario are based on local jurisdictions’ future land use designations, estimates of residential
development and infill capacity and projected absorption to buildout.

The Economic Development Scenario is designed to test the effects of providing increased
housing in the job center areas of the County above the level projected under the base case. This
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scenario reflects the addition of a total of 50,000 new households in the County by 2010, which
is 18,000 more than the level projected by the Base Case 2010 Scenario. Through rezoning and
redevelopment, new housing above the existing General Plan buildout levels would be provided
in every subregional planning area except Half Moon Bay and the unincorporated Mid Coast.
Under the Economic Development Scenario, the change in housing supply in these two coastal
planning areas for the period between 1990 and 2010 would be reduced from the Base Case
projections by 63-percent in the City and by 87-percent in the unincorporated areas. The number
of households in 2010 would be reduced in this scenario to a total of 4,087 in the City and 3,811
in the unincorporated area.

The Urban Reuse/Opportunity Areas Scenario is designed to determine the effect of increasing
land use densities in strategic areas. “Opportunity Areas” for this scenario are defined as areas
that can support intensified development. This scenario assumes 8,000 more households in
Opportunity Areas than in the Base Case. This scenario, like the Economic Development
Scenario, provides for increased housing development above the Base Case level in all planning
subregions except for Half Moon Bay and the unincorporated Mid-Coast. This scenario projects
the total number of households by 2010 as 3,958 in the City and 3,811 in the unincorporated
area, representing 68-percent and 87-percent reductions in growth from that projected by the
Base Case.

The Reduced Growth Scenario assumes reductions in both the increases in housing supply and
employment. Key to this scenario is the assumption that job growth will be limited proportional
to new households. This scenario projects the total number of households by 2010 as 3,958 in
the City and 3,811 in the unincorporated Mid-Coast area — the same levels as the Urban Reuse
Scenario.

Discussion — Regional Growth Projections

The growth projections assumed for the applicant’s cumulative impact analysis are significantly
lower than those contain.d in both the relevant general plans/land use plans and in the regional
transportation plan.

Table 1 below compares the buildout data contained in the LCPs updated with U.S. Census and
California Department of Finance data to make it comparable to the information presented in the
applicant’s studies, the CTPAR, and the applicant’s cumulative impact analysis (Fehr & Peers
2000a).

TABLE 1
Additional Housing Units after 2000
Source LCP 2010 LCP CTPAR CTPAR Applicant’s
Buildout 2010 Buildout study
Half Moon Bay 2,195 4,117 1,738 3,242 1,507
San Mateo Co. not 3,438 1,679 1,679 799
Mid-Coast available

HOUSING UNIT GROWTH PROJECTIONS

*Estimated levels based on update of 1990 levels using U.S. Census and California Department of
Finance data.
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The discrepancy between the buildout projections in the major planning documents for the
region and the assumptions used in the applicant’s traffic studies profoundly affect the results of
the cumulative impact analysis for the project. Using either the LCP or the CTPAR evidences
greater congestion and lower levels of service at buildout in all the locations addressed in the
Fehr & Peers report.

2.3.5 Traffic Impacts and Volume Projections

Traffic already exceeds the capacity of area highways, and will become a greater concern
in the future. The proposed development will contribute to the problem.

Trip Generation: Construction Traffic

Construction-related traffic has the potential to adversely affect local traffic circulation on
Terrace Avenue and at the intersection of Terrace and Highway 1. Construction traffic
associated with the proposed project will generate an average of 46-50 trips per day over an
approximately 300-day construction period through the unsignalized Terrace Avenue/Highway 1
intersection (Fehr & Peers 2000b). This construction traffic represents a 1.6-percent increase
over the current peak-hour traffic within the Highway 1 corridor north of North Main Street.

Trip Generation: Post-Construction Traffic

Assessment of the post-construction traffic impacts of the proposed development is based on
estimated vehicle trip rates for a 150-unit development. The development will generate 156 new
trips during the PM peak-hour and 144 new trips during the Saturday noon peak-hour (Fehr &
Peers 2000a; Appendix B). These new trips represent an approximately 4.7-percent increase of
traffic within the Highway 1 corridor north of North Main Street. The applicant’s study gave
slightly lower figures, but these were based on an outdated edition of the Institute of
Transportation Engineers trip generation manual, The applicant’s figures have therefore been
adjusted to reflect data in the current edition of the manual.) (Fehr & Peers 2000a; Institute of
Transportation Engineers publication Trip Generation 5" Edition)

Applicant’s Traffic Impact Analysis

The applicant’s traffic study includes projected traffic volumes in Half Moon Bay generated by
the Pacific Ridge development based on four different site access alternatives (Fehr & Peers
2000a). Based on the above-described growth assumptions, the applicant’s transportation
consultant projects future traffic volumes as follows:

e Weekday PM peak-hour for Highway 1 between North Main Street and Terrace Avenue —
3963 trips (proposed project contributes 2.2 percent toward total).

e Saturday noon peak-hour for Highway 1 between North Main Street and Terrace Avenue ~
4378 trips (proposed project contributes 2.6 percent toward total).

¢ Weekday PM peak-hour for Highway 92 between North Main Street and [proposed] Foothill
Boulevard — 2987 trips (proposed project contributes 2.0 percent toward total).

e Saturday noon peak-hour for Highway 92 between North Main Street and [proposed] Foothill
Boulevard — 3053 trips (proposed project contributes 1.1 percent toward total).

Using these cumulative traffic increase forecasts, the applicant’s transportation consultant
reaches the following conclusions. If all of the Highway 1 and 92 improvements described above
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are constructed, all intersections on Highway 1 north of North Main Street and Highway 92
between Highway 1 and [proposed] Foothill Boulevard would operate at acceptable levels of
service LOS A-D, and the project would not therefore result in significant cumulative traffic
impacts.

The applicant’s analysis shows that without the roadway improvements, all of the Highway 1
intersections would operate at LOS F. Under this scenario, the applicant concludes that the
project would result in significant cumulative impacts to traffic. The applicant also notes that
even without the roadway improvements, significant cumulative traffic impacts could be avoided
if access to the project site were provided via either Foothill Boulevard or a combination of both
Foothill and Bayview.

However, as discussed above, the growth projections used for the applicant’s cumulative impact
analysis does not comport with either of the methods to calculate cumulative impacts that are
identified in CEQA. Based on the allowable buildout under the Half Moon Bay and San Mateo
County LUPs, future traffic volumes are projected to be much greater than those used in the
applicant’s traffic analysis. Thus, the conclusions reached in the applicant’s analysis regarding
the cumulative impacts of the development on traffic underestimate future growth because all
probable future projects as defined by CEQA have not been included. The Commission finds
that even with these improvements, overulitization of the roads will continue to increase, both in
Half Moon Bay and the region.

Countywide Transportation Plan Traffic Projections

The CTPAR considers eighteen transportation scenarios to test how well additive groups of
projects relieve congestion. Six primary transportation scenarios were developed to test the
effects to regional traffic congestion of additive groups of transportation improvement projects
cumulatively. Twelve secondary transportation scenarios were developed to allow more detailed
analysis of improvements to a single transportation mode. For purposes of evaluating the
potential cumulative impacts of the proposed development, the Commission assumes the
maximum level of transportation improvements considered under the CTPAR as described in
Transportation Scenario 6c.

CTPAR Transportation Scenario 6¢ assumes that all contemplated highway and transit
improvements throughout the County are constructed, including the Devil’s Slide bypass,
Highway 92 widening and intersection improvements within Half Moon Bay, curve corrections,
shoulder widening, slow vehicle passing lane for the section of Highway 92 east of Half Moon
Bay to Highway 280, and public transit improvements to Caltrain, BART, and bus services. The
CTPAR does not consider transportation improvement projects that are not planned or
programmed such as widening and/or intersection improvements to Highway 1 within the Half
Moon Bay City Limits.

The CTPAR combines the five land use and eighteen transportation scenarios to test a total of
nine primary and 14 secondary alternatives to test the effects of various combinations of land use
and transportation scenarios using the Travel Demand Forecasting Model. The Travel Demand
Forecasting Model was developed using interactive transportation planning software to be
consistent with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s (MTC) regional travel demand
forecasting model. The model consists of four main components: (1) trip generation, (2) trip
distribution, (3) modal split, and (4) trip assignment. These are the typical components found in
models designed to simulate travel demand based on different assumptions about land use,

30




A-1-HMB-99-022
Ailanto Properties

demographics and transportation system characteristics. The modal split component of the
model was refined in 1994 and 1995 to provide a finer level of detail than the MTC model.

The nine primary alternatives analyze transportation improvements under different land use
assumptions that impact all modes of transportation. The secondary alternatives assess the
effects of improvements that impact only one transportation mode. Primary Alternative 6¢
combines Transportation Scenario 6¢ (maximum improvements) with the Land Use Scenario 1
(Base Case 2010). This transportation scenario is intended to show the congestion levels that
will exist in 2010, even with $3.2 billion in transportation system improvements and without
substantial land use and zoning changes.

Exhibit 12 shows the projected year 2010 volume to capacity (v/c) ratios during the PM peak-
hour on Highways 1 and 92 under Alternative 6¢c. A v/c ratio of greater than 1.00 is the
equivalent to LOS F. As shown in Exhibit 12, significant portions of Highway 1 north of
Highway 92 will operate at v/c ratios in excess of 1.00 in both the north and southbound
directions, including most of the City of Half Moon Bay. The PM peak-hour v/c ratio for
westbound Highway 92 is projected under Scenario 6c¢ to exceed 2.00 for most of the corridor
east of the City to Highway 280. Thus, the CTPAR shows that even with the maximum level of
transportation system investment, traffic volumes on both highways is projected to be far in
excess of capacity, if residential and commercial development proceed as projected, within the
limits of the City and County LCPs. It is also important to note that the Base Case 2010 land use
scenario used for this alternative assumes less growth than the level allowable under the City and
County LCPs and under Half Moon Bay’s Measure A growth limits.

Discussion - Traffic Volume Projections

As discussed above, the applicant’s transportation analysis does not comport with either of the
methods to calculate cumulative impacts that are identified in CEQA. Consequently, the
conclusions reached in the applicant’s analysis regarding the cumulative traffic impacts of the
project underestimate housing growth compared with the City and County Land Use Plans and
the CTPAR.

In an October 19, 2000 memo, the applicant’s transportation consultant asserts that CTPAR
Transportation Alternative 6¢ does not accurately project future traffic congestion for the region
because it overestimates population growth within the City of Half Moon Bay and does not
account for improvements to the Highway 1 corridor within the City (Fehr & Peers 2000c). The
applicant challenges the Scenario 6¢ growth projection based on the assertions that it does not
consider the annual population growth restrictions under Half Moon Bay Measures A and D or
limited water availability (Fehr & Peers 2000c).

Growth Restrictions

LUP Policy 9.4, Residential Growth Limitation, limits the number of new dwelling units that the
City may authorize to that necessary to allow an annual population growth of no more than 3-
percent. LUP Table 9.3, Phasing Schedule to Year 2020 Based on Maximum of 3% Annual
Population Growth, forecasts a total of 6,149 households in the City in the year 2010. Scenario
6c¢ is based on a forecast of 5,692 households in 2010. Thus, contrary to the applicant’s position,
Scenario 6¢ underestimates potential growth under Measure A.

City of Half Moon Bay voters passed Measure D in November 1999, imposing a 1-percent
annual population growth limit within the City (with an additional 0.5-percent allowed in the
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downtown area). Measure D is intended to replace the existing 3-percent growth restriction
under Measure A. Litigation challenging the legality of Measure D was filed shortly after its
passage. The lawsuit has been stayed pending Coastal Commission approval of an LCP
amendment to enact the measure. If Measure D is enacted and withstands legal challenge, the
new 1.5-percent growth restriction would become effective. However, before it is effective, and
particularly before the litigation concerning its legality has concluded, the Commission finds that
it is premature to assume a l-percent3 annual population growth limit for purposes of evaluating
the cumulative impacts of the proposed development as suggested by the applicant.

Land Use Scenario 1 is the only scenario used in the study that estimates 2010 housing levels
under current zoning and growth restrictions. The reduced 2010 housing levels in Half Moon
Bay and the Mid-Coast estimated under Land Use Scenarios 3, 4 and 5 all assume land use plan
and zoning changes to significantly reduce future development in the City and the County. It
would be inappropriate to use these scenarios for a cumulative impact analysis before such plan
changes have occurred.

Notwithstanding the previous discussion, even if Measure D does go into effect in the future, it
will only serve to slow growth within the incorporated area of Half Moon Bay. Measure D will
not reduce the ultimate level of growth at LCP buildout within the City and will not slow the
growth in areas outside of the City Limits.

Water Availability

The applicant also asserts that limited water availability will limit housing growth below the
levels predicted under Land Use Scenario 1 and the LUPs. The applicant’s discussion of water
availability is limited to the statement that “According to Blaire King (City Manager, Half Moon
Bay) there are only about 800 available water hook-ups for the San Mateo Coast including Half
Moon Bay.” This statement is based on a memo that states that as of May 1997, approximately
800 non-priority and 1,100 priority water connections from the Crystal Springs water supply
project remained uninstalled (pers. com. Blaire King 11/13/00).

The Coastside County Water District (CCWD) provides water service for a portion of the San
Mateo County coast, including Half Moon Bay, El Granada, Miramar and Princeton-by-the-Sea.
The Crystal Springs project, completed in 1994, serves the southern portion of the CCWD
service area. The northern portion is served by the Denniston Creek project. The District also
operates seasonal wells on Pilarcitos Creek and purchases water from the San Francisco Water
Department’s Pilarcitos and Upper Crystal Springs reservoirs.

The CCWD does not supply water to the South Coast area or the Mid-Coast areas north of
Miramar including Montara. Water service in Montara is supplied by the Citizen’s Utility
District and private wells. The South Coast area is served by private wells and some small
private reservoirs. Both the County and City LCPs allow private wells and new wells to
continue to be drilled to serve some new development in the region.

The applicant’s contention that only 800 water connections are available to serve new
development on the San nfateo Coast is therefore inaccurate. Moreover, if water supply
becomes a constraint on growth in the future, nothing prohibits upgrades to the water supply
system to meet demand. This was in fact the reason that the CCWD constructed the Crystal

? The applicant’s transportation consultant does not consider the additional 0.5-percent growth allowable in the
downtown area.
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Springs project. At this time, the CCWD’s water transmission system is more of a constraint to
growth than water supply.

Consequently, the CCWD is currently contemplating expansion of the transmission system. On
October 19, 1999, the San Mateo County Board of Supervisors approved a CDP application from
the CCWD to upgrade the El Granada transmission pipeline from the existing 10-inch line to a
16-inch line. The County approval of this project was appealed to the Coastal Commission. On
February 18, 2000, the Commission found that the appeal raised a substantial issue, in part,
because the approved 16-inch pipeline may exceed the capacity necessary to serve the level of
buildout of all uses — priority and non-priority — provided for during LCP Phase I, and could
therefore be growth inducing. The CCWD has requested that the Commission postpone action
on the de novo portion of this appeal to allow the District to re-evaluate the appropriate level of
transmission system upgrades necessary to serve Phase I buildout. The District has indicated in a
letter to the Commission its intention to seek final approval of system design and implementation
plan that satisfy the LCP requirements and meet the community’s needs for water quality and
availability.

For the reasons discussed above, the Commission cannot conclude that limited water supply will
constrain growth in Half Moon Bay and the County below the levels projected in the CTPAR
and the LUPs.

Highway 1 Improvements

The applicant’s transportation consultant points out that the CTPAR does not consider the effects
to traffic congestion of the Highway 1 widening and intersection improvements between North
Main Street and Kehoe Avenue. The applicant’s traffic analysis relies on these improvements to
offset traffic impacts of the development and shows that without the widening and intersection
improvements, the project will result in significant adverse impacts. The improvements
proposed by the applicant to be provided as a part of the project are installation of a traffic signal
at the Terrace Avenue/Highway 1 intersection and widening of Highway 1 to four lanes from
North Main Street to 400 feet north of Terrace Avenue. It is reasonable, however, to expect that
the ever-worsening traffic congestion will spur local governments to carry out all feasible
improvements whether or not this project goes ahead, although if the applicant provides funding,
it may expedite certain improvements. Over the long-term, however, the Commission finds that
the applicant’s proposed improvements may well be implemented even in the absence of funding
from this project.

Thus, the Commission cannot rely on these potential Highway 1 improvements to mitigate the
impacts to regional traffic congestion caused by the proposed development. Even if the section
of Highway 1 from North Main Street to 400 feet north of Terrace Avenue is widened and the
traffic signal is installed at Terrace Avenue, significant sections of both Highway 1 north of the
City and Highway 92 east of the City will continue to operate at LOS F or worse. Highway
improvements to this small section of roadway within the City will do little to mitigate the
impacts of traffic congestion caused by new development to coastal visitors, including the
proposed project’s significant adverse cumulative impacts to traffic congestion and the public’s
ability to access the coast.

Consideration of project impacts at a regional level is expressly required under the CEQA
Regulations concerning cumulative impact analysis. In addition to underestimating growth, the
applicant’s cumulative impact analysis fails to consider the impacts of the development to traffic
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congestion at a regional level. The analysis contained in the Fehr & Peers report is based on
forecasted operation of six intersections within the City, representing a very limited portion of
the affected roadways. However, the project’s contribution to the cumulative loading of coastal
roads is not limited to these intersections. The analysis assumes that Highway 92 will be
widened to four lanes between Highway 1 and the City limit, but it does not present an analysis
of the cumulative impact of traffic east of the City limit where Highway 92 will remain two
lanes. It also does not analyze the impact where Highway 1 will remain two lanes within the
urban area, even after the assumed widening in the vicinity of the project, nor Highway 1 in the
rural area north and south of the City where Coastal Act Section 30254 requires that it remain
two lanes. Highways 1 and 92 are the only roads available to reach this part of the coast. An
analysis of the contribution of the project to potential bottlenecks on these coastal arteries is
essential in evaluating the significant cumulative adverse impacts of the proposed development.

As discussed above, the applicant concludes that with the Highway 1 and 92 improvements
contemplated by the City, the six studied intersections would operate at acceptable levels and
that the project would not therefore result in cumulative traffic impacts. However, the CTPAR
shows that even with the maximum investment of $3.2 billion in highway and transit
improvements, the regional level of service on Highways 1 and 92 will be significantly worse
than the current unacceptable levels, even with growth control measures in place.

The applicant’s transportation consultant provides the following reasons for not incorporating the
CTPAR conclusions into its analysis (Fehr & Peers 2000a):

o The environmental analysis required that intersection operations be analyzed,
requiring traffic projections down to individual turning movement. By loading traffic
to the road network from only two TAZs [Traffic Analysis Zones], the countywide
model is not able to accurately reflect traffic flow at the intersection level.

o The countywide model does not contain the road network necessary to evaluate
operations at secondary intersections within Half Moon Bay (i.e., Terrace,
Grandview, and Bayview).

o In determining link levels of service, the countywide model does not take consider
[sic] lane channelization, intersection control, signal timing and phasing, etc.

In other words, the CTPAR analysis addresses broad-scale, regional impacts, whereas the Fehr &
Peers analysis addresses specific intersections nearby the development site and a small section of
the Highway 1 corridor.

While it is accurate to note that the CTPAR does not include analysis of the operation of
secondary intersections, it does provide a very detailed analysis throughout the highway
corridors and accounts for both lane widening and intersection improvements. The fact that the
CTPAR does not study individual intersection operations does not invalidate its relevance in
evaluating the regional cumulative traffic impacts of the proposed development.

The applicant suggests that CTPAR Alternative 7 best predicts future traffic congestion for the
region. Alternative 7 is based on Transportation Scenario 6 and Land Use Scenario 3. As
discussed above, Land Use Scenario 3 (Economic Growth Scenario) assumes a total of 4,087
households for the City or Half Moon Bay in 2010. Based on the January 2000 California
Department of Finance population and housing estimates, there are currently approximately
3,954 households in the City. Thus, the growth level assumed under Land Use Scenario 3 would
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allow construction of a total of approximately 133 households within the City between 2000 and
2010. This level of development would represent an annual housing growth rate of
approximately 0.34-percent within the City for the next ten years, a rate far lower than those
allowable under either Measures A or D. Land Use Scenario 3 assumes even greater reductions
in growth in the unincorporated areas of the County’s Mid-Coast, with a reduction of 87-percent
from that expected under the Base Case. Currently, there are no growth reduction measures in
effect in the County Mid-Coast. It is highly improbable that such low growth rates will be
realized in either the City or the County areas for the period from 2000 to 2010. Therefore, the
housing growth rates assumed in developing CTPAR Alternative 7 are not appropriate for use in
assessing the potential impacts to regional traffic congestion levels of the proposed development.

2.3.6 Traffic Impacts to Public Access and Visitor Serving Uses

Traffic congestion resulting from the proposed subdivision will interfere with the public’s
ability to access the coast.

The Half Moon Bay shoreline includes approximately 4.5 miles of heavily used publicly owned
beach. As the population of the greater San Francisco Bay area continues to grow, use of the
Half Moon Bay beaches is expected to increase. The congestion on Highways 1 and 92 is
currently at a level that significantly interferes with the public’s ability to access the Half Moon
Bay shoreline. Approval of new subdivisions in the area would increase the level of
development beyond that required to be allowed under the current parcelization. Such action
would further interfere with the public’s ability to access the San Mateo coast, would consume
road capacity for a non-priority use, and would locate development in areas with inadequate
services creating a significant adverse impact on coastal resources in conflict with certified LCP
policies.

LUP Policy 9-4 requires that development shall be served with adequate services and that lack of
adequate services shall be grounds for denial of a development permit or reduction in the density
otherwise allowed under the LUP.

Section 10.4.4 of the City’s LCP states that:

e The Coastal Act requires that road capacity not be consumed by new, non-priority
developments, at the expense of adequate service for priority uses, such as public recreation
and visitor-serving commercial uses.

¢ The major issue involves potential conflict for transportation capacity between new
residential development and reservation of adequate capacity for visitor travel to Coastside
beaches.

LCP Policy 10-4 reserves public works capacity (including highway capacity) for priority uses to
ensure that this capacity is not consumed by other development, and controls the rate of
permitted new development to avoid overloading public works and services. In addition, the
City adopted Coastal Act Sections 30210 and 30252 as guiding policies to the LCP. These
policies require that development shall not interfere with the public’s ability to access the sea, the
location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance public access to the
coast, and that new development be located in areas with adequate public services where it will
not have a significant adverse effect, either individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources.
Moreover, pursuant to LUP Policy 9-4, lack of adequate services shall be grounds for denial of a
development permit or reduction in the density otherwise allowed under the certified LCP.
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2.3.7 Mitigation Proposed by Applicant

The applicant proposes to contribute $1 million for improvements at the intersection of Terrace
Avenue and Highway 1 including lane widening and a traffic signal. The infrastructure
improvements proposed by the applicant are all in Half Moon Bay and would not mitigate the
project’s impacts on traffic congestion outside the city limits at all. These improvements have
not been approved by either Caltrans or the City and, as further discussed in Section 2.4.3 below,
there is a significant question concerning the impact of a traffic signal at Terrace Avenue to
traffic flow on Highway 1. However, even if the proposed traffic signal and lane widening is
approved and constructed, as discussed above, infrastructure improvements alone are inadequate
to mitigate the significant adverse regional cumulative traffic impacts of the proposed
development.

In addition, the applicant proposes to mitigate the regional cumulative traffic impacts of the
proposed development though a one-time contribution of $500 per lot to the San Mateo County
Regional Transportation Authority, SAMTRANS, for a total of $63,000. The applicant has not,
however, demonstrated that SAMTRANS has any potential use for these funds that would
significantly decrease the use of private cars in Half Moon Bay or in the region. Accordingly,
there is no indication that this proposal would mitigate the project-specific or cumulative impacts
that undermine the LCP traffic policies.

As discussed above, the CTPAR shows that even with the maximum investment of $3.2 billion
in highway and transit improvements, the regional level of service on Highways 1 and 92 in
2010 will be significantly worse than the current levels. CTPAR Transportation Scenario 6¢
assumes that all contemplated highway and transit improvements throughout the County are
constructed, including the Devil’s Slide bypass, Highway 92 widening and intersection
improvements within Half Moon Bay, curve corrections, shoulder widening, slow vehicle
passing lane for the section of Highway 92 east of Half Moon Bay to Highway 280, and public
transit improvements to Caltrain, BART, and bus services. This transportation scenario is
intended to show the congestion levels that will exist in 2010, even with $3.2 billion in
transportation system improvements, without substantial land use and zoning changes. The
results demonstrate that even with these transportation system improvements, the 2010 traffic
volume will more than double the capacity of Highways 1 and 92 at numerous sections within
the Mid-Coast during peak periods. Thus, the Commission finds that the mitigation measures
proposed by the applicant are insufficient to offset the significant adverse cumulative traffic
impacts of the proposed development on regional traffic congestion or the consequent significant
adverse cumulative impacts to the public’s ability to access the coast.

2.3.8 Land Use Controls

The San Mateo County Congestion Management Plan (CCAG 1998) states that one of the key
contributors to traffic congestion in the County is the imbalance between the number of people
who work in the County 2nd the County’s housing supply. For most communities in the County,
the problem is a shortage of housing near job centers. However, in the County mid-coast region
including Half Moon Bay, the problem is reversed. It is primarily because the Mid-Coast
housing supply far exceeds the local job supply that commuter traffic congestion on Highways 1
and 92 is at its current state. The CMP finds that based on projected job growth the 2010
housing supply in the City will exceed local housing needs by 3,235 units. The CMP shows that
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given expected job growth rates, only 315 additional housing units above the 1990 level will be
needed in the City by 2010. Additional job growth above that projected in the City could help to
alleviate this imbalance. Congestion management dictates that the County’s housing supply
needs should be addressed by providing additional housing in the job centers of the County and
not in the Mid-Coast area.

According to the data contained in Table 9.1 of the Half Moon Bay LUP, there are currently
approximately 2,500 existing subdivided small lots that could potentially be developed under the
LUP. These include 2,124 to 2,189 in-fill lots in existing residential neighborhoods and 325 to
340 lots in undeveloped “paper subdivisions.” Many of these existing lots, particularly those in
“antiquated subdivisions” do not conform with current zoning standards, and their development
potential is unclear. Assuming arguendo that some of these lots are legal lots, the Fifth
Amendment to the United States Constitution provides that without just compensation. In
accordance with this principle, Coastal Act Section 30010 provides:

The Legislature hereby finds and declares that this division is not intended, and
shall not be construed as authorizing the commission, port governing body, or local
government acting pursuant to this division to exercise their power to grant or deny a
permit in a manner which will take or damage private property for public use, without
the payment of just compensation therefor. This section is not intended to increase or
decrease the rights of any owner of property under the Constitution of the State of
California or the United States.

