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Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal

From: mark@epstar.com
Sent: Wednesday, July 29, 2020 12:53 PM
To: Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal; Martinez, Erik@Coastal
Cc: Donna Epstein; Sam Epstein
Subject: Cypress Point project

Expires: Monday, January 25, 2021 12:00 AM

Hello, Stephanie and Erik. I have been a resident of Moss Beach since 1982 and I have seen the developments 
on the midcoast first hand. I also live on Carlos Street, less than 100 yards from the proposed Cypress Point 
project. I cannot believe that anyone thinks the proposed high-density project at the top of Carlos Street is 
consistent with the surrounding community.  
 
I also cannot believe that San Mateo County is trying to ram this project through the permitting/oversight 
process in the face of substantial community opposition. Local politicians used to represent the residents; now 
they tell us what is good for us. Speaking for the community attitude, nobody here is adverse to affordable 
housing projects – we know that the County and State have a serious need. The problem is where such a project 
should be located. The Cypress Point site is materially deficient in addressing the realities of (1) insufficient 
water and sewer, (2) insufficient amenities for the residents such as public transportation, grocery shopping, 
schools, jobs, doctors, dentists, etc. and (3) especially the impact on traffic on Highway 1 and the neighborhood 
streets close to the project. All you have to do is drive south on Carlos Street from the project to encounter the 
blind curve on the narrow road which is absolutely inadequate now (before the addition of another 200 car trips 
twice a day), or try to enter Highway 1 going north on Carlos Street from the project where you will experience 
another blind curve hiding the speeding northbound traffic. On weekends the traffic on Highway 1 is a 
nightmare for the residents who effectively are deprived of access to the Highway. 
 
I urge you to require an environmental impact report before allowing the development of this project. 
Respectfully, 
 
Mark L. Epstein 
Epstein & Friedman LLP 
2025 Carlos Street 
Moss Beach, CA 94038 
 
650-728-5040 Direct 
650-728-8318 Fax 
mlepstein@msn.com 
mark@epstar.com 
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From: ted kaye
To: Martinez, Erik@Coastal
Subject: Mid Peninsula’s housing project for Moss Beach
Date: Monday, June 15, 2020 8:32:32 AM

Dear Mr. Martinez, virtual meetings do not allow adequate public participation in hearings regarding the pending
housing project in Moss Beach. I do not want further decisions be made regarding Mid Peninsula’s housing plan for
Moss Beach until further public live meetings be conducted that provide for public comments.  Ted Kaye, Moss
Beach

Sent from my iPhone
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Sincerely, 

      
 Brian Gaffney 



































June 7, 2020 
 
San Mateo County Planning Commission 
planning-commission@smcgov.org 
mschaller@smcgov.org 
 
RE:  Vegetation Assessment of MidPen Housing Cypress Point Project Site 
 and California red-legged frog site adjacent to Montara Creek 
 
Dear Commissioners and Mr. Schaller, 
 
I write regarding the proposed Cypress Point project in Moss Beach. 
 
I’m a professional forager, naturalist, and a plant and mushroom identification expert. I live in 
Montara, so I’m especially familiar with the plant communities of this area. I hike frequently, 
and identify plants on these walks. In 2015, I devoted myself to brokering and promoting wild 
foods full-time. I operate Morchella Wild Foods of California. 
 
California’s coastal fog belt is the most biodiverse part of our state, a narrow band of habitat that 
occurs only where summer fog brings moisture to the flora during otherwise dry months. The 
year-round moisture and mild temperatures result in thick vegetation, rich soil and a deep seed 
bank. Coastal forests here are comprised of Monterey pine and Monterey cypress, trees native to 
California and designated vulnerable/endangered by IUCN and the California Native Plant 
Society due to their small native ranges and susceptibility to disease and climate shifts. These 
forests are host to many native plant and mushroom communities. 
 
The purpose of this letter is a concern I have with the planned development at Cypress Point. I 
attended the Planning Commission hearing in Half Moon Bay on January 22, 2020, where I was 
disappointed to hear the flora on the Cypress Point site described as “invasive grasslands,” when 
it is in fact native forest. After the hearing I read MidPen’s May 24, 2018 “Biological Resources 
Assessment,” section Vegetation and found that this Assessment only discussed a fraction of the 
native vegetation I’ve observed on the project site and surrounding area. Even some of the most 
prominent plants were omitted from the list of species recorded during MidPen’s survey in 
March 2017. 
 
