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To: Commissioners and Interested Persons 

From: Nancy Cave, District Manager 
Stephanie Rexing, Coastal Planner 

Subject: STAFF REPORT ADDENDUM for Th19c 

 City of Half Moon Bay Amendment Number LCP-2-HMB-14-0845-2 

In the time since the staff report was distributed, it has come to the City’s attention that their 
initial submittal for the above-referenced Land Use and Implementation Plan (LUP and IP) 
amendments contained an inadvertent error. In order to clarify the submittal, Half Moon Bay 
City Attorney, Tony Condotti states in a letter dated May 8, 2015 that the City actually took two 
actions regarding ballot measures protecting the Main Street Bridge:  a June 17, 2014 City 
Council action on an ordinance to adopt the Main Street Bridge Preservation Act, and a 
September 24, 2014 Planning Commission action on a resolution that identified proposed LUP 
and IP amendment text that differed slightly from both the initiative text and the previously 
adopted City Council ordinance. According to Mr. Condotti’s recent letter, the City’s initial LCP 
amendment submittal to the Coastal Commission erroneously included the Planning Commission 
resolution, and not the City Council ordinance. The May 8, 2015 letter asks that the Coastal 
Commission certify the LUP and IP amendments exactly as written in the City Council 
ordinance of June 17, 2014 (and attaches the corrected City Council Ordinance for this purpose 
(see Exhibit 1)), rather than certify the September 24, 2014 Planning Commission action that 
was originally submitted in error. 

The intent of the distributed staff report’s (dated prepared May 1, 2015) suggested modifications 
were to reconcile the City’s then submitted proposed LUP and IP amendment text with the text 
of the citizen-sponsored initiative that was passed by the City of Half Moon Bay electorate on 
June 3, 2014 (because the Planning Commission version originally submitted by the City did not 
do this). The City now informs staff that the City Council ordinance is what they intended to 
propose, and thus these modifications are no longer necessary or accurate. Thus, the purpose of 
this addendum is to modify the staff recommendation for the above-referenced item and to 
correct the submittal to reflect what the City actually meant to submit for Coastal Commission 
certification. These staff report changes do not alter the staff recommendation, which was to 
modify the City’s original submittal to reconcile the LUP and IP amendment text with the text of 
citizen-sponsored initiative, which is the same as what the City now indicates it proposes now. 
The proposed LCP text still needs to be slightly modified to address internal LCP cross-reference 
issues, and thus the submittal still requires suggested modifications. Thus, the staff report is 
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modified as shown below (where applicable, text in underline format indicates text to be added 
to reflect the corrected City submittal, and text in strikethrough format indicates text to be 
deleted).  

Changes to the Staff Recommendation 

1. Delete language from the “Summary of Staff Recommendation” on staff report page 1 which 
refers to modifications that are necessary to reconcile the amendment text with the citizen-
sponsored initiative.  

2. Delete Suggested Modification #1 on staff report page 5 (because the City’s corrected 
submittal matches the LUP text proposed in the initiative and no longer needs to be modified 
to reconcile the two).  

3. Delete Suggested Modification #2 on staff report page 5 (because the City’s corrected 
submittal matches the IP text proposed in the initiative and no longer needs to be modified to 
reconcile the two). 
 

4. Insert new Suggested Modification #1 on page 5 as follows (in order to add the required 
cross-reference to Historic Resource Preservation protections found elsewhere in the IP and 
to add back other relevant text deleted from Chapter 18.39 in prior amendment action): 

 
Chapter 18.39 Historic Resources Preservation 
 
For the purposes of Section 18.39.045 below, “this chapter” means Chapter 18.39 and 
Section 18.20.070.G. For the purposes of Section 18.39.045 below, “any historic resource on 
the inventory”, “any building or object on the historic resource inventory from a site”, or 
“building or object” refer to the Main Street Bridge.  
 