However, while the owners of legally subdivided lots are entitled to a reasonable economic use
of their existing legally subdivided lots, the Commission is not obligated to create additional lots.

Buildout of the existing already subdivided small lots within the City could provide for as many
as 2,529 new housing units, exceeding the City’s 2010 housing supply need by 2,214 units
(based on expected job growth) according to the County CMP. The Pacific Ridge Development
site is made up of two existing lots, both of which could be developed even without a
subdivision. Given the inability of the area’s highways to serve the potential development of the
existing subdivided lots within the City, the Commission could, consistent with the policies of
the LCP, deny the proposed subdivision because it would serve to further increase the potential
buildout of the area.

2.3.9 Lot Retirement

One way in which the impacts of new subdivisions within the City to the highway congestion
could be avoided is through a transfer of development rights (TDR) program. A TDR (also
known as transfer of development credit) program could allow the overall buildout level within
the City to be reduced by transferring the development rights of existing undeveloped small lots
to unsubdivided areas. Such a program in the City could be used to retire the development
potential of the many non-conforming lots in “antiquated subdivisions” and in existing
neighborhoods. Such a program could facilitate more appropriate planning to allow
development in areas more suitable for residential uses while preserving open space for public
access, viewshed, and habitat protection.

Lot retirement, however, is not dependent on the existence of an established TDR program, but
can feasibly be undertaken by an individual developer in the absence of any such program. In
fact, the Wavecrest Village Development considered by the Commission in October 2000
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proposed a net decrease in developable lots in Half Moon Bay. Even so, the City has included
the development of a TDR program in its work program for the LCP update, and the
Commission awarded assistance grant funding for this work program in December 2000.

In the December 15, 1999 preliminary assessment of the feasibility of establishing a TDR
program, the City’s consultant identified 663 parcels and 1,453 potential transfer or donor sites
in four PUD districts in the City. These sites were identified as particularly desirable donor sites
for a TDR program to achieve a number of planning goals. However, since any existing legal lot
is potentially developable, the retirement of existing legal lots at any location within the Mid-
Coast region, including both infill lots and antiquated subdivisions, would be sufficient to
mitigate the significant adverse cumulative impacts of the proposed subdivision. In addition,
since development anywhere within the San Mateo County Mid-Coast contributes to traffic
congestion on Highways 1 and 92, retirement of development rights anywhere in this region
would offset the significant adverse cumulative impacts of the Pacific Ridge development. Thus,
in addition to the donor sites identified in the City’s preliminary assessment, the proportional
retirement of development rights on any of the several thousand existing undeveloped legal lots
within the Mid-Coast region would serve to offset the significant adverse cumulative impacts of
the proposed project.

The Commission has previously imposed a lot retirement requirement as a condition of approval
for proposed subdivisions in an area without a transfer of development rights program. The
Commission first imposed such a requirement in 1979 as a condition of a coastal development
permit for a small lot subdivision in the Santa Monica Mountains to mitigate for significant
adverse cumulative impacts on public access to and along the coast due to severe traffic
congestion on Highway 1. The Commission took this action prior to the creation of the
Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains TDC program. In fact, the Commission’s action in 1979
provided a major impetus for the formation of the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains TDC
program. To this day, the Commission continues to implement the Malibu/Santa Monica
Mountains TDC program by conditioning the approval of coastal development permits for new
subdivisions in the affected area. Thus, the imposition of Special Condition 7 is consistent with
the Commission’s actions on subdivisions in the Santa Monica Mountains for over 20 years. The
Commission also finds that Special Condition 7 is consistent with TDC programs in San Luis
Obispo County and Big Sur. Thus, the Commission finds that this requirement is consistent with
over 20 years of both Commission and local government regulation of coastal development
under the Coastal Act and certified local coastal programs in other areas of the state.

The Commission also finds that the cost of implementing Special Condition 7 would be a small
fraction of the anticipated market value of the development. The city’s 1999 TDR feasibility
study identified 1,453 potential donor lots in four PUD-zoned districts within the city limits.
Most of these donor lots do not meet the 5,000-square-foot minimum parcel size required under
the city’s zoning code and are contained in paper subdivisions that are not served by roads or
other infrastructure. This represents only a small fraction of the tens of thousands of existing
substandard lots in paper subdivisions throughout the San Mateo County Mid-Coast. Though the
development potential of these substandard lots is limited, in accordance with Coastal Act
Section 30010, any privately owned legal lot, substandard or not, is potentially developable.
Given the substantial economic value of coastal development and the proximity of the Mid-Coast
to San Francisco and Silicon Valley, the Commission must assume that, unless acquired for open
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space or conservation purposes, any existing legal lot in private ownership will eventually be
developed.

The Commission finds that the applicant overestimates the cost of the carrying out Special
Condition 7. The city’s TDR feasibility study considered a number of factors to set a value for
the transfer of development credits available in the donor sites considered. The study
recommends combining the 1,453 substandard lots in accordance with the zoning code
minimum parcel size to provide a total of 432 development credits at a value of $32,500 per
credit. At this price, 124 development credits would cost the applicant a total of $4,030,000.
However, under Special Condition 7, a full transfer of development credit is granted to any
existing legal lot without consideration of the lot’s development potential or zoning conformity.
Thus, each of the 1,453 lots considered in the city’s study is a potential donor lot under the
condition. On average, the value of these substandard paper lots is considerably lower than
$32,500. Based on recent sales of substandard lots as well as information provided by the Half
Moon Bay Planning Department, the Commission finds that such lots are valued at between
$3,000 to $50,000 with the majority at the lower end of the range. Thus, the Commission
estimates the cost of implementing Special Condition 7 at between approximately $250,000 and
$4 million.

As approximated from property real estate listings, the current market rate for new homes
comparable in scale to those proposed by the applicant is in excess of $1 million. Taking into
consideration the applicant’s proposal to offer 10 percent of the proposed homes at below market
rate, the total value of the proposed homes will likely exceed $100 million. The Commission
finds that the $250,000 to $4 million cost of implementing Special Condition 7 would not render
the proposed development economically infeasible.

Finally, the Commission notes that it is not requiring the applicant to extinguish the development
rights on: (1) an equal number of developable lots; or (2) the number and size of legal lots
necessary to accommodate the construction of detached single family residences equal to the
gross floor area of the specific residential development that it is intended to mitigate; or (3) at
least 124 lots in which the combined area of the lot is equal to the total area of the 124 new
residential lots. These alternatives were rejected by the Commission based on feasibility
concerns; the alternatives would be more costly to the applicant and may not be as easy to
implement as the alternative chosen by the Commission in Special Condition 7.

2.3.10 Constitutionality of Lot Retirement Condition

Pursuant to Coastal Act Section 30010, the Commission is restricted from acting in a manner that
would take or damage private property for public use without the payment of just compensation.
In applying this policy in its consideration of the proposed development, the Commission is
guided by the U.S. Supreme Court decisions in Lucas, Nollan and Dolan.*

Under the Nollan decision, the Commission must find that the mitigation required by the
conditions it imposes is reasonably related to the impact it is intended to offset. In other words,

# Lucas v. South Carolina Coastal Council (1992) 505 U.S. 1003, 112 S. Ct. 2886, 120 L. Ed. 2d 798. Nollan v.
California Coastal Commission (1987) 483 U.S. 825, 107 S. Ct. 3141, 97 L. Ed. 2d 677. Dolan v. City of Tigard,
(1994) 512 U.S. 374, 114 S. Ct. 2309, 129 L. Ed. 2d 304.
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there must be a relationship or “nexus” between the nature of the mitigation requirement and the
nature of the impact caused by the development. As discussed herein, residential development in
the Mid-Coast region is the primary cause of the severe traffic congestion on Mid-Coast
Highways 1 and 92. Any increase in the potential level of buildout in the region will lead to
even greater demands on infrastructure that cannot support existing buildout or buildout of the
existing supply of legal lots in the region. Because there are no alternative access routes to and
along the coastline in this area of the coast, the extreme traffic congestion on Highways 1 and 92
significantly interferes with the public’s ability to access the area’s substantial public beaches
and other visitor serving coastal resources in conflict with these policies. Consequently, the
applicant’s proposal to create new lots for residential development, adding to this supply of
existing legal lots in Half Moon Bay, will result in significant adverse cumulative impacts to
regional traffic congestion and the public’s ability to access the coast in conflict with the Half
Moon Bay LCP. Special Condition 7 specifically addresses these impacts by preventing any
increase in the development potential of legal lots for residential development. Therefore, the
Commission finds that a clear nexus exists between the nature of the requirements of Special
Condition 7 and the nature of the significant adverse cumulative impacts to regional traffic and
coastal access caused by the proposed residential development.

The Commission further finds that the mitigation requirements of Special Condition 7 is also
roughly proportional to the significant adverse cumulative traffic and coastal access impacts
attributable to the proposed residential development. The applicant proposes to subdivide two
existing legal lots into 134 lots for residential development and one open space parcel. In
accordance with Special Condition 1 concerning protection of environmentally sensitive habitat,
the Commission has reduced the number of new lots for residential development that are
permitted to 126. Because prior to the proposed subdivision, the project site consists of two legal
lots, the project as conditioned would result in a net increase of 124 legal lots. Special Condition
7 requires the retirement of the development rights of 124 existing legal lots to offset the net
increase of 124 legal lots for residential development. The Commission finds that the 1:1 ratio
of lots created to lots in which development rights are retired clearly establishes that the degree
of the mitigation is roughly proportional to the degree of the impact.

2.3.11 Conclusion

Current traffic volumes in numerous bottleneck sections of both highways within the City and in
the broader county region exceed maximum capacity with a v/c ratio worse than LOS F. The
CTPAR, which represents the most comprehensive regional transportation study undertaken for
the area, finds that even with the maximum level of investment in transit and highway
improvements, congestion in the Mid-Coast region of the County will continue to increase over
the next decade. The resulting traffic volumes on both Highways 1 and 92 will greatly exceed
the capacity of these roadways. The proposed development will significantly contribute to the
existing traffic congestion, adversely impacting the public’s ability to access the coast for
priority uses such as public access and recreation.

The LUP contains several policies that require new development to be served by adequate road
facilities to serve priority uses such as public access and recreation, including Policies 9-2, 9-4,
10-4, and 10-25. These LCP policies carry out the requirements of Coastal Act Sections
30250(a) and 30252, which the City has adopted as guiding policies to the LCP. Section
30250(a) requires that new development be located in areas with adequate public services and
where it will not have significant adverse effects, either individually or cumulatively, on coastal
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resources. Section 30252 states that the amount and location of new development should
maintain and enhance public access to the coast. LUP Policy 9-4 requires that development shall
be served with adequate services and that lack of adequate services shall be grounds for denial of
a development permit or reduction in the density otherwise allowed under the LUP. Policy 10-4
states that the City shall reserve public works capacity for priority land uses including public
access and recreation from consumption by other non-priority uses such as residential
development. LUP Policy 10-25 designates LOS C as the desired level of service on Highways

1 and 92 except during the weekday and weekend peak-hours when LOS E may be accepted.
The proposed subdivision would create additional demand on area highways for a non-priority
use far in excess of their current and future capacity.

To offset the impacts of the proposed development to regional cumulative traffic congestion on
the area’s two major coastal access routes, the Commission imposes Special Condition 7.
Special Condition 7 will offset the impacts of the regional traffic impacts of the proposed
development by preventing a net increase in the potential level of buildout of residential
development in the region because buildout potential must be retired on the same number of lots
proposed to be created, thereby eliminating the number of vehicular trips associated with the
buildout potential eliminated. Therefore, the Commission finds that, as conditioned, the
proposed development is consistent with LUP Policies 9-2, 9-4, 10-4, and 10-25 and with
Coastal Act Sections 30210, 30250(a), and 30252.

24 Project Site Access

Terrace Avenue may be used for construction access and for access to the first 40
residences. Permanent access to the site shall be provided by the construction of either
Bayview Drive or Foothill Boulevard.

241 Issue Summary

Both the LCP and the City’s General Plan Circulation Element contemplate the future
construction of Foothill Boulevard and/or Bayview Drive access to provide street access to the
project site. Neither of these roads have been constructed and the applicant cannot assure at this
time that construction of either of these streets will ever occur. Therefore, the applicant proposes
temporary access to the site for construction vehicles and to serve the first 40 residences via
Terrace Avenue, an existing street that dead-ends at the west side of project site. As a part of
this proposal, the applicant will provide funding for the installation of a traffic signal at the
Terrace Avenue/Highway 1 intersection and for widening 400 feet of the highway to either side
of this intersection.

The residents of the existing neighborhood along Terrace Avenue are concerned that the
additional traffic from the Pacific Ridge Development will exceed the design capacity of this
street and will create a safety hazard.

242 LCP Standards

LUP Policy 9-2 specifies that no permit for development shall be issued unless a finding is made
that such development will be served upon completion by adequate road facilities. LUP Policy

9-4 states that (1) all new development shall be accessed from a public street or have access over
private streets to a public street, (2) development shall be served with adequate services and that
lack of adequate services shall be grounds for denial of a development permit or reduction in the
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density otherwise allowed under the LUP, (3) that the applicant shall assume full responsibility
for the costs for service extensions or such share as shall be provided through an improvement or
assessment district for required service extensions, and (4) that prior to issuance of a
development permit, the Planning Commission or City Council shall make the finding that
adequate services will be available to serve the proposed development upon its completion.
These policies are implemented by Zoning Code Section 18.20.070, which states in relevant part:

18.20.070 Findings Required. A Coastal Development Permit may be approved or
conditionally approved only after the approving authority has made the following
findings:

D. Adequate Services. Evidence has been submitted with the permit application that
the development will be provided with adequate services and infrastructure at the time of
occupancy in manner that is consistent with the Local Coastal Program...

LUP Policy 9.3.7(f) requires construction of the portion of Foothill Boulevard located within the
PUD area as a part of the development.

243 Discussion

The project site is located approximately 3,300 feet north of Highway 92 and approximately
2,000 feet inland of Highway 1, and is separated from these highways by both developed and
undeveloped areas. Terrace Avenue, which currently serves the Grandview Terrace
neighborhood with a connection to Highway 1 to the west, is the only existing road connection to
the project site. The LUP Map shows proposed future access to the site via Foothill Boulevard,
which would run north from Highway 92 linking with the project site and with existing
roadways. According to City planning staff, the currently preferred alternative access road to the
development is Bayview Drive. Each of the alternative roadway connections to the project site
are shown on Exhibits 2 and 3.

Foothill Boulevard

The Circulation Element of the City’s General Plan shows Foothill Boulevard as a planned route
to serve the neighborhoods to the north of Highway 92 and inland of Highway 1, including the
Pacific Ridge Development site. Pursuant to this plan, Foothill would be designed as a four-lane
arterial street with a median, bicycle lanes, and sidewalks. The Circulation Element defines
arterial streets such as this as “Limited Access Facilities” designed to carry traffic from collector
streets and to and from other parts of the City. The design criteria for Limited Access Facilities
specify that direct access to abutting property shall be minimized. In accordance with this design
criterion, LUP Policy 9.3.7(f) prohibits direct driveway access from lots within the Pacific Ridge
Development to Foothill, and LUP Policy 10-31 requires developers of property along the
planned alignment of Foothill Boulevard to participate in an assessment district to provide
funding necessary to construct this roadway.

The project was initially designed with the primary access via Foothill Boulevard as specified in
the LCP. However, the environmental review process undertaken for the City’s approval
revealed that the proposed alignment of Foothill Boulevard would encroach into wetlands. The
City of Half Moon Bay LCP prohibits construction of roads within 100 feet of a wetland.
According to a preliminary biological study conducted for the Draft EIR prepared for the City
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for the proposed construction of Foothill Boulevard, it is possible that Foothill can be realigned
to avoid wetlands. However, no final environmental review has been certified for this proposed
new alignment.

The applicant, the appellants, and City staff have all indicated that the Half Moon Bay
community supports the deletion of Foothill Boulevard from the Circulation Element of the
City’s General Plan as approved in 1992. Consistent with this preference, the Planning
Commission recommended revisions to the 1992 Circulation Element that include elimination of
Foothill Boulevard in draft circulation element revisions considered in September 1999. These
draft revisions have not been finalized or approved by either the City or the Coastal Commission
and are therefore not effective at this time. Nevertheless, while they are not a part of the legal
standard of review for the proposed project, the information contained in the draft revisions is
relevant background for the Commission’s consideration of this permit application.

Because of the outstanding issues concerning wetlands and the potential that the City may revise
its General Plan and LCP to eliminate Foothill Boulevard, the applicant amended the original
project plans to include only the portion of Foothill located within the project site with no
connection to Highway 92 to the south. For purposes of the proposed project, Foothill would
therefore serve as a residential street only, not as an arterial street. Nevertheless, the applicant
has proposed to construct this portion of Foothill consistent with the design criteria specified for
arterial streets, with no direct driveway access to any of the proposed lots. While only two lanes
are proposed at this time, the project plans provide an 80-foot right-of-way sufficient to provide
four lanes on this portion of Foothill consistent with the design contemplated in the 1992
Circulation Element and the certified LCP.

Bayview Drive

Although not proposed as part of this coastal development application, Bayview Drive is a street
contemplated in association with the Beachwood subdivision project site directly west of the
Pacific Ridge property. Bayview Drive could potentially connect the Pacific Ridge site to
Highway 1 to the north of Terrace Avenue through the Beachwood property. The applicant
proposes to use Bayview Drive if constructed as the primary access road to the development
from Highway 1. However, the proposed alignment of Bayview Drive is located on property
that is not within the applicant’s control. Moreover, there is no approved coastal development
permit for the construction of Bayview Drive. Thus, the applicant cannot guarantee that the
proposed development will be served in the future by Bayview Drive.

Terrace Avenue

Since the applicant cannot construct either Foothill Boulevard or Bayview Drive at this time, the
sole access proposed to the Pacific Ridge Development is Terrace Avenue. Terrace Avenue is an
existing road running east from Highway 1 to a dead end that abuts the western boundary of the
Pacific Ridge property. The applicant proposes to provide both construction and post-
construction access to the site via Terrace Avenue, connecting the project site to Highway 1 to
the west.

Residents of the Grandview Terrace neighborhood are concerned that the additional traffic
generated by the proposed development will exceed the capacity of Terrace Avenue, resulting in
both congestion and safety hazards.
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The unsignalized Terrace Avenue/Highway 1 intersection currently operates at LOS F due to
delays caused by left turn movements from Terrace to southbound Highway 1. The applicant
proposes to minimize the impacts of construction traffic to local traffic circulation by avoiding
peak hour trips and through the following additional measures:

e Construction equipment and worker vehicles will be staged and parked on the project site.

e The applicant will notify the City 24 hours in advance if more than 25 worker vehicles are to
exit the site during the PM peak-hour, and reimburse the City for the cost of any resulting
traffic controls at the intersection of Terrace Avenue and Highway 1.

e The applicant will maintain Terrace Avenue free of dirt and debris throughout project
construction.

e Heavy construction vehicles will access the site during non-peak hours.
e The applicant will install speed bumps on Terrace Avenue.

As stated above, the completed development will generate 156 new trips during the PM peak-
hour and 144 new trips during the Saturday noon peak-hour. The applicant proposes to mitigate
the post-construction traffic impacts by:

e providing approximately $1 million to the City towards the Highway 1 improvements
described in Section 2.3.3 above,

¢ installing a traffic signal at the Terrace Avenue/Highway 1 intersection at such time that
Caltrans determines that the “signal warrants” are met’,

e widening Highway 1 for a distance of 400 feet on either side of the Highway 1/Terrace
Avenue intersection to provide an additional northbound lane prior to occupancy of the
residences, and

e at such time that an alternative access to the site is constructed in the future (i.e., Bayview
Drive), the applicant proposes to remove the traffic signal at Terrace Avenue and convert
Terrace to an emergency vehicle only access with knockdown barriers at the entrance to the
project site.

The applicant’s transportation consultant has determined that these measures would improve the
operation of the Highway 1/Terrace Avenue intersection from the current LOS F to LOS A (Fehr
& Peers 2000b). These measures would substantially contribute toward the completion of the
City’s proposed $3 million Highway 1 improvement plan.

Although the proposed signalization would improve left turn movements into and out of Terrace
Avenue, it would interrupt flow of through traffic on Highway 1. The distance between the
currently signalized North Main Street/Highway 1 intersection and Terrace is approximately
1,000 feet. Spacing signalized intersections on Highway 1 this close could increase congestion
on the highway because of insufficient “stacking” space on the highway. Better intersection
spacing would be accomplished through the provision of Bayview Drive, located approximately
2,000 feet to the north of Terrace, as the consolidated signalized intersection north of North Main
Street. Both the City’s existing General Plan Circulation Element and the proposed revised
Circulation Element show Bayview Drive as an arterial street with a signalized intersection at

5 A signal warrant is granted by Caltrans upon a determination that the signal is needed at the intersection.
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Highway 1, and both plans show Terrace Avenue as a neighborhood street without a traffic
signal.

The applicant addresses this issue by proposing to remove the signal at Terrace at such time that
Bayview Drive is constructed. However, as discussed above, the applicant does not possess the
property rights necessary to construct Bayview. In addition, the City has neither conducted the
environmental review nor granted the permits necessary for the construction of Bayview, the
Highway 1 improvement project, or the signalization of the Terrace Avenue intersection. Thus,
the feasibility of each of these proposed mitigation measures remains in question at this time.
Therefore, the applicant specifies in the project description that only the first 40 homes will
be served by Terrace Avenue.

For these reasons, the Commission finds it necessary to impose Special Condition 11. Special
Condition 11 specifies, consistent with the terms of the project description, that:

e Permanent access to the development shall be provided by the future construction of either
Bayview Drive or Foothill Boulevard;

e The applicant shall pay its fare share for signalization and associated highway intersection
lane improvements for the selected permanent access road,;

» Until such time that a permanent access road is constructed, Terrace Avenue may be used for
construction and to serve the first 40 homes that are constructed; and

e Following the construction of a permanent access road, all residential traffic shall be routed
to the permanent access road and Terrace Avenue will be restricted for emergency vehicle
access and for access to the public trailhead parking area only.

24.4 Conclusion

The applicant proposes to provide the improvements to the Terrace Avenue/Highway 1
intersection and widening of Highway 1 that are necessary to serve the development prior to
occupancy of the homes. Although this commitment attempts to address the requirements of the
LCP, it does not fully satisfy LUP Policies 9-2 and 9-4 or Zoning Code Section 18.20.070.D.
These policies require that in order to approve or conditionally approve the permit application,
the Commission must first find that evidence has been submitted with the permit application that
demonstrates that the development will be served with adequate road facilities at the time of
occupancy in manner that is consistent with the Local Coastal Program. The Commission
interprets this requirement to mean that evidence provided with the permit application must
provide assurance that the required infrastructure will actually be available to serve the proposed
development. This interpretation is supported by the language used in LUP Policies 9-2 and 9-4,
which both require services to be available “upon completion” of the development. The use of
the term “prior to occupancy” in the Zoning Code’s implementation of these policies is intended
to provide a deadline by which the improvements must be completed. However, this deadline
does not eliminate the additional requirement that development actually demonstrate that the
required infrastructure will actually be available to serve it before the development is approved.
The Commission needs more than the applicant’s commitment that the project will not be
occupied until services are available. In this case, where the availability of adequate services for
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the development is contingent on future improvements, the Commission must have reasonable
assurances that the service improvements are feasible and will be approved and constructed. .

Given these factors, the permit application does not provide sufficient assurances that the
improvements to Terrace Avenue and Highway 1 or permanent access along Bayview or Foothill
will be constructed. Therefore, consistent with the applicant’s project description, the
Commission imposes Special Condition 11 restricting the use of Terrace Avenue to construction
access and to serve the first 40 residences. As conditioned, the Commission finds that the
proposed development meets the requirements of LUP Policies 9-2 and 9-4 and Zoning Code
Section 18.20.070.D.

2.5 Biological Report

Although the applicant has not provided a Biological Report that fully describes and maps
all sensitive resource areas on and within 200 feet of the project site, the record has been
supplemented with biological information concerning the biological resources present on
and adjacent to the project site sufficient to evaluate the potential impacts of the proposed
development consistent with the requirements of the LCP.

2.5.1 Issue Summary

The project site contains environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHA) as defined in the LCP
including wetlands, riparian areas and sensitive habitat areas. The site is located within an area
mapped as a Significant Natural Area by the California Department of Fish and Game. This
designation is intended to identify high-priority sites for the conservation of the State’s
biological diversity.

The LCP contains specific standards for the type of biological information required to be
provided for coastal development permit applications for development with potential adverse
impacts to environmentally sensitive areas. This information is vital to the determination of
whether a proposed development conforms to the biological resource protection policies of the
LCP.

2.5.2 LCP Standards

LUP Policy 3-5(a) requires all coastal development permit applicants proposing development in
and adjacent to sensitive habitat areas to prepare a biological report by a qualified professional
selected jointly by the applicant and the City to be submitted prior to development review.
Zoning Code Section 18.38.035.A further specifies that a biological report shall be completed as
a part of any permit application for development within 100 feet of any sensitive habitat area,
riparian corridor, or wetland. Both of these policies, along with Zoning Code Section 18.38.030,
specify 6the procedures for the preparation and the required contents of such a report, which
include’:

e describe and map existing sensitive habitats, riparian areas, and wetlands located on or within
200 feet of the project site,

®The full text of these zoning code provisions, which contain additional requirements to those listed here, is .
contained in Appendix A.
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e for areas containing rare and endangered species habitat, define the specific requirements of
the species including (for animals) predation, foraging, breeding, migration, water, nesting or
denning sites, and (for plants) life histories, soil, climate, and geographic requirements,

e be prepared by a qualified biological consultant selected by the City and paid for by the
applicant,

2.5.3 Description of Biological Resource Reports for the Project Site
The biological information collected for the project site is contained in the following documents:

July 1986 Biological Inventory and Sensitivity Analysis prepared for Ailanto Properties
by Western Ecological Services Company (WESCO 1986)

The WESCO 1986 biological inventory identified some, but not all of the wetland areas
presently delineated on the site, identified coastal scrub habitat in the uncultivated/plowed
eastern portion of the site, and documented the presence of sensitive species including: a pair of
red tailed hawks, a nesting great horned owl, and migrating waterfowl. The WESCO report
states that the site contains suitable habitat, including a former irrigation pond, for several
threatened and endangered species, including the San Francisco garter snake, the red-legged
frog, California tiger salamander, and western pond turtle. The WESCO biological inventory
included an April 1986 survey for San Francisco garter snakes. This survey was conducted by
walking transect lines. Live trapping was not used for this survey. The report concludes that
because “Site examination in the spring of 1986 and summer of 1987 revealed no rare or
endangered plants or wildlife on the Dykstra Ranch property, it can be assumed that the proposed
development would have no direct impact on rare and endangered species.” The Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) also states that suitable habitat for a number of sensitive species may have
occurred on the site prior to 1985, but that cultivation had eliminated the natural vegetation that
would have constituted sensitive species habitat.

