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December 19, 2008 
 
TO:  Commissioners and Interested Parties 
 
FROM: Charles Lester, Deputy Director 
  Ruby Pap, North Central Coast District Supervisor 
  Doug Macmillan, Coastal Planner 
 
SUBJECT: CITY OF HALF MOON BAY LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM 

AMENDMENT NO. 1-08 (Major).  (For public hearing and Commission 
action at its meeting of January 7, 2009 in Oceanside)  

___________________________________________________________________ 
 

SYNOPSIS 
 
The City of Half Moon Bay proposes to amend the Implementation Plan (IP) of its LCP 
to rezone an approximately 0.8-acre site in the Addition to Arleta Park Subdivision in 
Half Moon Bay, San Mateo County, from Single-Family Residential (R-1-B-2) to Single-
Family Residential (R-1-B-1).  This change would increase the development potential of 
on the site from 3 to 4 conforming lots/units.  The new density would remain consistent 
with the range of 2.1-8.0 Units per Acre allowed by the Medium Density Residential 
designation in the Land Use Plan.  
 
The staff recommends that the Commission, certify the IP amendment request as 
submitted.  If the Commission certifies the IP amendment as submitted, because the 
Commission has not adopted any suggested modifications, the IP amendment will take 
effect upon Commission action consistent with the terms of the City’s resolution of 
submittal.  
 
The IP amendment would allow for conforming infill residential development on currently 
vacant land at a slightly higher density than existing zoning allows, but within the 
maximum potentially allowable density of the Medium Density Residential Land Use 
Designation.  It is narrowly focused on one site and would not be growth inducing or 
significantly impact coastal resources, consistent with the policies of the certified Land 
Use Plan, which is the standard of review. 
 
Staff Note: LCP amendment HMB-MAJ-1-08 was filed as complete on September 15, 
2008.  Pursuant to Coastal Act Section 30517, the Commission voted on November 12, 
2008 to extend the 60-day time limit to act on the Amendment by a period of one year, 
from November 14, 2008 to November 14, 2009.   
____________________________________________________________________ 
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1. STANDARD OF REVIEW 
The standard of review for proposed amendments to the City’s IP is that they must 
conform with and be adequate to carry out the policies of the Land Use Plan (LUP).  In 
general, Coastal Act policies set broad statewide direction that are generally refined by 
local government LUP policies giving local guidance as to the kinds, locations, and 
intensities of coastal development.  IP (zoning) standards then typically further refine 
LUP policies to provide guidance on a parcel-by-parcel level.  Because this is an IP 
(only) LCP amendment, the standard of review is the certified Land Use Plan (LUP).  
 
2. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF CERTIFICATION AS SUBMITTED: 
 
Staff recommends a NO vote on the motion below.  Following the staff recommendation 
will result in Commission certification of the implementation plan amendment as 
submitted and adoption of the following resolution and findings.  The motion passes 
only upon an affirmative vote of the majority of the Commissioners present.  
 

MOTION: I move that the Commission reject Implementation Program 
Amendment No. HMB-MAJ-1-08 as submitted by the City of Half Moon Bay. 

 
 
RESOLUTION TO CERTIFY LUP AMENDMENT NO. HMB-MAJ-1-08: 
 
The Commission hereby certifies Implementation Plan Amendment No. HMB-MAJ-1-
08 for the City of Half Moon Bay and adopts the findings set forth below on the grounds 
that the Implementation plan amendment as submitted will meet the requirements of 
and be in conformity with the Certified Land Use Plan.  Certification of the 
Implementation plan amendment 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 land use plan 
amendment on the environment, or 2) there are no further feasible alternatives or 
mitigation measures that would substantially lessen any significant adverse impacts 
which the Implementation plan amendment may have on the environment.  
 
3. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS 
The Commission hereby finds and declares as follows: 
 
A.  Amendment Description
 
On April 21, 2008 the City of Half Moon Bay submitted a proposal to amend the City’s 
Local Coastal Program to rezone an approximately 0.8-acre site from Single-Family 
Residential (R-1-B-2) to Single-Family Residential (R-1-B-1).  The R-1-B-2 zoning 
designation requires that lots be a minimum of 7,500 sq.ft. in area and an average width 
of 75 ft.  The R-1-B-1 allows lots that are a minimum of 6,000 sq.ft. in area and an 

California Coastal Commission 



HALF MOON BAY LCP AMENDMENT 
HBM-MAJ-1-06 (CALLAN REZONE) (MAJOR) 
Page 3 of 5 

average width of 60 ft.  The LCP designates the area as Residential-Medium Density, 
with a range of 2.1-8.0 units per acre.  The amendment would not change the existing 
Land Use designation.  Any future residential development would be required to meet 
the R-1-B-1 standards, and would require a Coastal Development Permit.  The 
development would also be appealable to the Coastal Commission as the site lies 
between the first public road and the sea.  
 
B.  Site Description
 
The site is an undeveloped, 0.8-acre area on Lots 1-9 of Block 10 of the Addition to 
Arleta Park Subdivision, and encompasses three APN’s: 064-332-180, 064-332-190, 
and 064-332-200.  The nine lots shown on the subdivision map are approximately 31.5 
by 124 feet.  Under the existing IP provisions, the nine lots are considered severely 
substandard as they provide less than 50% of the required lot width in the R-1-B-2 zone 
(75 ft).  The property owner’s representative has stated that the owner intends to apply 
to the City to merge the nine lots into four standard lots once the zoning is amended to 
allow for four such lots.1    
 
The site is generally bounded by Magnolia Street on the north, Second Avenue to the 
west, Magnolia City Park to the east, and Seymour Street to the south.  The majority of 
residences in the Addition to Arleta Park Subdivision have been constructed to the 
standards of the R-1-B-1 zoning designation.  The existing residences along Seymour 
Street and the two existing residences on the western end of Magnolia Street are within 
the R-1-B-2 zoning district but have been built to the R-1-B-1 development standards 
per a recorded development agreement.   
 
C.  Analysis  
 
As summarized above, the proposed IP amendment would rezone an approximately 
0.8-acre site from Single-Family Residential (R-1-B-2) to Single-Family Residential (R-1-
B-1).  The R-1-B-2 zoning designation requires that lots be a minimum of 7,500 sq.ft. in 
area and an average width of 75 ft.  The R-1-B-1 allows lots that are a minimum of 
6,000 sq.ft. in area and an average width of 60 ft.  Again, the property owner’s 
representative has stated that the purpose of the amendment is to allow for the 
subsequent merger of the property into four conforming standard lots.2  Only three 
conforming lots would be allowed under the current R-1-B-2 zoning.  Thus, the most 
likely effect of the amendment would be to increase the potential development on the 
site from three to four conforming lots.3  
                                                           
1 Personal Communication, Kerry Burke to Charles Lester, 12/17/08. The Commission expresses no opinion on the 
number or validity of existing lots on the three APNs at this time, and is merely reviewing the proposed potentially 
allowable maximum density for conformity with the Land Use Plan.  The City acknowledges this in their September 
4, 2008 and August 15, 2008 letters to the Commission regarding the filing of the rezone amendment.  [See Exhibit 
4]. 
2 Id.  
3 The City’s LCP also potentially provides for the development of substandard and severely substandard lots if 
certain requirements and findings are met. If the property were considered for development under these provisions, 
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Section 30250(a) of the Coastal Act requires that new development be located in or 
near existing developed areas able to accommodate it and where it will not have 
significant adverse effects, either individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources.  
The intent of this policy is to concentrate development to minimize adverse impacts on 
coastal resources.  Section 30250 of the Coastal Act is incorporated as a guiding policy 
of the LCP by LUP Policy 1-1.  To implement this policy, Half Moon Bay LUP policy 9-4 
requires that new development be adequately served by water and sewer service, and 
be accessible via public streets.  The subject site has Crystal Springs Water non-priority 
service connections sufficient for five single-family residences, one more than would be 
needed for conforming development under the proposed zoning.  The site is 0.2 mile 
west of Highway 1 but Magnolia Street does not connect directly to it.  Any future 
development would access Highway 1 via Second or Third Avenue and Grove Street.  
Poplar Beach is 0.45 mile to the west and access to the shore would not be impacted.   
 
