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1.0 Description of Proposed Amendment 
 
The proposed amendment consists of proposed amendments to: (1) Section 9.4 of the LUP and 
Section 18.04 of the IP, mandated by Measure D, a voter approved ordinance that limits 
residential growth, and (2) the City’s existing building permit allocation system (‘allocation 
system’) that implements Measure A, a previously certified voter-approved growth control 
initiative. 
 

 1.1 Proposed Changes to LUP Section 9.4 and Section 18.04 Mandated by Voter-Initiated 
Measure D
 
A portion of the proposed LCPA is mandated by Measure D -- a growth control measure adopted 
by City voters in 1999.  (See Exhibit 1.)  The fact that a portion of a proposed LUP amendment 
comes to the Commission by way of a voter-approved initiative makes no difference relative to 
the Commission’s authority and responsibilities.  The Coastal Act provides that any decision or 
action by the local government, which includes initiatives approved by local voters, which 
purports to amend a previously certified LUP or LCP, cannot go into effect until approved by the 
Commission.  For the portion of the proposed amendment that comes to the Commission by way 
of the initiative process, the Commission has the authority to exercise its jurisdiction in the same 
manner as it would relative to City Council or County Board submittals.  Thus, the Commission 
has the discretion to take the same range of actions as it would for the more typical LUP 
amendment submittals.  The major difference is that if the Commission suggests modifications to 
the portion of the proposed amendment mandated by Measure D, such modifications may not be 
implementable by the local governing body without prior voter approval. Section 10 of Measure 
D states that the City may not modify the provisions of the Measure D without the approval of 
the majority of the voters.   
 
The portion of the proposed amendment that comes to the Commission by way of the initiative 
process would supersede the City’s previous growth control ordinance, Measure A, that was 
adopted by the voters in 1991.  Measure A limited the City’s residential growth to 3% per year, 
and added a new section to the LUP, section 9.4.  Measure D further limits residential growth to 
a maximum of 1% to 1.5% per year.  This voter-initiated portion of the proposed LCP 
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amendment would also amend section 9.4 of the LUP and Chapter 18.04 of the certified 
implementation plan (IP). 
 
It would make the following changes to section 9.4 of the LUP and 18.04.010 of the IP: 
 

a. It would limit growth to one percent per year; 
b. It would allow the City to increase the annual growth by an additional .5%, for 

units in the downtown only, but it would not require this increase. 
c. It would give priority to units outside the downtown for ½ of the initial 1%, 

unless fewer than ½ of the applications are received for development outside of 
the downtown, in which case the remainder could be allocated in the downtown;  

d. It would designate the downtown area as the downtown redevelopment survey 
area (See Exhibit 2). 

 
Amended section 18.04.030 of the IP would also clarify that limitations on the maximum number 
of new dwelling units which the City may authorize each calendar year shall not apply to the 
replacement of existing units on a one-for-one basis and density bonuses for the provision of low 
and moderate income housing as required by state law. 
 
The full text of the proposed amendments can be found in Exhibits 3 and 4. 
 
1.2 Non-Voter Initiated Changes to Certified Allocation System Contemplated by 
Measure D
 
Half Moon Bay’s previous growth control measure, Measure A, required the City to adopt an 
allocation system to distribute the building permits allowed each year.  The City developed and 
adopted the allocation system as Chapter 17.06 of the Half Moon Bay Zoning Code. The 
Commission certified it in 1996 when it certified the IP.  The City has updated Chapter 17.06 as 
contemplated by the Measure D growth control ordinance.  Therefore, part of the proposed LCP 
amendment was not initiated by the voters and involves submittal of proposed amendments to 
the previously certified allocation system contained in Section 17.06 of the Zoning Code. (See 
Exhibit 5 for 17.06 and suggested modifications) 
 
Measure D does not require the City to amend the building permit allocation system.  However, 
LUP Section 9.4(d) and IP Section 18.04.010(D), as amended by Measure D, expressly state that 
the existing allocation system may be modified by the City Council.  The City has amended the 
allocation system and submitted the amendments as part of this LCP amendment application.  
(See Exhibit 5)  Because Measure D expressly contemplated subsequent amendments to the 
building allocation system contained in Chapter 17.06 of the Half Moon Bay Zoning Code, as 
long as any suggested modifications to Chapter 17.06 are consistent with the growth limitations 
contained in Measure D, the voters do not need to approve any suggested modifications to 
Chapter 17.06’s allocation system before the City can adopt them. 
 
Only part of the existing certified allocation system is proposed to be modified by the City.  The 
existing certified system details a process for the City to follow when determining the number of 
building permits to be allocated in the upcoming year, and it includes a process for how to 
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distribute the allocations.  It divides new residential development into two categories: ‘infill’ and 
‘new residential.’  Infill development is residential development on a legal lot, subdivided and 
recorded under the Subdivision Map Act before May 21, 1991, that has all of the required 
infrastructure available.  New residential development is residential development in subdivisions 
that were, or will be, subdivided after May 21, 1991.  The allocation system distributes 50% of 
the annual units to infill and 50% to new residential. 
 
The allocation system also includes a method for assigning points to building permit allocation 
applications, so that if there is competition for allocations within each category, the city can 
distribute them according to the number of points each application receives.  In general, the point 
system is designed so that more points are awarded to applications for dwelling units that will be 
served by existing infrastructure. 
 
The full text of the proposed amendments can be found in Exhibit 5. 
 
2.0 Summary of Staff Recommendation  
 
The proposed LUP amendment would reduce the annual residential growth rate from 3% to 1% -  
1.5%.  Given the existing constraints on road, water and sewer capacity in the City, this 
reduction would help ensure that residential growth does not outpace the development of public 
infrastructure and services.  Staff recommends that the Commission find that except for an 
outdated chart contained in Chapter 9 of the LUP which plans for growth based on the 3% rate 
required by Measure A rather than the 1% - 1½% rate required by Measure D, the proposed LUP 
amendment is consistent with and adequate to carry out the provisions of the policies of Chapter 
3 of the Coastal Act.  Therefore, staff recommends that the Commission approve the LUP 
amendment with one modification to eliminate the outdated chart.  
 
The proposed IP amendment would update the existing building permit allocation system 
according to the requirements of Measure D. Although the City’s suggested changes are 
consistent with the proposed LUP amendments, the City does not also modify the allocation 
system to concentrate development in existing developed areas with adequate infrastructure, as 
required by the LUP.  Therefore, staff recommends that the Commission deny the proposed IP 
amendment as submitted and approve the proposed IP amendment if modified as suggested by 
staff. 
 
Additional Information  
 
For further information about this report or the amendment process, please contact Ruby Pap, 
District Supervisor, at the North Central Coast District Office of the Coastal Commission, 
North Central Coast District, 45 Fremont St., Ste. 2000, San Francisco, CA 94105; telephone 
number (415) 904-5260.  
 