April 1990 Final EIR for the Dykstra Ranch Development prepared for the City by Western
Ecological Services Company (HMB 1990);

The biological information contained in the project EIR is primarily based on the WESCO 1986
biological inventory prepared for the applicant. The EIR references the survey conducted by the
consultant in April 1986 to determine the presence or absence of the San Francisco garter snake
on the site. As stated above, this survey did not include live trapping. As with the WESCO 1986
inventory, the EIR states that no other species for which the site provides suitable habitat were
found but does not describe the survey techniques used to make this determination.

December 1997 Wetland Mitigation and Monitoring Plan prepared for Ailanto Properties
by Resource Management International (RMI 1997)

The wetland delineation conducted by RMI in June 1997 did not accurately describe the full
extent of wetlands on the site in accordance with the definition of wetlands contained in the Half
Moon Bay LCP. The wetland delineation was subsequently revised to conform to the LCP
definition as discussed below.

The RMI mitigation and monitoring plan states that based on information provided in the project
EIR and field surveys conducted by RMI in June 1997, no special status plant species have been
identified on the site. The RMI report also states that no protected wildlife species have been

documented on the site. This conclusion is based on the surveys conducted by WESCO in 1986
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and 1987, and on surveys conducted by RMI in July and August 1997 for California red-legged

frogs. .

November 1998 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service formal consultation to the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers (USFWS 1998)

The project, as originally proposed, included approximately one acre of wetland fill and
therefore required a fill permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) under Section
404 of the Clean Water Act. In March 1998, the Corps initiated formal consultation with the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) concerning potential impacts resulting from the
proposed development to the federally endangered San Francisco garter snake and threatened
California red-legged frog. Consequently, the USFWS prepared a Biological Opinion for the
Corps, in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. The Biological Opinion
was based on information provided in the 1987 RMI site assessment and surveys and
corresponding mitigation and monitoring plan, correspondence exchanged between the
applicant’s consultants and USFWS staff, and a site visit by USFWS staff and the applicant’s
representatives. USFWS states in the opinion that no Biological Assessment was provided for
the project.’

The Biological Opinion determined that the project site provides suitable habitat for California
red-legged frogs and has potential habitat for San Francisco garter snakes. This determination
was based on the presence of vegetated water bodies on the site, including the stock pond, the
widespread distribution of California red-legged frogs in the area, and evidence that San
Francisco garter snakes are potentially present at any water body in the Half Moon Bay area that
supports emergent vegetation and amphibians. The Biological Opinion was inconclusive
concerning the presence or absence on the site of either of these species, and recommended pre-
construction surveys for both species prior to any development. The USFWS also recommended
that no development including grading should occur within 150 feet of the pond.

June 1999 Biological Resources Report prepared for Ailanto Properties by LSA
Associates (LSA 1999a)

Following the appeal of the City’s approval of the project to the Commission, LSA Associates
prepared a revised wetland delineation for the applicant. Although this new delineation depicted
wetland areas in addition to those previously identified in the 1997 RMI delineation, it did not
accurately show the full extent of wetland habitat on the site as defined under the LCP. The
report states that no California red-legged frogs or San Francisco garter snakes were observed on
the site during the 1986 WESCO surveys. LSA did not undertake new surveys for these species
in preparing this biological report.

November 1999 Wetland Delineation prepared for Ailanto Properties by LSA Associates
(LSA 1999b)

In response to Commission staff comments concerning the June 1999 wetland delineation, LSA
prepared a revised delineation of wetland habitat on the site dated November 4, 1999. The
Commission’s staff biologist reviewed this delineation with the applicant’s consultant in the field
and verified that it accurately depicted all of the wetland areas on the site in accordance with the

7 A Biological Assessment is an evaluation of potential project impacts provided by the federal permitting agency to
the USFWS for the preparation of a Biological Opinion in accordance with 50 CFR § 402.12.
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definition of wetlands contained in the LCP. Like the June 1999 delineation, this wetland study
did not involve wildlife surveys.

August 2000 California Red-Legged Frog Survey prepared for Ailanto Properties by LSA
Associates (LSA 2000)

In response to the June 22, 2000 staff recommendation for denial of the proposed project, LSA
conducted a new survey for California red-legged frogs on August 3 and 10, 2000. The survey
report identifies the potential habitat areas surveyed as: “a wetland area dominated by cattails in
the northwest corner of the site; a stock pond, also in the northwest corner of the site; and an
outlet channel that flows from the north end of the stockpond [sic].” Although the survey report
does not include a map, it appears from this description that the areas surveyed include the Pond,
Wetland A, and Stream 5 as shown in Exhibit 9. It does not appear that the other wetlands and
riparian areas identified on the site were included in the areas surveyed. The survey report states
that “Three drainages also cross the site from east to west. All three drainages were dry at the
time of the survey and did not provide habitat for red-legged frogs.” This survey did not
document the presence of red-legged frogs in the areas surveyed. The survey did document the
presence of bullfrogs on the project site.

January 15, 2001 California Red-Legged Frog and San Francisco Garter Snake Habitat
Assessment and Constraints Analysis prepared for Ailanto Properties by Peter Balfour
(Balfour 2001)

On January 4, 2001, Peter Balfour conducted an assessment of likely or potential habitat for the
California red-legged frog and San Francisco garter snake. Balfour also reviewed both published
and unpublished observations of both species in the regional and local area and previous
biological assessments of the project site. Based on his review of these documents and his field
observations, Balfour prepared a report with recommendations for modifications to the project
and mitigation measures. Balfour’s findings and recommendations are summarized below.

Concerning the California red-legged frog, Balfour finds that the former agricultural pond and
associated drainages and uplands provide potential habitat for both of these species, stating:

The most significant perennial wetland feature on the property is the site’s stock pond.
The pond and its adjacent wetland and upland areas represent potential habitat for the
CRLF and, perhaps, the SFGS.

Balfour reports that while the presence of bullfrogs and predatory fishes in the pond is not
favorable for red-legged frogs, neither does it render the habitat useless for the species, stating:

[Bullfrogs and California red-legged frogs] can and often do co-occur in coastal waters
(Gary Fellers pers. com). ... Irrespective of less than optimal conditions and survey
Jindings, the periodic use of the pond by CRLF is considered likely and as such the pond
should be considered to represent potential breeding habitat.

Balfour’s report also supports the determination of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (as further
discussed in Section Error! Reference source not found.) that the failure to specifically
document the presence of the CRLF on the project site is not dispositive:

While no CRLF were observed on site, it is possible that they were present in low
numbers and not encountered and/or that they may use the pond to breed on occasion.
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With respect to the San Francisco garter snake, the Balfour found that while the presence of the
snake on the site is less likely than is the presence of the CRLF:

The stock pond within the property and the off-site ponds to the north all support both
emergent vegetation and an established amphibian food base (e.g., small bullfrogs and
Pacific tree frogs), and as such meet the USFWS criteria for a potential [San Francisco
garter snake] habitat determination.

Based on his findings, Balfour recommends the following measures to minimize the impacts of
the proposed development to the CRLF and the SFGS:

o The stock pond, its associated drainages/wetlands, and contributing watershed
mapped on Figure 5 are recommended for complete avoidance of residential
development and associated infrastructure. Wetlands A and F and the intervening
upland area west of the stock pond are, similarly, recommended for avoidance...

o The proposed development area southwest of the pond should be situated at least
150-feet away from the mapped pond edge so as not to encroach on the pond’s
watershed.

e ..grading in the development area north of the lower drainage #3 be contoured to
drain away from the pond, to reduce the potential for siltation and watershed
alteration.

o [ support an appropriately-timed eradication effort to eliminate introduced fishes
Sfrom the stock pond.

e Biennial (once every two years) bullfrog eradication, in conjunction with a
monitoring program (for a period of ten years), ...

o Finally, I recommend against the proposed re-establishment of the normal high water
level of the pond (LSA 1999b), as it would likely favor the persistence of bullfrogs by
increasing bullfrog breeding success. Head-cutting erosion at the pond outflow into
drainage #5 should be monitored and if deemed to represent a threat to the longevity
of the pond, appropriate erosion control measures should be implemented to insure
that the pond is not undermined over the course of time.

2.5.4 Discussion

The applicant has substantially revised the project plans from those approved by the City to
address concerns expressed by the Commission during the December 2000 hearing that the
project would significantly and adversely affect environmentally sensitive habitat areas.
However, in previous correspondence, the applicant has contended that because none of the
studies of the site have affirmatively documented the presence of either the San Francisco garter
snake or the California red-legged frog, no threatened or endangered species are on the site. Ina
May 4, 2000 letter to the Commission, the applicant’s legal counsel states:

There are no threatened or endangered species on the Project site, including the red-
legged frog or the San Francisco garter snake. Neither species has been observed on the
site during surveys conducted pursuant to USFWS protocols or during any of the other
surveys for the EIR, wetland delineations, and or other habitat assessments. (Shimko
2000)
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While it is true that neither species has been observed on the project site, wildlife experts at the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and one of the applicant’s biological consultants found that the
species are likely present on the site.

The only survey of the site conducted for the San Francisco garter snake was conducted for the
1986 WESCO biological inventory prepared for the applicant. The WESCO report states that all
suitable habitats were surveyed by walking transect lines only, and that live trapping was not
used for the survey.

The WESCO report contains no description of the survey techniques used to support the
conclusion that the California red-legged frog, California tiger salamander, and western pond
turtle were absent from the site. Therefore, the Commission is unable to verify absence or
presence of the sensitive species based on the information contained in the 1986 WESCO report,
and finds that this report is too out of date to reliably describe the current biological resources of
the project site consistent with the requirements of the LCP.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Biological Opinion determined that the project site provides
suitable habitat for California red-legged frogs and has potential habitat for San Francisco garter
snakes. Staff of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service indicates that documenting the presence of
this species is extremely difficult to detect and that a simple transect survey is not sufficient to
document the presence or absence of the snake (pers. com. Larson 6/16/00). Both the San
Francisco garter snake and the California red-legged frog are extremely rare and shy and quickly
seck cover when approached. This position is supported by the findings contained in Balfour’s
January 15, 2001 report, as cited above.

Zoning Code Section 18.38.055.B.3 provides that the information and analysis contained in an
EIR prepared under California Environmental Quality Act may be accepted in lieu of a separate
biological report for a coastal development permit application if the EIR adequately meets the
requirements of the LCP and the Final EIR was accepted as complete and adequate no more than
one year prior to the date of submittal of the permit application. Ailanto submitted its permit
application to the City in 1998, eight years after certification of the final EIR. The biological
information contained in the project EIR is thirteen to fourteen years old and is therefore too out
of date to reliably describe the resources currently located on the site.

Zoning Code Section 18.38.035.B.1 specifies that the Biological Report required for a coastal
development permit application must describe and map all wetlands, riparian areas, and other
sensitive habitat areas located on or within 200 feet of the project site. Although this
requirement is not fully satisfied by the biological reports submitted by the applicant, the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service Biological Opinion, and the January 15, 2001 Balfour report consider
the relationship between habitat present within the project site and adjacent habitat areas.

2.5.5 Conclusion

Most of the information concerning biological resources for the project is out of date. In fact, the
only survey for San Francisco garter snakes conducted on the site is fourteen years old, and this
survey did not employ techniques necessary to determine the presence or absence of this species.
Moreover, both the San Francisco garter snake and the California red-legged frog are secretive
species. The USFWS does not therefore find failure to document presence of these species is
determinative. The California red-legged frog is very common in suitable aquatic habitat areas
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in Half Moon Bay, and it is therefore highly likely that the species is present at the project site.
The presence or absence on the site of these protected species has not been determined.

The applicant has not provided a biological report that meets the specific requirements of Zoning
Code Sections 18.38.030 and 18.38.035. However, with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Biological Opinion and Peter Balfour’s California Red-Legged Frog and San Francisco Garter
Snake Habitat Assessment and Constraints Analysis, the Commission finds that sufficient
information concerning the biological resources present on and adjacent to the project site is
available to evaluate the potential impacts of the proposed development. Therefore, the
Commission finds that the proposed development is consistent with the LCP requirements to
prepare a biological report.

2.6 San Francisco Garter Snake and California Red-Legged Frog Habitat

As conditioned, the proposed development is consistent with the LCP policies concerning
the protection of environmentally sensitive habitat areas.

2.6.1 Issue Summary

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has determined through a formal consultation to the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers that the pond and riparian areas on the site provide important habitat
for the threatened California red-legged frog and the endangered San Francisco garter snake
(USFWS 1998). In addition, two large ponds to the north of the site provide suitable habitat for
these two species.

The applicant has revised the project plans since the time that the USFWS prepared the
Biological Opinion in an attempt to respond to Commission and USFWS concerns regarding
habitat impacts. These changes include the elimination of the proposed wetland fill and
reconfiguration of the plot plan to provide a minimum 150-foot buffer between the proposed lot
lines and the pond. Riparian buffers remain 30 feet wide. In addition, the applicant has revised
the project plans to eliminate the subdivision loop road separating the pond on site from the
ponds to the north as well as most of the development previously proposed to the north of Stream
3, and grade the developed areas north of Stream 3 to direct drainage away from the pond to
reduce siltation. As discussed in Section Error! Reference source not found., the applicant
proposes to construct arched culverts for all stream crossings to avoid direct disturbance to the
streambeds. The applicant also proposes to implement a predator eradication program to control
bullfrogs and introduced fishes in the pond, which may prey on red-legged frogs and juvenile
San Francisco garter snakes.

Although these proposed mitigation measures would reduce some of the significant adverse
impacts of the project to biological resources on the site, they are not sufficient to bring the
development into conformance with all of the LCP policies concerning protection of sensitive
habitat and species. The primary remaining issues are that the project does not provide adequate
wetland and riparian buffers or specific habitat management and preservation measures to ensure
the long-term protection of habitat that is suitable for the San Francisco garter snake and the
California red-legged frog on and adjacent to the project site.

2.6.2 LCP Standards

The LCP contains several policies pertinent to protection of threatened and endangered species
habitat, including both general ESHA policies and specific policies for both the California red-
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legged frog and the San Francisco garter snake, including LUP Policies 3-3, 3-4, 3-24, and 3-25
and Zoning Code Sections 18.38.085 and 18.38.090. These policies require that the habitats of
both the San Francisco garter snake and the California red-legged frog are given the highest level
of protection.

Sensitive habitat is defined by LUP Policy 3-1 as any area in which plant or animal life or their
habitats are either rare or especially valuable and specifically includes habitats containing or
supporting “rare or endangered” species as defined by the State Fish and Game Commission.

LUP Policy 3-22 and Zoning Code Sections 18.38.085.B and 18.38.090.B, limits permitted uses
in habitat areas of the San Francisco garter snake and the California red-legged frog to (1)
education and research, (2) hunting, fishing, pedestrian and equestrian trails that have no adverse
impact on the species or its habitats, and (3) fish and wildlife management to restore damaged
habitats and to protect and encourage the survival of rare and endangered species.

LUP Policy 3-3 prohibits any land use and/or development that would have significant adverse
impacts on sensitive habitat areas, and requires that development adjacent to such areas shall be
sited and designed to prevent impacts that could significantly degrade the habitat. LUP Policy 3-
4 permits only resource dependent or other uses which will not result in significant adverse
impacts to sensitive habitats, and requires that permitted uses in such areas comply with USFWS
and California Department of Fish and Game requirements.

LUP Policy 3-4 specifies that only resource-dependent or other uses that will not have a
significant adverse impact are permitted in sensitive habitat areas. This policy is based on
Coastal Act Section 30240, which is incorporated as a guiding policy of the LUP. LUP/Coastal
Act Policy 30240 provides that environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against
any significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on those resources shall be
allowed within those areas, and that development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive
habitat areas and parks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which
would significantly degrade those areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of those
habitat and recreation areas.

As discussed in Section 2.8 below, the LCP also contains policies specifying widths for wetland
and riparian buffers. The proposed project plans conform to these minimum setbacks. However,
nothing in the LCP limits the ability of the City or the Commission on appeal to require wider
riparian and/or wetland buffers than the minimum distances specified when necessary to meet
the requirements of other resource protection policies of the LCP described in the preceding
paragraph. As further discussed below, the minimum setback distance proposed by the applicant
are insufficient to provide the protections required by all of the above cited policies for the
habitat of the San Francisco garter snake and the California red-legged frog.

2.6.3 Discussion

California red-legged frogs

California red-legged frogs have been extirpated or nearly extirpated from over 70 percent of
their former range and are federally listed as threatened. Habitat loss, competition with and
direct predation by exotic species, and encroachment of development are the primary causes for
the decline of this species throughout its range. The remaining populations are primarily in
central coastal California and are found in aquatic areas that support substantial riparian and
aquatic vegetation and lack non-native predators. The project site is located within the Central
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Coast Range Recovery Unit for the California red-legged frog as defined in the federal listing for
this species.

San Francisco garter snake

The San Francisco garter snake is a federal and state listed endangered species. The San
Francisco garter snake’s preferred habitat is densely vegetated ponds near open hillsides where it
can sun itself, feed, and find cover in rodent burrows. The species is extremely shy, difficult to
locate and capture, and quick to flee to water when disturbed. On the coast, the snake hibernates
during winter in rodent burrows, and may spend the majority of the day during the active season
in the same burrows.

California red-legged frogs are an essential prey species to the San Francisco garter snake, and
the snakes have not been found in areas where red-legged frogs are absent. In addition, newborn
and juvenile San Francisco garter snakes depend heavily on Pacific tree frogs. Adult snakes may
also feed on juvenile bullfrogs. The decline of this species is due principally to habitat loss, the
loss of red-legged frog, illegal collection, and the introduction of bullfrogs. Adult bullfrogs prey
on both San Francisco garter snakes and California red-legged frogs.

Project Impacts

On September 11, 2000, the USFWS published a proposed rule in the Federal Register
designating critical habitat for the California red-legged frog (USFWS 2000). The proposed rule
defines critical habitat for the red-legged frog as areas that:

include two (or more) suitable breéding locations, a permanent water source, associated
uplands surrounding these waterbodies up to 150 m (500 ft) from the water’s edge, all
within 2 km (1.25 miles) of one another and connected by barrier-free dispersal habitat
that is at least 150 m (500 ft) in width. When these elements are all present, all other
suitable aquatic habitat within 2 km (1.25 miles), and free of dispersal barriers, is also
considered critical habitat.

The pond on the project site and two ponds to the north of the property boundary are considered
by USFWS to be potential breeding habitat for the red-legged frog. These three ponds are well
fed by numerous drainages from the large, undeveloped watershed to the east and by seeps and
springs, and contain water throughout the year. The ponds are all located well within 1.25 miles
of each other, and are connected by barrier-free dispersal habitat that is more than 500 feet wide.
Thus, under the proposed rule, it appears that the ponds and all suitable aquatic habitat within
1.25 miles that is free of dispersal barriers may be critical habitat for the red-legged frog.

The USFWS determined in its Biological Opinion for the project that the development proposed
within 300 feet of both sides of the several unnamed drainages (Streams 3, 4, and 5) and two
ponds on the site will result in the direct loss of riparian and upland habitat suitable for the
California red-legged frog and the San Francisco garter snake (USFWS 1998). This
determination of habitat loss was due to insufficient buffer distances between the riparian
corridors and the pond on the site, which would inhibit dispersal of both species between
adjacent aquatic and upland habitat areas. In addition to interfering with dispersal corridors, the
USFWS found that the proposed development would reduce the quality of the surrounding
habitat as foraging and breeding habitat. The loop road originally proposed along the northern
side of the property would separate the aquatic habitat on the site and the ponds to the north and
would further interfere with species movement. Although the Biological Opinion requires a
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minimum buffer around the pond and other wetland areas of 150 feet, it also states that
development within 300 feet of these areas will result in adverse impacts to the species including
incidental take due to direct loss of habitat (USFWS 1998).

As discussed in Section in this section and in Section 2.8 below, the applicant originally
proposed to provide only the minimum wetland and riparian buffers required by some of the
policies of the LCP. The buffers originally proposed were 100 feet around the pond and other
wetlands on the site, 30 feet from the limit of riparian vegetation to either side of the upper
portion of Stream 3 and Stream 5, and 30 feet from the centerline of the lower portion of Stream
3 and from Stream 4. The applicant later revised the plans to provide a 150-foot buffer from the
pond and to eliminate the development proposed adjacent to Stream 4. Even with these
revisions, the proposed buffer distances fall short of the distances that the USFWS has indicated
are necessary to avoid significant impacts to the San Francisco garter snake and the California
red-legged frog.

In response to the discussion of these issues in the April 27, 2000 Issues Summary Report for
this permit application, the applicant states in a letter to the Commission dated May 4, 2000:

e The 150-foot buffer recommended in the Biological Opinion is moot because the project
plans have been substantially modified since the opinion was written.

e USFWS is pleased with the current project plan.

e There are no threatened or endangered species on the project site, including the California
red-legged frog and the San Francisco garter snake. Neither species has been observed on
the site during surveys conducted pursuant to USFWS protocols or during any of the other
surveys for the EIR, wetland delineations, and or other habitat assessments.

As discussed above, the August 2000 red-legged frog survey documented the presence of
bullfrogs on the project site (LSA 2000). According to the applicant, the pond also contains
introduced fishes (Foreman 2000). Predation by introduced fishes is one of the factors
contributing to the decline of the California red-legged frog (USFWS 2000). The applicant’s
biological consultant concludes that red-legged frogs are absent from the project site because of
the presence of bullfrogs and introduced fishes, stating:

While California red-legged frogs can co-exist in rare instances with bullfrogs, the
presence of two predator groups (bullfrogs and fish) virtually eliminates the potential for
California red-legged frogs to regularly inhabit a site...

The applicant’s consultant further contends that the project site is a hazard to red-legged frogs
and San Francisco garter snakes and not valuable habitat for these species, stating:

The on-site habitats are more of a hazard or “ecological sink” to both species rather
than being especially valuable habitats. Any California red-legged frogs and San
Francisco garter snakes which might reach the onsite habitats are likely to die (be eaten)
or waste any reproductive effort because of high predation rates and competition from
bullfrogs and non-native fish. Clearly, on-site habitats are not “valuable” to the species
under current conditions. (Foreman 2000)

Commission staff consulted with the USFWS concerning the applicant’s contention that the
presence of non-native predators renders the project site unsuitable and hazardous to California
red-legged frogs and San Francisco garter snakes. According to USFWS Fish and Wildlife
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Biologist Curtis McCasland, bullfrogs have a significant effect on the ability of a site to support
California red-legged frogs where the habitat is degraded or constrained, but not in areas where
habitat suitable for both species is abundant. The habitat is not degraded or constrained in the
coastal region within which the project site is located. Coexistence of the two species been
documented in several areas in the Mid-Coast region including Crystal Springs Reservoir and
Pescadero State Park (pers. com. McCasland 11/14/00).

Commission staff discussed the potential impacts of the project, as it was proposed in June 2000,
to the snakes and frogs in a telephone conferences with McCasland on June 19 and 21, 2000.
McCasland responded to staff’s inquiries as follows:

e Development within 300 feet of the pond and wetland areas and the riparian areas associated
with these wetlands (i.e., the portion of Stream 3 above the diversion, and Streams 4 and 5)
will result in significant adverse impacts to the San Francisco garter snake and California
red-legged frog due to loss of suitable habitat. Protection of these species requires a 300-
foot-wide buffer around the wetlands and the riparian areas.

e There is no biological basis for a 150-foot buffer. This distance was the result of
negotiations with the applicant. A 150-foot buffer will result in loss of habitat suitable for
both species.

e The portion of the loop road along the northern side of the development will interfere with
the dispersal corridor between the wetland areas and the ponds offsite to the north, and this
road could potentially result in the direct mortality of either of the species. A 300-foot buffer
should be provided for Stream 5 from the outlet of the pond to the northern property
boundary to minimize this potentially significant impact.

e Arched culverts will not allow adequate movement of the frogs and snakes within the
riparian areas. All road crossings of Streams 3, 4 and 5 should be via elevated bridges to
allow free movement of wildlife for the width of the corridors.

e Both the San Francisco garter snake and the California red-legged frog are secretive species.
The USFWS does not find failure to document presence of these species exempts a project
from the requirements of the Endangered Species Act. The California red-legged frog has
been found in suitable aquatic habitat areas in Half Moon Bay. Therefore, it is highly likely
that the species is present at the project site. Preservation of suitable habitat, such as that
found on the project site, is critical to the recovery of both species.

January 2001 Project Revisions

The applicant submitted a report prepared by Peter Balfour dated January 15, 2001 containing
recommendations for project revisions (Exhibit 17). The applicant submitted revised project
plans on January 26, 2001 modifying the project to conform to Balfour’s recommendations
(Exhibits 14 and 15). The project revisions through January 26, 2001 eliminate the loop road
around the pond and reduce the number of proposed lots north of Stream 3 from 66 to 33. This
is accomplished by eliminating 11 lots altogether and shifting the remaining 22 lots to the south
side of Stream 3. The applicant’s revisions to the proposed project also delete the previous

proposal to modify the pond and to pump water from the pond to irrigate the community garden. -

By eliminating the loop road, the revised plans also reduce the number of stream crossings from
six to three. The January 2001 revisions to the project plans substantially reduce the potential
impacts of the proposed development to environmentally sensitive habitat areas on the project
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site. However, the Commission finds that even with these revisions, the proposed project will
result in significant adverse impacts to the San Francisco garter snake and the California red-
legged frog, in conflict with the policies of the LCP.