18.39.045 Demolition of Any Historic Resource on the Inventory 
 
Prior to authorizing the issuance of a demolition permit to remove any building or object on 
the historic resources inventory from a site, the procedures set forth in this section shall be 
followed: 
 
A.  The property owner shall submit evidence from a qualified professional that the building 

or object is a hazard to public health or safety and repairs or stabilization are not 
feasible; or 

B.  The property owner shall submit a written statement indicating that there is no viable 
economic use of the building or object in its present configuration or condition, and it is 
not feasible to derive a reasonable economic return from the building or object in its 
present configuration or condition; and 

C.  The property owner shall submit a written statement indicating that the building or object 
has been offered as a donation to a responsible organization such as the Spanish town 
historical society for relocation to an appropriate receptor site for preservation. 
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Notwithstanding any other provisions of this Chapter, the Main Street Bridge's historical, 
visual and physical integrity (including appearance and character) shall be preserved intact, 
and its demolition or physical expansion prohibited, unless preservation of the Bridge and its 
historical, visual and physical integrity is rejected and such demolition or physical expansion 
is authorized by the City Council and at least a majority of the City's electors voting at a 
general or special election at which such a measure is submitted. 

 
5. On page 6 of the staff report, modify the description of the proposed LUP and IP 

amendments to reflect the City’s corrected submittal, the City Council Ordinance of June 17, 
2014 (see Exhibit 1). 
 

6. On page 6 of the staff report, modify the “History of Submittal” section to reflect the action 
taken in the City’s corrected submittal, the City Council Ordinance of June 17, 2014 (see 
Exhibit 1). 
 

7. On page 7 of the staff report, delete the last paragraph from the “History of Submittal” 
section.  
 

8. On page 8 of the staff report, delete paragraphs 2 and 3 from the “Analysis of Proposed LUP 
changes” section.  
 

9. On page 9 of the staff report, modify the “Analysis of Proposed IP Changes” section to 
reflect the action taken in the City’s corrected submittal, the City Council Ordinance of June 
17, 2014 (see Exhibit 1). 
 

10. On page 9 of the staff report, change references to Suggested Modification 2 to be 
references to Suggested Modification 1. 
 

11. On pages 9-10 of the staff report, modify the following text: 
 
Finally, to assure consistency with the previously mentioned California Elections code 
requirements, Suggested Modification 1 2 is required to define terms that are being added 
back to Section 18.39.045 and to add back other relevant text deleted from Chapter 18.39 in 
prior action (LCP amendment HMB-MAJ-1-11)reconcile the IP amendment text as passed by 
the Planning Commission resolution with the Measure adopted by the City of Half Moon Bay 
voters. In short, the resolution language will revert back to the exact language as was passed 
by the citizen-sponsored voter initiative with the exception of correcting the referenced 
chapter. The City has agreed to this suggested modification.  

 
12. Replace staff report Exhibits 1 and 2 with the City’s corrected submittal, the City Council 

Ordinance of June 17, 2014 (see Exhibit 1). 
 

 

 

 

Exhibit 1: City’s Letter and Corrected Submittal (the City Council Ordinance of June 17, 2014) 
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Th19c 
Prepared May 1, 2015 (for May 14, 2015 hearing) 

To: Coastal Commissioners and Interested Persons 

From:  Nancy Cave, District Manager 
Stephanie Rexing, Coastal Planner 

Subject: City of Half Moon Bay Amendment Number LCP-2-HMB-14-0845-2 (Measure F) 

 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

The City of Half Moon Bay proposes to amend the Implementation Plan (IP) and the Land Use 
Plan (LUP) of the City’s Local Coastal Program (LCP). Specifically, the City proposes to add 
text to implement the citizen-sponsored initiative, Measure F, which was approved by the City’s 
Electorate on June 3, 2014. The added text would establish as a City policy in both the LUP and 
IP that the Main Street Bridge, located in downtown Half Moon Bay, is a historical resource and 
would ensure the preservation of the historical, visual and physical integrity (including 
appearance and character) of the Bridge. Finally, the LCP amendment would prohibit the 
Bridge’s demolition or “physical expansion,” unless voters approve it in a future ballot measure. 
 