3.0 STANDARD OF REVIEW  
 
To approve the amendment to the Land Use Plan (LUP), the Commission must find that the 
LUP, as amended, is consistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act.  To approve the 
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amendments to the zoning ordinance, the Commission must find that the Implementation Plan 
(IP), as amended, will conform with and is adequate to carry out the LUP.  
 
4.0 STAFF RECOMMENDATION  
 

MOTION I: I move that the Commission certify Land Use Plan Amendment No. HMB-
MAJ-2-05 Part B as submitted by the City of Half Moon Bay. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION TO DENY: 
 
Staff recommends a NO vote.  Following the staff recommendation will result in denial of 
the amendment as submitted and adoption of the following resolution and findings.  The 
motion passes only by an affirmative vote of a majority of the appointed Commissioners. 
 
RESOLUTION TO DENY 
 
The Commission hereby denies certification of the Land Use Plan Amendment No. HMB-
MAJ-2-05 Part B as submitted by the City of Half Moon Bay and adopts the findings set 
forth below on the grounds that the amendment does not conform with the policies of 
Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.  Certification of the Land Use Plan amendment would not 
comply with the California Environmental Quality Act because there are feasible alternatives 
or mitigation measures which could substantially lessen any significant adverse impact which 
the Land Use Plan Amendment may have on the environment. 
 
MOTION II: I move that the Commission certify Land Use Plan Amendment No. HMB-

MAJ-2-05 Part B for the City of Half Moon Bay if it is modified as suggested 
in this staff report. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION TO CERTIFY WITH SUGGESTED 
MODIFICATIONS: 
 
Staff recommends a YES vote.  Passage of the motion will result in the certification of the 
land use plan amendment with suggested modifications and adoption of the following 
resolution and findings.  The motion to certify with suggested modifications passes only 
upon an affirmative vote of the majority of the appointed Commissioners. 
 
RESOLUTION TO CERTIFY WITH SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS: 
 
The Commission hereby certifies the Land Use Plan Amendment No. HMB-MAJ-02-05 Part 
B for the City of Half Moon Bay if modified as suggested and adopts the findings set forth 
below on the grounds that the Land Use Plan amendment with suggested modifications will 
meet the requirements of and be in conformity with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal 
Act.  Certification of the land use plan amendment if modified as suggested 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 plan on the environment, or 2) there are no further feasible alternatives or 
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mitigation measures that would substantially lessen any significant adverse impacts which 
the Land Use Plan Amendment may have on the environment. 
 
 
MOTION III: I move that the Commission Reject the Implementation Program for 

Amendment No. HMB-MAJ-2-05 Part A as submitted by the City of Half 
Moon Bay.  

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION TO DENY:  
 
Staff recommends a YES vote.  Passage of this motion will result in denial of the amendment 
as submitted and adoption of the following resolution and findings.  The motion to certify as 
submitted passes only by an affirmative vote of a majority of the appointed Commissioners.  
 
RESOLUTION III TO DENY CERTIFICATION OF IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 
AMENDMENT NO. HMB-MAJ-2-05 PARTS A AND B AS SUBMITTED:  
 
The Commission hereby denies Implementation Program Amendment No. HMB-MAJ-2-05 
Part A as submitted by the City of Half Moon Bay and adopts the findings set forth below on 
the grounds that the Implementation Program amendment does not conform with and is 
inadequate to carry out the certified Land Use Plan as amended.  Certification of the 
Implementation Program Amendment would not comply with the California Environmental 
Quality Act because there are feasible alternatives or mitigation measures, which could 
substantially lessen any significant adverse impact, which the Implementation program 
amendment may have on the environment. 
  
MOTION IV: I move that the Commission certify the Implementation Program for 

Amendment No. HMB-MAJ-2-05 Parts A and B for the City of Half Moon Bay 
if it is modified as suggested in this staff report.  

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION TO CERTIFY IP AMENDMENT NO. HMB-MAJ-2-
05 PARTS A AND B WITH SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS:  

 
Staff recommends a YES vote.  Passage of the motion will result in the certification of the 
Implementation Program amendment with suggested modifications and adoption of the 
following resolution and findings.  The motion to certify with suggested modifications passes 
only upon an affirmative vote of the majority of the appointed Commissioners.  
 
RESOLUTION IV TO CERTIFY IP AMENDMENT NO. HMB-MAJ-2-05 PARTS A 
AND B WITH SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS:  

 
The Commission hereby certifies the Implementation Program for Amendment No. HMB-
MAJ-2-05 Part A for the City of Half Moon Bay if modified as suggested and adopts the 
findings set forth below on the grounds that the Implementation Program amendment with 
suggested modifications will be in conformity with and is adequate to carry out the certified 
Land Use Plan. Certification of the Implementation Program amendment if modified as 
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suggested 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 land use plan amendment may have on the 
environment.  

 
5.0. SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS TO LAND USE PLAN AND 
IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 
 
1. Please see Exhibit 5 for modifications to Chapter 17.06 of the Half Moon Bay Zoning Code. 
 
2. The City of Half Moon Bay shall delete Table 9.3, titled “Phasing Schedule to Year 2020 
Based on Maximum of 3% Annual Population Growth,” from Chapter 9 of the Land Use Plan. 
 

 
6.0 FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS  
 
The Commission hereby finds and declares as follows:  
 
6.1 Background 
 
The City of Half Moon Bay is located on a broad coastal terrace on the seaward side of the San 
Francisco Peninsula.  On the east and south it is bordered by the open agricultural and watershed 
lands of rural San Mateo County.  On the north are the unincorporated communities of El 
Granada, Montara, Moss Beach and Princeton.  (See location map, attached as Exhibit 7.) The 
entire City of Half Moon Bay falls within the Coastal Zone.  The Commission certified the Half 
Moon Bay Land Use Plan (LUP) on September 24, 1985, and the Implementation Plan (IP) on 
April 10, 1996. 
 
In 1991, the voters of Half Moon Bay approved a previous growth control measure, Measure A, 
which limited annual residential growth to 3%. This Measure added section 9.4 to the LUP.  It 
was adopted by the voters in 1991 and certified by the Coastal Commission, as LUP amendment 
1-93 in 1993. 
 
Measure D is a growth control measure adopted by City voters in 1999.  (See Exhibit 1.)  The 
portion of Measure D submitted by the City as LCPA 2-05, i.e. the proposed amendments to 
LUP Policy 9.4 and Chapter 18.04 of the Zoning Code, would supersede the City’s previous 
growth control ordinance, Measure A.  The changes to LUP Policy 9.4 and Chapter 18.04 of the 
Zoning Code that are mandated by Measure D further limit residential growth to a maximum of 
1% to 1.5% per year. 
 