Both the San Francisco garter snake and the California red-legged frog depend on refuge areas
upland from aquatic habitats like the pond (USFWS 1998). The snake prefers open hillsides
where it can sun itself, feed and find cover in rodent burrows. The snake hibernates in rodent
burrows during the winter, and it has been observed breeding at the entrance to these burrows
shortly after emerging from hibernation. The snake is believed to spend the majority of each day
during the active season in upland burrows. Adult California red-legged frogs also rely on
upland habitat areas in association with aquatic habitat. The frogs seek upland sheltering areas
including animal burrows. Access to such sheltering habitat is considered essential for the
survival of this species within a watershed.

Pursuant to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s 1998 Biological Opinion, any development
within 300 feet of the stock pond will result in the direct loss of habitat for the snake and frog.
Thus, in accordance with Half Moon Bay LCP Policies 3-1, 3-3, and 3-4, as well as Coastal Act
Section 30240, which has been incorporated into the Half Moon Bay LCP, the slopes above the
pond should be treated as an ESHA, with only resource-dependent uses allowed. The proposed
grading and development on the hillcrest within 300 feet of the pond is not dependent on the
resources of this ESHA and would have significant adverse impacts to the habitat. Therefore,
this proposed development is inconsistent with the ESHA protection policies of the LCP. It
should be noted that portions of the slopes on the other side of the hill draining away from the
pond are also located within 300 feet of the pond, and could be considered ESHA in accordance
with the 1998 Biological Opinion. However, the Commission’s staff biologist’s evaluation
indicates that the side of the hill draining away from the pond is not critical to the snakes and
frogs, and that development on these slopes would not significantly impact these species.
Therefore, the Commission imposes Special Condition 1 requiring the applicant to eliminate the
lots proposed on the side of the slope draining towards the pond (Lots 124 through 131) from the
project plans. The Commission finds that this condition is necessary to prevent the direct loss of
habitat suitable for the San Francisco garter snake and the California red-legged frog, consistent
with the ESHA protection policies of the certified LCP.

The revised project plan, as further modified by proposed Special Condition 1, will prevent the
direct loss of ESHA. However, some potentially significant impacts to the San Francisco garter
snake and the California red-legged frog will remain despite the mitigation measures required by
Special Condition 1. Development is proposed within 30 feet of Streams 1, 2, and 3. Although
these streams do not provide breeding habitat for the California red-legged frog, they do provide
potential dispersal corridors for the frog (Balfour 2001). During winter rain events, juvenile and
adult frogs are known to disperse up to two kilometers. The proposed development poses
significant adverse impacts to the frogs by restricting movement between these corridors. In
addition, domestic animals associated with the proposed residential development may prey on
both species. To mitigate these potentially significant adverse impacts, the Commission imposes
Special Condition 5 requiring the applicant to manage the ESHA for the San Francisco garter
snake and the California red-legged frog. The primary management measure required under this
condition is the control of bullfrogs and other predators of these species as recommended by both
the applicant’s consultant and the Commission’s staff biologist. The Commission also imposes
Special Condition 6 to protect the stream corridors from construction-related impacts. Finally,
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the Commission imposes Special Condition 2 requiring the applicant to record and offer to .
dedicate an open space and conservation easement to secure the long-term protection of the

ESHA. These conditions are necessary to achieve consistency with the ESHA protection
policies of the Half Moon Bay LCP.

2.6.4 Conclusion

The proposed development includes non-resource dependent uses in sensitive habitat areas, and
does not therefore limit uses within and adjacent to sensitive habitat areas consistent with the
limitations of the certified LCP. Consequently, the proposed project would result in the direct
loss of habitat for and would potentially result in the direct mortality of the San Francisco garter
snake and the California red-legged frog. These impacts could be avoided by protecting the
habitat areas, and, as discussed below, by spanning the full width of the riparian corridors where
road crossings cannot feasibly be avoided. Therefore, as discussed above, the Commission
imposes Special Conditions requiring the applicant to revise the project plans to fully protect the
sensitive habitat areas located on the project site consistent with the requirements of LUP
Policies 30240, 3-3, 3-4, 3-22, 3-24, 3-25 and Zoning Code Sections 18.38.085 and 18.38.090
and denies Coastal Development Permit Application A-1-HMB-99-022.

2.7 Raptor and Saltmarsh Common Yellowthroat Habitat

2,71 lIssue Summary

Tree stands located in the northern portion of the project site provide potential habitat for tree
nesting raptors. In addition, the site may provide habitat for ground nesting northern harriers.
Raptor habitat is protected under the LCP as a habitat for unique species. The site may also
provide nesting habitat for the Saltmarsh common yellowthroat. The Saltmarsh common
yellowthroat is a California Department of Fish and Game Species of Special Concern. Nesting
birds are sensitive to noise and other disturbance related to construction activities. Studies
demonstrate that such disturbance can reduce the breeding success of nesting birds. To avoid the
potential of significant adverse impacts to nesting birds on the project site, the Commission
imposes special conditions that require the applicant to conduct a pre-construction survey for
nesting raptors and Saltmarsh common yellowthroats and that prohibit construction activities that
would disturb any active nests identified.

2.7.2 LCP Standards
Zoning Code Section 18.38.090.A.1, identifies raptors as unique species.

LUP Policy 3-1 defines sensitive habitats to include riparian areas, wetlands, sand dunes, marine
habitats, sea cliffs, and habitats supporting rare, endangered, and unique species.

LUP Policy 3-3 prohibits any land use and/or development that would have significant adverse
impacts on sensitive habitat areas, and states that development in areas adjacent to sensitive
habitats shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts that could significantly degrade the
environmentally sensitive habitats. Furthermore, all uses shall be compatible with the
maintenance of biologic productivity of such areas.

LUP Policy 3-4 permits only resource-dependent or other uses that will not have a significant |

adverse impact on sensitive habitats and are consistent with U.S. Fish and Wildlife and State
Department of Fish and Game regulations. .
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LUP Policy 3-33 Zoning Code Section 18.38.090.B limit the permitted uses of habitat for unique
species to: (1) education and research, (2) hunting, fishing, pedestrian and equestrian trails, and
(3) fish and wildlife management activities.

2.7.3 Discussion

Sensitive species, such as loggerhead shrikes, Cooper’s hawks, and sharp-shinned hawks, whose
population levels are already of concern, may nest in the tree stands in the northern project area.
In addition, the site may provide habitat for ground nesting northern harriers. Raptor habitat is
protected under the LCP as a habitat for unique species. The site may also provide nesting
habitat for the Saltmarsh common yellowthroat, which is a California Department of Fish and
Game Species of Special Concern. As approved by the City, development of the northern
portion of the project site would have required the removal of approximately 200 trees. Removal
of these trees would result in a loss of nesting habitat with potentially significant averse impacts
to sensitive bird species. However, as revised for purposes of the Commission’s de novo review,
and as further conditioned by this coastal development permit, the proposed development that
would have resulted in requiring this tree removal has been eliminated. As such, these tree
stands will not be directly affected by the proposed development.

Although the revised project will not result in the permanent loss of nesting habitat, grading and
other construction related activities, as well as post construction human activity and noise may
cause birds to abandon nests, reduce the number of broods produced, or cause other behaviors
that reduce breeding success. One study of hawks found that in areas where the birds were
disturbed by humans, 60 percent of the nests failed, in comparison to only six percent in areas
with minimal or no human disturbance (Wiley 1975, as cited in Department of Fish and Wildlife,
no date). To avoid such impacts, a buffer should be maintained between nesting habitat and
development. The recommended distance from nesting raptors varies from 50 feet to 1,600 feet.
The distance for Cooper’s hawk and sharp-shinned hawk ranges from 400 to 600 feet
(Richardson and Miller 1997).

As revised and conditioned to eliminate most of the development north of Stream 3, the
development will be several hundred to over a thousand feet from the largest tree stands.
However, development is proposed to occur within less than 100 feet of approximately 50
eucalyptus trees located within the lower portion of the Stream 3 riparian corridor. In order to
minimize disturbance impacts to any sensitive bird species that may nest in these trees, Special
Condition SA(6) requires that prior to commencement of grading or any other construction-
related activity, a qualified biologist shall conduct a survey of nesting raptors at the project site.
If white-tailed kite, Cooper’s hawk or other tree-nesting raptors are found, the tree(s) shall be
protected from disturbance during the nesting season. A temporary fence shall be placed 200
feet from the drip line of such trees and all grading or construction activities, including storage of
materials or equipment, shall be excluded from the fenced area. If ground-nesting northern
barriers are found, a temporary nest shall be placed around the nest at a radius of 300 feet and all
construction shall be excluded from the fenced area. During the nesting season, the biologist
shall monitor the grading or construction site on a biweekly basis. The protection measures shall
remain in effect until the biologist has verified that adults have abandoned the nest or the young
have left the nest or nest tree.

In addition, Special Condition SA(6) requires that prior to commencement of grading or any
other construction-related activity during the yellowthroat-nesting season, a qualified biologist
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shall conduct a survey of the project site for nesting salt marsh common yellowthroats. A 100- .
foot fenced temporary buffer shall be established around any active nest to exclude any

construction activity, or any storage of materials or equipment from such buffer. The fence shall
remain in place until August 1 of the year or until the biologist verifies that the nest is no longer
active. In the event that adult raptors or yellowthroats abandon a nest during grading or
construction, the biologist shall within 48 hours prepare and submit a report to the executive
director stating the observation and the biologist’s professional opinion of the reasons therefore.

In addition, Special Condition 12 permanently prohibits removal of any trees that provided
documented nesting habitat for any state or federally listed species of raptor and prohibits all
physical development, including grading, from occurring within 100 feet of such trees.

The Commission finds that with the project revisions to retain the majority of the existing tree
stands in the northern project area and as conditioned to minimize impacts to nesting habitat of
any birds nesting in the trees located in the lower Stream 3 corridor, the proposed development is
consistent with the habitat protection policies of the Half Moon Bay LCP.

2.8 Riparian Corridors

The Commission finds that as conditioned, the proposed development is consistent with the
Half Moon Bay LCP Policies concerning the protection of riparian corridors.

2.8.1 Issue Summary

The property contains five steams, two are ephemeral or seasonal and three are intermittent or

storm water drainages. These streams are indicated on Exhibit 9 as Streams 1-5. The LCP .
permits bridges to be constructed in riparian corridors and/or buffers only where no feasible or

practical alternative exists. As approved by the City, the project included the construction of

seven arched culverts that would bridge the five riparian corridors located on the site (Exhibit 9).

However, as revised through January 26, 2001, four of these bridges have been eliminated, with

one bridge each crossing Streams 1, 2 and 3. Because these streams divide the project site

longitudinally, no feasible alternative exists to these crossings that would allow access to the

areas of the site proposed to be developed.

The LCP does not define the phrase “riparian vegetation™ and does not prescribe the manner in
which riparian buffer zones are measured. Special Condition 6 specifies how the buffers shall be
measured within the project site consistent with a biologically valid definition of riparian
vegetation and all other applicable policies of the certified LCP.

2.8.2 LCP Standards

LUP Policies 3-7 through 3-13 specify the LCP definition of riparian corridor, the permitted uses
in riparian corridors and buffers, the standards for development affecting riparian areas and
buffers, and the minimum width of riparian buffer zones. These requirements are further defined
in Zoning Code Section 18.38.075.

LUP Policy 3-11 and Zoning Code Section 18.38.075.D.1 specifies that the riparian buffer along
intermittent streams shall be measured 30 feet from the limit of riparian vegetation. The LCP
definition of riparian corridor is contained in LUP Policy 3-7.
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2.8.3 Discussion

Riparian Buffers

LUP Policy 3-11 and Zoning Code Section 18.38.075.D set the minimum riparian buffer zone
for intermittent streams as 30 feet outward from the limit of riparian vegetation or 30 feet from
the midpoint of intermittent streams where no riparian vegetation exists. Some portions of the
riparian corridors on the site are beneath a eucalyptus canopy. Consequently, these areas are
without riparian vegetation and the proposed setback is 30 feet from the midpoint of the stream.
In the areas that are not covered by eucalyptus, willows and other riparian vegetation is
established. The LCP definition of riparian corridor (below) includes a list of riparian plants
common to the area:

3-7 Definition of Riparian Corridors

(a) Define riparian corridors by the “limit of riparian vegetation” (i.e_a line
determined by the association of plant and animal species normally found near
streams, lakes, and other bodies of fresh water: red alder, jaumea, pickleweed,
big leaf maple, narrowleaf cattail, arroyo willow, broadleaf cattail, horsetalil,
creek dogwood, black cottonwood, and box elder). Such a corridor must contain
at least 50% cover of some combination of the plants listed. Emphasis added.

The applicant has interpreted this definition to mean that only the plant species listed are
considered riparian vegetation under the LCP. However, the plants listed do not include many
riparian species that may be found in the region and, in fact, does not include riparian plant
species that are found within riparian corridors on the project site. Defining riparian vegetation
in a manner that excludes such plants is not supported by the scientific literature or principles
concerning riparian habitats. While lists of common species are often included in the discussion
of specific types of riparian vegetation, including the above-cited provision, such plant lists are
illustrative rather than exhaustive. The biological characteristics of a plant and the type of habitat
in which it occurs determine whether it is riparian vegetation. Riparian vegetation is understood
to include any vegetation that requires or tolerates soil moisture levels in excess of that available
in adjacent terrestrial areas and typically associated with the banks, edges, or terrestrial limits of
freshwater bodies, water courses, or surface emergent aquifers. Any definition for riparian
vegetation that excludes plant species with these characteristics is not biologically valid.

In addition to being scientifically invalid, the applicant’s proposed definition of riparian
vegetation misinterprets the LCP. LUP Policy 3-7 is the LCP definition of riparian corridor not
riparian vegetation. The LCP does not contain a definition of riparian vegetation. In the absence
of a specific definition contained in the LCP, the Commission must rely on the scientifically
accepted understanding of the term riparian vegetation. This interpretation of the above-cited
provision is supported by LCP Policies 3-1 and 3-3, as well as Coastal Act section 30240 which
has been incorporated into the certified LCP. In addition, nothing in the LCP limits the ability of
the City or the Commission on appeal to require wider riparian and/or wetland buffers than the
minimum distances specified when necessary to meet the requirements of other resource
protection policies of the LCP.

The Commission therefore finds that buffers should be measured from the limit of any vegetation
that meets the biologically valid definition of riparian vegetation. Therefore, the Commission
imposes Special Condition 6A requiring the applicant to revise the project plans to measure the
riparian buffers along the vegetated portions of Streams 1, 2, and 3 from the limit of any plant
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species that requires or tolerates soil moisture levels in excess of that available in adjacent
terrestrial areas and typically associated with the banks, edges, or terrestrial limits of freshwater
bodies, water courses, or surface emergent aquifers.

Stream Crossings

A total of three road crossings are proposed via arched culverts with one culvert across Streams
1,2, and 3. These crossings are shown on Exhibit 14 as Bridges 1-3. Such bridges are permitted
within riparian corridors in accordance with LUP Policy 3-9 (b) and Zoning Code Section
18.38.075.B.1 only if no feasible or practical alternative exists and when bridge supports are not
in significant conflict with corridor resources.

As discussed in Section 2.4 above, Ailanto proposes to construct the portion of Foothill
Boulevard located within the project site. Beginning at the southern boundary of the site and
running north to Grandview, this section of Foothill Boulevard crosses Streams 1, 2, and 3.
Because Streams 1, 2, and 3 run perpendicular through the alignment of Foothill Boulevard as
designated on the LUP Access and Circulation Map, it is not feasible to construct Foothill
Boulevard without crossing these streams. The proposed bridges would span the streams with no
supports located within the riparian corridor. Therefore, there are no feasible alternatives to
proposed Bridges 1, 2 and 3, and these stream crossings are not in significant conflict with
corridor resources. To further ensure that these crossings do not adversely affect riparian habitat,
Special Condition 6B specifies that: (1) the bridges must span the streams with no supports
located within the riparian corridors, (2) all construction activities, materials and equipment are
prohibited from entering the riparian corridors and their respective buffer zones except as
necessary for the construction of approved crossings, and (3) temporary construction fencing
must be installed prior to the commencement of grading along the outer edge of all riparian
buffer zones.

2.8.4 Conclusion

The Commission finds that as conditioned, the proposed development is consistent with the LCP
policies requiring protection of riparian corridors.

2.9 Wetlands

The Commission finds that, as conditioned, the proposed development will not adversely
affect wetlands on the projected site.

2.9.1 Issue Summary

The applicant has provided a delineation of wetlands on the project site that conforms with the
definition of wetlands contained in the LCP as verified by the Commission’s staff biologist. The
applicant has revised the project plans to eliminate most of the development in the northern
portion of the project site where these wetlands are located and to dedicate this area for open
space and habitat conservation. No development is proposed within 100 feet of any identified
wetland, and, as conditioned, a 300-foot buffer is required from the former agricultural pond to
protect California red-legged frog habitat. The Commission also imposes conditions requiring
the applicant to prepare and implement a habitat management plan and to install fencing to
discourage people and pets from entering the wetland areas. As such, the Commission finds that,
as conditioned, the proposed development is consistent with the LCP wetland policies.
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2.9.2 LCP Standards

The LCP contains policies that define wetlands and sensitive habitats, specifying uses permitted
in and adjacent to such areas, and setting development standards for the protection of these areas.
These policies include LUP Policies 3-1, 3-3, 3-4, 3-11, LUP Appendix A, and Zoning Code
Sections 18.02.040, 18.38.020.E, and 18.38.080.

2.9.3 Discussion

In its action on the substantial issue portion of this appeal in March 2000, the Commission found
that a substantial issue existed regarding whether the project plans approved by the City included
all of the wetland areas on the site. Subsequent to the City’s approval, Ailanto has submitted a
series of reports and memoranda culminating in a revised wetland delineation dated November 4,
1999 (Exhibit 8). The revised wetlands delineation shows eight vegetated wet areas, three
ephemeral and two intermittent streams and a pond. The Commission’s staff biologist has
determined that the revised delineation accurately depicts the wetland areas on the site in
accordance with the LCP. The Commission notes that the provisions regarding wetlands
contained in the certified LCP, including Section 30233 of the Coastal Act, which the City
incorporated into its certified LCP, require the protection of all areas within the project site
where the water table is near the land surface long enough to support the growth of hydrophytes
or to support the formation of hydric soils.

Numerous gullies are located in the area. The site’s vegetation has been affected by historic
cultivation. Mature eucalyptus and cypress trees exist on portions of the site. The pond and
streams contain willows, cypress and other plants associated with wetlands. The 1.6-acre pond
shown in the revised wetland delineation was created in the 1950s as a stock pond. This was
accomplished through construction of a 23-foot-high earthen dam on the west side of the pond
and diversion of a stream (Stream 3). Stream 4 also drains into the pond and surrounding
wetlands. The pond outflows into Stream 5, which eventually leads to Pilarcitos Creek. The
pond and a 100-foot buffer around it are shown on the project plans. Although the project plans
include a 100-foot buffer around the pond, the applicant asserts that no buffer is required under
the LCP because it is a man-made pond used for agricultural purposes (Cassidy 1999). While
disagreeing with the staff’s position with respect to required buffers for the pond and Wetlands
A, E, and G, the applicant has amended the permit application de novo to include a 100-foot
buffer around each of these areas.

LUP Policy 3-11(c) states:

Along lakes, ponds, and other wet areas, extend buffer zones 100 feet from the high water
point, except for man-made ponds and reservoirs_used for agricultural purposes for
which no buffer zone is designated. [Emphasis added]

This policy is implemented by Zoning Code Section 18.38.080.D, which defines “Wetlands
Buffer Zone” as:

The minimum buffer surrounding lakes, ponds, and marshes shall be 100 feet, measured
from the high water point, except that no buffer is required for man-made ponds and
reservoirs_used for agriculture. [Emphasis added]

Chapter 8 of the LUP incorporates the definition of “Agricultural Use” contained in Government
Code Section 51201(b) which states:
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“Agricultural use” means use of land for the purpose of producing an agricultural
commodity for commercial purposes.

Although the pond was originally created for agricultural purposes, the proposed development
will not continue this or any other agricultural use on the site. Consequently, a 100-foot buffer is
required around the pond in accordance with LUP Policy 3-11(c) and Zoning Code Section
18.38.080.D.

Although the applicants subsequently revised their project description to avoid Wetlands A, E
and G, the applicant contends that Wetlands A, E and G are exempt from the Commission’s
review authority under §13577(b)(2) of the Commission’s regulation. Section 13577(b)(2)
provides that wetlands subject to the Commission’s appeal jurisdiction do not include:

“... wetland habitat created by the presence of and associated with agricultural ponds
and reservoirs where the pond or reservoir was in fact constructed by a farmer or
rancher for agricultural purposes; and there is no evidence [ ...] showing that wetland
habitat predated the existence of the pond or reservoir. Areas with drained hydric soils

that are no longer capable of supporting hydrophytes shall not be considered wetlands.”’
[Emphasis added]

In support of this contention, Ailanto asserts that Wetlands A, E and G are exempt because they
were created to supply water to the pond and reservoir (Wetland E) or as a result of runoff and
seepage from the pond and reservoir (Wetlands A and G). However, as discussed above, the
record documents that the pond will no longer be used for agricultural purposes. Since the site
no longer contains an agricultural pond, the other wetlands are no longer associated with or
created by an agricultural pond. The Commission finds that the exemption provided in Section
13577(b)(2) does not apply to wetlands that currently exist independent of and disassociated
from preexisting agricultural activities. The Commission also notes that if the wetlands were
filled, they would support residential, not agricultural activities. The Commission also finds that
the exemption in § 13577(b)(2) is inapplicable to the proposed fill of wetlands for other than
agricultural purposes.

While stating that it reserves the right to amend the project with respect to protection of the pond,
Ailanto reduced the number of proposed lots and reconfigured the subdivision plan to conform
with the wetland buffer policies of the LCP. As modified, no portion of any lot line is proposed
within 100 feet of the delineated wetlands, including the pond. In addition, to protect the habitat
of the California red-legged frog, Special Condition 1 requires a 300-foot buffer around the
pond. Thus, the proposed development is consistent with the LCP wetland buffer policies.

The presence of people and pets could be harmful to the sensitive species and habitat in the open
space areas north and east of the subdivision. Therefore, Special Condition 5.A.7 requires the
applicant to construct a fence four- to five-foot high fence with a solid base to separate the
developed areas, including trails, from the adjacent open space and environmentally sensitive
habitat areas. The Commission finds this requirement sufficient to minimize disturbance of the
site’s wetland areas from humans and domestic animals.

2.9.4 Conclusion

The project plans correctly delineate wetland habitat on the site in accordance with the definition
of wetlands contained in the LCP. The proposed development provides a 100-foot buffer and
additional mitigation measures to protect the wetland areas on the site. As conditioned, no
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development shall occur within the pond and the wetland and other sensitive habitat areas will be
separated from the developed areas of the site with fencing. Therefore, the Commission finds
the proposed development in conformance with the wetland protection policies of the LCP.

2.10 Visual Resources

The Commission finds that, as conditioned, the proposed development conforms to the
LCP policies concerning the protection of the scenic qualities of the hillscapes inland of
Highway 1.

2.10.1 Issue Summary

Because the project site is located at the base of hills inland of Highway 1, the development will
not affect views of the coast. However, the development could significantly alter views of the
hillsides. The LCP contains policies intended to protect inland views of these hillsides above the
160-foot contour. The LCP also adopts Coastal Act Section 30251, which requires development
to minimize the alteration of landforms and be visually compatible with the character of the
surrounding areas. No grading or construction is proposed above the 160-foot contour.
However, the lot lines of 13 of the proposed lots would extend above the 160-contour. To ensure
the permanent protection of inland coastal views as required under the LCP, Special Condition 4
requires the applicant to record an open space deed restriction over the portion of the project site
above the 160-foot contour, notifying future property owners that development on these slopes is
prohibited.

2.10.2 LCP Standards

The LCP includes policies intended to protect views of these scenic hillsides. Included in these
policies is Zoning Code Section 18.37.020.B, which designates the hillside areas above the 160-
foot contour east of the project site as a scenic area, and LUP Policy 7-10, which states that new
development on upland slopes visible from Highway 1 shall not involve grading or building
siting which results in a significant modification of hillscapes. These hillsides are included on
the Visual Resources Overlay Map of the LUP.

LUP Policy 9.3.7(g) requires that development of the Dykstra Ranch PUD shall minimize
interruption of views of these hillsides, stating:

Structures shall be sited so as to minimize interruption of views of the upper hillsides
Jfrom Highway 1 and the public recreation area along the shoreline.

2.10.3 Discussion

As proposed, no portion of any building footprint would be located above the 160-foot contour
line, but portions of the homes to be constructed on the upper lots would project above this
elevation to as high as the 190-foot contour. In their appeal, the appellants contended that the
LCP prohibits any portion of a structure to project above the 160-foot elevation. LUP Policy
9.3.7(c) specifies that no development shall be permitted on slopes above the 160-foot contour.
Given the policies’ limitation on development on slopes above the 160-foot contour, no portion
of any structure may be constructed on slopes above the 160-foot contour. However, Policy
9.3.7(c) does not prohibit development that projects above this elevation. Consequently, the
Commission finds that the development as proposed conforms with the LCP Policies concerning
development on the hillsides above the 160-foot contour elevation.
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Although no physical development is proposed on the protected slopes, 13 of the proposed lots
extend above the 160-foot contour. As such, there is a potential that, in the future, owners of
these properties may have an expectation to site development, such as accessory structures,
patios, etc. on these hillsides. Therefore, to ensure the permanent protection of inland coastal
views as required under the LCP, Special Condition 4 requires the applicant to record an open
space deed restriction over the portion of the project site above the 160-foot contour, notifying
future property owners that all development on these slopes is prohibited.

2.10.4 Conclusion

The Commission finds that, as conditioned, the proposed development will permanently protect
the hillsides above the 160-foot contour on the project site from development, consistent with
Half Moon Bay LUP Policies 7-10 and 9.3.7(g), and Zoning Code Section 18.37.020.B.

2.11 Water Quality/Polluted Runoff

The Commission finds that, as conditioned, the proposed development includes adequate
measures to prevent significant adverse impacts to coastal waters quality consistent with
the water quality protection policies of the LCP.