As submitted the proposed LUP amendment is consistent with Coastal Act sections protecting 
visual, historic and unique neighborhood characteristics, but modifications are necessary to 
reconcile the submitted amendment text with the citizen-sponsored initiative. The proposed IP 
amendment conforms to the City’s certified Land Use Plan (LUP), however, it is not adequate to 
the carry out the LUP absent modifications which add back in the Historic Resource Preservation 
Chapter title and add cross references to the IP’s Historic Resource Preservation requirements 
found elsewhere in the IP. In addition, modifications are also necessary to reconcile the IP 
amendment text with the citizen-sponsored initiative. 
 
As modified, the proposed LUP amendment would conform with the Coastal Act policies 
requiring protection of visual, unique and historical character in the Coastal Zone; the IP 
amendment would conform with and be adequate to carry out the historic resource protection 
policies of the LUP; and both amendments would reflect the same text as the citizen initiative 
that was passed by a majority of the electorate. The City has indicated they are in agreement with 
the Commission staff recommendation. Therefore, staff recommends that the Commission 
approve the amendments with suggested modifications. The required motions and resolutions are 
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found on page 3 below. 

Staff Note: LCP Amendment Action Deadline: This proposed LCP amendment was filed as 
complete on April 15, 2015. The proposed amendment affects both the LUP and the IP, thus the 
Commission has a 90-day action deadline, or until July 14, 2015 to take a final action on this 
LCP amendment. 
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I. MOTIONS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, approve the proposed LCP 
amendment only if modified. The Commission needs to make two motions in order to act on this 
recommendation.  

A. Denial of the LUP Amendment as Submitted 

Staff recommends a NO vote on the motion below. Failure of the motion will result in denial of 
the LUP amendment as submitted and the adoption of the following resolution and findings. The 
motion passes only by an affirmative vote of a majority of the appointed Commissioners. 

Motion: I move that the Commission certify Land Use Plan Amendment LCP-2-HMB-14-
0845-2 as submitted by the City of Half Moon Bay. 

Resolution: The Commission hereby denies certification of the Land Use Plan 
Amendment LCP-2-HMB-14-0845-2 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 impacts which the Land Use Plan Amendment may have on the 
environment. 

B. Certify the LUP Amendment with Suggested Modifications 

Staff recommends a YES vote on the motion below. Passage of the motion will result in the 
certification of the LUP 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. 
 

Motion: I move that the Commission CERTIFY Land Use Plan Amendment LCP-2-HMB-
14-0845-2 for the City of Half Moon Bay if it is modified as suggested in this staff report.  

Resolution: The Commission hereby certifies Land Use Plan Amendment LCP-2-HMB-14-
0845-2 for the City of Half Moon Bay Local Coastal Program, if modified as suggested, and 
adopts the findings set forth below on the grounds that the land use plan amendment with the 
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 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. 

 
 
C. Deny the IP Amendment as Submitted 

Staff recommends a YES vote on the motion below. Passage of the motion will result in 
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rejection of the IP amendment and the adoption of the following resolution and findings in this 
staff report. The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners 
present. 

Motion: I move that the Commission REJECT Implementation Plan Amendment LCP-2-
HMB-14-0845-2 as submitted by the City of Half Moon Bay. 

Resolution: The Commission hereby denies certification of the Implementation Plan 
Amendment Number LCP-2-HMB-14-0845-2 as submitted by the City of Half Moon Bay 
and adopts the findings set forth below on the grounds that, as submitted, the 
Implementation Plan Amendment does not conform with and is inadequate to carry out 
the provisions of the certified Land Use Plan as amended. Certification of the 
Implementation Plan Amendment would not meet the requirements of the California 
Environmental Quality Act as there are feasible alternatives or mitigation measures that 
would substantially lessen the significant adverse impacts on the environment that will 
result from certification of the Implementation Plan Amendment as submitted. 

D. Approve the IP Amendment with Suggested Modifications 

Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of the motion will result in the certification of the IP 
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. 
 