Previously certified Measure A required the City to adopt an allocation system to distribute the 
building permits allowed each year.  The City developed and adopted the allocation system as 
Chapter 17.06 of the Half Moon Bay Zoning Code.  The Commission certified it in 1996 when it 
certified the IP.  As part of this proposed LCPA, the City has updated Chapter 17.06 consistent 
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with the Measure D growth control ordinance.  Therefore, in addition to the proposed revisions 
to LUP Policy 9.4 and Chapter 18.04 that were mandated by voter-initiated Measure D, part of 
the proposed amendment was not initiated by the voters and involves submittal of proposed 
amendments to the previously certified allocation system for Measure A, Section 17.06 of the 
Zoning Code.  (See Exhibit 5) 
 
The City did not submit to the Commission the portion of Measure D that was adopted to address 
Open Space Reserve Areas.  This portion of Measure D adopted by the voters in 1999 will not 
become effective unless certified by the Commission in a separate LCPA. 
 
6.2 LUP Amendment Findings 
 
Measure D is a growth control ordinance, adopted by City voters in 1999, that requires the City 
to limit residential growth to 1% annually.  It allows the City to allocate an additional .5% 
growth annually for residential units in the downtown area, for a total annual growth of 1.5%.  
Measure D supersedes Measure A, the City’s previous growth control ordinance, adopted by 
voters in 1991, that limited growth to 3% annually.  The text of both Measure A and Measure D 
include findings that explain the reasons why the growth limitation is necessary.  These reasons 
include accelerated population growth and constraints on infrastructure and public services 
including road capacity, water, schools and open space. 
 
The City has experienced constraints on infrastructure and public services for some time, as 
described below.  As new residential units are developed and the population increases, these 
constraints become increasingly significant. 
 
Road access to Half Moon Bay is limited to Highways 1 and 92 (See Exhibit 7).  Studies show 
that the current volume of traffic on these highways is at or near their capacity and that even with 
substantial investment in transit and highway improvements, congestion will only worsen in the 
future.  As a result, the level of service (LOS) on these highways at numerous bottleneck sections 
is currently LOS E.  LUP Policy 10-25 states that the City will support LOS C as the desired 
LOS on Highways 1 and 92, except during peak commuting and recreational periods when LOS 
E would be acceptable.  According to the Countywide Transportation Plan,1 travel routes along 
Highway 92, between Highways 1 and 280, and on Highway 1 between Half Moon Bay and El 
Granada will be at LOS F by 2010.  LOS F is defined as heavily congested flow with traffic 
demand exceeding capacity resulting in stopped traffic and long delays. 
 
Half Moon Bay contributes significantly to traffic volume on Highways 1 and 92 because the 
City has far more housing units than available jobs.  This jobs/housing imbalance constrains road 
capacity because a large majority of the City’s workers must commute north and east of the city, 
over Highways 1 and 92, to reach their jobs.  And, as stated in Measure D, the Coastside region 
of San Mateo County, including Half Moon Bay, will continue to add more housing than jobs 
through the year 2020, further increasing the number of commuters that will need to use 
Highways 1 and 92 to reach their jobs. 
 
                                                 
1 City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County, Countywide Transportation Plan 2010, January 
18, 2001. 
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Water supply and sewer capacity in Half Moon Bay is also limited.  Water is supplied to the City 
by the Coastside County Water District.  Future increases in water supply must come from the 
Crystal Springs reservoir, but this water supply is uncertain because the San Francisco Public 
Utilities Commission, which owns the reservoir, has the authority to limit the amount of water 
supplied to Half Moon Bay during times of drought.  Regarding sewer capacity, there are 
concerns with the adequacy of wastewater treatment capacity in Half Moon Bay due to potential 
sewage overflows, particularly during wet weather conditions.  The City is a member agency of 
the Sewer Authority Mid-Coastside (SAM), which also includes the Granada Sanitary District 
and the Montara Water and Sanitary District.  Each member agency owns and operates a sewage 
collection system that feeds into SAM’s regional pipeline system and a secondary-treatment 
wastewater treatment plant in Half Moon Bay.  Effluent from the plant is discharged to the 
Pacific Ocean via an ocean outfall and submerged diffuser extending approximately 40 feet deep 
and 1,900 feet from the shoreline west of Pilarcitos Creek. 
 
In August of 2006 the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) issued an NPDES 
Compliance Evaluation Report to SAM that described the existing SAM system and multiple 
sanitary sewer overflows that have occurred at least through 2005, including spills of raw sewage 
directly into the ocean.  According to the report, “the SAM sewer system does not have sufficient 
capacity to convey peak flows during the winter rains.”2  Studies conducted by SAM indicate 
that the capacity problems stem primarily from excess infiltration and inflow (I/I) in the member 
agencies’ sewer systems.3  SAM is currently pursuing a project to increase the capacity of the 
system during wet weather flow conditions.  However, without such a response, there are 
questions about the adequacy of the sewer system to accommodate new development. 
 
The City has acknowledged these severe constraints on infrastructure and acted by passing 
emergency resolutions, allowed by the building permit allocation system, to reduce the annual 
building permit allocations below the 3% limit of Measure A.  Most recently, for the year 2008, 
the City based the number of building permit allocations on a growth rate of 1.23%.  They 
established this growth rate for the year based on findings that an emergency situation exists due 
to constraints on road capacity, water supply and storm drain capacity. 
 
As stated in Measure D, the property taxes and development fees generated by new residential 
development are not sufficient to cover the cost of expanding infrastructure and services to meet 
the needs of new residents, especially in terms of road capacity, water supply, sewer services, 
school facilities and open space.  Therefore, the decrease in the 3% residential growth rate 
allowed in Measure A to the 1% - 1.5% residential growth rate allowed in Measure D will 
protect the City and coastal resources by helping to ensure that new residential development does 
not outpace the expansion of infrastructure and public services. 
 
6.2.1 Relevant Coastal Act Policies 
 
Section 30254 of the Coastal Act states: 

                                                 
2 U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, REGION 9, NPDES COMPLIANCE EVALUATION REPORT, August 
18, 2006, P. 29. 
3 SAM, Administrative Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) for theWet Weather Flow Management 
Program (WWFMP) Project. 
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...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 30250 of the Coastal Act states:  
 

(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 order to approve the proposed amendment to the Half Moon Bay LUP, the Commission must 
find that it is consistent with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. 
 
Section 30250 requires new residential development to be located in, or in close proximity to, 
existing developed areas able to accommodate it, or in other areas with adequate public services, 
and where it will not have significant adverse individual or cumulative effects on coastal 
resources.  Section 30254 states that where infrastructure is constrained, new development must 
be limited to uses that are vital to public services or economic well-being, or to recreation or 
coastal-dependent uses.  
 
The proposed amendment to Section 9.4 of the LUP would limit the annual rate of residential 
growth in Half Moon Bay to 1% with the ability to increase another .5% to 1.5% if the additional 
.5% is for units in the Downtown Area. Given the infrastructure constraints discussed above, 
amending the growth limit from 3% to a maximum of 1.5% will help the city ensure residential 
development does not outpace the growth of public works and services. 
 