2.11.1 Issue Summary

The proposed development includes substantial grading, vegetation removal, and the creation of
new impervious surfaces with the potential to increase erosion, sedimentation and runoff with
significant adverse impacts to the quality and biological productivity of coastal waters both on
and off of the project site. In addition, the use of herbicides, pesticides and other hazardous
substances associated with the proposed residential development may further degrade water
quality. Polluted runoff and sedimentation could significantly impact the viability of the
threatened and endangered species habitat discussed in Section Error! Reference source not
found.. Therefore, the Commission imposes special conditions requiring the applicant to submit
erosion control and storm water pollution prevention plans for staff review and approval prior to
issuance of the coastal development permit. These plans are required to include specific best
management practices (BMPs) designed to control construction related and post-construction
erosion and polluted runoff.

2.11.2 LCP Standards

LUP Policy 4-8 states that no new development shall cause or contribute to flood hazards.

Policy 4-9 requires new development to be designed and constructed to (1) prevent increases in
runoff, erosion, and flooding, (2) minimize runoff from graded areas, and (3) dissipate the energy
of storm water discharges from outfalls, gutters, and other conduits. The LCP also adopts
Coastal Act Policy 30253, which requires new development to neither create nor contribute
significantly to erosion or destruction of the site or surrounding area, and Coastal Act Section
30231 which requires protection of the biological productivity and quality of coastal waters.

In addition to these policies directly addressing storm water runoff, erosion, and flooding, the
LCP policies discussed in Section, Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference
source not found.and Error! Reference source not found., concerning protection of wetlands,
riparian areas, and other sensitive habitat areas must be considered when evaluating the potential
impacts of the project due to storm water runoff and erosion.
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2.11.3 Discussion

Site Drainage Characteristics

The project site drains to the west by sheet flow, channelized flow though the five streams
running though the site, and by shallow (perched) groundwater flow. The site contains springs,
seeps, and wet areas, particularly in the northern portion of the site near the pond. Streams 4 and
5 flow into the pond on the site, which originate to the east in the Chesterfield Watershed
(Exhibit 11). The pond is drained by Stream 5 which flows off the site to the northwest and
drains into ditches and culverts along Grandview Boulevard and Highway 1, eventually
discharging into Pilarcitos Creek (Exhibits 8 and 9).

The project site is part of the Terrace Avenue Assessment District, which was formed in the
early 1980s to construct storm drain facilities for this area. Streams 1 and 2 are intercepted by
existing storm drains at the western edge of the property. As discussed in Section Error!
Reference source not found., Stream 3 was diverted in the 1950s to help fill the pond.
Subsequent siltation and construction of berms has redirected most of the flow back into the
natural, westerly flowing channel, which is intercepted downstream by a 48-inch storm drain
pipe on the Beachwood property.

Project Impacts

The proposed development could result in adverse impacts to coastal water quality both on and
off site through increased storm water runoff from new impervious surfaces, sedimentation
resulting from grading and vegetation removal, and use of herbicides, pesticides and other
hazardous substances. Polluted runoff and sedimentation could significantly affect the viability
of the threatened and endangered species habitat discussed in Section Error! Reference source
not found..

The project includes substantial grading, road construction, vegetation removal, and other
construction related site disturbance that could result in significant impacts to the wetlands and
riparian areas on the site as well as to off-site coastal waters due to erosion and sedimentation.
The project plans show that a substantial volume of the runoff from rooftops and paved areas
will be directed into a storm drain system that discharges into Pilarcitos Creek. Pilarcitos Creek
is identified in the LCP as an important riparian habitat area and is known to provide habitat for
the California red-legged frog. Drainage from the northern portion of the project site will be
directed into an open drainage ditch south of Grandview Avenue. This ditch flows to the west
through a culvert under Highway 1 into the Kehoe drainage ditch, which has been subject to
flooding in the past. Both the Kehoe drainage ditch and Pilarcitos Creek discharge directly into
the sea. Polluted runoff from the project site could significantly impact these waterways.

Mitigation Measures

To ensure the protection of coastal water quality and biological productivity from impacts
associated with grading, vegetation removal and other construction-related activities, the
Commission imposes Special Condition 8 requiring the applicant to implement specific erosion
and polluted runoff control measures in accordance with an approved erosion control plan. The
erosion control plan is required to include specific BMPs to address: (1) erosion and sediment
source control, (2) runoff control and conveyance, (3) sediment capturing devices, and (4)
chemical control. The condition requires monitoring and maintenance of all erosion control
BMP devices.
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In addition to the measures required under Special Condition 8, Special Condition 9 requires the .
applicant to prepare and implement a storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) to provide

for long-term polluted runoff control. Special Condition 9 requires the SWPPP to include
specific BMPs to: (1) minimize the creation of impervious surfaces, (2) reduce polluted runoff
from roads and parking lots, and (3) control polluted runoff related to irrigation and use of
chemicals associated with landscaping, and requires long-term maintenance of these BMP
devices. Special Condition 9 also requires the applicant to implement an approved water quality
monitoring plan that includes specific quality standards to evaluate the effectiveness of the
SWPPP in protecting the quality of both surface and groundwater. Finally, Special Condition 9
requires the applicant to take corrective actions as needed to remedy any failure to obtain the
water quality standards specified in the approved water quality monitoring plan.

2.11.4 Conclusion

The Commission finds that as conditioned to control both construction and post-construction
related polluted runoff and to require long-term water quality monitoring and protection, the
proposed development is consistent with the erosion control and water quality protection policies
of the Half Moon Bay LCP.

2.12 Conversion of Agricultural Lands

Although the proposed development will result in the conversion of 36 acres of prime
agricultural lands to residential use, agricultural use of the site is severely limited by conflicts
with urban uses and is therefore designated in the LUP as an area suitable for development.
Therefore, the proposed conversion of agricultural lands is consistent with the City of Half Moon
Bay LCP.

2.12.1 Issue Summary

In the past, the lower slopes and flatlands within the 114-acre Pacific Ridge site were used for
pasture. Approximately 36 acres of the site (32 percent) contain Class II soils as shown on the
U.S. Department of Agriculture Soils Conservation Service Soil Survey (USDA 1961) and are
therefore classified as prime agricultural lands under the LCP (Exhibit 10). The proposed project
would commit these prime agricultural lands to urban use.

2.12.2 LCP Standards

The LCP incorporates Coastal Act Sections 30241 and 30242, which provide that the maximum
amount of prime agricultural land shall be maintained in agricultural production and that
conversion to nonagricultural uses of other non-prime lands shall be limited. Conformance with
these policies is to be accomplished through, among other means, the establishment of stable
urban/rural boundaries and by limiting conversion of agricultural lands where the viability of
agricultural uses is severely limited by conflicts with urban uses.

The LUP adopts the Coastal Act definition of prime agricultural lands, which incorporates by
reference Government Code Section 51201. This definition includes all land that qualifies for
rating as Class I or Class II in the Soils Conservation Service land use capability classifications.

LUP Policy 8-12 sets the urban/rural boundary for the region as the Half Moon Bay City Limit.

Coastal Act Section 30250(a), also incorporated into the LCP, requires that new development .
shall be located within, contiguous with, or in close proximity to existing developed areas.
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2.12.3 Discussion

Chapter 8 of the LUP provides for the urbanization of former agricultural lands where farming is
no longer economically viable. The land use designations and agricultural policies of the LUP
establish a system for phasing the conversion of agricultural lands to urban use. The criteria
used to form this phasing plan include availability of necessary infrastructure, proximity to
existing developed areas, and parcel size. Lands clearly no longer suitable for agriculture are
designated for development first. Lands that are expected in the short term to be suitable for
agricultural use are designated as Urban Reserve. These lands are to be developed only after
substantial build-out of the lands designated for development. The LUP designates lands capable
of continuing to support viable agricultural uses (at the time that the LUP was certified in 1985)
as Open Space Reserve. Open Space Reserve lands may be developed under the LUP only after
all other remaining lands in the City suitable for development have been developed or committed
to other uses. Chapter 9 of the LUP further provides that new development shall be located
within, contiguous with, or in close proximity to existing developed areas to (1) avoid urban
sprawl, (2) prevent premature commitment of rural lands to development, and (3) preserve the
maximum amount of land in urban areas suitable for agricultural use.

All undeveloped lands designated in the LUP as potentially suitable for new residential
development are classified into six categories in accordance with their relationship to existing
development, prior commitment to urbanization, and the coastal resource protection policies of
the Coastal Act. These categories are intended to prioritize development within the City as
follows:

1. Existing Neighborhoods. In-fill development of existing neighborhoods.

2. Paper Subdivisions. Undeveloped areas previously committed to urbanization by
subdivision.

3. Contiguous Unsubdivided Lands Without Significant Resource Value. Unsubdivided lands
generally contiguous with or surrounded by existing development without significant
agricultural, habitat, or coastal recreational value.

4. Unsubdivided And Other Lands Not Contiguous With Existing Development Without
Significant Resource or Recreational Value. The Wavecrest Restoration Project is the only
area in the City that falls within this category.

5. Unsubdivided Lands Contiguous with Existing Development and Having Agricultural,
Coastal Recreation or Habitat Value.

6. Unsubdivided Lands not Contiguous with Existing Development and Having Agricultural,
Coastal Recreation, Habitat, and Scenic Value.

The LUP designates the Pacific Ridge Development site as a Category 3 area suitable for
development.

2.12.4 Conclusion

The project site is not currently in agricultural production, and is not considered a viable
agricultural site under the LUP. The site is located within the urban rural boundary and is
contiguous with the existing Grandview Terrace and Newport Terrace subdivisions. Agricultural
use of the site is severely limited by conflicts with urban uses. For example, pesticide use would
be restricted due to proximity to residential development and to the high school. For all of these
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reasons, the project site is designated in the LUP as an area suitable for development. Therefore,
the Commission finds that the proposed conversion of agricultural lands is consistent with the
City of Half Moon Bay LCP.

2.13 California Environmental Quality Act

Section 13096 of the Commission’s administrative regulations requires Commission approval of
CDP applications to be supported by a finding showing the application, as modified by any
conditions of approval, to be consistent with any applicable requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) of CEQA prohibits approval of a
proposed development if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available
that would substantially lessen any significant impacts that the activity may have on the
environment.

The Commission incorporates its findings on Coastal Act consistency at this point as if set forth
in full. These findings address and respond to all public comments regarding significant adverse
environmental effects of the project that were received prior to Commission action. The
proposed development has been conditioned in order to be found consistent with the traffic,
public access and recreation, environmentally sensitive habitat, wetland, riparian corridor, visual
resource, erosion control and water quality policies of the certified LCP, and the public access
and recreation policies of the Coastal Act. As conditioned, there are no feasible alternatives or
feasible mitigation measures available, beyond those required, that would substantially lessen
any significant adverse impact that the development may have on the environment. Therefore,
the Commission finds that the proposed project, as conditioned to mitigate the identified impacts,
can be found consistent with the requirements of the certified LCP and Coastal Act and to
conform to CEQA.
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Appendix B
Trip Generation Calculations

1.a) Total Traffic for a weekday PM Peak Hour, 197 Units

®

Model: Ln(T)= 0.887 Ln(X) + 0.605

T= Trips; X= Number of Dwelling Units
Scenario: Single Family Detached Housing

Average Vehicle Trip Ends vs. Dwelling Units

Weekday, P.M. Peak Hour

Ln(T)= 0.887 Ln(197) + 0.605
Ln(T)= 0.887 x (5.283) + 0.605
Ln(T)= 4.686 + 0.605

Ln(T)= 5.29

et = g5.29

T=198.58 = 199 Trips Total (vs. 189 in Table1)

Inbound and outbound traffic are calculated using the Directional
Distribution presented in the model (64% entering, 36% exiting); thus,

199 x 0.64 = 127.36 = 128 Trips IN (vs. 128 in Table1)

199 -128 = 71 = 71 Trips OUT (vs. 71 in Table1)







1.b) Total Traffic for a weekday PM Peak Hour, 150 Units

Model: Ln(T)= 0.887 Ln(X) + 0.605

T= Trips; X= Number of Dwelling Units
Scenario: Single Family Detached Housing

Average Vehicle Trip Ends vs. Dwelling Units

Weekday, P.M. Peak Hour

Ln(T)= 0.887 Ln(150) + 0.605
Ln(T)= 0.887 x (5.0106) + 0.605
Ln(T)= 4.444 + 0.605

Ln(T)= 5.0494

gtn(M = o5.0494

T=1559 = 156 Trips Total (vs. 152 in Table1)

inbound and outbound traffic (64% entering, 36% exiting):
156 x 0.64 =99.84 = 100 Trips IN (vs. 98 in Table1)

156 - 100 = 56 = 56 Trips OUT (vs. 54 in Table1)




2.a) Total Traffic for a Saturday Noon Peak Hour, 197 Units

Model: T=0.886X + 11.065

T= Trips; X= Number of Dwelling Units
Scenario: Single Family Detached Housing

Average Vehicle Trip Ends vs. Dwelling Units

Saturday Peak Hour

T=0.886 x (197) + 11.065
T=174.542 + 11.065

T=185.607 = 186 Trips Total " (vs. 185 in Table1)

Inbound and outbound traffic (54% entering, 46% exiting):
186 x 0.54 = 100.44 = 101 Trips IN (vs. 100 in Table1)

199 - 101 =85 = 85 Trips OUT (vs. 85 in Table1)




2.b) Total Traffic for a Saturday Noon Peak Hour, 150 Units

Model: T=10.886X + 11.065

T= Trips; X= Number of Dwelling Units
Scenario: Single Family Detached Housing

Average Vehicle Trip Ends vs. Dwelling Units

Saturday Peak Hour

T=0.886 x (150) + 11.065
T=132.90 + 11.065

T=143.965 = 144 Trips Total (vs. 142 in Table1)

Inbound and outbound traffic (54% entering, 46% exiting):
144 x 0.54 =77.76 = 78 Trips IN (vs. 77 in Table1)

198 -78 =66 = 66 Trips QUT (vs. 65 in Table1)

Analysis of results:
1.a) Total Traffic for a weekday PM Peak Hour, 197 Units

The results for this section indicate that the numbers presented in Table 1 for this scenario are
accurate.

1.b) Total Traffic for a weekday PM Peak Hour, 150 Units

In this section, the results differ from those presented in Table1. Using the model from Trip
Generation, 6" Edition a 150 unit development would generate a total of 156 trips, 4 more than
those presented in Table 1.

One possible reason for his difference could be that the model used in the report (Trip
Generation, 5" Edition) was slightly different due to its “outdated” status. This option can be
ruled out since the results for 1.a) indicate that the model is the same.




A more likely explanation is that the consultant used the 150 unit development as a proportion
of the 197 unit proposal, and calculated the trips accordingly.

In other words, if 150 represents 76.14% of 197, then trips generated by a 150 unit development
would have to be 76.14% of those generated by a 197 unit development .

IN: 128 x 0.7614 = 97.46 = 98 Trips
OUT: 71x0.7614=54.06 = 54 Trips
TOTAL: 98 +54 =152 = 152 Trips

- It seems that this could be the way the consultants reached their results. In spite of the accuracy
of the calculations, this approach is incorrect due to the non-linear character of the model.

The calculations using the model (156 trips instead of 152) are the appropriate ones to follow.

2.a) Total Traffic for a Saturday Noon Peak Hour, 187 Units
The results in this section differ by one trip from those in the consultant’s report.

Since we do not have their detailed calculations it is hard to determine the reason for the
difference. Assuming that there are no calculation errors, it is possible that the model used by
the consultants is slightly different than the one presented in the latest edition of the manual.

2.b) Total Traffic for a Saturday Noon Peak Hour, 150 Units

Keeping in mind the possible difference in the model explained above, the same reasoning used
in 1.b) seems to have been used to calculate the Saturday Noon Peak Hour trips for the 150
unit development. Again, the results applying the model (144 trips instead of 142 ) are the
appropriate ones to follow.
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APPENDIX C

Referenced Policies

California Coastal Act

Section 30010

The Legislature hereby finds and declares that this division is not intended, and shall not be
construed as authorizing the commission, port governing body, or local government acting
pursuant to this division to exercise their power to grant or deny a permit in a manner which will
take or damage private property for public use, without the payment of just compensation
therefor. This section is not intended to increase or decrease the rights of any owner of property
under the Constitution of the State of California or the United States.

Section 30210

In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution,
maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and recreational opportunities shall be
provided for all the people consistent with public safety needs and the need to protect public
rights, rights of private property owners, and natural resource areas from overuse.

Section 30240

(a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any significant
disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on those resources shall be allowed within
those areas.

(b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and parks and
recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would significantly degrade
those areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of those habitat and recreation areas.

Section 30241

The maximum amount of prime agricultural land shall be maintained in agricultural
production to assure the protection of the areas agricultural economy, and conflicts shall be
minimized between agricultural and urban land uses through all of the following:

(a) By establishing stable boundaries separating urban and rural areas, including, where
necessary, clearly defined buffer areas to minimize conflicts between agricultural and urban land
uses.

(b) By limiting conversions of agricultural lands around the periphery of urban areas to the
lands where the viability of existing agricultural use is already severely limited by conflicts with
urban uses or where the conversion of the lands would complete a logical and viable
neighborhood and contribute to the establishment of a stable limit to urban development.

(c) By permitting the conversion of agricultural land surrounded by urban uses where the
conversion of the land would be consistent with Section 30250,

(d) By developing available lands not suited for agriculture prior to the conversion of
agricultural lands.

(e) By assuring that public service and facility expansions and nonagricultural development
do not impair agricultural viability, either through increased assessment costs or degraded air and
water quality.

(f) By assuring that all divisions of prime agricultural lands, except those conversions
approved pursuant to subdivision (b), and all development adjacent to prime agricultural lands
shall not diminish the productivity of such prime agricultural lands.
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Section 30242

All other lands suitable for agricultural use shall not be converted to nonagricultural uses
unless (1) continued or renewed agricultural use is not feasible, or (2) such conversion would
preserve prime agricultural land or concentrate development consistent with Section 30250. Any
such permitted conversion shall be compatible with continued agricultural use on surrounding
lands.

Section 30250

(a) New residential, commercial, or industrial development, except as otherwise provided
in this division, shall be located within, contiguous with, or in close proximity to, existing
developed areas able to accommodate it or, where such areas are not able to accommodate it, in
other areas with adequate public services and where it will not have significant adverse effects,
either individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources. In addition, land divisions, other than
leases for agricultural uses, outside existing developed areas shall be permitted only where 50
percent of the usable parcels in the area have been developed and the created parcels would be no
smaller than the average size of surrounding parcels.

(b) Where feasible, new hazardous industrial development shall be located away from
existing developed areas.

(c) Visitor-serving facilities that cannot feasibly be located in existing developed areas shall
be located in existing isolated developments or at selected points of attraction for visitors.

Section 30252

The location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance public access
to the coast by (1) facilitating the provision or extension of transit service, (2) providing
commercial facilities within or adjoining residential development or in other areas that will
minimize the use of coastal access roads, (3) providing nonautomobile circulation within the
development, (4) providing adequate parking facilities or providing substitute means of serving
the development with public transportation, (5) assuring the potential for public transit for high
intensity uses such as high-rise office buildings, and by (6) assuring that the recreational needs of
new residents will not overload nearby coastal recreation areas by correlating the amount of
development with local park acquisition and development plans with the provision of onsite
recreational facilities to serve the new development.

Section 30254

New or expanded public works facilities shall be designed and limited to accommodate
needs generated by development or uses permitted consistent with the provisions of this division;
provided, however, that it is the intent of the Legislature that State Highway Route 1 in rural areas
of the coastal zone remain a scenic two-lane road. Special districts shall not be formed or
expanded except where assessment for, and provision of, the service would not induce new
development inconsistent with this division. Where existing or planned public works facilities
can accommodate only a limited amount of new development, services to coastal dependent land
use, essential public services and basic industries vital to the economic health of the region, state,
or nation, public recreation, commercial recreation, and visitor-serving land uses shall not be
precluded by other development.

Section 30603

(a) After certification of its local coastal program, an action taken by a local government
on a coastal development permit application may be appealed to the commission for only the
following types of developments:
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(1) Developments approved by the local government between the sea and the first public
road paralleling the sea or within 300 feet of the inland extent of any beach or of the mean high
tideline of the sea where there is no beach, whichever is the greater distance.

(2) Developments approved by the local government not included within paragraph (1)
that are located on tidelands, submerged lands, public trust lands, within 100 feet of any wetland,
estuary, or stream, or within 300 feet of the top of the seaward face of any coastal bluff.

(3) Developments approved by the local government not included within paragraph (1) or
(2) that are located in a sensitive coastal resource area.

(4) Any development approved by a coastal county that is not designated as the principal
permitted use under the zoning ordinance or zoning district map approved pursuant to Chapter 6
(commencing with Section 30500).

(5) Any development which constitutes a major public works project or a major energy
facility.

(b) (1) The grounds for an appeal pursuant to subdivision (a) shall be limited to an
allegation that the development does not conform to the standards set forth in the certified local
coastal program or the public access policies set forth in this division.

(2) The grounds for an appeal of a denial of a permit pursuant to paragraph (5) of
subdivision (a) shall be limited to an allegation that the development conforms to the standards
set forth in the certified local coastal program and the public access policies set forth in this
division.

(c) Any action described in subdivision (a) shall become final at the close of business on
the 10th working day from the date of receipt by the commission of the notice of the local
government's final action, unless an appeal is submitted within that time. Regardless of whether
an appeal is submitted, the local government's action shall become final if an appeal fee is
imposed pursuant to subdivision (d) of Section 30620 and is not deposited with the commission
within the time prescribed.

(d) A local government taking an action on a coastal development permit shall send
notification of its final action to the commission by certified mail within seven calendar days
from the date of taking the action.

Section 30604

(a) Prior to certification of the local coastal program, a coastal development permit shall
be issued if the issuing agency, or the commission on appeal, finds that the proposed development
is in conformity with Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 30200) and that the permitted
development will not prejudice the ability of the local government to prepare a local coastal
program that is in conformity with Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 30200). A denial of a
coastal development permit on grounds it would prejudice the ability of the local government to
prepare a local coastal program that is in conformity with Chapter 3 (commencing with Section
30200) shall be accompanied by a specific finding which sets forth the basis for that conclusion.

(b) After certification of the local coastal program, a coastal development permit shall be
issued if the issuing agency or the commission on appeal finds that the proposed development is
in conformity with the certified local coastal program.

(c) Every coastal development permit issued for any development between the nearest
public road and the sea or the shoreline of any body of water located within the coastal zone shall
include a specific finding that the development is in conformity with the public access and public
recreation policies of Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 30200).

Appendix C Page 3



(d) No development or any portion thereof which is outside the coastal zone shall be
subject to the coastal development permit requirements of this division, nor shall anything in this
division authorize the denial of a coastal development permit by the commission on the grounds
the proposed development within the coastal zone will have an adverse environmental effect
outside the coastal zone.

(e) No coastal development permit may be denied under this division on the grounds that
a public agency is planning or contemplating to acquire the property on, or property adjacent to
the property on, which the proposed development is to be located, unless the public agency has
been specifically authorized to acquire the property and there are funds available, or funds which
could reasonably be expected to be made available within one year, for the acquisition. If a permit
has been denied for that reason and the property has not been acquired by a public agency within
a reasonable period of time, a permit may not be denied for the development on grounds that the
property, or adjacent property, is to be acquired by a public agency when the application for such
a development is resubmitted.

Section 30621

(a) The commission shall provide for a de novo public hearing on applications for coastal
development permits and any appeals brought pursuant to this division and shall give to any
affected person a written public notice of the nature of the proceeding and of the time and place
of the public hearing. Notice shall also be given to any person who requests, in writing, such
notification. A hearing on any coastal development permit application or an appeal shall be set
no later than 49 days after the date on which the application or appeal is filed with the
commission.

(b) An appeal that is properly submitted shall be considered to be filed when any of the
following occurs

(1) The executive director determines that the appeal is not patently frivolous pursuant to
subdivision (d) of Section 30620.

(2) The five-day period for the executive director to determine whether an appeal is
patently frivolous pursuant to subdivision {d) of Section 30620 expires without that
determination.

(3) The appellant pays the filing fee within the five-day period set forth in subdivision (d)
of Section 30620.

Section 30625

(a) Except as otherwise specifically provided in subdivision (a) of Section 30602, any
appealable action on a coastal development permit or claim of exemption for any development by
a local government or port governing body may be appealed to the commission by an applicant,
any aggrieved person, or any two members of the commission. The commission may approve,
modify, or deny such proposed development, and if no action is taken within the time limit
specified in Sections 30621 and 30622, the decision of the local government or port governing
body, as the case may be, shall become final, unless the time limit in Section 30621 or 30622 is
waived by the applicant.

(b) The commission shall hear an appeal unless it determines the following:

(1) With respect to appeals pursuant to subdivision (a) of Section 30602, that no
substantial issue exists as to conformity with Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 30200).
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(2) With respect to appeals to the commission after certification of a local coastal
program, that no substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds on which an appeal has been
filed pursuant to Section 30603.

(3) With respect to appeals to the commission after certification of a port master plan,
that no substantial issue exists as to conformity with the certified port master plan.

(¢) Decisions of the commission, where applicable, shall guide local governments or port
governing bodies in their future actions under this division.

California Coastal Commission Regulations
§ 13096. Commission Findings.

(a) All decisions of the commission relating to permit applications shall be accompanied by
written conclusions about the consistency of the application with Public Resources Code section
30604 and Public Resources Code section 21000 and following, and findings of fact and
reasoning supporting the decision. The findings shall include all elements identified in section
13057(c).

(b) Unless otherwise specified at the time of the vote, an action taken consistent with the staff
recommendation shall be deemed to have been taken on the basis of, and to have adopted, the
reasons, findings and conclusions set forth in the staff report as modified by staff at the hearing. If
the commission action is substantially different than that recommended in the staff report, the
prevailing commissioners shall state the basis for their action in sufficient detail to allow staff to
prepare a revised staff report with proposed revised findings that reflect the action of the
commission. Such report shall contain the names of commissioners entitled to vote pursuant to
Public Resources Code section 30315, 1.

(c) The commission vote taken on proposed revised findings pursuant to Public Resources Code
section 30315.1 shall occur after a public hearing. Notice of such hearing shall be distributed to
the persons and in the manner provided for in section 13063. The public hearing shall solely
address whether the proposed revised findings reflect the action of the commission.