Motion: I move that the Commission CERTIFY Implementation Plan Amendment LCP-2-
HMB-14-0845-2 if it is modified as suggested in this staff report.  

Resolution: The Commission hereby certifies Implementation Plan Amendment LCP-2-
HMB-14-0845-2 for the City of Half Moon Bay Local Coastal Program, if modified as 
suggested, and adopts the findings set forth below on the grounds that the Implementation 
Plan Amendment with suggested modifications conforms with and is adequate to carry out 
the certified Land Use Plan as amended. Certification of the Implementation 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 Implementation 
Plan Amendment on the environment, or 2) there are no further feasible alternatives or 
mitigation measures that would substantially lessen any significant adverse impacts on the 
environment. 
 

II. SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS 

The Commission hereby suggests the following modifications to the proposed LCP amendment, 
which are necessary to make the requisite Coastal Act and Land Use Plan (LUP) consistency 
findings. If the City of Half Moon Bay accepts each of the suggested modifications within six 
months of Commission action (i.e., by November 14, 2015), by formal resolution of the City 
Council, the modified LCP amendment will become effective upon Commission concurrence 
with the Executive Director’s finding that this acceptance has been properly accomplished. 
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Where applicable, text in cross-out format denotes text that the City proposes to delete and text 
in underline format denotes text that the City proposes to add. Text in double cross out format 
denotes text to be deleted through the Commission’s suggested modifications and text in double 
underline format denotes text to be added through the Commission’s suggested modifications.  

1. Modify Land Use Plan Policy 7-8 as follows: 

New development, alterations to existing structures, and proposed demolitions in the 
downtown area, as designated on the Visual Resource Overlay Map, shall be subject to 
design approval in accordance with the following criteria: 
 

(a) Scale and style similar to that of the predominant older structures. 
(b) Continuity in building lines maintained along Main Street. 
(c) Existing older buildings which contribute significantly to the character of the 
area not demolished or altered in a manner which eliminates key architectural 
features. 
 

Notwithstanding any other provisions of this Chapter, the Main Street Bridge's historical, 
visual and physical integrity (including appearance and character) shall be preserved 
intact, and its demolition or physical expansion prohibited, unless preservation of the 
Bridge and its historical, visual and physical integrity is rejected and such demolition or 
physical expansion is authorized by the City Council and approved by at least a majority 
of the City's electors voting electorate in a subsequent ballot measure at a general or 
special election at which such a measure is submitted. 
 

2. Modify Implementation Plan Section 18.39.005 as follows: 

 

Chapter 18.39 Historic Resources Preservation 
 
18.39.005 Main Street Bridge Preservation Act (Measure F) 
Consistent with the mandate of Measure F, the Main Street Bridge Preservation Act, it is 
the policy of the city to preserve intact the Main Street Bridge's historical, visual and 
physical integrity (including appearance and character). Notwithstanding any other 
provisions of this Chapter or Section 18.20.070.G Title or Chapter 14.38 Historic 
Resources Preservation, the Main Street Bridge’s historical, visual and physical integrity 
(including appearance and character) shall be preserved intact and its the demolition or 
physical expansion of the Main Street Bridge is prohibited, unless preservation of the 
Main Street Bridge and its historical, visual and physical integrity is rejected and such 
demolition or physical expansion is authorized by the City Council and approved by at 
least a majority of the City's electors voting electorate in a subsequent ballot measure at 
a general or special election at which such a measure is submitted.  
 

III. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS 

A. PROPOSED LUP AND IP AMENDMENTS 
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The City of Half Moon Bay is proposing to amend its Local Coastal Program (LCP) Land Use 
Plan, Chapter 7, “Visual Resources,” Policy 7-8 to add the following: “Notwithstanding any 
other provisions of this Chapter, the Main Street Bridge's historical, visual and physical integrity 
(including appearance and character) shall be preserved intact, and its demolition or physical 
expansion prohibited, unless preservation of the Bridge and its historical, visual and physical 
integrity is rejected and such demolition or physical expansion is authorized by the City Council 
and approved by at least a majority of the City's voting electorate in a subsequent ballot measure 
at a general or special election at which such a measure is submitted.” 
 