The proposed LUP Section 9.4(f) establishes a “Downtown Area” in the City.  The downtown 
area is centrally located, and has existing infrastructure available, such as roads, sewers and 
water connections.  Directing new development to the downtown area would be consistent with 
Section 30250 since it is an existing developed area.  However, because of Half Moon Bay’s 
historic growth pattern, there are additional areas outside of the downtown that are also already 
developed.  These areas are identified as “infill” areas in the City’s building permit allocation 
system in the Implementation Plan, which currently carries out Measure A, and would carry out 
Measure D, if it is certified as it is now proposed to be amended. 
 
Section 9.4(b) of the proposed amendment allows the 1% growth limitation to be increased by an 
additional .5%, but only for units within the Downtown Area.  Therefore, the Commission finds 
that Section 9.4(b) is consistent with Section 30250 of the Coastal Act because it directs new 
development to an existing developed area. 
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Section 9.4(c) of the proposed amendment gives priority for one-half of the 1% growth to units 
outside of the downtown.  Although this in itself appears contrary to the Coastal Act requirement 
to concentrate development, the City’s building permit allocation system, as proposed to be 
amended, implements Section 30250 of the Coastal Act by directing this development to infill 
areas with existing public services.  As stated above, although not all infill areas are located 
within the downtown, which is comparably a very small area with little residential zoning or 
residential development potential, they are already developed and have existing infrastructure.  
Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed LUP Policy Section 9.4(c) is consistent with 
Section 30250 of the Coastal Act. 
 
Coastal Act Section 30254 states that where infrastructure is constrained, new development must 
be limited to priority uses.  It is clear from the above discussion and recent Commission actions 
on coastal development permits in the City of Half Moon Bay such as A-1-HMB-99-022-A1 
(Pacific Ridge) that existing infrastructure, including road and sewer capacity and water supply, 
is severely constrained in the City of Half Moon Bay.  The proposed amendment conforms the 
LUP to Section 30254 because it limits new residential growth, which is not a priority use under 
the Coastal Act.  Further, it does not preclude the City from ensuring that public works capacity 
will be reserved for priority uses.  In fact, existing LUP Policies 10-4, 10-13, and 10-21 require 
the city to reserve public works capacity for priority uses. 
 
LUP Policy 10-4 requires the City to control the rate of new development to avoid overloading 
public works.  After finding that the 3% growth limit required by Measure A resulted in a rate of 
new development that continued to strain infrastructure and public services, the City began 
reducing the new residential growth further by passing emergency resolutions allowed by the 
building permit allocation system.  These emergency resolutions identify the severe 
infrastructure constraints that prohibit setting the annual growth rate at 3%.  The proposed LUP 
amendment would make this more stringent growth limitation of 1.5% permanent, helping to 
ensure that the rate of new development does not overload public works, consistent with Policy 
10-4. 
 
Therefore, the Commission finds that, except for an outdated chart contained in Chapter 9 of the 
LUP which plans for growth based on the 3% rate required by Measure A rather than the 1% - 
1½% rate required by Measure D, the proposed LUP Amendment is consistent with Coastal Act 
Sections 30250 and 30254.  A suggested modification eliminates Table 9.3 from the LUP 
because the table, which relates to the City’s previous growth control ordinance, Measure A, is 
outdated and no longer relevant. 
 
 
6.2.2 Alternatives 
 
3% Residential Growth 
  
The Commission could deny the City’s LUP amendment application and require the City to 
maintain the 3% growth limit allowed by Measure A.  However, as stated in Section 6.2, this 
alternative will not help the City ensure that the rate of residential development does not outpace 
the development of infrastructure and public services or that public works capacity is reserved 
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for priority uses, inconsistent with the requirements of the Coastal Act.  Therefore, maintaining a 
3% growth rate is not a feasible less environmentally damaging alternative to the proposed 
growth rate as modified by the Commission. 
 
0% Residential Growth 
 
The Commission could prohibit residential development completely, until the City increases 
infrastructure capacity. However, as discussed in Section 6.2 above, the City’s infrastructure 
does have the capacity to accommodate a limited amount of residential development.  In 
addition, the certified LCP requires that infrastructure be available upon completion of approved 
development so that the lack of infrastructure, to the extent it may become even further 
constrained, could be addressed at the time of development review.  Therefore, prohibiting 
residential development is not a feasible less environmentally damaging alternative to the 
proposed growth rate as modified by the Commission. 
 
1% to 1.5% Residential Growth 
 
The Commission could approve the LUP amendment as submitted, as recommended by staff.  As 
discussed in Section 6.2.1 above, given the existing infrastructure constraints, amending the 
growth limit from 3% to no more than 1.5% will help the City ensure that residential 
development does not outpace the growth of public works and services and that public works 
capacity is reserved for priority uses consistent with the requirements of the Coastal Act.  Also, 
allocating .5% of the 1.5% to the downtown area serves to concentrate development in an 
existing developed area. 
 
Therefore, the Commission finds that, as modified herein, there is no less environmentally 
damaging feasible alternative that can be found consistent with the requirements of the Coastal 
Act than the 1% to 1.5% residential growth rate established in the LUP amendment as submitted 
by the City. 
 
6.3 IP Findings 
 
6.3.1 Description of IP Amendments 
 
1) Building Permit Allocation System 
 
Half Moon Bay’s previous growth control measure, Measure A, required the City to adopt an 
allocation system to distribute the building permits allowed each year.  The City developed and 
adopted the allocation system as Chapter 17.06 of the Half Moon Bay Zoning Code.  The 
Commission certified it in 1996 when it certified the IP.  The City has updated Chapter 17.06 
consistent with the provisions of the Measure D growth control ordinance.  Therefore, part of the 
proposed amendment is submittal of proposed amendments to the certified allocation system, 
Section 17.06 of the Zoning Code.  (See Exhibit 5) 
 
The City has proposed amendments to Section 17.06.015 that eliminate previously certified 
exemptions from building permit allocation requirements.  The City proposes to eliminate 
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exemptions for second dwelling units, residential developments with a development agreement 
adopted prior to May 21, 1991, and residential developments for which a vesting tentative map is 
either in process or has been approved prior to May 21, 1991.  This portion of the proposed 
amendment is consistent with both the existing certified LUP Section 9.4 and the proposed 
amendments to Section 9.4 of the LUP. 
 
The certified allocation system details a process for the City to follow when determining the 
number of building permits to be allocated in the upcoming year, and it includes a process for 
how to distribute the allocations.  It divides new residential development into two categories: 
‘infill’ and ‘new residential.’  Infill development is residential development on a legal lot, that 
recorded its final Subdivision Map Act approval before May 21, 1991, the date the voters first 
approved the Measure A growth control limit, and that has all of the required infrastructure.  
New Residential development is residential development in subdivisions that were, or will be, 
subdivided after May 21, 1991.  The allocation system distributes 50% of the annual units to 
infill and 50% to new residential. 
 