Some of the resources and reference guides I used in preparing this correspondence  include: 
Calflora database (https://www.calflora.org/) 
iNaturalist database (https://www.inaturalist.org/
 Tending the Wild by Kat Anderson 
 California Foraging by Judith Lowry  
 California Native Plants for the Garden, by Carol Bornstein, David Fross, and Bart 
O’Brien 
 Mushrooms of the Redwood Coast by Noah Siegel and Christian Schwarz 
 Mushrooms Demystified by David Arora 



Attached is a map of the project site and surrounding area with points of interest labeled 1-11 
where I’ve observed native flora, and below I identify the plants I’ve observed in each specific 
area 
 
1) A native plant community of coyote brush, beach and wood strawberry, yerba buena, yarrow, 
California mugwort, little western bittercress, oso berry, California bee plant, California 
everlasting, and coast angelica. 
2) Mugwort, yerba buena, California bee plant, poison oak and coyote brush along northern edge 
of site. 
3) Abundant mycorrhizal mushrooms occurring with Monterey pine here: Amanita muscaria, 
lactarius deliciosus, suillus spp., boletus edulis, russula queletii, and others. 
4) Pacific aster, California coffeeberry, and Pacific sanicle are found throughout the site 
including here. 
5) Beach sagewort. 
6) Monterey cypress here host many native mushrooms including Agaricus bernardii, Agaricus 
brunneofibrillosus, Clitocybe nuda, and others. 
7) Yarrow is found throughout the site, and in abundance here. 
8) Coffeeberry, coyote brush, beach strawberry, Douglas iris, and checkerbloom can be found in 
the median between Carlos and Cabrillo Highway. In the Calflora database, there is an 
observation of rose leptosiphon, California Rare Plant (Rank 1B.1) being found at this location. 
A small and solitary plant, it would be difficult to find except when in bloom during a short 
period in May and June. 
9) Pink honeysuckle and salt-loving agaricus mushrooms. 
10) Watercress presence in Montara Creek is evidence of aquatic habitat which likely hosts red-
legged frogs. 
11) Single leaf onion, red flowering currant, red elderberry, arroyo willow and more can be 
found nearby in Montara Creek. 
 
Of the many native plants omitted from MidPen’s Biological Assessment, the most puzzling to 
me are the omission of California coffeeberry, yarrow, Pacific aster, Pacific sanicle, and 
California bee plant - because they are some of the most prominent vegetation throughout the 
site.  
 
In addition, please consider that on April 12, 2020 I observed what I believe was a California 
red-legged frog adjacent to Montara Creek. The frog was on 14th Street, at the edge of the road, 
in a perennially wet spot created by a neighbor’s groundwater drainage. I observed the frog about 
100 yards north of Montara Creek. I understand that at this time of year this species roams from 
their aquatic breeding spots to upland areas during rainy periods like we had in early April this 
year. I have attached an image of the frog I observed. Although I am not an expert in 
herpetology, I understand that the prominent dorsolateral folds on the frog I observed are a key 
feature that distinguish California red-legged frogs from more common Pacific tree frogs. 
California red-legged frogs are our state amphibian, and designated a vulnerable species by 
IUCN due to habitat loss. 
 
In conclusion, MidPen’s Vegetation Assessment is clearly incomplete and understates the native 
flora that would be impacted by development here.  



I urge you to postpone further consideration of this proposed project - until more a reliable 
biological assessment has been performed. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Bryan Jessop  
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     BioMaAS  Steve Powell, B.S. 
Principal, Biologist

Years of Experience 
23 

Expertise 
Senior Permitted Biologist 

Education 

B.S. (Biology) at California 
State University, Hayward, 
1998. 

Registrations/Certifications 

Certified Marbled Murrelet 
Surveyor 

Permits 

USFWS Section 10(a)(1)(A) 
Recovery Permit (TE-107075-
3) for California red-legged
frog, San Francisco garter
snake, Alameda whipsnake,
salt marsh harvest mouse and
California tiger salamander.

Experience 

Mr. Powell is a permitted biologist for San Francisco garter snake, California red-
legged frog, California tiger salamander, salt marsh harvest mouse, and Alameda 
whipsnake. He has over 23 years of experience working on projects in endangered 
species habitat, dealing with issues of environmental compliance, endangered 
species management and habitat restoration. 

With experience as a biologist, environmental inspector, researcher, consultant, 
project manager, and monitor, Mr. Powell has extensive field experience and has 
conducted numerous studies throughout a broad range of wildlife and biological 
communities in California. Mr. Powell is skilled in vertebrate identification, 
taxonomy, natural history, California special status species survey methods, and 
habitat assessments. Mr. Powell also has extensive experience in monitoring 
efforts, habitat preservation, mitigation, restoration, trapping and relocation for 
the California red-legged frog, foothill yellow-legged frog, California tiger 
salamander, salt marsh harvest mouse, San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat, 
Alameda whipsnake, San Francisco garter snake, Western pond turtle, and 
burrowing owl.  