The proposed amendment would also amend the LCP’s Implementation Plan (IP) to add Section 
18.39.005 to Zoning Code Chapter 18.39 “Historic Resource Preservation” as follows: “18.39 
Main Street Bridge Preservation Act (Measure F) Consistent with the mandate of Measure F, the 
Main Street Bridge Preservation Act, it is the policy of the city to preserve intact the Main Street 
Bridge's historical, visual and physical integrity (including appearance and character). 
Notwithstanding any other provisions of this Title or Chapter 14.38 Historic Resources 
Preservation, the demolition or physical expansion of the Main Street Bridge is prohibited, 
unless preservation of the Main Street Bridge and its historical, visual and physical integrity is 
rejected and such demolition or physical expansion is authorized by the City Council and 
approved by at least a majority of the City's voting electorate in a subsequent ballot measure at a 
general or special election at which such a measure is submitted.”  
 
Please see Exhibit 1 for the full text of the amendments in composite.  
 
History of Submittal 

The City originally submitted this LUP/IP amendment on December 8, 2014. This LUP/IP 
amendment is meant to effectuate a citizen-sponsored initiative (please see Exhibit 3 for full text 
of the initiative), known as “Measure F-the Main Street Bridge Preservation Act (MSBPA),” 
approved by the Half Moon Bay electorate on June 3, 2014. This initiative established 
preservation of the existing Main Street Bridge’s historical, visual and physical integrity 
(including appearance and character) as a City policy. The initiative also required the City to 
adopt ordinances amending the Local Coastal Program LUP and IP to prohibit the Bridge’s 
demolition or physical expansion, unless such action was approved by voters in another future 
ballot measure.  
 
The Half Moon Bay Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed hearing on September 23, 
2014 where the City Planning Commission resolved to adopt Measure F as City policy and 
update the City’s LUP and IP in order to implement the policies of Measure F as required by the 
passed initiative. Please see the full text of the Planning Commission resolution in Exhibit 2.  
 
The Planning Commission Resolution, as well as the citizen-sponsored initiative, propose to 
amend IP Chapter 18.39, “Historic Resources Preservation” to enact and implement Measure F 
and the MSBPA. However, earlier in 2014, through the City-initiated LCP amendment HMB-
MAJ-1-11, the City proposed to delete Chapter 18.39 from the City IP. On July 11, 2014, the 
Commission approved this deletion, with modifications to the City’s submittal requiring that 
historic resource provisions be added back into Section 18.20.070 of the City’s IP. The City 
accepted this modification on October 7, 2014 by Ordinance to the City Council No. C-2014-10. 
On January 7, 2015, the Commission concurred with the Executive Director’s determination that 
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the actions taken by the City of Half Moon Bay to accept the Commission’s approval of LCP 
Amendment HMB-MAJ-1-11 were legally adequate. As a result of the City’s acceptance on 
October 7th and the Commission’s action on January 7th, there is no longer a Chapter 18.39 
included within the City’s IP. 
 
Also of note, when the City Planning Commission adopted the resolution required to implement 
the citizen-sponsored initiative, some non-substantive changes in language were made to both 
the amendments to the LUP Chapter 7-8 and the IP Section 18.39.005. Therefore, the 
amendments the Planning Commission resolved to make to the LCP differ from the text that 
Measure F proposed to add to the LCP. For the differences between the initiative text approved 
by the electorate and the amendments proposed by the resolution please compare Exhibit 1 
(composite amendment text) to Exhibit 3 (initiative text). 

B. STANDARD OF REVIEW 
The proposed amendment affects both the LUP and IP components of the City of Half Moon 
Bay’s LCP. The standard of review for the LUP amendment is that it must conform with the 
requirements of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. The standard of review for the IP amendment is 
that it must conform with and be adequate to carry out the provisions of the certified LUP.  