The allocation system also includes a method for assigning points to building permit allocation 
applications, so that if there is competition for allocations within each category, the city can 
distribute them according to the number of points each application receives. 
 
There are separate point systems for infill development and new residential development.  The 
point system for infill development is designed to award more points to applications that are 
located close to existing development or that have existing infrastructure to serve the 
development.  The point system for new residential development is designed to award more 
points to applications that will provide more infrastructure and public services to the City.  These 
rating systems are consistent with LUP policies that require development to be located near 
existing development or in areas with adequate infrastructure.  
 
Applicants proposing new residential development in the City must obtain a building permit 
allocation prior to submitting an application for a coastal development permit.  Although this is 
not explicitly stated in Chapter 17.06, the City’s application form for a coastal development 
permit requires the applicant to submit evidence that the necessary allocations have been 
received before the application can be filed as complete.  
 
Although an allocation is necessary to apply for a CDP, receipt of an allocation does not replace, 
supersede, or modify the independent requirement for a coastal development permit to be 
approved consistent with the LCP or the requirement for the development to be provided with 
adequate services. 
 
Section 18.20.070 states: 
 

Findings Required. A Coastal Development Permit may be approved or conditionally 
approved only after the approving authority has made the following findings: 
 
A. Local Coastal Program. The development as proposed or as modified by conditions, 
conforms to the Local Coastal Program; 
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B. Growth Management System. The development is consistent with the annual 
population limitation system established in the Land Use Plan and Zoning Ordinance; 
 
C. Zoning Provisions. The development is consistent with the use limitations and 
property development standard of the base district as well as the other requirements of 
the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
D. Adequate Services. Evidence has been submitted with the permit application that the 
proposed development will be provided with adequate services and infrastructure at the 
time of occupancy in a manner that is consistent with the Local Coastal Program; and 
 
E. California Coastal Act. Any development to be located between the sea and the first 
public road conforms with the public access and public recreation policies of Chapter 3 
of the California Coastal Act. 

 
The City may use the receipt of a building permit allocation to make findings that the project 
would be consistent with the growth management system, but the City must also make all of the 
additional findings required by section 18.20.070 before it may approve a coastal development 
permit. 
 
2) Zoning Code Amendments 
 
Consistent with Measure D, the LCPA proposes the same changes to Section 18.04.010 of the IP 
that it proposes to Section 9.4 of the LUP.  Section 18.04.010 would be amended in the 
following ways: 
 

a. It would limit growth to one percent per year; 
b. It would allow the City to increase the annual growth by an additional .5%, for 

units in the downtown only, but it doesn’t require this increase. 
c. It would give priority to units outside the downtown for ½ of the initial 1%, 

unless fewer than ½ of the applications are received for development outside of 
the downtown, in which case the remainder could be allocated in the downtown;  

d. It would designate the downtown area as the downtown redevelopment survey 
area (See Exhibit 2). 

 
In addition, section 18.04.030 of the IP would be amended to clarify the language and make it 
consistent with the language of Measure D. This section states that the 1.5% dwelling unit 
limitations of Section 18.04.010 shall not apply to the replacement of existing dwelling units on 
a one for one basis or density bonuses for the provision of low and moderate income housing as 
required by state law.   
 
6.3.2 LUP CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS  
 
In order to approve the proposed amendment to the Half Moon Bay IP, the Commission must 
find that it conforms to and is adequate to carry out the certified LUP. 
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Section 30250, incorporated into the LUP as a guiding policy by Policy 1-1, requires new 
residential development to be located in, or in close proximity to, existing developed areas, or in 
other areas with adequate public services.  Consistent with Section 30254 of the Coastal Act, 
LUP Policy 10-4 reserves public works capacity for priority uses and requires the City to control 
the rate of growth to avoid overloading public services.  And, LUP Policies 10-13 and 10-21 
reserve water supplies and sewer capacity for priority uses. 
 
LUP Policy 1-1 states: 
 
 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. 
 
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 
development and control the rate of new development permitted in the city to avoid 
overloading of public works and services. 

 
LUP Policy 10-13 states: 
 

The City will support and require reservation of water supplies for each priority land use 
in the Plan... 

 
LUP Policy 10-21 states: 
 

The City will reserve sewage treatment capacity for priority land uses... 
 
LUP Policy 9-2 states: 
 

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 II 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 will be 
served upon completion with water, sewer, schools, and road facilities, including such 
improvements as are provided with the development. 

 
 
LUP Policy 9-4 states: 
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...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... 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. 

 
Building Permit Allocation System 
 
The certified and proposed LUP Section 9.4 limit the number of dwelling units the City may 
allocate each calendar year.  They state that the growth limit excludes only two types of dwelling 
units: replacement of existing dwelling units and density bonuses for affordable housing under 
state law.  No other dwelling unit is exempt from the residential growth limitations of Measure 
D.  Therefore, in IP section 17.06.015, the proposed removal of the three zoning code 
exemptions that are not exemptions under the certified LUP – exemptions for second dwelling 
units, residential developments with a development agreement adopted prior to May 21, 1991, 
and residential developments for which a vesting tentative map is either in process or has been 
approved prior to May 21, 1991 – will eliminate an inconsistency between the zoning and both 
the certified and proposed LUP Section 9.4.  Thus, the Commission finds that the City’s 
proposed amendment to Section 17.06.015 that deletes the zoning code exemptions that are not 
contained in the certified LUP is consistent with and adequately carries out LUP Section 9.4, as 
amended. 
 
Clarifying when a Coastal Development Permit is required 
 
As described above, the City requires applicants for CDPs to obtain a building permit allocation 
before their CDP application may be deemed complete.  However, this requirement is not 
described in Chapter 17.06.  Therefore, the Commission suggests a modification requiring the 
City to revise section 17.06.010 to include subsection B.  Subsection B clarifies that in order to 
carry out a new residential development in the City, an applicant must first obtain a building 
permit allocation, then a CDP, and finally a building permit. 
 
Chapter 17.06 omits the fact that receipt of a building permit allocation does not affect the City’s 
requirement to make all of the necessary findings required under Section 18.20.070 before it can 
approve a development.  Therefore, the Commission suggests a modification that requires the 
City to revise section 17.06.010 to include subsection C.  Subsection C of Section 17.06.01 
clarifies that receipt of a building permit allocation does not replace, supersede, or modify the 
independent requirement for a coastal development permit approved consistent with all 
applicable provisions of the certified LCP and the Coastal Act. 
 