Mr. Powell has conducted surveys and habitat assessments for a variety of other 
species including California Ridgway’s rail, California black rail, Swainson’s hawk, 
Northern goshawk, California spotted owl, Western snowy plover, marbled 
murrelet, San Joaquin kit fox, bats, and valley elderberry longhorn beetle. Mr. 
Powell has also contributed to many fish surveying and relocation projects, which 
involved species such as steelhead and delta smelt.  

His environmental document writing experience includes: Environmental Impact 
Reports, Management Plans, Invasive Plant Management Programs, Nesting Bird 
Reports, Habitat Conservation Plans, restoration plans, and Biological Assessments. 
Mr. Powell has managed many biological projects and performed functions such as 
oversight, training, deployment of personnel, and budget management.  

Relevant Experience 

Alameda Creek Diversion Dam – Fish Passage Facilities Project, Sunol, California    
Owner: San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
Mr. Powell was an agency-approved monitor and environmental inspector. He 
performed preconstruction surveys for Alameda whipsnake, California tiger 
salamander, California red-legged frog, Foothill Yellow-legged frog (FYLF), Western 
pond turtle, bats, San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat, and nesting birds. He 
conducted surveys and relocation of several dozen FYLF egg masses and monitored 
their survival over three seasons. He relocated dozens of adult and juvenile FYLF as 
well. He also relocated dusky-footed woodrats, CRF, and AWS.  He also conducted 
acoustic monitoring and exclusion for bats. His duties included construction access 
road inspections to minimize Take of special status species, wildlife exclusion fence 
inspection, daily compliance repots, environmental training, and speed limit 
enforcement on site.  
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Caltrans Devil’s Slide Hwy 1 Tunnel Project, San Mateo County 
Owner: Caltrans District 4 
Mr. Powell was responsible for environmental and biological monitoring at three 
project sites, including quality assurance for contractor implementation of water 
quality measures, erosion control, spill and containment, SWPPP compliance 
inspection, water sampling, ESA and wildlife fence inspection, and biological 
monitoring for California red-legged frog, San Francisco garter snake, migratory 
birds, and San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat. Pre-construction work included 
trapping and relocation of California red-legged frogs and relocation of San 
Francisco dusky-footed woodrats outside of the construction area as well as nesting 
bird surveys. Mr. Powell functioned as the lead construction and biological monitor 
for south and north portal work on the Devil’s Slide Hwy 1 Tunnel Project. 

Calera Creek Wetland Restoration Project, San Mateo County, CA 
Client: City of Pacifica Department of Public Works 
Mr. Powell conducted trapping and visual surveys for San Francisco garter snake, 
Western pond turtle, California red-legged frog, and San Francisco dusky-footed 
woodrat. He also took samples and collected data on water quality. He compiled 
the data into a report and created a habitat management plan which improved and 
maintained habitat for California red-legged frog, San Francisco garter snake, 
western pond turtle, and San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat through control of 
invasive vegetation, and enhancement of upland and wetland vegetative cover.  

Bean Hollow Ponds Management, Pescadero, CA 
Client:  San Mateo County Public Works Department 
Mr. Powell is involved in the management of several wetland sites that provide 
habitat for San Francisco garter snake and CA red-legged frog. We are currently 
conducting nocturnal and diurnal surveys and are developing an on-site habitat 
enhancement plan to enhance and create more wetland habitat near the existing 
ponds. 

San Francisquito Creek Flood Reduction, Ecosystem Restoration, and Recreation 
Project, Palo Alto, CA   
Owner: San Francisquito Creek Joint Powers Authority 
Mr. Powell was the USFWS approved permitted biologist and fisheries biologist for 
a levee improvement and salt marsh restoration project in salt marsh adjacent to 
San Francisco Bay. Mr. Powell’s responsibilities included:  preparing species 
avoidance plans for California Ridgway’s rail, salt marsh harvest mouse, and 
anadromous fish, preparing environmental education program, identification of any 
salt marsh harvest mice and other rodents encountered within the project area, 
Resource Agency consultation, environmental compliance management and, 
compliance monitoring, pre/post construction surveys for saltmarsh harvest mouse 
and California Ridgway’s rail, relocation of several thousand fish during dewatering, 
coordination of contractor and environmental monitors, and ensuring the integrity 
of the exclusion fencing.  Mr. Powell identified Salt marsh harvest mice and western 
harvest mice on the project. Other special status species included California 
Ridgway’s rail, California black rail, Western pond turtle, California red-legged frog, 
green sturgeon, and steelhead.  
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Tyler Ranch Caltrans Mitigation Site, Alameda Co., California 
 Owner: Caltrans District 4 
Mr. Powell participated in the design and implementation of an Alameda whipsnake 
trapping program to determine the presence and distribution of this listed species 
within a proposed Caltrans mitigation site located on Tyler Ranch. Whipsnakes were 
marked and photographed as part of an effort to ascertain population size. He also 
conducted aquatic sampling to determine the presence of California tiger 
salamander and California red- legged frog within wetlands on and adjacent to the 
property. Mr. Powell captured and marked Alameda whipsnakes and trapped 
numerous California red-legged frogs during the project. 