The proposed zoning would remain consistent with the Land Use Plan density for this 
existing developed area.  While there may be an increase in potential conforming 
development over the existing zoning, the increase would not have a significant impact 
on coastal resources.  First, any future development would constitute infill in a largely 
already developed area, and would be required to meet all the standards of the LCP, 
including approval of a local Coastal Development Permit that is appealable to the 
Commission.  Any significant impacts identified through the CDP review would need to 
be addressed at that time.  The proposed changes would have no affect on the City’s 
growth control ordinance (Measure A) and would therefore not be growth inducing.  (see 
below).   
 
Second, Coastal Act sections 30240 and 30233, which also are incorporated into the 
City’s LCP as a guiding policy by LUP Policy 1-1, as well as specific ESHA and 
wetlands/riparian policies of the LCP, require protection of Environmentally Sensitive 
Habitat Areas (ESHAs), wetlands, and riparian zones.  In accordance with the City’s 
LCP Chapter 3, a Biotic Assessment was performed on the site by LSA Associates and 
it determined that no potential wetlands or riparian areas were present.  Nor was any 
ESHA identified on the site.  Therefore, the proposed change in density would not 
impact such resources.  
 
Finally, the LCP also protects scenic resources and other coastal resources, such as 
cultural resources.  Given the urban infill context of the property, the small increase in 
development potential will not result in any significant public visual resource impacts. 
Nor has the potential for other resource impacts been identified that could not be 
addressed at the project development stage.  

                                                                                                                                                                                           
it is possible that the development potential could be greater than three or four units, depending on how many lots 
were proposed and/or legally recognized. However, the IP amendment does not materially change the development 
under this substandard lot scenario. That is, development on all of the severely substandard lots potentially could be 
proposed on the property in either case (with or without the amendment). The impacts of such proposals, as well as 
the legal basis for the underlying lots, would need to be considered at the time the number of lots was proposed.  
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Therefore, the Commission finds that proposed Amendment No. 1-08 to the 
Implementation Plan conforms to and is adequate to carry out the Land Use Plan.  
 
D. Consistency with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
 
Section 21080.9 of the California Public Resources Code – within the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) – exempts local government from the requirement of 
preparing an environmental impact report (EIR) in connection with its activities and 
approvals necessary for the preparation and adoption of a local coastal program.  
Instead, the CEQA responsibilities are assigned to the Coastal Commission and the 
Commission's LCP review and approval program has been found by the Resources 
Agency to be functionally equivalent to the EIR process.  Thus, under CEQA Section 
21080.5, the Commission is relieved of the responsibility to prepare an EIR for each 
LCP.  
 
Nevertheless, the Commission is required, in approving an LCP submittal, or, as in this 
case, an LCP amendment submittal, to find that the approval of the proposed IP, as 
amended, does conform with CEQA provisions, including the requirement in CEQA 
section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) that the amended IP will not be approved or adopted as 
proposed if there are feasible alternative or feasible mitigation measures available which 
would substantially lessen any significant adverse impact which the activity may have 
on the environment.  14 C.C.R. §§ 13542(a), 13540(f), and 13555(b).  
 
This staff report has discussed the relevant coastal resource issues with the proposal.  
All public comments received to date have been addressed in the findings above.  The 
above findings regarding consistency of the proposed implementation plan amendment 
with the certified LUP are incorporated herein in their entirety by reference.  
 
As such, there are neither additional feasible alternatives nor feasible mitigation 
measures available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse 
environmental effects which approval of the amendment would have on the environment 
within the meaning of CEQA.  Thus the proposed amendment will not result in any 
significant environmental effects for which feasible mitigation measures have not been 
employed consistent with CEQA Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A).  
 
Exhibits: 
 
1. Vicinity Map 
2. Existing and Proposed Zoning maps 
3. City Ordinance No. C-2-08  
4. Correspondence from City   
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