Concentrating Development in Existing, Developed Areas 
 
Section 9.4 of the LUP limits residential growth to no more than 1.5% annually and establishes a 
Downtown Area.  This section would be implemented by the building permit allocation system 
(‘allocation system’), as proposed to be amended, that is contained in Chapter 17.06 of the 
Zoning Code (proposed amendment is contained in Exhibit 5).  The allocation system provides 
the process for how the City must distribute the allocations for building permits each year.  The 



HMB-MAJ-2-05 Parts A&B  16 of 23 

existing certified allocation system divides new residential development into two categories: 
infill and new residential.  Infill parcels must have received, and recorded, final Subdivision Map 
Act approval prior to May 21, 1991, the date the voters first adopted Measure A growth control 
limitations, and must have existing infrastructure, such as paved roads, and sewer and water 
connections.  The infill areas are shown on Exhibit  6.  New residential parcels have, or will 
have, received or recorded final Subdivision Map Act approval  after May 21, 1991.  They may 
be located within the expansion areas shown on Exhibit 6, or, because existing infill parcels may 
be resubdivided in the future, they may also be located within infill areas.  However, the 
potential for new subdivisions in infill areas is limited because the majority of infill areas contain 
lots that are the minimum size allowed under the zoning code.  New residential parcels in infill 
areas generally have existing infrastructure available.  New residential parcels in expansion areas 
generally do not have existing infrastructure, but must be able to obtain it in order for the City to 
award allocations to the project.  Therefore, development on infill parcels and on new residential 
parcels that are located within infill areas should be considered development within an existing, 
developed area. 
 
Section 17.06.065 of the existing IP says that priority shall be given to infill development.  
However, it does not contain adequate mechanisms to ensure that this priority is given.  The 
proposed amended Section 17.06 therefore does not conform with and is inadequate to carry out 
LUP Policy 10-4 and LUP Policy 1-1, which incorporates the Coastal Act Section 30250 
requirement that development be concentrated in close proximity to existing development or in 
other areas with adequate public services.  Section 17.06.105 states that no more than 50% of 
new development may be allocated to infill development and Section 17.06.205 states that no 
more than 50% of new development may be allocated to new residential development.  
Allocating only half of the new development to infill does not prioritize it or concentrate 
development in the existing developed areas described above.  In addition, the proposed 
amended allocation system does not distinguish between new residential development located in 
infill areas and new residential development located in undeveloped areas.  As stated in the 
existing section 17.06.120.C, if fewer than 50% of the annual applications are received for infill 
by September 1st, the remainder may be allocated to new residential development.  Therefore, in 
years when there are not as many applications for infill as there are allocations, new residential 
development would receive more than 50% of the allocations. 
 
Because the proposed amended allocation system does not prioritize infill development, or new 
residential development in existing, developed areas, it does not ensure that the allowed annual 
residential growth will be located in, or in close proximity to, existing development, as required 
by Coastal Act Section 30250, which pursuant to LUP Policy 1-1 is incorporated as a guiding 
LUP policy.  Therefore the Commission finds that the proposed IP does not conform with and is 
inadequate to carry out the LUP, and must be denied. 
 
However, if modified as suggested the proposed IP amendment would be adequate to carry out 
both LUP Policy 10-4 and LUP Policy 1-1 and its direction to be guided by Coastal Act Section 
30250.  
 
Proposed modifications delete existing Sections 17.06.105 and 17.06.205.A, and add a new 
Section 17.06.070.  Section 17.06.070 would require the City to award 100% of the annual 
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allocations to either infill development projects, projects for development in the downtown area, 
or new residential development projects within the infill areas.  These three types of projects are 
located within, or in close proximity to existing developed areas.  If, by September 1st, fewer 
such applications are received than there are allocations available, the remaining allocations 
could be awarded to new residential development within the expansion areas.  However, no more 
than 1/3 of the annual allocations could be awarded to new residential development in the 
expansion areas in any one year.  This modification would ensure that new development in 
existing, developed areas is given priority over new development in undeveloped areas that lack 
infrastructure.  Therefore, the Commission finds that, only as modified, the proposed amended 
Section 17.06 IP conforms with and is adequate to carry out LUP Policy 10-4 and LUP Policy 1-
1 and its direction to be guided by Section 30250 of the Coastal Act. 
 
Multi-Family Development 

 
Section 17.06.120 of the existing certified allocation system states that “during the initial period 
between January 1st and January 31st of each year, no more than one residential infill project 
allocation may be awarded to any individual, corporation or other entity unless the number of 
applications received for residential infill project allocations in this category by January 31st is 
less than the number of allocations available.” If fewer infill applications are received than the 
number of infill allocations available, applicants may be awarded more than one allocation, but 
no more than five allocations can be awarded to any one applicant in a calendar year.  This 
means that if an applicant is proposing to build a duplex, triplex, or other multi-family 
development, they may not be able to obtain allocations for all of the units in the development.  
Therefore, Section 17.06.120 impedes multi-family development in the City inconsistent with 
LUP Policy 10-4 and Coastal Act Section 30250, incorporated into the LUP as a guiding policy 
by LUP Policy 1-1. 
 
The City has a limited amount of land zoned for multi-family development.  Because this land is 
located in the downtown area, as shown on Exhibit 6, multi-family development puts higher 
density residential development in areas with existing, adequate infrastructure.  Concentrated 
development uses infrastructure more efficiently than sprawling development, and it also relieves 
pressure to put new development in undeveloped areas.  LUP Policy 10-4 and Section 30250 of 
the Coastal Act, incorporated into the LUP as a guiding policy by Policy 1-1, requires new 
residential development to be located in, or in close proximity to, existing developed areas, or in 
other areas with adequate public services where it will not have significant adverse individual or 
cumulative effects on coastal resources.  Therefore, because the proposed Section 17.06.120 
impedes multi-family development in the downtown area, it does not conform with and is not 
adequate to carry out the certified LUP. 
 
As stated above, development of multi-family units relieves pressure to put new development in 
undeveloped areas.  Locating new residential units in undeveloped areas requires an expansion of 
public works and services and it can further induce residential development.  Section 30254 of 
the Coastal Act, incorporated into the LUP as a guiding policy by Policy 1-1, and LUP Policies 
10-4, 10-13 and 10-21 require the City to reserve public works capacity for priority uses when 
infrastructure and public resources are constrained.  Residential development is not a priority use 
under the Coastal Act or the LUP.  Given Half Moon Bay’s significant infrastructure constraints, 
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the allocation system must limit the expansion of infrastructure and public services for 
residential use in order to be consistent with these policies of the LUP.  
 
Therefore, the Commission finds that because Section 17.06.120 impedes multi-family 
development in the City, creating pressure to expand new residential development into 
undeveloped areas, it is not adequate to carry out LUP Policy 1-1 and its direction to be guided 
by Coastal Act Section 30254 or LUP Policies 1-1, 10-4, 10-13 and 10-21. 
 