Biological Constraints Analysis for Proposed Crow Canyon Road Safety 
Improvement Project.   
Owner: Alameda County Public Works 
Mr. Powell conducted a biological constraints analysis for 13 proposed road 
improvements at a number of locations along Crow Canyon Road. The constraints 
analysis included a review of literature and field surveys to determine the extent of 
previous biological surveys and the species and habitats known or likely to occur 
along the segment. Special status species included: CA red-legged frog, CA tiger 
salamander, and western pond turtle 

Old Niles Project, Alameda Co. CA 
Owner: Caltrans District 4 
Conducted pre-construction surveys prior to retaining wall installation on Niles 
Canyon Road adjacent to Alameda Creek. Special status species within the area 
included California red-legged frog, foothill yellow-legged frog, Alameda 
whipsnake, and Central Coast ESU steelhead.  Conducted nesting bird surveys and 
mapped nests within and adjacent to the project area. 

San Pedro Creek Bridge Replacement Project, Pacifica, CA 
Owner: Caltrans District 4 
As project manager, Mr. Powell performed nesting bird deterrence, listed species 
relocation, biological monitoring and environmental inspection during vegetation 
removal for a bridge replacement and dredging project in California red-legged frog 
(CRF) and steelhead habitat. He conducted daily bird surveys and bird deterrence 
during the nesting season to prevent nesting birds from delaying the start of the 
project. This work included removing nest-starts and installing deterrents to 
nesting. He conducted preconstruction surveys and a habitat assessment for CRF 
and steelhead and relocated numerous CRF egg masses and adults from the work 
area. He also relocated nests of San Francisco dusky-footed woodrats and 
monitored the removal of trees and other vegetation prior to the start of 
construction 

Route 92 West Albert Canyon Mitigation Project, San Mateo Co.    
Owner: Caltrans District 4 
Mr. Powell was responsible for environmental and biological monitoring on a culvert 
repair and creek bank restoration project on highway 92.   Special status species on 
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site included California red-legged frog, San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat, and 
central coast steelhead. Mr. Powell also conducted pre-construction surveys, nesting 
bird surveys, contractor education, completed daily reports, and removed wildlife 
from the construction area. After concrete was poured to line the inside of a culvert, 
a plastic detention basin surrounded by exclusion fence was constructed at the pipe 
outfall to prevent entry by California red-legged frog.  Mr. Powell conducted daily 
water tests on the discharge from the pipe to check the pH and determine when it 
was safe to be released downstream. Until the proper pH levels were reached, water 
was pumped from the fenced detention basin and into a truck for disposal. 

SMART CP4 Haystack Landing Bridge Replacement, Petaluma, CA   
Owner: Sonoma Marin Area Rail Transit (SMART) 
Mr. Powell was the Service-Approved lead biologist on a railroad bridge replacement 
project over the Petaluma River. His responsibilities included oversight of the 
biological monitors and contractor to ensure resource agency permit compliance 
with the federal Biological Opinion and all project permits. Of special interest on this 
project were water quality concerns due to working in a live river, impacts to fish 
during dewatering, and impacts to special status species during vegetation clearing 
and ground disturbance. Special status species in the area included salt marsh 
harvest mouse, California red-legged frog, California clapper rail, Delta smelt and 
green sturgeon. 

Mare Island Salt Marsh Harvest Mouse Habitat Assessment, Vallejo, CA  
Owner: U.S. Navy  
Mr. Powell conducted habitat assessments for salt marsh harvest mouse (SMHM) at 
several sites throughout the Mare Island Naval Base. As a permitted SMHM biologist, 
he conducted site visits to multiple locations to assess the potential for SMHM to 
occur within proposed project areas and wrote reports detailing the results. He also 
reviewed reports of other biologists for accuracy. 