§ 13115, Substantial Issue Determination.

(a) At the meeting next following the filing of an appeal with the Commission or as soon
thereafter as practical, the executive director shall make a recommendation to the commission as
to whether the appeal raises a significant question within the meaning of Section 30625(b).

(b) Unless the Commission finds that the appeal raises no significant question as to conformity
with the certified local coastal program or, in the case of a permit application for a development
between the sea and the first public road paralleling the sea (or within 300 feet of the inland
extent of any beach or of the mean high tide line of the sea where there is no beach) that there is
no significant question with regard to the public access and public recreation policies of Chapter
3 of the Coastal Act of 1976, the Commission shall consider the application de novo in
accordance with the procedures set forth in Sections 13057-13096.

(¢) The Commission may ask questions of the applicant, any aggrieved person, the Attorney
General or the executive director prior to determining whether or not to hear an appeal. A
majority vote of the members of the Commission present shall be required to determine that the -
Commission will not hear an appeal.

§ 13577. Criteria for Permit and Appeal Jurisdiction Boundary Determinations.
(b) Wetlands.
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(2) For the purposes of this section, the term "wetland" shall not include wetland habitat created
by the presence of and associated with agricultural ponds and reservoirs where:

(A) the pond or reservoir was in fact constructed by a farmer or rancher for agricultural
purposes; and

(B) there is no evidence (e.g., aerial photographs, historical survey, etc.) showing that wetland
habitat pre-dated the existence of the pond or reservoir. Areas with drained hydric soils that are
no longer capable of supporting hydrophytes shall not be considered wetlands.

Half Moon Bay Land Use Policies

Policy 1-1

The City shall adopt those policies of the Coastal Act (Coastal Act Sections 30210
through 30264) cited herein, as the guiding policies of the Land Use Plan.

Policy 1-4

Prior to the issuance of any development permit required by this Plan, the City shall make the
finding that the development meets the standards set forth in all applicable Land Use Plan
policies.

Policy 3-1 Definition of Sensitive Habitats

(a) Define sensitive habitats as any area in which plant or animal life or their habitats are
either rare or especially valuable and as those areas which meet one of the
following criteria: (1) habitats containing or supporting “rare and endangered”
species as defined by the State Fish and Game Commission, (2) all perennial and
intermittent streams and their tributaries, (3) coastal tidelands and marshes, (4)
coastal and offshore areas containing breeding and/or nesting sites and coastal
areas used by migratory and resident water-associated birds for resting and feeding,
(5) areas used for scientific study and research concerning fish and wildlife, (6)
lakes and ponds and adjacent shore habitat, (7) existing game and wildlife refuges
and reserves, and (8) sand dunes.

Such areas include riparian areas, wetlands, sand dunes, marine habitats, sea cliffs,
and habitats supporting rare, endangered, and unique species.

APPENDIX A: Special Definitions...
WETLAND

Wetland is 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. Such wetlands can include mudflats (barren of
vegetation), marshes, and swamps. Such 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.

3-3 Protection of Sensitive Habitats
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(a) Prohibit any land use and/or development which would have significant adverse
impacts on Sensitive Habitat areas.

(b) Development in areas adjacent to sensitive habitats shall be sited and designed to
prevent impacts that could significantly degrade the Sensitive Habitats. All uses
shall be compatible with the maintenance of biologic productivity of such areas.

3-4 Permitted Uses

(a) Permit only resource-dependent or other uses which will not have a significant
adverse impact in sensitive habitats.

(b) In all sensitive habitats, require that all permitted uses comply with U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service and State Department of Fish and Game regulations.

3-5 Permit Conditions [Biologic Report]

(a) Require all applicants to prepare a biologic report by a qualified professional selected
jointly by the applicant and the City to be submitted prior to development review. The
report will determine if significant impacts on the sensitive habitats may occur, and
recommend the most feasible mitigation measures if impacts may occur.

The report shall consider both any identified sensitive habitats and areas adjacent.
Recommended uses and intensities within the sensitive habitat area shall be dependent on
such resources, and shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would
significantly degrade areas adjacent to the habitats. The City and the applicant shall jointly
develop an appropriate program to evaluate the adequacy of any mitigation measures
imposed.

(b) When applicable, require as a condition of permit approval, the restoration of damaged
habitat(s) when, in the judgment of the Planning Director, restoration is partially or wholly

feasible.
3-7 Definition of Riparian Corridors
(a) Define riparian corridors by the "limit of riparian vegetation" (i.e. a line determined by

the association of plant and animal species normally found near streams, lakes, and other bodies
of fresh water: red alder, jaumea, pickleweed, big leaf maple, narrowleaf cattail, arroyo willow,
broadleaf cattail, horsetail, creek dogwood, black cottonwood, and box elder). Such a corridor
must contain at least a 50% cover of some combination of the plants listed.

3-8 Designation of Riparian Corridors

(a) Establish riparian corridors for all perennial and intermittent streams and lakes and other
bodies of fresh water in the Coastal zone. Designate those corridors shown on the Habitat Areas
and Water Resources Overlay and any other riparian area as sensitive habitats requiring
protection, except for man-made irrigation ponds over 2,500 square feet surface area.

3-9 Permitted Uses in Riparian Corridors

(a) Within corridors, permit only the following uses: (1) education and research, (2)
consumptive uses as provided for in the Fish and Game Code and Title 14 of the California
Administrative Code, (3) fish and wildlife management activities, (4) trails and scenic overlooks
on public land(s), and (5) necessary water supply projects.

b) When no feasible or practicable alternative exists, permit the following uses: (1)
stream-dependent aquaculture provided that non-stream-dependent facilities locate outside of
corridor, (2) flood control projects where no other method for protecting existing structures in the
flood plain is feasible and where such protection is necessary for public safety or to protect
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existing development, (3) bridges when supports are not in significant conflict with corridor
resources, (4) pipelines and storm water runoff facilities, (5) improvement, repair or maintenance
of roadways or road crossings, (6) agricultural uses, provided no existing riparian vegetation is
removed, and no soil is allowed to enter stream channels.

3-10 Performance Standard in Riparian Corridors

(@ Require development permitted in corridors to: (1) minimize removal of vegetation, (2)
minimize land exposure during construction and use temporary vegetation or mulching to protect
critical areas, (3) minimize erosion, sedimentation, and runoff by appropriately grading and
replanting modified areas, (4) use only adapted native or non-invasive exotic plant species when
replanting, (5) provide sufficient passage for native and anadromous fish as specified by the State
Department of Fish and Game, (6) minimize adverse effects of waste water discharges and
entrainment, (7) prevent depletion of groundwater supplies and substantial interference with
surface and subsurface waterflows, (8) encourage waste water reclamation, (9) maintain natural
vegetation buffer areas that protect riparian habitats, and (10) minimize alteration of natural
streams.

3-11 Establishment of Buffer Zones

(a) On both sides of riparian corridors, from the "limit of riparian vegetation," extend buffer
zones 50 feet outward for perennial streams and 30 feet outward for intermittent streams.

(b Where no riparian vegetation exists along both sides of riparian corridors, extend buffer
zones 50 feet from the bank edge for perennial streams and 30 feet from the midpoint of
intermittent streams.

(c) Along lakes, ponds, and other wet areas, extend buffer zones 100 feet from the high water
point, except for man-made ponds and reservoirs used for agricultural purposes for which no
buffer zone is designated.

3-12  Permitted Uses in Buffer Zones

(a) Within buffer zones, permit only the following uses: (1) uses permitted in riparian
corridors, (2) structures on existing legal building sites, set back 20 feet from the limit of
riparian vegetation, only if no feasible alternative exists, and only if no other building
site on the parcel exists, (3) crop growing and grazing consistent with Policy 3.9, (4)
timbering in "streamside corridors" as defined and controlled by State and County
regulations for timber harvesting, and (5) no new parcels shall be created whose only
building site is in the buffer area except for parcels created in compliance with Policies
3.3, 3.4, and 3.5 if consistent with existing development in the area and if building sites
are set back 20 feet from the limit of riparian vegetation or if no vegetation 20 feet from
the bank edge of a perennial and 20 feet from the midpoint of an intermittent stream.

3-13  Performance Standards in Buffer Zone

(a) Require uses permitted in buffer zones to: (1) minimize removal of vegetation, (2)
conform to natural ) topography to minimize erosion potential, (3) make provisions to
(i.e. catch basins) to keep runoff and sedimentation from exceeding pre-development
levels, (4) replant where appropriate with native and non-invasive exotics, (5) prevent
discharge of toxic substances, such as fertilizers and pesticides, into the riparian corridor,
(6) remove vegetation in or adjacent to man-made agricultural ponds if the life of the
pond is endangered, (7) allow dredging in or adjacent to man-made ponds if the San
Mateo County Resource Conservation District certifies that siltation imperils continued
use of the pond for agricultural water storage and supply. .

3-22 Permitted Uses
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(a) Permit only the following uses: (1) education and research, (2) hunting, fishing,
pedestrian and equestrian trails that have no adverse impact on the species or its habitat,
and (3) fish and wildlife management to restore damaged habitats and to protect and
encourage the survival of rare and endangered species.

) If the critical habitat has been identified by the Federal Office of Endangered Species,
permit only those uses deemed compatible by the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service in
accordance with the provisions of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended.

3-24  Preservation of Critical Habitats

(a) Require preservation of all habitats or rare and endangered species using the policies of
this Plan and other implementing ordinances of the City.

3-28  San Francisco Garter Snake

(a) Prevent any development where there is known to be a riparian location for the San
Francisco garter snake with the following exception: (1) existing man-made
impoundments smaller than 1/2 acre in surface, and (2) existing man-made
impoundments greater than 1/2 acre in surface, providing mitigation measures are taken
to prevent disruption of not more than one-half of the snake’s known habitat in that
location in accordance with recommendations from the State Department of Fish and
Game.

(b) Require developers to make sufficiently detailed analyses of any construction which
could impair the potential or existing migration routes of the San Francisco garter snake.
Such analyses will determine appropriate mitigation measures to be taken to provide for
appropriate migration corridors.

Policy 4-8:
No new permitted development shall cause or contribute to flood hazards.

Policy 4-9:

All development shall be designed and constructed to prevent increases in runoff that would
erode natural drainage courses. Flows from graded areas shall be kept to an absolute minimum,
not exceeding the normal rate of erosion and runoff from that of the undeveloped land. Storm
water outfalls, gutters, and conduit discharge shall be dissipated.

Policy 7-10:

New development on upland slopes visible from Highway 1 and Highway 92 as indicated on the
Visual Resources Overlay Map, shall not involve grading or building siting which results in a
significant modification of the hillscape; where trees must be removed for building purposes,
reforestation shall be provided as a part of any new development to maintain the forested
appearance of the hillside. Structures shall be subordinate in appearance to the natural landform,
shall be designed to follow the natural contours of the landscape, and shall be sited so as not to
intrude into the skyline as seen from public viewing places.

Policy 8-12:
The Urban/Rural Boundary shall be the City Limit boundary of the City of Half Moon Bay.

Policy 9-2:
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The City shall monitor annually the rate of build-out in categories designated for development. If
the rate of build-out exceeds the rate on which the estimates of development potential for Phase I
and Phase Il in the Plan are based, further permits for development or land divisions shall not be
issued outside existing subdivisions until a revised estimate of development potential has been
made. At that time the City shall establish a maximum number of development permits to be
granted each year in accordance with expected rates of build-out and service capacities. No
permit for development shall be issued unless a finding is made that such development can be
served with water, sewer, schools, and road facilities, including such improvements as are
provided with the development. (See Table 9.3)

9.3.7 Dykstra Ranch

This is a parcel of 114 acres of gentle to steep slopes on the eastern edge of the City. Only a very
small portion of the site contains prime soils. In the past, the lower slopes and flatlands had been
used for pasture. A Planned Unit Development and tentative tract has been previously approved
for development in this area, with a total of 228 units.

Eastern portions of the Dykstra Ranch have steep slopes. These slopes have been identified as
having landslide potential. Residential development and road construction on these steep slopes
would require a substantial amount of hillside cutting and filling and would increase the possibility
of slope failure, posing a hazard to homes and development on lower slopes. Most of the Dykstra
Ranch has development potential without such hazards or conflicts.

Residential development is appropriate as an alternative to development of more rural lands and
those with significant coastal resources, in accordance with Coastal Act policies. It could also
contribute to improvement in local traffic circulation by contributing to the development of a new
collector road parallel to Highway 1. However, such development must conform with protection of
views of the hillside, avoidance of hazards, and minimum alteration of natural landforms.
Development of this site does offer the potential for solving local drainage problems in the Terrace
Avenue subdivisions.

It is proposed that this area be permitted for development of a limited variety of
residential unit types to meet needs for new housing in Half Moon Bay. Such
development should occur in a manner which minimizes conflicts with Coastal Act
policies with respect to preservation of the natural environment and hillside and
watershed protection and promote achievement of policies on improved coastal access.

New development would involve a combination of single-family detached homes on
moderate slopes, clustered high-density single family attached homes, and apartments on
lower slopes near the high school, extension of the long-proposed Foothill Boulevard to
connect with Foster Drive and Grandview (with possible extensions in the future to the
north) and retention of drainage courses and steep slopes in open space.

Proposed Development Conditions

a) A specific plan shall be prepared for the entire area which incorporates all of the
conditions listed below and conforms to all other policies of the Land Use Plan. The
specific plan shall show the locations of roads and structures, and indicate the amount
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and location of open space, public recreation, and Commercial recreation. The plan
. shall be subject to environmental review under City CEQA guidelines.

The plan and accompanying environmental documents shall be submitted to the
Planning Commission, who may recommend additional conditions for development
of the site. The Planning Commission may reduce the allowable density if it is
determined that Highway 92 is inadequate to accommodate the amount of proposed
residential development. In adopting the specific plan, the Planning Commission
shall specify the number and type of housing units and open space requirements for
each of the parcels which is under separate ownership or for each group of parcels
which is to be developed as a unit.

b) A maximum of 228 residential units, including single-family detached, attached, and
garden apartments, may be developed on the site.

¢) No development shall be permitted on slopes in excess of 25% or above the 160"
contour and, as a condition of approval, an open space easement shall be dedicated
which ensures the permanent retention of such slopes in open space. Development
shall be clustered to the maximum extent feasible on lower slopes.

d) Existing major drainage courses shall be dedicated, after suitable landscaping, to
protect against erosion and to provide for passive recreational use.

e) Apartments and single-family attached housing shall be located on slopes of less than
. 15%, and shall involve as little grading and filling as is feasible.

f) A right-of-way of not more than 80 feet shall be dedicated along an alignment as
generally indicated in the Land Use Plan Map and as approved by the City for the
location of Foothill Boulevard and connections with Grandview and Foster, and such
right-of-way shall be improved with a suitable street and with bicycle, hiking, and
equestrian trails as a part of development of the site. No curb cuts shall be permitted
for driveway access to Foothill Boulevard.

g) Structures shall be sited so as to minimize interruption of views of the upper hillsides
from Highway 1 and the public recreation area along the shoreline.

h) No residential development of the site shall precede completion of site grading and
installation of all drainage improvements necessary to prevent erosion of the site or
lands up and down slope. In addition, the developer shall agree to participate in an
assessment district for Foothill Boulevard.

Policy 9-4:

All new development, other than development on parcels designated Urban Reserve or Open
Space Reserve on the Land Use Plan Map permitted while such designations are effective, shall
have available water and sewer services and shall be accessed from a public street or shall have
access over private streets to a public street. Prior to issuance of a development permit, the
Planning Commission or City Council shall make the finding that adequate services and resources
will be available to serve the proposed development upon its completion and that such
. development is located within and consistent with the policies applicable to such an area
designated for development. The applicant shall assume full responsibility for costs incurred in
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the service extensions or improvements that are required as a result of the proposed project, or
such share as shall be provided if such project would participate in an improvement or assessment
district. Lack of available services or resources shall be grounds for denial of the project or
reduction in the density otherwise indicated in the Land Use Plan. (See Table 10.3).

Policy 9-8
The entire site shall be planned as a unit. Preparation of specific plans (Government Code Section

65450) may be required for one or more separate ownerships, individualy or collectively, when
parcels comprising a site designated PD are in separate ownerships.

Policy 9-14:

In the case of any Planned Development District hereafter described where portions of the
District are in separate ownership, approval may be given for development of a parcel or group of
parcels in the same or different ownerships, provided that the City has approved a specific plan
for the District as required by the provisions of this section.

Policy 10-4 (Public Works Capacity)

The City shall reserve public works capacity for land uses given priority in the Plan, in order to
assure that all available public works capacity is not consumed by other development and control
the rate of new development permitted in the City to avoid overloading of public works and
services.

Policy 10-25 (Levels of Service)

The City will support the use of Level of Service C as the desired level of service on Highways 1
and 92, except during the peak two-hour commuting period and the ten-day average peak
recreational hour when Level of Service E will be acceptable.

Policy 10-31

The City will require participation in an assessment district for properties for which new
development is approved in accordance with this Plan along the designated Foothill Boulevard
alignment, as indicated on the Land Use Plan Map, in order to provide funding for this new coastal
access and bypass route. This roadway shall provide for through-traffic and local street
connections shall be minimized to the extent feasible and on-street parking shall not be allowed.

10.4.4 Transportation Issues

Highways 1 and 92 are the only roads connecting Half Moon Bay with the rest of the region.
Highway 1 also serves as the key northsouth collector road, providing for local traffic
connections among neighborhoods and between them and the downtown commercial core. To a
lesser extent, Highway 1 provides for local circulation in and around downtown.

Limited road capacity for movement into, out of, and within the City, has long been recognized as
a problem and constraint on new development, as indicated in past studies and the former General
Plan's Circulation Element.i The Coastal Act requires that limited road capacity not be consumed

by new, non-priority development, at the expense of adequate service for priority uses, such as
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public recreation and visitor-serving commercial uses. The major issue involves potential
conflict for transportation capacity between new residential development and reservation of
adequate capacity for visitor travel to coastside beaches. The issue involves two components:
commuter traffic and visitor traffic on Highways 1 and 92, and competition between local
resident traffic and visitor traffic on local streets and Highway 1 (with some possible effect on
Highway 92). In addition, the commuter-visitor traffic conflict issue is related to the Coastal Act
policy that Highway 1 be limited to two lanes in rural areas, which could include portions of
Highway 1 which link Half Moon Bay to San Francisco and other employment centers to the
north. Therefore, the overall capacity of the existing transportation system to accommodate
resident population growth must be considered.

§ 51201. Definitions

As used in this chapter, unless otherwise apparent from the context:
(c) "Prime agricultural land" means any of the following:

(1) All land which qualifies for rating as class I or class II in the Soil Conservation Service land
use capability classifications.

(2) Land which qualifies for rating 80 through 100 in the Storie Index Rating.

(3) Land which supports livestock used for the production of food and fiber and which has an
annual carrying capacity equivalent to at least one animal unit per acre as defined by the United States
Department of Agriculture,

(4) Land planted with fruit-or nut-bearing trees, vines, bushes or crops which have a nonbearing
period of less than five years and which will normally return during the commercial bearing period on
an annual basis from the production of unprocessed agricultural plant production not less than two
hundred dollars ($200) per acre.

(5) Land which has returned from the production of unprocessed agricultural plant products an
annual gross value of not less than two hundred dollars ($200) per acre for three of the previous five
years.

Half Moon Bay LCP Implementation Ordinance Standards (Zoning
Code Sections)

18.02.040 Definitions

Wetland: The definition of wetland as used and as may be periodically amended by the
California Department of Fish and Game, the California Coastal Commission and the US
Fish and Wildlife Service.

18.15.045 Implementation of a Planned Unit Development Plan

C. Expiration of the Planned Unit Development Plan. Unless otherwise approved
by the City council, a Planned Unit Development Plan shall expire two years after its
effective date unless a building permit has been issued, construction diligently pursued,
and substantial funds invested.
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18.37.020 Visual Resources Areas. The Planning Director shall prepare and maintain maps of all
designated Visual Resource Areas within the City, based upon the Visual Resources Overlay Map
contained in the City's Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan. Visual Resource Areas within the
City are defined as follows: ...

B. Upland Slopes. Scenic Hillsides which are visible from Highway One and Highway
92, as indicated on the Visual Resources Overlay Map. These areas occur include hillside
areas above the 160 foot elevation contour line which are located:

1. East of the proposed Foothill Boulevard, comprising portions of Carter Hill and
Dykstra Ranch properties.

2. South-east of Pilarcitos Creek and East of Arroyo Leon, comprising a pértion of
land designated as Open Space Reserve in the Land Use Plan.

3. East of the Sea Haven Subdivision, being a portion of the Gravance property
designated Urban Reserve in the Land Use Plan.

4. East of the Nurseryman's Exchange properties and lower Hester-Miguel lands,
comprising all of the upper Hester Miguel lands designated as Open Space Reserve in
the Land Use Plan.

C. Planned Development Areas. New development within Planned Development
Areas shall be subject to development conditions as stated in the Local Coastal Program
Land Use Plan for each Planned Development, to Design Review Standards set forth in
this Title, and Standards set forth in this Chapter regarding landscaping, signs, screening,
lighting, parking areas and utilities.

18.38.020 Coastal Resource Areas. The Planning Director shall prepare and maintain maps of
all designated Coastal Resource Areas within the City. Coastal Resource Areas within the City
are defined as follows:...

E. Wetlands. As defined by the US Fish and Wildlife Service, a wetland is 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. Such wetlands can include mud flats (barren of
vegetation), marshes, and swamps. Such 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.

18.38.030 Required Reports. Biological, Archeological and Geological Reports shall be
required as set forth in Sections 18.38.035, 18.38.040, and 18.38.045. Required Reports shall be
prepared by a qualified professional selected by the City in accordance with established City
procedures. Unless otherwise specified herein, all required Biological, Archaeological, and
Geological Reports shall be performed by a consultant selected by the City and paid for by the
applicant. :

A. Report Requirements. The following requirements apply to reports.
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1. Reports shall identify significant impacts on identified Coastal Resources on the
project site that would result from development of the proposed project

2. Reports shall recommend feasible measures to mitigate any significant impacts and
to protect the identified coastal resource. The adequacy of these measures shall be
evaluated under a program developed jointly by the applicant and the Planning Director.
These measures may include, but are not limited to:

a. changes in development intensity;
b. siting of buildings, structures or paving; and
c. limitations on the timing and location of construction.

3. Reports shall contain a proposed monitoring and reporting program to ensure that
development conditions imposed are adequately being carried out and that significant
impacts on the coastal resources have not occurred.

4. Reports shall be reviewed by the City for consistency with this Title and with the
California Environmental Quality Act.

5. Reports shall be completed to the satisfaction of the Planning Director prior to the
determination that a required development permit application is considered complete.

B. Exceptions. The Planning Director may grant exceptions to the requirements of this
Chapter if he or she finds that existing studies adequately fulfill the requirements of this
Chapter, provided such studies were prepared by a qualified professional as a part of a
previously Certified Final EIR in accordance with the provisions of this Chapter.

18.38.035 Biological Report.

A. When Required. The Planning Director shall require the applicant to submit a
Biological Report, prior to development review, prepared by a qualified Biologist for any
project located in or within 100 feet of any Sensitive Habitat Area, Riparian Corridor,
Bluffs and Seacliff Areas, and any Wetland...

B. Report Contents. In addition to meeting the report requirements listed in Section
18.35.030, the Biological Report shall contain the following components:

1. Mapping of Coastal Resources. 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 200 feet of the project site.

2. Description of Habitat Requirements.

a. For Rare and Endangered Species: a definition of the requirements of rare and
endangered organisms, a discussion of animal predation and migration
requirements, animal food, water, nesting or denning sites and reproduction, and
the plant’s life histories and soils, climate, and geographic requirements;

b. For Unique Species: a definition of the requirements of the unique organism; a
discussion of animal food, water, nesting or denning sites and reproduction,
predation, and migration requirements; and a description of the plants' life
histories and soils, climate, and geographic requirements.
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C. Distribution of Report. Any Biological Report prepared pursuant to this Title shall
be distributed to the US Fish and Wildlife Service, the Army Corps of Engineers, the
California Coastal Commission, the State Department of Fish and Game, the Regional
Water Quality Control Board, and any other Federal or State agency with review
authority over wetlands, riparian habitats, or water resources.

1. The Biological Report shall be transmitted to each agency with a request for
comments from each agency with jurisdiction over the effected resource on the adequacy
of the Report and any suggested mitigation measures deemed appropriate by the agency.

2. Included within the transmittal of the Biological Report to the various agencies
shall be a request for comments to be transmitted to the Planning Director within 45 days
of receiving the Report.

18.38.055 Environmental Impact Reports. At the discretion of the Planning Director, a project
applicant may use the analysis contained in an Environmental Impact Report prepared under the
California Environmental Quality Act or an Environmental Impact Statement prepared under the
federal Environmental Policy Act to fulfill the requirements of this Title.

B. Use of Previously Prepared Environmental Impact Report. The Planning Director
may accept the information and analysis contained in a previously prepared Environmental
Impact Report required under the California Environmental Quality Act in lieu of a new
Geological, Biological, or Archaeological Report if the Planning Director determines that:

3. In order to use any previously prepared Biological Report pursuant to this Section,
the Biological Report must have been a part of a Certified Final EIR that was accepted as
complete and adequate no more that one year prior to the date of submittal.