To make Section 17.06.120 consistent with these policies of the LUP, the Commission imposes a 
modification to allow an applicant to receive the infill allocations necessary to develop one lot, 
not just one unit, even if the number of infill applications exceeds the number of infill allocations 
available.  If there were competition for the infill allocations, the point system would be 
followed, and those applications receiving the highest number of points would be awarded 
allocations first.  If a lot were zoned for multi-family development, the applicant would be 
awarded as many allocations as necessary to develop the lot. 
 
The suggested modification also changes the maximum number of allocations that could be 
awarded to an applicant for infill development in any one year.  It changes the system so that, 
between January 1st and January 31st, if fewer applications for infill were received than there 
were allocations available, an applicant could be awarded allocations for up to five lots of infill 
development, instead of allocations for only five units.  So, if the lots were zoned for single-
family development, the applicant could receive no more than five allocations, but if the lots 
were zoned for multi-family development, the applicant could receive as many allocations as 
necessary to develop the lots as proposed. 
 
Finally, the modification changes the system so that, after January 31st, if there are additional 
allocations available, an applicant for multiple infill lots may be granted allocations on a first-
come, first-serve basis.  However, no more than 50% of the annual allocations could be awarded 
to any one applicant. 
 
The suggested modification affects the way the City must distribute the annual allocations 
allowed by the residential growth limitation contained in the proposed amendments to LUP 
Section 9.4.  As modified, more infill allocations may be awarded to an individual applicant to 
accommodate a proposed multi-family development, but the modification will not alter the total 
number of building permit allocations that the City may distribute in any one year, as required by 
amendments to proposed LUP Section 9.4.  Therefore, the Commission finds that, as modified, 
the proposed IP Section conforms with and is adequate to carry out the LUP Section 9.4, as 
amended. 
 
Modifications also ensure that Section 17.06.120 would not preclude multi-family development.  
Therefore, the Commission finds that, as modified, the proposed IP Section conforms with and is 
adequate to carry out LUP Policy 1-1, which incorporates Coastal Act Sections 30250 and 30254 
as guiding policies of the certified LUP, as well as LUP Policies 10-4, 10-13 and 10-21. 
 
2) Other Measure D Provisions 
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Section 18.04.010 
 
The proposed amendment would add the language from proposed LUP Section 9.4 to Section 
18.04.010 of the IP.  As discussed in Section 6.2.1, above, the proposed Section 9.4 is consistent 
with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, including Sections 30250 and 30254.  Because the changes to 
18.04.010 directly mirror LUP Section 9.4, the Commission finds that the proposed 18.04.010 
conforms with and is adequate to carry out the LUP. 
 
6.3.3 Alternatives 
 
The IP amendment includes changes to Chapters 17.06 and 18.04 of the zoning code. Chapter 
17.06 is the City’s building permit allocation system. The changes to Chapter 18.04 are identical 
to the changes to LUP Section 9.4 discussed above in the findings for the LUP amendment. 
Alternatives to the proposed building permit allocation system are discussed below. 
 
Approve Amendments to the Allocation System as Submitted 
 
The Commission could approve the amendments to the building permit allocation system 
(‘allocation system’) as submitted. The submitted amendments update the allocation system to 
reflect the changes to LUP Section 9.4 and IP Section 18.04 required by Measure D. However, 
the submitted amendments do not propose changes that should be made to the existing allocation 
system given the City’s severe infrastructure constraints.  As discussion in Section 6.3.2 above, it 
is imperative that the City’s allocation system locate residential development in areas with 
existing development and adequate services. As submitted, the allocation system does not 
provide for this. Therefore, the allocation system as submitted is not a feasible less 
environmentally damaging alternative to the allocation system as modified by the Commission. 
 
Previous Amendments to the Building Permit Allocation System 
 
In 2001, the City passed ordinance 01-01, rescinding the allocation system in Chapter 17.06 and 
creating a new allocation system in Chapter 18.04. This ordinance was eventually rescinded 
(City Ordinance No. C-02-02) and in 2005, the City passed ordinance 05-05, amending the 
allocation system in Chapter 17.06. The allocation system developed by the City in 2001 was 
different from the existing allocation system in several ways. For example, the 2001 system 
eliminated the distinction between infill residential development and new residential 
development, and, the system required the City to distribute the allocations through a lottery 
system, instead of through the assignment of points. The Commission could require the City to 
incorporate either one or both of these changes into the existing allocation system. 
 
As discussed in Section 6.3.2, above, however, the distinction between infill development and 
new residential development provides a way for the City to prioritize residential development in 
existing, developed areas with adequate services and infrastructure. Although the existing 
allocation system does not use these categories to prioritize such development, if these categories 
were eliminated, infill lots with existing infrastructure would be given the same priority as new 
residential lots that require construction of roads, sewer and water connections. This would allow 
new residential units in undeveloped areas without adequate infrastructure. 
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Using a lottery system instead of a point system to distribute allocations also needlessly prevents 
the City from prioritizing new residential development in existing, developed areas with 
adequate infrastructure. The lottery system the City proposed in 2001 does give some priority to 
development with existing infrastructure by issuing more “tickets” to applications with existing 
infrastructure. However, the system of drawing the “tickets” at random and issuing allocations 
accordingly is based on chance. The point system in the existing allocation system, discussed in 
Section 6.3.1 above, is a far better method for ensuring that applications for development with 
existing infrastructure are awarded allocations before applications for development that would 
require the extension of services. 
 
Because the two major changes to the building permit allocation system proposed by the City in 
2001 would prevent the City from prioritizing development in existing developed areas with 
adequate infrastructure, the building permit allocation system proposed by the City in 2001 is not 
a feasible less environmentally damaging alternative to the allocation system as modified by the 
Commission. 
  
Modified Building Permit Allocation System 
  
As discussed in Section 6.3.2 above, the allocation system as modified by the Commission 
ensures the City would give priority to residential development in existing, developed areas with 
adequate infrastructure. Therefore, the Commission finds that as modified herein, there is no less 
environmentally damaging feasible alternative that can be found consistent with the requirements 
of the certified LUP than the allocation system as modified by the Commission. 
 
6.4 CLARIFICATIONS AND CORRECTIONS OF MINOR INCONSISTENCIES 
 
1) Introductory Sections 
 
Staff recommends changes to sections 17.06.005, 17.06.010 and 17.06.020 to clarify that Section 
17.06 applies to the allocation, not issuance, of building permits; and proposes to delete 
subsection I of 17.06.020 in its entirety because it is a process meant to be followed in the four 
years immediately after the sewer plant expansion.  The sewer plant expansion occurred in 1999, 
so the subsection is no longer relevant. 
 