I-680 Highway Widening, Pleasanton, CA 
Owner: Caltrans District 4 
As a CDFW/USFWS-approved biological monitor, Mr. Powell performed 
preconstruction surveys, camera trapping, live-trapping, and midden relocation for 
San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat next to the Bernal Ave. onramp on I-680. He 
assisted in the relocation of over a dozen woodrat middens. He inspected trapped 
adult woodrats to evaluate their reproductive status, lactating females were 
returned to their nests, other woodrats were relocated along with their middens 

SFPUC Water System Improvement Program Crystal Springs-San Andres Pipeline 
Upgrade Project, San Mateo Co. CA  
Owner: San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
Mr. Powell conducted environmental and biological inspection for compliance 
during a water pipeline improvement project. He monitored construction activities 
such as de-watering, excavation, rip-rap placement, drilling, and demolition of 
concrete structures. Special status species within the project area include; San 
Francisco garter snake, California red-legged frog, Western pond turtle, Central 
California Coast ESU steelhead, San Francisco Dusky-footed woodrat, and migratory 
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nesting birds. Mr. Powell also conducted preconstruction surveys, contractor 
education, filed daily reports documenting compliance, and relocated special status 
species. 

Surveys and Exclusion Activities for the Permit-level Composting Facility at the 
Altamont Landfill and Resource Recovery Facility 
Client: Waste Management of Alameda County 
Mr. Powell conducted protocol-level surveys for the San Joaquin kit fox, CA red-
legged frog, CA tiger salamander, and burrowing owl. Surveys included spot lighting, 
track dusting, and burrow surveys. Owls were found in the construction footprint, 
and coordination with CDFG biologists allowed for passive exclusion the owls from 
burrows so that construction could continue.  Mr. Powell also conducted surveys for 
Alameda whipsnake. 

PG&E Jefferson-Martin 230 kV Line Installation Project, San Mateo County 
Owner: PG&E  
Mr. Powell was responsible for permitted biological monitoring and conducting 
surveys for special-status species including the California red-legged frog, San 
Francisco garter snake, and San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat on the Jefferson-
Martin 230 k-V Line Project adjacent to San Andreas Reservoir. Efforts included a 
capture and relocation program for these species to remove them from the 
construction zone and providing a permitted construction monitoring team as 
required by the project permits. He relocated many CRF and SFGS by hand and 
through trapping, and relocated woodrat middens. 

PG&E San Francisquito Creek Emergency Pipeline Repair Project, Santa Clara 
County, CA  
Mr. Powell provided project management, and environmental/biological monitoring 
during an emergency PG&E project that involved the dewatering of an approximate 
100-foot stretch of stream to facilitate the repair of a 24-inch gas pipeline which 
crossed below the creek bed. Central coast ESU steelhead were relocated from the 
project area prior to pipeline repair. He conducted preconstruction surveys for CA 
red-legged frog and CA tiger salamander, and bats. After the completion of 
construction, he directed the installation of erosion control and the revegetation of 
the area with native plants. He conducted quarterly assessments of the revegetation 
and the status of the creek as suitable anadromous fish habitat over the course of 5 
years. 

Three-year fish survey of lower Delta marsh channels, Contra Costa County, CA  
Client: Cal Fed 
Mr. Powell conducted a three-year fish survey of restored lower Sacramento-San 
Joaquin Delta marsh channels to determine their use by native California species 
including the federally and state threatened Delta smelt (Hypomesus transpacificus). 
We successfully adapted standard fish capture methods to function well in Delta 
marsh drainage channels with strong tidal flows.  This permitted quarterly sampling 
of all fish entering and leaving restored and preserved marshes over a three-year 
period.   































 











2656 29th Street, Suite 201 
Santa Monica, CA 90405 

 
Matt Hagemann, P.G, C.Hg. 

  (949) 887-9013 
 mhagemann@swape.com 

 
Matthew F. Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg., QSD, QSP  

Geologic and Hydrogeologic Characterization 
Investigation and Remediation Strategies 
Litigation Support and Testifying Expert 

Industrial Stormwater Compliance  
CEQA Review 

 
Education: 
M.S. Degree, Geology, California State University Los Angeles, Los Angeles, CA, 1984. 
B.A. Degree, Geology, Humboldt State University, Arcata, CA, 1982. 