18.38.075 Riparian Corridors and Buffer Zones.

A. Permitted Uses. Except as may be specified in this Chapter, within Riparian Corridors,
only the following uses shall be permitted:

1. Education and research;

2. Consumptive uses as provided for in the Fish and Game Code and Title 14 of the
California Administrative Code;

3. Fish and wildlife management activities;

4. Trails and scenic overlooks on public land(s);

5. Necessary water supply projects;

6. Restoration of riparian vegetation.
B. No Alternative Permitted Uses. The following are permitted uses where no feasible or
practical alternative exists:

1. Stream-dependent aquaculture provided that non-stream-dependent facilities
locate outside of corridor;
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2. Flood control projects where no other method for protecting existing structures in
the flood plain is feasible and where such protection is necessary for public safety or to
protect existing development;

3. Bridges when supports are not in significant conflict with corridor resources;
4. Pipelines and storm water runoff facilities;
5. Improvement, repair, or maintenance of roadways or road crossings;

6. Agricultural uses, provided no existing riparian vegetation is removed, and no
soil is allowed to enter stream channels

Standards. Development shall be designed and constructed so as to ensure:
1. That the removal of vegetation is minimized,;

2. That land exposure during construction is minimized and that temporary
vegetation or mulching is used to protect critical areas;

3. That erosion, sedimentation, and runoff is minimized by appropriately grading
and replanting modified areas;

4. That only adapted native or non-invasive exotic plant species are used for
replanting;

5. That sufficient passage is provided for native and anadromous fish as specified
by the State Department of Fish and Game;

6. That any adverse effects of waste water discharges and entrainment are
minimized;

7. That any depletion of groundwater supplies and substantial interference with
surface and subsurface water flows are prevented;

8. That waste water reclamation is encouraged;

9. That natural vegetation buffer areas which protect riparian habitats are
maintained;

10. That any alteration of natural streams is minimized.

Riparian Buffer Zone. The Riparian Buffer Zone is defined as:

1. land on both sides of riparian corridors which extends from the "limit of riparian
vegetation" 50 feet outward for perennial streams and 30 feet outward for intermittent
streams;

2. land along both sides of riparian corridors which extends 50 feet from the bank
edge for perennial streams and 30 feet from the midpoint of intermittent streams, where
no riparian vegetation exists.

Permitted Uses within Riparian Buffer Zones include:
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1. Uses permitted in riparian corridors;

2. Crop growing and grazing, provided no existing riparian vegetation is removed
and no soil is allowed to enter stream channels;

3. Timbering in "stream side corridors" as defined and controlled by State and
County regulations for timber harvesting,.

F. No Alternative Permitted Uses. The following are Permitted Uses within Riparian
Buffer Zones where no feasible alternative exists:

1. The construction of new structures on existing legal building sites, set back 20

feet from the limit of riparian vegetation, only if no other building site on the parcel
exists;

2. The creation of new parcels only if the only building sites available are those
within in buffer area, if the proposed parcels are consistent with existing development in
the area, and if the building sites are set back 20 feet from the limit of riparian vegetation,
or if there is no vegetation, 20 feet from the bank edge of a perennial stream or 20 feet
from the midpoint of an intermittent stream.

G. Development Standards within Riparian Buffer Zones. Development shall be
designed and constructed so as to ensure:

1. That the removal of vegetation is minimized;

2. That development conforms to natural topography and that erosion potential is
minimized;

3. That provisions have been made to (i.e. catch basins) keep runoff and
sedimentation from exceeding pre-development levels;

4. That native and non-invasive exotic vegetation is used for replanting, where
appropriate;

5. That any discharge of toxic substances, such as fertilizers and pesticides, into the
riparian corridor is prevented;

6. That vegetation in or adjacent to man-made agricultural ponds is removed if the
life of the pond is endangered;

7. That dredging in or adjacent to man-made ponds is allowed if the San Mateo
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.

H. Findings for Development within Riparian Buffer Zones. The following Findings
shall be supported by the contents of the required Biological Report:

Appendix C Page 18




1. That there are special circumstances or conditions affecting the property;

2. That the project is necessary for the proper design and function of some
permitted or existing activity on the property;

3. That the project will not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to other
property downstream or in the area in which the project is located;

4. That the project will not significantly reduce or adversely impact the sensitive
habitat, or there is no feasible alternative which would be less damaging to the
environment;

5. That the project is in accordance with the purpose of this Chapter and with the
objectives of the L.C.P. Land Use Plan;

6. That development on a property which has its only building site located in the
buffer area maintains a 20-foot buffer from the limit of riparian vegetation, or if no
vegetation exists, a 20-foot buffer from the bank of a perennial stream and a 20-foot
buffer from the midpoint of an intermittent stream.

18.38.080 Wetlands

A, Permitted Uses:

1. Education and research;
2. Passive recreation such as bird-watching;

3. Fish and wildlife management activities.
B. Permitted Uses with approval of a Use Permit:

1. Commercial mariculture where no alteration of the wetland is necessary;
2. Bridges;
3. Pipelines and storm water runoff facilities;

4. Improvement, repair or maintenance of roadways.

C. Standards. The Riparian Corridor Standards listed in this Chapter shall apply to
Wetlands.

D. Wetlands Buffer Zone. The minimum buffer surrounding lakes, ponds, and marshes
shall be 100 feet, measured from the high water point, except that no buffer is required for man-

made ponds and reservoirs used for agricultural purposes.

E. Permitted Uses within Wetlands Buffer Zones. The Riparian Buffer Zone Uses listed
in this Title shall apply to Wetlands Buffer Zones.
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F. Permitted Uses within Wetlands Buffer Zones, where no feasible alternative exists.
The Riparian Buffer Zone Uses listed under this Title shall apply to Wetlands Buffer Zones.

G. Development Standards within Wetlands Buffer Zones. The Riparian Buffer
Development Standards listed under this Title shall apply to Wetlands Buffer Zones.

H. Findings for Development within Wetlands Buffer Zones. The following Findings
shall be supported by the contents of the required Biologic Report:

1. That there are special circumstances or conditions affecting the property;

2. That the project is necessary for the proper design and function of some
permitted or existing activity on the property;

3. That the project will not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to other
property in the area in which the project is located;

4. That the project will not significantly reduce or adversely impact the sensitive
habitat, or there is no feasible alternative which would be less damaging to the
environment;

5. That the project is in accordance with the purpose of this Chapter and with the
objectives of the L.C.P. Land Use Plan;

6. That development on a property, which has its only building site located in the
buffer area, maintains a 20-foot buffer from the outer edge of any wetland.

18.38.085 Habitats for Rare and Endangered Species

A. Rare and Endangered Species. The potential exists for any of the following Rare and
Endangered Species to be found within the San Mateo County Coastal Area and therefore within
the City of Half Moon Bay.

1. Animals: the San Francisco Garter Snake, California Least
Tern, California Black Rail, California Brown Pelican, San Bruno Elfin
Butterfly, San Francisco Tree Lupine Moth, Guadalupe Fur Seal, Sea Otter,
California Brackish Water Snail, Globose Dune Beetle.

3. Plants: Rare Plants known in San Mateo County are the Coast rock cress, Davy's
bush lupine, Dolores campion, Gairdner's yampah, Hickman's cinquefoil, Montara
manzanita, San Francisco wallflower, and Yellow meadow foam (botanical names are
listed in the City's LCP/LUP).

B. Permitted Uses. In the event that a Biological Report indicates the existence of any of the
above species in an area, the following uses are permitted.

1. Education and research.

2. Hunting, fishing, pedestrian and equestrian trails that have no adverse impact on
the species or its habitat.

3. Fish and wildlife management to restore damaged habitats and to protect and
encourage the survival of rare and endangered species.
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C. Permitted Uses within Critical Habitats. Within the critical habitat as identified by the
Federal Office of Endangered Species, permitted uses are those which are deemed compatible by
the US Fish and Wildlife Service in accordance with the provisions of the Endangered Species
Act 0of 1973, as amended.

D. Buffer Zones.The minimum buffer surrounding a habitat of a rare or endangered species
shall be 50 feet.

E. Standards:

1. Anmimals: Specific requirements for each rare and endangered animal are listed in
Chapter 3 of the Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan.

2. Plants: When no feasible alternative exists, development may be permitted on or
within 50 feet of any rare plant population, if the site or a significant portion thereof shall
be returned to a natural state to enable reestablishment of the plant, or a new site shall be
made available for the plant to inhabit and, where feasible, the plant population shall be
transplanted to that site.

F. Habitat Preservation. Rare and endangered species habitats shall be preserved according to
the requirements of the specific Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan policies tailored to each of
the identified rare and endangered species and LCP/LUP implementing ordinances.

18.38.090 Habitats for Unique Species.

B. Permitted Uses. Permitted uses include:

1. education and research;

2. hunting, fishing, pedestrian and equestrian trails that have no adverse impact on
the species or its habitat; and

3. fish and wildlife management to the degree specified by existing governmental
regulations.

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and CEQA Guidelines

21080.5. Certified Regulatory Programs

(d) To qualify for certification pursuant to this section, a regulatory program shall require the
utilization of an interdisciplinary approach that will ensure the integrated use of the natural and
social sciences in decision making and shall meet all of the following criteria:

(2) The rules and regulations adopted by the administering agency for the regulatory program do
all of the following:

(A) Require that an activity will not be approved or adopted as proposed if there are feasible
alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen any
significant adverse effect which the activity may have on the environment.

15130. Discussion of Cumulative Impacts

(b) The discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the severity of the impacts and their
likelihood of occurrence, but the discussion need not provide as great detail as is provided of for
the effects attributable to the project alone. The discussion should be guided by standards of
practicality and reasonableness, and should focus on the cumulative impact to which the
identified other projects contribute rather than the attributes of other projects which do not
contribute to the cumulative impact. The following elements are necessary to an adequate
discussion of significant cumulative impacts:
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(1) Either:

(A) A list of past, present, and-reasonably anticipated probable.future projects producing related
or cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, those projects outside the control of the agency, or

(B) A summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related planning document,
or in a prior environmental document which has been adopted or certified, which described or
evaluated is designed to evaluate regional or areawide conditions contributing to the cumulative
impact. Any such planning document shall be referenced and made available to the public at a
location specified by the lead agency;

1. When utilizing a list, as suggested in paragraph (1) of subdivision (b), factors to consider when
determining whether to include a related project should include the nature of each environmental
resource being examined, the location of the project and its type. Location may be important, for
example, when water quality impacts are at issue since projects outside the watershed would
probably not contribute to a cumulative effect. Project type may be important, for example, when
the impact is specialized, such as a particular air pollutant or mode of traffic.

2. "Probable future projects" may be limited to those projects requiring an agency approval for an
application which has been received at the time the notice of preparation is released, unless
abandoned by the applicant; projects included in an adopted capital improvements program,
general plan, regional transportation plan, or other similar plan; projects included in a summary of
projections of projects (or development areas designated) in a general plan or a similar plan;
projects anticipated as later phase of a previously approved project (e.g. a subdivision); or those
public agency projects for which money has been budgeted.

3. Lead agencies should define the geographic scope of the area affected by the cumulative effect
and provide a reasonable explanation for the geographic limitation used.

(2) A summary of the expected environmental effects to be produced by those projects with
specific reference to additional information stating where that information is available; and

(3) A reasonable analysis of the cumulative impacts of the relevant projects. An EIR shall
examine reasonable, feasible options for mitigating or avoiding the project's contribution to any
significant cumulative effects of a proposed project.

15355. Cumulative Impacts

"Cumulative impacts" refers to two or more individual effects which, when considered together,
are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts.

(a) The individual effects may be changes resulting from a single project or a number of separate
projects.

(b) The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the environment which results
from the incremental impact of the project when added to other closely related past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. Cumulative impacts can result from individually
minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time.
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APPLICATION NO.

MEMORANDUM A-1-HMB-99-022

January 15, 2001

Mr. David Kelley Fax: (530) 753-2935
Kelley & Associates

Mr. Robert Henry, Ailanto Properties, Inc.
Mr. Albert Fong, Ailanto Properties, Inc.
Mr. Norbert Dall, Dall & Associates

Peter Balfour

Pacific Ridge Subdivision; Half Moon Bay, California- California Red-
legged Frog and San Francisco Garter Snake Habitat Assessment and

Constraints Analysis.

At your request, I met with you and Mr. Norbert Dall (Dall & Associates) on January 4, 2001 at
the proposed Pacific Ridge Subdivision site in Half Moon Bay, California. The 114-acre property
(previously known as the Dykstra Ranch) is located north of Highway 92 and east of nghway 1
in the city of Half Moon Bay, in San Mateo County, California (Figure 1).

The purpose of our site visit was to identify likely or potential habitat (including migration
corridors to and from the property) for the California red-legged frog (CRLF) (Rana aurora
drayton/'/) (federally-listed threatened) and San Francisco garter shake (SFGS) ( Thamnophis
sirtalis tetrataenia) (State and federally-listed endangered). During the investigation we visited
all delineated wetlands within the property to assess whether CRLF and/or SFGS may likely or
potentially utilize any of the drainages on site, adjacent ranched/farmed areas, or frontal slopes
of the Coastal Range, which lie to the east of the project site. Special emphasis was placed on
the site’s stock pond (constructed circa 1953-1954), and its associated drainages, given that
these areas provide the most suitable habitat relative to other areas on site for the reference

QDouglas Blvd., Suite 160

eville, California 95661

Tele: (916) 782-9100

Fax: (916) 782-9134

E-mail:ecorp@ecorpconsulting.com 2001-002 Constraints Analysis
Web: www.ecorpconsulting.com
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species. Foliowing our field visit, I reviewed locality data (including published and un‘published
records) for both species to document both regional (i.e. within a 5-mile radius of the project)
as well as local occurrences (i.e. within 1-mile of the site). I also familiarized myself with
several environmental documents/correspondences pertaining to the déveiopment of the
project, including a preVious’ly issued Biological Opinion (B.0.) by the U.S. Fish énd Wildlife
Service (USFWS) (1-1-98-F-78) (USFWS 1998). Information resulting from biclogic’él work
performed by LSA Associates was also reviewed during this analysis (see citations). I contacted
several herpetological researchers as well, in order to obtain additional information regarding
life history aspects of the reference species, as well as information pertaining to occurrences in
the Half Moon Bay region. Finally, I reviewed the proposed current land use plan (January 5,
2001) for the project as it relates to potential habitat for these species, and have provided
recommendations pertaining to land use design and mitigation measures to avoid/minimize
potential impacts to these species. Implementation of these measures will protect on-site
potential breeding/foraging habitat (including contributing watershed and associated uplands)
and allow for dispersal of the reference species through developed and undeveloped portions of

the project area.

FINDINGS
DOCUMENTED LOCALITY DATA

The Pacific Ridge Subdivision property is located within the geographic range of both the CRLF
and the SFGS (USFWS 1998). In fact, much of San Mateo County (Unit 14; Coast Range
Recovery Unit) is currently proposed for designation as critical habitat for the CRLF (USFWS
2000). Queries of the California Department of Fish and Game’s (CDFG) Natural Diversity Data
Base (CNDDB) (Rarefind II) for thé Half Moon Bay U.S.G.S.‘ 7 .5-minute topographic quadrangle
and adjacent quadrangles documented regional and local occurrences for both species
(attached), but none on the site (U.S.G.S. 1991) (CDFG 2000).
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The San Francisco garter snake has been reported from a ponded area near the mouth of
Pilarcitos Creek, approximately one mile west of the Pacific Ridge property (observed by Dr.
Sam McGinnis 1988) (CDFG 2000). The exact location of this occurrence has been repressed by
CDFG given its sensitive nature. Additional CNDDB sensitive locations for this species are
documented on adjacent topographic quadrangles. The current status of the SFGS in the Half
Moon Bay area is unknown (USFWS 1998). |

Several California red-legged frog records are also documented by the CNDDB for the Half
Moon Bay region. The closest CRLF population documented by the CNDDB is from Pilarcitos B
Creek (Rarefind Occurrence #354). Additional unpublished records have also been
documented, within nearly 2 mile of the project site (Seymour and Westphal 2000) (Figure 2).
These records represent recent “road kills” documented by Michael Westphal and Richard
Seymour. The closest record is from the frontage road west of Highway 1, south of the
intersection of Highway 1 and Grandview Boulevard. The second record is from Highway 92,
west of Apanolio Creek (Digges Canyon) and north of Pilarcitos Creek. Road kifl‘CRLFs were
even documented within the city of Half Moon Bay (Richard Seymour pers.com). This is not
surprising, given that Pilarcitos Creek and the surrounding area are known to support a
significant population of CRLF (Sean Barry pers.com) and that radiotelemetry studies have
documented dispersing CRLF to travel distances of up to 2 miles (Richard Seymour pers com).

ON-SITE HABITAT

The Pacific Ridge Subdivision property provides potential habitat for both the CRLF and the
SFGS in the form of the site’s stock pond, associated drainages, and associated uplands. A

“wetland delineation map of the property prepared by LSA Associates and an aerial photograph
depicting and numbering the site’s drainages are provided for reference as Figure 3 and Figure
4, respectively. The most significant perenniél wetland feature on the property is the site’s
stock pond. The pond and its adjacent wetland and upland areas represent potential habitat for
the CRLF and, perhaps, the SFGS.

2001-002 Constraints Analysis
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The stock pond represents potential breeding habitat for the CRLF, although no CRLF were
observed on the site during surveys conducted by LSA Associates during July and August 1997
and August 2000 (RMI 1997) (Lacy 2000). Bullfrogs (Rana catesbeiana) were the only ranid
frogs positively identified and were commonly observed during survey investigations. During
the August 2000 survey, eleven of the frogs observed were not positively identified. While the
presence of bullfrogs at the pond is not favorable for the establishment of CRLF populations,
the two species can and often do co-occur in coastal areas (Gary Fellers pers. com). While no
CRLF were observed on site, it is possible that they were present in low numbers and not
encountered and/or that they may use the pond to breed on octasion. The success of CRLF
breeding is further complicated by the reported presence of predatory fishes including bluegill
and possibly bass and catfish (LSA 1999a). Irrespective of less than optimal conditiohs and
survey findings, the periodic use of the pond by CRLF is considered likely and as such the pond
should be considered to represent potential breeding habitat. Additional ponds representing
potential breeding habitat are located to the north of the site. Smaller seasonal ponds to the
east and to the west could possibly support frogs. Given descriptions of existing conditions
presented in supporting biological documents, the ephemeral pond to the east is not Jikely to
represent breeding habitat. The pond/wetland located on the property to the west, however,
supports emergent vegetation and appears to pond water for an extended period of time and,
as such, represents potential CRLF breeding habitat. The remaining wetlands and drainages on
the property do not provide suitable breeding habitat for CRLF, given their Inadequate
hydrological regimeé;, but do represent potential modes of dispersal. Isolated marginal
wetlands such as the area mapped as wetland H by LSA Associates, do not represent significant

habitat.

The presence of SFGS within the project area is considered less likely, albeit potential, given the
apparent lack of recent verified locality records in the area. Nevertheless, the USFWS
conservatively considers San Francisco garter snakes to potentially be present “at any water
body in the Half Moon Bay area that supports emergent vegetation and amphibians” (USFWS
1998). The stock pond within the properfy and the off-site ponds to the north all support both
emergent vegetation and an established amphibian food base (e.g. small bullfrogs and Pacific
tree frogs), and as such meet USFWS criteria for a potential habitat determination. While SFGS
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will prey on bullfrogs, the large population of bullfrogs in the area is, conversely, viewed
negatively, given that bullfrogs are highly predaceous and are known to prey on juvenile SFGS -
(WESCO 1988) (USFWS 1998).

RECOMMENDATIONS

The northern portion of the Pacific Ridge property supports important habitat components for
the CRLF, and possibly the SFGS, that provide potential foraging habitat, u;jland refuge areas
and breeding opportunities. The stock pond, its associated drainages/wetlands, and
contributing watershed mapped on Figure 5 are recommended for compiete avoidance of
residential development and associated infrastructure. Wetlands A and F and the intervening
upland area west of the stock pond are, similarly, recommended for avoidan’ce (Figure 5). This
avoidance strategy would maintain the integrity of the stock pond’s watershed, and permit
unobstructed movements of potentially-occurring listed species (and other wildlife) through the
property. It is important that this large corridor be maintained as open space, allowing for
connéctivity with western lands, as well as potential habitat to the north (e.g. several other
stock ponds) and east of the property (e.g., Apanolio Creek and other tributaries to Pilarcitos
Creek). The proposed development area southwest of the pond should be situated at least
150-feet away from the mapped pond edge so as not to encroach upon the pond’s watershed.
It is further recommended that grading in the development area north of the lower drainage #3
be contoured to drain away from the pond, to reduce the potential for siltation and watershed

alteration.

Buffers along non-riparian drainages between development zones (i.e. #1, #2, and western

- portion of #3) are proposed to be 30-feet wide. This width is consistent with guidance '
provided in the Half Moon Bay Local Coastal Program (LCP) and Land Use Plan (LUP). These
widths also were previously deemed acceptab!e to USFWS (B.O. 1-1-98-F-78), provided that
specific mitigation measures, as stated in the B.O. Terms and Conditions were implemented.
The primary compensatory mitigation measure for buffer encroachments (as well as fill of
approximately 1-acre of wetland, since avoided by the project) stipulated the funding of

2001-002 Constrainis Analysis



a3pry 2yiond 7001007

[} Development Zone

D Road Crossing/Arched Culvert
(approximate location)

Panoramic Walking Path

- Ry -

&.}&;‘\t Wy - y
{.t 5

i

\\\ w\\ %\1\

4@:{\
i \\\\
i
’“’{0& \\\ '

~Hhigh

G Roed

N

;'?‘ X ‘Exzstingy b
Subdivision .

FIGURE 5. Constraints Map / Developmerit Zones

ECORP Consulting, Inc.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS
©2001

"



acquisition and enhancement of off-site habitat that is “presently occupied or adjacent to
occupied California red-legged frog and San Francisco garter snake habitat within 15-miles of
the project site.” However, it should be noted that since the issuance of the previous B.O., the
residential land use has been greatly reduced in the developed area and currently avoids
wetland fill, buffers the pond, and avoids the entire watershed of the pond. This significant on-
site avoidance and proposed enhancement mitigation strategy is considered adequate to protect
the target species, their potential habitat, and dispersal routes at the site. Two of‘ the
drainages (#1 and #2) are of limited value to CRLF and SFGS, given that neither sUpport pools
or prolonged water flows and both are ultimately directed into a storm drain system associated
with adjacent developments to the west (i.e. a subdivision and Half Moon Bay High School).
While these drainages are of lower habitat value to CRLF, their preservation and buffered area
will allow for potential CRLF movements through the property. Buffer areas should remain in
their existing state, be undisturbed except for the mapped road crossings and the walking path,
and not be encroached upon by grading or other development. ‘Arched culverts, or similar
structures, with natural substrate bottom will facilitate movements under the road crossings.

The western lower segment of drainage 3, below the diversion to the stock pond, receives little
or no water flow from the upper reach of drainage 3 or adjacent areas. At present, although
the lower segment of drainage 3 is directed into an off-site storm drain system, the
undeveloped land between the project site and Highway 1 may potentially serve as a
corridor/connector between habitat areas west of Highway 1 and the Coast Range to the east.
Given the relatively lower potential of this portion of Drainage 3's functioning as a migration
corridor, when compared to the likely major corridor between and among the drainages and
ponds to the north, a 30-foot wide buffer along lower drainage 3 (as measured from the tree
drip line) is considered adequate to promote this potential function. It is further recbmmended
that frog waIlS be provided within the buffer to help direct any frog movement through the .
corridor. Frog walls are also recommended in the outer buffer south and west of the pond near
the northern edge of development in the area north of Drainage 3.

I concur with the Reasonable and Prudent Measures and Terms and Conditions provided in the
USFWS Biological Opinion and many of the general recommendations pertaining to open space
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‘management (LSA 1999b). Most notably, I support an apprbpriately—tirﬁed eradication effort to
eliminate introduced fishes from the stock pond. This will ultimately be of benefit to the listed
species. I question, however, the‘ultimate success of the USFWS - recommended bul!ﬁog '
eradication program, given the site’s proximity to a large bullfrog population immediateiyi to the
north. Biennial (orace every two years) bulifrog eradicat;on, in conJunct:lon with a monitoring
and reporting program (for a period of ten years), may, however, increase the likelihood for
establishment of a CRLF population and possible CRLF co-habitation with bullfrogs. As stated

earlier, relatively long-lived co-occurrences of the two species have been documented in coastal

areas to the north (Gary Fellers pers com). Fin’afly, I recomniend against the proposed re- -
establishment of the normal high water level of the pond (LSA 1999b), as it would likely favor
the perSIStence of bullfrogs by increasing the extent of perenmal water and increased bullfrog
breeding success. Head-cutting erosion at the pond outflow into drainage #5 should be

monitored and if deemed to represent a threat to the longevity of the pond, appropriate erosion

control measures should be implemented to insure that the pond is not undermined over the
course of time. Proposed enhancement through re-vegetation of the pond and an intervening
area between the pond and the upper reach of drainage #3, is considered beneficial and will
likely be of ultimate beneﬁt to the listed species and wildlife use in general by provzdmg
additional shelter and foraging opportumtles
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2 View of stock pond, facing northwest. A Stock pond watershed.

¥ Off-site pond to the north. ¥ Emergent vegetation at stock pond.
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1lifornia Department of Fish and Game
Natural Divearsity Data Basge

Full Condensed Report - Multiple Records per Pagek
San Francisco garter snake
Half Moon Bay Quad

THAMNOPHIS SIRTALIS TETRATAENTA
SAN FRANCISCO GARTER SNAXKE
Element Code: ARADB3613B

Federal: Endangered
State: Endangered

List Statug———we—eNDDB Element Rankgw—-——-Other Lists

Global: G5TZ CDFG Status:

t
|
|

Habitat Asscciations

General: VICINITY OF FRESHWATER MARSHES, PONDS AND SLOW MOVING STREAMS IN SAN MATEO COUNTY AND EBXTREME NORTHERN SANTA CRUZ COUNTY
Micre: PREFERS DENSE COVER & WATER DEPTHS OF AT LEAST ONE FOOT. UPLAND AREAS NEAR WATER ARE ALSO VERY IMPORTANT.

¥ SEMSITIVE *
Occurrence No. 31
Oce Rank: Unknown

Origin: Natural/Native occurrence

Pregence: Presumed Extant
Trend: Unknown

Map Index:

—Dates Last Sean- Lat/Long: /
BElement: 138X-XX-XX UTM:
Site: 198X-XX-XX  Precision:
Symbol Type:
Radius:

Main Source: MURPHY, M. 1388 (OBS)
Quad Summary: HALF MOON BAY (3712244/429B)

County Summary: SAN MATEQ

SNA Summary: Mouth of Pilarcitos Creek
Location: *SENSITIVE* Location information suppressed.

e JOMMENLE.

Township:
Range:
Section: Qtr
Meridian:
Elevation:

Distribution: Please contact the Calformia Watural Diversity Database, California Department of Fish and Game, for more
information: (916) 324-3812.

Ecological: SNAKE FOUND BY SAM MCGINNIS IN AN AREA WHERE PONDING OCCURS DURING WINTER MONTHS.
Threat: MAIN THREATS ARE CONSTRUCTION AND WATER-PUMPING FROM PILARCITOS CREEK.