C.  CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS 
LUP Amendment Consistency Analysis 
 

Applicable Policies 

Coastal Act Section 30251 specifically protects the scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas as 
a resource of public importance and requires that development be compatible with the character 
of surrounding areas. Section 30253 requires that, where appropriate, new development protect 
special communities and neighborhoods with unique characteristics that are popular visitor 
destinations. In addition, Coastal Act Section 30244 requires reasonable mitigation when 
archeological or paleontological resources (as designated by the State Historic Preservation 
Officer) are threatened by new development. Coastal Act Sections 30251, 30253(e), and 30244 
state: 
 

Section 30251. The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and 
protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and 
designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize 
the alteration of natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the character of 
surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually 
degraded areas. New development in highly scenic areas such as those designated in the 
California Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the Department of 
Parks and Recreation and by local government shall be subordinate to the character of 
its setting.  

 
Section 30253(e). New development shall… (e) where appropriate, protect special 
communities and neighborhoods that, because of their unique characteristics, are 
popular visitor destination points for recreational uses. 
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Section 30244. Where development would adversely impact archaeological or 
paleontological resources as identified by the State Historic Preservation Officer, 
reasonable mitigation measures shall be required. 

 
Analysis of Proposed LUP changes 

The proposed LUP amendment would insert protections for a historic resource, the Main Street 
Bridge, into the LUP of the City’s Local Coastal Plan in accordance with the citizen-sponsored 
initiative, Measure F. The amendment establishes that the Bridge's historical, visual and physical 
integrity (including appearance and character) are to be preserved, and that the Bridge may not 
be demolished or expanded unless a majority of the voters reject the Bridge’s visual and physical 
integrity and authorize such development in another election. This amendment is consistent with 
Coastal Act requirements found in Sections 30244, 30251, and 30253(e), which require the 
protection of designated historical resources, scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas, or any 
areas found to have unique character. The Main Street Bridge is considered such a resource to 
the people of Half Moon Bay, as a citizen-sponsored initiative to protect the existing Bridge, 
supported by a petition with approximately 800 validated signatures, was passed by a majority 
vote. The protections for the Bridge that are added by the proposed LUP amendment would 
assure that the Bridge remains in its current historical state, consistent with Coastal Act Sections 
protecting visual, unique and historical character in the Coastal Zone.  
 
As previously stated, when the City Planning Commission adopted the resolution required to 
implement the citizen-sponsored initiative, some non-substantive changes in language were 
made to both the amendments to the LUP Chapter 7-8 and the IP Section 18.39.005. Therefore, 
the amendments the Planning Commission resolved to make to the LCP differ from the text that 
Measure F proposed to add to the LCP.  Commission Staff has received correspondence from the 
citizen sponsors of the Measure F initiative, as well as from other interested citizens, raising 
concerns that these minor, but apparent differences in what was passed by the voters and what 
was adopted by the Planning Commission may be inconsistent with Measure F and could undo 
what the citizens passed in the June 2014 election. Further California Elections Code Section 
9217 requires, “[n]o ordinance that is either proposed by initiative petition and adopted by the 
vote of the legislative body of the city without submission to the voters, or adopted by the voters, 
shall be repealed or amended except by a vote of the people, unless provision is otherwise made 
in the original ordinance.” Therefore, the text passed in the Measure F initiative by the voters 
cannot be “replaced or amended” without again submitting those changes to the voters. For 
consistency with the California Elections Code, Suggested Modification 1 is required to 
reconcile the LUP amendment text as passed by the Planning Commission resolution with the 
Measure adopted by the City of Half Moon Bay voters. In short, the resolution language will 
revert back to the exact language as was passed by the citizen-sponsored voter initiative. The 
City has agreed to this suggested modification. 
 
As modified above, the Commission finds the proposed LUP amendment would conform with 
the above-reference Coastal Act policies and would resurrect the amendment with the citizen 
initiative as required by the Elections Code.  
 