 
Professional Certifications: 
California Professional Geologist 
California Certified Hydrogeologist 
Qualified SWPPP Developer and Practitioner 

 
Professional Experience: 
Matt has 30 years of experience in environmental policy, contaminant assessment and remediation, 
stormwater compliance, and CEQA review. He spent nine years with the U.S. EPA in the RCRA and 
Superfund programs and served as EPA’s Senior Science Policy Advisor in the Western Regional 
Office where he identified emerging threats to groundwater from perchlorate and MTBE. While with 
EPA, Matt also served as a Senior Hydrogeologist in the oversight of the assessment of seven major 
military facilities undergoing base closure. He led numerous enforcement actions under provisions of 
the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and directed efforts to improve hydrogeologic 
characterization and water quality monitoring. For the past 15 years, as a founding partner with SWAPE, 
Matt has developed extensive client relationships and has managed complex projects that include 
consultation as an expert witness and a regulatory specialist, and a manager of projects ranging from 
industrial stormwater compliance to CEQA review of impacts from hazardous waste, air quality and 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

 
Positions Matt has held include: 

Founding Partner, Soil/Water/Air Protection Enterprise (SWAPE) (2003 – present); 
Geology Instructor, Golden West College, 2010 – 2104, 2017; 
Senior Environmental Analyst, Komex H2O Science, Inc. (2000 -- 2003); 
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Executive Director, Orange Coast Watch (2001 – 2004); 
Senior Science Policy Advisor and Hydrogeologist, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (1989– 
1998); 
Hydrogeologist, National Park Service, Water Resources Division (1998 – 2000); 
Adjunct Faculty Member, San Francisco State University, Department of Geosciences (1993 – 
1998); 
Instructor, College of Marin, Department of Science (1990 – 1995); 
Geologist, U.S. Forest Service (1986 – 1998); and 
Geologist, Dames & Moore (1984 – 1986). 

 
Senior Regulatory and Litigation Support Analyst: 
With SWAPE, Matt’s responsibilities have included: 

Lead analyst and testifying expert in the review of over 300 environmental impact reports 
and negative declarations since 2003 under CEQA that identify significant issues with regard 
to hazardous waste, water resources, water quality, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, 
and geologic hazards. Make recommendations for additional mitigation measures to lead 
agencies at the local and county level to include additional characterization of health risks 
and implementation of protective measures to reduce worker exposure to hazards from 
toxins and Valley Fever. 
Stormwater analysis, sampling and best management practice evaluation at more than 150 industrial 
facilities. 
Expert witness on numerous cases including, for example, perfluorooctanoic acid (PFOA) 
contamination of groundwater, MTBE litigation, air toxins at hazards at a school, CERCLA 
compliance in assessment and remediation, and industrial stormwater contamination. 
Technical assistance and litigation support for vapor intrusion concerns. 
Lead analyst and testifying expert in the review of environmental issues in license applications 
for large solar power plants before the California Energy Commission. 
Manager of a project to evaluate numerous formerly used military sites in the western U.S. 
Manager of a comprehensive evaluation of potential sources of perchlorate contamination in 
Southern California drinking water wells. 
Manager and designated expert for litigation support under provisions of Proposition 65 in the 
review of releases of gasoline to sources drinking water at major refineries and hundreds of gas 
stations throughout California. 

 
With Komex H2O Science Inc., Matt’s duties included the following: 

Senior author of a report on the extent of perchlorate contamination that was used in testimony 
by the former U.S. EPA Administrator and General Counsel. 
Senior researcher in the development of a comprehensive, electronically interactive chronology 
of MTBE use, research, and regulation. 
Senior researcher in the development of a comprehensive, electronically interactive chronology 
of perchlorate use, research, and regulation. 
Senior researcher in a study that estimates nationwide costs for MTBE remediation and drinking 
water treatment, results of which were published in newspapers nationwide and in testimony 
against provisions of an energy bill that would limit liability for oil companies. 
Research to support litigation to restore drinking water supplies that have been contaminated by 
MTBE in California and New York. 
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Expert witness testimony in a case of oil production-related contamination in Mississippi. 
Lead author for a multi-volume remedial investigation report for an operating school in Los 
Angeles that met strict regulatory requirements and rigorous deadlines. 
Development of strategic approaches for cleanup of contaminated sites in consultation with 
clients and regulators. 

 
Executive Director: 
As Executive Director with Orange Coast Watch, Matt led efforts to restore water quality at Orange 
County beaches from multiple sources of contamination including urban runoff and the discharge of 
wastewater. In reporting to a Board of Directors that included representatives from leading Orange 
County universities and businesses, Matt prepared issue papers in the areas of treatment and disinfection 
of wastewater and control of the discharge of grease to sewer systems. Matt actively participated in the  
development of countywide water quality permits for the control of urban runoff and permits for the 
discharge of wastewater. Matt worked with other nonprofits to protect and restore water quality, including 
Surfrider, Natural Resources Defense Council and Orange County CoastKeeper as well as with business 
institutions including the Orange County Business Council. 