General:
Cwnexr/Manager:

Date: 01/08/2001
Report: RF2WIDE

ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Information dated 07/19/2000
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a ifornia Department of Fish and Game
- Natural Diversity Data Base

N ‘ Full Condensed Report — Multiple Records per Page
California red-legged frog
Half Moon Bay,Montara Mtn, San Mateo,Wood

AURORA DRAYTONIZI
NDDB Element Rankg——w———Other Lists

List Status

| CALIFORNIA RED-LEGGED FROG
| Element Code: AAABH01022 Federal: Threatened Global: G4T2T3 CDFG Status: SC
{ State: Nene State: $233
[
Habitat Association
DENSE, SHRUBBY OR EMERGENT RIPRRIAN VEGETATION.

General: LOWLANDS & FOOTHILLS IN OR NEAR PERMANENT SOURCES OF DEEP WATER WITH
Micro: REQUIRES 11-20 WEEKS OF PERMANENT WATER FOR LARVAL DEVELOPMENT. MUST HAVE ACCESS TC ESTIVATION HABITAT.

Oecurrence No. 33 Map Index:17144 ~-Dateg Last SHeer— Lat/Long: 37°36'39"% / 122923'45°7 Township: 048
Occ Rank: Fair Element: 1990-10-12 UTM: Zone~1( N4162612 E553335 Range: OS5W
Origin: Natural/Native occurrence Site: 1950-10-12 Precimion: NON-SPECIFIC Section: XX Qrr XX
Presence: Presumed Extant Symbol Type: POINT Meridian: M
Radiug: 1/5 mile Elevation: 25 ft

Trend: Unknown
Main Source: BRODE, J. 1930 (OBS)
Quad Summary: MONTARA MOUNTAIN {3712254/448C)
County Summary: SAN MATEQ
SNA Summary:
Location: SCUTH LOMITA CANAL, WEST OF HWY 101 - BETWEEN HWY 101 AND SOQUTHERN PACIFIC RR TRACKS, OPPOSITE SFQ ENTRANCE,

e UG TL . G )
" Distribution: § LARVAE FOUND IN 40 FT WIDE DRAINAGE CANAL.
CANAL GROWN TC CATTAILS AND OTHER SMALLER AQUATIC PLANTS. SURROUNDING AREA IS GRASS WITH SEVERAL DEPRESSIONS

Ecological:
THAT HOLD SEASONAL WATER IN WET YEARS.
POSSIBLE DEVELOPMENT OF PARKING LOTS OR BART STATION. 1 ADULT & 1 JUVENILE BULLFROG SEEN, FIRST COBS OF

BULLFRQGS HERE. .
DFG & USFWS HAVE DENIED SFO PERMISSION TCO DREDGE CANAL. HAVE ONLY PERMITTED CUTTING OF CATTAILS UNTIL HCP IN

PLACE. SAN FRANCIXCO GARTER SNAKE ALSC OCCURS HERE,
Owner/Manager: SFO CITY/COUNTY

Threat :

General:

—Dates Lasgt Seer-— Lat/Long: 37°31'02" / 122°29'16" Township: 058

Occurrence No. 38 Map Index:17330
. Qce Rank: Good N Elempni:; 1983-06-09 UTM: Zone-10 N4152157 E545268 Range: 06W
Origin: Natural/Native occurrence ite: 1983-06-09 Pracision: SPECIFIC Section: ¥X Qtr XX
Presence: Presumed Extant Symbol Type: POINT ' Meridian: M
Radius: 80 meters Elevation: 75 ft

Trend: Unknown
Main Source: SUDDJIAN, D. 1989 (OBS)
Quad Summary: MONTARA MOUNTAIN (3712254/448C)
County Summary: SAN MATEQ

SNA Summary:
© Location: ALONG DENNISTON CREEX, APPROXIMATELY 300 M UPSTREAM FROM BRIDGEPORT DRIVE, EL GRANADA.

Comment.s
Distribution: S5+ HEARD CALLING IN POND AT 11:15 AM, ALTHOUGH NONE COULD BE SEEN CR CAPTURED.
HABITAT IS A MAN-MADE POND PILLED WITH SCIRPUS SPP AND TYPHA SPP. POND IS ADJACENT TO A WILIOW-RIPARIAN

Bcological:
CORRIDOR AND COYOTE BUSH SCRUB.
Threat: POTENTIAL THREAT OF RESIDENTIAL DEVELQPMENT.
General: POND CONTAINED LIMITEDR $URFACE WATER ON SURVEY DATE.
Owner/Manager: UNENOWN

Ccourrence No. 242 Map Index:38311 —Dates Last Seen— Lat/Long: 37°33'§7" / 122°930'41" Township: 043
Cce Rank: Fair Element: 1$97-04-16 UTM: Zone-10 N4157561 E543157 Range: 06W
Origin: Natural/Native cccurrence Site: 1997-04-16 Precision: SPECIFIC Section: 22 Qtr W
Pregence: Presumed Extant Symbol Type: POIRT Meridian: M
Elevation: 100 ft

Trend: Unknown Radiug: §0 meters

Main Source: VONARH, R. 1937 (0BS)
Quad Summary: MONTARA MOUNTAIN {3712254/448C)
County Summary: SAN MATES
SNA Summary:
Location: GREEN VALLEY CREEK, ON THE EAST SIDE OF HWY 1, 1.5 MILES NORTH OF MONTARA

e CORURELIE S
Distribution: :
Ecological: HABITAT CONSISTS OF A §MALL POND RECETVING OVERFLOW FROM GREEN VALLEY CREEK; PLANT DOMINANTS INCLUDE WILLOW
AND JUNCUS.
Thrsat :
General: 1 ADULT AND SOME TADPOLES OBSERVED ON 16 APRIL 1997.

Owner/Manager: DER

Date: 01/08/2001 ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Report: RF2WIDE Informarien dated 07/19/2000

Page 1
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California red-legged frog .
Half Moon Bay,Montara Mta,San Mateo, Wood i

RANA AURORA DRAYTONII (cont.}
CALIPORNIA RED-LEGGED FROG
Element Code: AAABHO1022

List Status—-e—mo—e—>NDDB Element Rankg-—-————O0ther Lists§w—— "
Fedexral: Threatened Global: G4T2T3 CDFG Status: SC }

State: None State: S283 |
]

Occurrence No. 243 Map Index:38312 —Dates Last Seen—— Lat/Long: 37929'3Q0" / 122°22'28" Townghip: 053
Qce Rank: Excellent Element: 1997-07-10 UTM: Zone-10 NA149405 E555288 Range: 0SW
Origin: Natural/Native cccurrence Site: 1997-07-10 Precialon: SPECIFIC Section: 14 Qtr sSE
Presence: Presumed Extant Bymbol Type: POINT Meridian: M
Trend: Unknown . Radius: 80 meters Elevation: 350 ft
Main Source: VONARB, R. 1597 (OBS} ’
Quad Summary: WOODSIDE (3712243/428A)*, BALF MOON BAY (3712244/429B)
County Summary: SAN MATEC
SNA Summary:
Location: ALBERT CANYON CREEK, TRIB TO PILARCITOS CREEK, ON THE NE SIDE OF HWY 92, 1 MILE WEST OF THE INTERSECTION WITH
HWY 35.
oS QUM T . S
Distribution: DESCRIBED BY SAM MCGINNIS (CSU HAYWARD) AS "RANDOM WANDERING™ BY AN ADULT FROG IN AN ATTEMPT TO COLONIZE A NEW
SITE.
Ecological: HABITAT CONSISTS OF A DEEPER POOL IN THE CREEK; PLANT DOMINANTS INCLUDE WILLOWS.
- Threat : THREATENED BY HWY 32 (LOCATED ABOVE ON FILL EMBANKMENT) CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES.
. General: 1 ADULT OBSERVED ON 10 JULY 19397.
Owner/Manager: UNKNOWN i
Qccurrence No. 269 Map Index:40085 —Dataes Last Seen— tat/Yong: 37°33+41" / 122°23°12¢ Township: 04S
Oce Rank: Fair Element: 1998-10-20 UTM: Zone-10 N4157141 ES554163 Range: 05W
Origin: Natural/Native cccurrence Site: 13%8-10-20 Precision: SPECIFIC Section: 27 Qtr XX
Presence: Presumed Extant 8Symbol Typs: POINT Meridian: M
Trend: Unknown Radius: 80 meters Elevation: 600 ft
Main Source: DREIER, J. 1998 {(CBS)
Quad Summary: MONTARA MOUNTAIN (3712254/448C)
County Sunmary: SaN MATEQ
SNA Summary: N .
Location: CRYSTAL SPRINGS GOLF COURSE, 0.4 MILE NE OF THE NORTH END OF LOWER CRYSTAL SPRINGS RESERVOIR, SOUTH OF

s TS TLE, S

Distribution:
EBcological:

| Threat:
General:
Owner/Manager:

EILLSBOROUGH. .
HABITAT CONSISTS OF AN IRRIGATION POND, WHICH SUPPORTS CATTAIL GROWTH ALONG THE NORTH MARGIN OF THE PCOND,

SURROUNDED BY GOLF COURSE. POND LEVEL IS MAINTAINED BY PUMPING WATER UP FROM CRYSTAL SPRINGS RESERVOIR.

POSSIBLE THREATS INCLUDE GOLFER DISTURBANCE AND MORTALITY FROM FUMP OPERATION.

GOLF COURSE INTENDS TO MANAGE THE BOND FOR RED-LEGGED FROGS. 2 ADULTS ANP 3 JUVENILES OBSERVED ON 20 OCT 1998.

PUT-CRYSTAL SPRGS GOLF COURSE

Quourrence No.
Oce Rank:
Qrigin:
Presence:
Trend:

Main Source:
Quad Summary:
County Summary:
SNA Summary:
Location:

Township: 053

3oL Map Index:41133 —Dates Lagt Seenw— Lat/Long: 37930'13" / 122°23%'41"

Geod Blement; 153$-05-07 UTM: Zone-10 N415Q0657 E544643 Range: J6W
Natural/Natcive occurrence Site: 1999-05-07 Precision: SPECIPIC Section: 10 Qtr XX
Presumed Extant Symbol Type: POINT Meridian: M

Unlmown Radius: 80 meters Elevation: 10 ft
COLLINS, P. 1939 (0BS)

MONTARA MOUNTAIN {3712254/448C) )
SAN MATEQ S

UPPER END OF PRINCETON MARSH, JUST DOWNSTREAM (SCUTH) OF WEST POINT ROAD, HALF MOON BAY

Commernts
Digtribution:
Ecological:

Threat :
General:
Ovner/Managsr:

POOLS ARFLOCATED ON THE DOWNSTREAM SIDE OF THE CULVERTS LOCATED BENEATH WEST POINT ROAD.

HABITAT CONSISTS OF RIPARIAN ON THE UPSTREAM SIDE OF WEST PCINT ROAD, GRADING INTO CATTAIL MARSH, THEN
SALICORNIA MARSH, ON THE DOWNSTREAM SIDE OF THE ROAD. SCOUR POOLS AT THE BASE OF THE ROAD CULVERTS ARE
SURROUNDED 85Y CATTAILS/BULRUSH.

THREATENED BY HERBICIDE TREATMENT OF RCAD SHOULDBRS.

1 ADULT AND 1 SUB-ADULT OHSERVED ON 7 MAY 139S. .

SMT COUNTY

Date: 01/08/2001

Report: RPIWIDE

ECORP Consulting, Inc. Page 2
Information dated 07/18/2000
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California red-legged frog
Half Moon Bay,Montara Min, San Mateo, Wood

RANA AURCRA DRAYTONII {cont,)

NDDB Element Rankgw———-_Other Lists

!
| CALIFORNIA RED-LEGGED FROG l.ist Status
i Element Code: AAABH01022 Federal: Threatened Global: G4T2T3 CDFG Status: 8C
| State: None State: $283
L
Occurrence No. 354 Map Index:4267S5 —Dates Last Seen— Lat/Long: 37928'19" / 122°26°33" Township: 05§
QOce Rank: Fair Element: 2000-02-11 UtM: Zone-10 N4147195 E549278 Range: O0SW
Origin: Natural/Native occurrence Site: 2000-02-11 Precision: SPECIFIC Section: 29 Qtr X
Presence: Presumed Extant - Symbol Type: POINT Meridian: M
Trend: Unknown : ' Radius: 80 meters Elevation: 20 ft
Main Source: VONARE, R. 2000 (0BS) .
Quad Summary: HALF MOON BAY (3712244/42358)
County Summary: SAN MATEQC
SNA Summary :
Location: CALTRANS MITIGATION SITE, NEAR PILARCITOS CREEK, HALF MOON BAY.
e COMMETL .
Distribution:
Bcological: HABITAT CONSISTS OF A NEWLY-CREATED SEASONAL POND AT THE CALTRANS MITIGATION SITE. WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT
FOUND TO THE NORTE AND AG CROPS 70 THE SOUTH.
Threat :
. General : RLF EGGC MASS OBSERVED ON 11 FEE 2000.
Owmer/Manager: CITY OF HALF MOON BAY
Page 3

Date: 01/08/2001 ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Report: RFIWIDE Information dated 07/19/2000







PETER S. BALFOUR, M.S.
Vice President/Principal Biologist

Mr. Balfour has over ten years of professional experience working with fauna and flora of
various ecosystems in California. As principal bioclogist for ECORP Consulting, Inc., his
responsibilities include biotic resource assessments, special-status species surveys, wetland
delineations, impact assessments, mitigation habitat design, project management, report
preparation, invertebrate and floristic identification, state and federal regulatory compliance,
agency liaison, and supervision of biological staff. He has conducted and participated in
numerous biological resource investigations, jurisdictional wetland delineations and Section 7
Consultations for public and private sector projects throughout much of California. While his
areas of particular interest/expertise are entomology and herpetology, he is familiar with
numerous special-status plant and wildlife species. He regularly conducts assessments of
project requirements pertaining to the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA), and consults with
federal agencies (i.e., U. S. Army Corps of Engineers and U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service) in
obtaining compliance with Section 7 and Section 10 of the federal Endangered Species Act

(ESA).

Mr. Balfour is certified by the Society of Wetland Scientists as a Professional Wetland Scientist
(Certificate No. 000426), and by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in Habitat Evaluation
Procedure (HEP), and in the identification of California Anostraca (fairy shrimp) and Notostraca
(tadpole shrimp). He is authorized under Federal Fish and Wildlife Permit No. TE012973-0 to
work with federally-listed vernal pool branchiopod crustacea, as well as the giant garter snake

" (Thamnophis gigas) (federal-threatened).

Professional Experience

o Conducted and participated in numerous biological resource investigations, wetland
assessments, and jurisdictional wetland delineations for proposed projects, including: public
works projects, industrial and residential developments, due diligence analyses, golf
courses, agricultural conversions, community Specific Plan developments, and mitigation
sites. Projects have ranged in size from approximately five acres to 5,000 acres located
within several California counties including Sacramento, Placer, El Dorado, Nevada, San
Joaquin, Yolo, Stanislaus, Butte, Tehama, Merced, Solano, Sonoma, Napa, Contra Costa,
Alameda, Yuba, and Calaveras County. Have conducted wetland determinations in the state
of Colorado for the Colorado Department of Transportation. Global Positioning System
(GPS) technology was used during several wetland delineations/determinations.

* Conducted numerous habitat assessments and determinate surveys for California- and
federally-listed special status plant and wildlife species at several locations in California.
Plants surveyed for include Orcutt grasses (Orcuttia sp.), Bogg’s Lake hedge hyssop
(Gratiola heterosepala), other vernal pool species, and species associated with serpentine-
based (e.g. Gabbro) soils and coastal salt marsh habitats., Wildlife survey experience




includes several sensitive wildlife species, including various mammals {e.g. Preble’s meadow
jumping mouse (Zapus hudsonius preble))}, reptiles {e.qg., giant garter snake (7hamnophis
gigas), Alameda whipsnake (Masticophis lateralis euryxanthus), and northwestern pond
turtle (Clemmys marmorata marmorata)}y, amphibians {e.g., California red-legged frog
(Rana aurora draytonii), California tiger salamander (Ambystoma californiense) and western
spadefoot toad (Scaphiopus hammondi))}y, and invertebrates {e.g., various species of fairy
shrimp (Anostraca), tadpole shrimp (Notostraca), and Valley elderberry longhorn beetle
(Desmocerus californicus dimorphus)}.

Regularly assist in assessment of project regulatory requirements pertaining to the federal
Clean Water Act (Sections 404 and 401) governing wetlands and other Waters of the United
States, and prepare necessary permit applications and other documentation. Authored or
contributed to the development of Pre-discharge Notlﬁcatson documents and Individual

Permits and applications.

Regularly conduct assessments of project requirements pertaining to the federal
Endangered Species Act (ESA) and consult with U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service to obtain
compliance with Section 7 of the ESA. Develop necessary mitigation measures including
Habitat Conservation Plans (HCP's) {Section 10 of the ESA) pertaining to federally-listed
wildlife (i.e., Valley elderberry longhorn beetle). Liaison with agency personnel.

Served as lead investigator (per Memorandum of Understanding with the California

Department of Fish and Game) during a two-year determinate survey for the Alameda |

whipsnake (Masticophis lateralis euryxanthus) at the proposed 1,136+ acre Wiedemann
Ranch Community development site, Contra Costa County, California. Coordinated and
participated in trapping efforts during 1991 and 1992 totaling over 2,760 logged trap hours.
Survey data were compiled and results summarized in annual reports which were submltted

to the California Department of Fish and Game.

Served as the principal investigator during a California Central Valley-wide fairy/tadpole
shrimp survey involving nearly three thousand vernal pools and other seasonal water
bodies, during 1993. The investigation consisted of literature review, compilation of survey
efforts undertaken by others, and both locally intensive and regionally extensive field
surveys conducted throughout portions of the Central Valley of California. The results of the
study were published in Documented distribution of California fairy shrimp and tadpole
shrimp federally listed during 1994, (Balfour and Freeman 1996).

Conducted California red-legged frog site assessment investigations for several projects in
California’s Coast Range, Central Valley, and Sierra Nevada. Assessments have involved a
comprehensive review of frog distributive data for the surrounding region and
characterizations of the nature and extent of potential habitat areas in and around project
areas. Designated as lead investigator for determinate survey efforts of potential habitat
areas (when required by U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service).

*

¥




Managed and participated in herpetofauna/fish surveys within the Plumas National Forest.
Surveys targeted California red-legged frog, mountain yellow-legged frog, foothill yellow-
legged frog, western pod turtle, and hardhead minnow. Over 100 miles of stream were
evaluated. Species locations were documented using Global Positioning System (GPS).

Participated in the coordination and implementation of various special status species surveys
conducted for fourteen participating project parcels within the 5,422 acre Sunrise-Douglas
Specific Plan Area, Sacramento County, California. The survey, covering an estimated 3,334
acres of the Plan Area, involved a review of historical locality data and various
reconnaissance surveys. Determinate field surveys for special-status invertebrates,
amphibians, mammals, and plants were conducted over a period of several months between

April 1992 and June 1993.

Served as designated non-federal representative biologist for the Interstate Commerce
Commission during Section 7 consultation proceedings associated with the proposed
abandonment, by Southern Pacific Railroad, of approximately 19 miles of railway right-of-
way (ROW), extending from Los Banos to Oxalis, California. Participated in a biological
assessment of the ROW area, evaluating existing adjacent biotic resources and the extent of
potential habitat for various special-status plant and wildlife species (including giant garter
snake) known from the region. The assessment invoived both photographic and field
scoping reconnaissance of the project area, necessary for liaison with the U. S. Fish and

Wildlife Service.

Conducted special-status species surveys at Naval Communication Station (NCS) Stockton,
located on Rough and Ready Island, Stockton, California. Ten field surveys for federally-
listed giant garter snake (7hamnophis gigas) and Valley elderberry longhorn beetle
(Desmocerus californicus dimorphus) were conducted on the 1, 459-acre Rough & Ready
Island property. The investigation included mapping of special-status species habitat, the
characterization of onsite plant communities, and an inventory of all wildlife species

encountered,

Conducted revegetation monitoring, vegetation community mapping, and special-status
species surveys at Naval Weapons Support Facility Seal Beach, Detachment, Concord,
California, California between July and October, 1997, August and October, 1998, and July
and October 1999, The investigations involved numerous field surveys to monitor
remediated/revegetated pickleweed marsh, brackish marsh, and upland habitats. Four
species of special-status coastal salt marsh plants were identified and their locations
mapped. Special-status plant species included Suisun marsh aster (Aster /entus), Soft bird's
beak (Cordylanthius mollis ssp. mollis), Delta tule pea (Lathryus jepsoniivar. jepsoni), and
Mason's lilacopsis (Liaeopsis masonij). The investigation involved the mapping of over fifty
(50) vegetation associations and use of Global Positioning System (GPS) technology to map
special status species locations. Monitoring efforts included assessments of several
vegetative parameters, soil chemical analyses, and soil moisture analyses.



Assessed five separate properties in Sacramento, Placér, Sutter and Yuba Counties for
potential to support a 20,000 person capacity amphitheater site for Bill Graham Presents.
Wetland and special status species assessments were conducted for all five properties.
Wetland boundary data at some sites were collected using Global Positioning System (GPS)
technology. Interfaced with U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and Natural Resource
Conservation Service in compliance with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act to obtain

development clearance at 90 acre Yuba County site.

Provided review/critique of Impact assessments and collected and contributed biotic
resource data for National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documentation (e.g.,
Environmental Assessments) and California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
documentation (e.g., Environmental Impact Reports and Negative Declarations) f‘or several

projects throughout California.

Coordinate project regulatory compliance specifically pertaining to California Fish and Game
Code Sections 1600-1607 governing activities that may affect fish and wildlife habitats
associated with streams, and have participated in the coordination and implementation of

necessary mitigation measures.

Participated in the implementation of mitigation wetland habitats for various projects within
the North Central Roseville Specific Plan, Northwest Roseville Specific Plan and Southeast
Roseville Specific Plan areas in Placer County, California. Field activities included supervision
of habitat construction, and subsequent monitoring of vegetation and wildlife resources.

Served as designated primary biologist for an on-call snake relocation service for the Intel
Corporation and City of Folsom, California. Services included the capture and relocation of
rattlesnakes and other species migrating away from construction activities at the Intel

Corporation project site.

Coordinated general invertebrate monitoring activities at numerous wetland mitigation
monitoring sites since 1991. Coordinated and participated in the production of “90
Day/Annual Reports” specifically related to findings regarding the presence of listed
branchiopods, in compliance with Federal Fish and Wildlife Permit.

Related Experience

*

Have served as biologist guide for various state and federal regulatory agency personnel
(e.g., California Department of Fish and Game, U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, and U. S. Environmental Protection Agency), leading tours at many
Sacramento and Placer County wetland mitigation sites. Have served as biologist
guide/educator for various educational events (e.g. City of Roseville and Sacramento County
Creek Week events, USFWS-sponsored Duck Days and Stone Lake Refuge tours). Regularly
train docents of the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Stone Lakes Wildlife Refuge in the identification
of local amphibian and reptile species, and serve as a board member for the Stone lakes
Wildlife Refuge. Member of the Roseville Creek Week Committee since inception (1997).




*

Have assisted during small mammal trapping efforts on various occasions within the Mojave
desert and other locations in California. Various rodents captured have included squirrels
(Citellus sp.), western harvest mouse (Reithrodontomys megalotis), salt marsh harvest
mouse (Reithrodontomys raviveniris), deer mice (Peromyscis maniculatus), voles (Microtus
sp.), woodrats (Neotoma sp.), and various heteromyids {e.g. pocket mice (Perognathus
sp.), kangaroo mice (Microdijpodops sp.) and various kangaroo rats (Djpodomys sp.)}.

Employed as Entomology Museum Assistant by California State University, Sacramento
during 1988 and 1989. Duties inciuded the collection, identification and cataloguing of
various entomological specimens for California State University, Sacramento.

Have conducted sampling of aquatic macro-invertebrates using Rapid Bioassessment
Protocols to document invertebrate composition.

Served as volunteer for curation/organization of specimens for the Museum of Vertebrate
Zoology, University of California, Berkeley.

Assisted with herpetological field collections for the University of California, Berkeley.

Assisted with fisheries surveys at California State University, Sacramento. Survey methods
included electro-shocking, seining, and gillnetting.

Have taught/lectured at several schools in Sacramento, Yolo, and Alameda Counties.
Lectured, displayed various wildlife, and led discussions relating to various biological topics.

Education

Master of Science, Biology, California State University, Sacramento, California.
Bachelor of Science, Zoology, University of California, Davis, California.

California Single Subject Teaching Credential (Clear) Biological/Life Sciences, California State
University, Sacramento, California.

Publications/Presentations

2000, Balfour, P, S. and Eric W, Stitt. Documented Occurrence of an Introduced Population
of the Southern Water Snake (Merodia fasciats) in Northern California. (In Progress).

2000, Balfour, P. S. and Eric W. Stitt. Species Note: Predation by Bulifrog (Rana
catesbeiana) on Larval California Tiger Salamander (Ambystoma californiense).  (In

Progress).

2000, Balfour, P. S. Mitigation Banking Opportunities in the Greater San Francisco Bay
Area, CLE International Conference: “California Wetfands”, San Francisco, California, August
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Technical Review Panels

Vernal Pool Ecosystermn Recovery Team.
~ Served as a panel member on the Vernal Pool Ecosystem Recovery Team, an advisory team to

the U. S, Fish and Wildlife Service charged with the responsibility of developing a Recovery
Plan, the ultimate goal of which is the recovery of federally-listed plant and wildlife species
associated with vernal pools and similar ephemeral ecosystems in California.

California Inland Invertebrate Working Group.
Currently a member of the California Inland Invertebrate Working Group, an apolitical

organization comprised of individuals from the public and private sector. A policy of the

group is the dissemination of information related to non-marine invertebrates in the state of
California. The group collectively provided the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service with technical
comments/advice during the early development of vernal pool branchiopod survey

protocols.

Certifications

Society of Wetland Scientists, Professional Wetland Scientist (No. 000426).
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Habitat Evaluation Procedure (HEP).
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Identification/Collection of California Anostraca, Notostraca,
and Giant garter snake ( Thamnophis gigas) (Permit No. TE012973-0)
International Society of Arboriculture, Certified Arborist (No. WC. 3289).
o Occupational Safety and Health Administration, “40-Hour HAZWOPER” training.
e Red Cross Cardiopulmonary Resuscitation {(CPR) and First Aid Certification.
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