2) Definitions of Infill and New Residential Development 
 
Section 17.06.100 defines infill development as residential development on a legally subdivided 
lot that has all required infrastructure. It also states that the lot must have a “recorded final map 
or other similar instrument as established in the subdivision map act prior to May 21, 1991...” 
May 21, 1991 is the date that Measure A, the City’s previous residential growth limitation, was 
passed by the voters of Half Moon Bay.  The definition uses this date to limit the number of lots 
in the City that can be considered infill.  The Commission finds that limiting the number of lots 
that can be considered infill is consistent with and required by the certified LUP, as amended.  
 
However, the infill definition is not clear because it does not include the geographic location of 
the infill lots.  Therefore, staff recommends adding ‘Figure 2’, a map that shows the infill areas 
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within the City.  This modification will eliminate confusion about where infill development can 
be located. 
 
Section 17.06.200 defines new residential development as residential development in a 
subdivision for which an application was submitted after May 21, 1991.  Again, this definition is 
not clear because it does not include the geographic location of the new residential areas.  
Therefore, staff recommends adding ‘Figure 2’, a map that shows the infill and expansion areas 
within the City. New residential development can occur either in the expansion areas or the infill 
areas.   
 
This modification also revises the definition so that new residential development is defined as 
any parcel with a map that was recorded on or after May 21, 1991, the date the first growth 
control limit was adopted by the voters.  Because Section 17.06.100 defines infill as 
development on a lot with a final Subdivision Map Act approval that was recorded before May 
21, 1991, the modified definition of new residential development would ensure that subdivisions 
without both Final Map Act approval and recordation prior to May 21, 1991, would be ineligible 
for an infill allocation.   
 
3)  Deadline for building permit issuance 
 
Suggested modifications to Section 17.06.050 clarify that both the six-month extension that can 
be granted by the building officer and the one-year extension that can be granted by the City 
Council would extend the deadline by which a building permit must issue.  The suggested 
modification to this section contained in Suggested Modification No. 1 also clarifies that the time 
spent by an applicant securing other approvals, such as a coastal development permit, shall be 
added to the time period that a building permit allocation is valid and a complete building permit 
allocation may be submitted. 
 
4) New residential development reports 
 
Staff recommends modifying sections 17.06.230 through 17.06.275 to specify that the applicant 
must supply the information necessary to complete the reports required in these sections. This 
ensures that the applicant submits sufficient information with the allocation application and 
clarifies that it is the applicant, rather than the City who is responsible for developing the 
necessary information. 
 
7.0 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.  Therefore, local governments are not 
required to prepare an EIR in support of their proposed LCP amendments, although the 
Commission can and does use any environmental information that the local government submits 
in support of its proposed LCPA.  
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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 
the functional equivalent of the environmental review required by CEQA, pursuant to CEQA 
Section 21080.5.  Therefore, the Commission is relieved of the responsibility to prepare an EIR 
for each LCP.  
 
Nevertheless, the Commission is required, in approving an LCP amendment submittal, to find 
that the approval of the proposed LCP, as amended, does conform with CEQA provisions, 
including the requirement in CEQA section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) that the amended LCP 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). 
 
The City’s LCP Amendment consists of a Land Use Plan amendment and an Implementation 
Plan amendment.  The Commission incorporates its findings on Coastal Act and land use plan 
conformity into this CEQA finding as if set forth in full.  The LUP amendment as originally 
submitted cannot be found to be consistent with the Coastal Act with respect to locating and 
planning new development, public works and priority uses. 
 
The Implementation Plan amendment as originally submitted cannot be found to be consistent 
with and adequate to carry out the policies of the certified LUP.  The Implementation Plan 
amendment, as submitted, is not adequate to carry out and is not in conformity with the policies 
of the certified LUP with respect to location of new development.  
 
The Commission, therefore, has suggested modifications to bring the Land Use Plan into full 
conformance with the Coastal Act and the Implementation Plan amendment into full 
conformance with the certified Land Use Plan, as required by the Coastal Act.  Specifically, as 
discussed above and hereby incorporated by reference, the Commission’s certification requires 
that new residential units in existing, developed areas be given priority over new residential units 
in undeveloped areas, and that multi-family development not be hindered by the City’s building 
permit allocation system.  Absent the incorporation of these suggested modifications to 
effectively mitigate potential resource impacts, such a finding could not be made.  
 
Further, future individual projects would require coastal development permits, issued by the City 
of Half Moon Bay, and in the case of areas of original jurisdiction, by the Coastal Commission.  
Throughout the coastal zone, specific impacts to coastal resources resulting from individual 
development projects are assessed through the coastal development review process; thus, an 
individual project’s compliance with CEQA would be assured.  Therefore, the Commission finds 
that there are no other feasible alternatives or mitigation measures under the meaning of CEQA 
which would further reduce the potential for significant adverse environmental impacts.  
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EXHIBITS: 
 

1) Text of Measure D 
2) Downtown Map 
3) City Resolution Transmitting LUP Amendment 
4) City Resolution Transmitting IP Amendment 
5) Proposed Modifications 
6) Residential Development Areas Map 

 
 
 



Exhibit 1
Page 1 of 2



Exhibit 1
Page 2 of 2



Exhibit 2
Page 1 of 1



Exhibit 3
Page 1 of 5



Exhibit 3
Page 2 of 5



Exhibit 3
Page 3 of 5



Exhibit 3
Page 4 of 5



Exhibit 3
Page 5 of 5



Exhibit 4
Page 1 of 9



Exhibit 4
Page 2 of 9



Exhibit 4
Page 3 of 9



Exhibit 4
Page 4 of 9



Exhibit 4
Page 5 of 9



Exhibit 4
Page 6 of 9



Exhibit 4
Page 7 of 9



Exhibit 4
Page 8 of 9



Exhibit 4
Page 9 of 9



Exhibit 5
Page 1 of 28



Exhibit 5
Page 2 of 28



Exhibit 5
Page 3 of 28



Exhibit 5
Page 4 of 28



Exhibit 5
Page 5 of 28



Exhibit 5
Page 6 of 28



Exhibit 5
Page 7 of 28



Exhibit 5
Page 8 of 28



Exhibit 5
Page 9 of 28



Exhibit 5
Page 10 of 28



Exhibit 5
Page 11 of 28



Exhibit 5
Page 12 of 28



Exhibit 5
Page 13 of 28



Exhibit 5
Page 14 of 28



Exhibit 5
Page 15 of 28



Exhibit 5
Page 16 of 28



Exhibit 5
Page 17 of 28



Exhibit 5
Page 18 of 28



Exhibit 5
Page 19 of 28



Exhibit 5
Page 20 of 28



Exhibit 5
Page 21 of 28



Exhibit 5
Page 22 of 28



Exhibit 5
Page 23 of 28



Exhibit 5
Page 24 of 28



Exhibit 5
Page 25 of 28



Exhibit 5
Page 26 of 28



Exhibit 5
Page 27 of 28



Exhibit 5
Page 28 of 28



Exhibit 6
Page 1 of 1