 
Hydrogeology: 
As a Senior Hydrogeologist with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Matt led investigations to 
characterize and cleanup closing military bases, including Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Hunters Point 
Naval Shipyard, Treasure Island Naval Station, Alameda Naval Station, Moffett Field, Mather Army 
Airfield, and Sacramento Army Depot. Specific activities were as follows: 

Led efforts to model groundwater flow and contaminant transport, ensured adequacy of 
monitoring networks, and assessed cleanup alternatives for contaminated sediment, soil, and 
groundwater. 
Initiated a regional program for evaluation of groundwater sampling practices and laboratory 
analysis at military bases. 
Identified emerging issues, wrote technical guidance, and assisted in policy and regulation 
development through work on four national U.S. EPA workgroups, including the Superfund 
Groundwater Technical Forum and the Federal Facilities Forum. 

 
At the request of the State of Hawaii, Matt developed a methodology to determine the vulnerability of 
groundwater to contamination on the islands of Maui and Oahu. He used analytical models and a GIS to 
show zones of vulnerability, and the results were adopted and published by the State of Hawaii and 
County of Maui. 

 
As a hydrogeologist with the EPA Groundwater Protection Section, Matt worked with provisions of the 
Safe Drinking Water Act and NEPA to prevent drinking water contamination. Specific activities included 
the following: 

Received an EPA Bronze Medal for his contribution to the development of national guidance for 
the protection of drinking water. 
Managed the Sole Source Aquifer Program and protected the drinking water of two communities 
through designation under the Safe Drinking Water Act. He prepared geologic reports, conducted 
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public hearings, and responded to public comments from residents who were very concerned 
about the impact of designation. 
Reviewed a number of Environmental Impact Statements for planned major developments, 
including large hazardous and solid waste disposal facilities, mine reclamation, and water 
transfer. 

 
Matt served as a hydrogeologist with the RCRA Hazardous Waste program. Duties were as follows: 

Supervised the hydrogeologic investigation of hazardous waste sites to determine compliance 
with Subtitle C requirements. 
Reviewed and wrote "part B" permits for the disposal of hazardous waste. 
Conducted RCRA Corrective Action investigations of waste sites and led inspections that formed 
the basis for significant enforcement actions that were developed in close coordination with U.S. 
EPA legal counsel. 
Wrote contract specifications and supervised contractor’s investigations of waste sites. 

 
With the National Park Service, Matt directed service-wide investigations of contaminant sources to 
prevent degradation of water quality, including the following tasks: 

Applied pertinent laws and regulations including CERCLA, RCRA, NEPA, NRDA, and the 
Clean Water Act to control military, mining, and landfill contaminants. 
Conducted watershed-scale investigations of contaminants at parks, including Yellowstone and 
Olympic National Park. 
Identified high-levels of perchlorate in soil adjacent to a national park in New Mexico 
and advised park superintendent on appropriate response actions under CERCLA. 
Served as a Park Service representative on the Interagency Perchlorate Steering Committee, a 
national workgroup. 
Developed a program to conduct environmental compliance audits of all National Parks while 
serving on a national workgroup. 
Co-authored two papers on the potential for water contamination from the operation of personal 
watercraft and snowmobiles, these papers serving as the basis for the development of nation- 
wide policy on the use of these vehicles in National Parks. 
Contributed to the Federal Multi-Agency Source Water Agreement under the Clean Water 
Action Plan. 

 
Policy: 
Served senior management as the Senior Science Policy Advisor with the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, Region 9.  

Activities included the following: 
Advised the Regional Administrator and senior management on emerging issues such as the 
potential for the gasoline additive MTBE and ammonium perchlorate to contaminate drinking 
water supplies. 
Shaped EPA’s national response to these threats by serving on workgroups and by contributing 
to guidance, including the Office of Research and Development publication, Oxygenates in 
Water: Critical Information and Research Needs. 
Improved the technical training of EPA's scientific and engineering staff. 
Earned an EPA Bronze Medal for representing the region’s 300 scientists and engineers in 
negotiations with the Administrator and senior management to better integrate scientific 
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principles into the policy-making process. 
Established national protocol for the peer review of scientific documents. 

 
Geology: 
With the U.S. Forest Service, Matt led investigations to determine hillslope stability of areas proposed for 
timber harvest in the central Oregon Coast Range. Specific activities were as follows: 

Mapped geology in the field, and used aerial photographic interpretation and mathematical 
models to determine slope stability. 
Coordinated his research with community members who were concerned with natural resource 
protection. 
Characterized the geology of an aquifer that serves as the sole source of drinking water for the 
city of Medford, Oregon. 