IP Amendment Consistency Analysis 
 

Applicable Policies 
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The City of Half Moon Bay LUP Policy 7-8 requires that new development, and proposed 
demolitions in the downtown area are subject to design approval and must be in scale and style 
similar to that of predominant older structures, have continuity with building lines along Main 
Street and that if an existing building contributes to character of the area, it not be demolished or 
altered in a way that would eliminate key architectural features. LUP Policy 7-8 states: 

New development, alterations to existing structures and proposed demolitions in the 
downtown area as designated on the Visual Resource Overlay Map shall be subject to 
design approval in accordance with scale and style similar to older structures. 

 
Coastal Act Section 30513 limits Commission rejection of zoning ordinances to those which do 
not conform with or are inadequate to carry out the Land Use Plan; by implication, the basis for 
approval is that the zoning ordinances conform with the Land Use Plan and are adequate to carry 
it out. 
 

Analysis of Proposed IP changes 

The proposed IP amendment would implement the above-referenced LUP changes by adding to 
Chapter 18.39 of the existing City IP language that requires that Main Street Bridge's historical, 
visual and physical integrity (including appearance and character) be preserved, and that the 
Bridge cannot be demolished or expanded unless a majority of the voters reject the Bridge’s 
visual and physical integrity and authorize its demolition in another election. This amendment to 
the IP would effectively implement the proposed LUP amendment and would conform to and 
carry out the amended LUP Policy 7-8, which requires that the bridge be protected in its 
historical state.  Further the IP amendments would conform to and adequately carry out the LUP 
in accordance with Coastal Act Section 30513.  
 
As previously stated, the amendment as proposed by the Planning Commission Resolution, as 
well as the citizen-sponsored initiative, propose to amend IP Chapter 18.39, “Historic Resources 
Preservation” to enact and implement Measure F and the MSBPA. However, earlier in 2014, 
through the City-initiated LCP amendment HMB-MAJ-1-11, the City proposed to delete Chapter 
18.39 from the existing IP. In the Commission’s July 11, 2014 action, the Commission approved 
this deletion, with modifications to the City’s submittal requiring historic resource protection 
provisions to be added back to Section 18.20.070 of the IP. The City accepted this modification 
on October 7, 2014 by Ordinance to the City Council No. C-2014-10 and the Commission 
certified that action on January 7, 2015. As a result of the City’s acceptance on October 7th and 
the Commission’s action on January 7, 2015, there is no longer a Chapter 18.39 in the City’s IP. 
In order to amend Chapter 18.39 to implement Measure F and Policy 7-8 of the LUP, Suggested 

Modification 2 is necessary to add back in the Chapter 18.39 Historical Resource Preservation 
title and a cross reference to the historic resource preservation policies now found in Section 
18.20.070. With this modification, the proposed amendment can be added to the IP, with the 
necessary historic resource preservation context. This will assure that the IP implements the LUP 
Policies regarding the Bridge and adequately carries out the new LUP policies regarding the 
Bridge. Finally, to assure consistency with the previously mentioned California Elections code 
requirements, Suggested Modification 2 is required to reconcile the IP amendment text as 
passed by the Planning Commission resolution with the Measure adopted by the City of Half 
Moon Bay voters. In short, the resolution language will revert back to the exact language as was 
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passed by the citizen-sponsored voter initiative with the exception of correcting the referenced 
chapter. The City has agreed to this suggested modification.   
 
As modified above, the Commission finds the proposed IP amendment would conform with and 
be adequate to carry out the historic resource protection policies of the LUP.  

D. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) 
Section 21080.9 of the California Public Resources Code – within the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) – exempts a 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 LCP. 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. 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, conforms 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. §§ 13540(f), 13542(d). 
 
The City’s LCP Amendment consists of an LUP and IP amendment. The Commission 
incorporates its findings on Coastal Act and Land Use Plan (LUP) conformity into this 
CEQA finding as it is set forth in full. As modified, the Commission finds that approval of 
the LCP amendment will not result in significant adverse environmental impacts under the 
meaning of the California Environmental Quality Act.  
 
As the amendment protects a historical resource, the amendment creates no potential for 
significant adverse environmental impacts. 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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