 
As a consultant with Dames and Moore, Matt led geologic investigations of two contaminated sites (later 
listed on the Superfund NPL) in the Portland, Oregon, area and a large hazardous waste site in eastern 
Oregon. Duties included the following: 

Supervised year-long effort for soil and groundwater sampling. 
Conducted aquifer tests. 
Investigated active faults beneath sites proposed for hazardous waste disposal. 

 
Teaching: 
From 1990 to 1998, Matt taught at least one course per semester at the community college and university 
levels: 

At San Francisco State University, held an adjunct faculty position and taught courses in 
environmental geology, oceanography (lab and lecture), hydrogeology, and groundwater 
contamination. 
Served as a committee member for graduate and undergraduate students. 
Taught courses in environmental geology and oceanography at the College of Marin. 

 
Matt is currently a part time geology instructor at Golden West College in Huntington Beach, California 
where he taught from 2010 to 2014 and in 2017. 

 
Invited Testimony, Reports, Papers and Presentations: 
Hagemann, M.F., 2008. Disclosure of Hazardous Waste Issues under CEQA. Presentation to the Public 
Environmental Law Conference, Eugene, Oregon. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2008. Disclosure of Hazardous Waste Issues under CEQA. Invited presentation to U.S. 
EPA Region 9, San Francisco, California. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2005. Use of Electronic Databases in Environmental Regulation, Policy Making and 
Public Participation. Brownfields 2005, Denver, Coloradao. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2004. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water 
in Nevada and the Southwestern U.S. Presentation to a meeting of the American Groundwater Trust, Las 
Vegas, NV (served on conference organizing committee). 
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Hagemann, M.F., 2004. Invited testimony to a California Senate committee hearing on air toxins at 
schools in Southern California, Los Angeles. 
 

Brown, A., Farrow, J., Gray, A. and Hagemann, M., 2004. An Estimate of Costs to Address MTBE 
Releases from Underground Storage Tanks and the Resulting Impact to Drinking Water Wells. 
Presentation to the Ground Water and Environmental Law Conference, National Groundwater 
Association. 

Hagemann, M.F., 2004. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water 
in Arizona and the Southwestern U.S. Presentation to a meeting of the American Groundwater Trust, 
Phoenix, AZ (served on conference organizing committee). 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2003. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water 
in the Southwestern U.S. Invited presentation to a special committee meeting of the National Academy   
of Sciences, Irvine, CA. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2003. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River. Invited presentation to a 
tribal EPA meeting, Pechanga, CA. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2003. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River. Invited presentation to a 
meeting of tribal repesentatives, Parker, AZ. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2003. Impact of Perchlorate on the Colorado River and Associated Drinking Water 
Supplies. Invited presentation to the Inter-Tribal Meeting, Torres Martinez Tribe. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2003. The Emergence of Perchlorate as a Widespread Drinking Water Contaminant. 
Invited presentation to the U.S. EPA Region 9. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2003. A Deductive Approach to the Assessment of Perchlorate Contamination. Invited 
presentation to the California Assembly Natural Resources Committee. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2003. Perchlorate: A Cold War Legacy in Drinking Water. Presentation to a meeting of 
the National Groundwater Association. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2002. From Tank to Tap: A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater. Presentation to a 
meeting of the National Groundwater Association. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2002. A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater and an Estimate of Costs to Address 
Impacts to Groundwater.  Presentation to the annual meeting of the Society of Environmental 
Journalists. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2002. An Estimate of the Cost to Address MTBE Contamination in Groundwater 
(and Who Will Pay). Presentation to a meeting of the National Groundwater Association. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2002. An Estimate of Costs to Address MTBE Releases from Underground Storage 
Tanks and the Resulting Impact to Drinking Water Wells. Presentation to a meeting of the U.S. EPA and 
State Underground Storage Tank Program managers. 
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Hagemann, M.F., 2001.   From Tank to Tap: A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater.   Unpublished 
report. 

 

Hagemann, M.F., 2001.  Estimated Cleanup Cost for MTBE in Groundwater Used as Drinking Water. 
Unpublished report. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2001.  Estimated Costs to Address MTBE Releases from Leaking Underground Storage 
Tanks. Unpublished report. 

 
Hagemann,  M.F.,  and  VanMouwerik,  M.,  1999. Potential W a t e r   Quality  Concerns  Related 
to Snowmobile Usage. Water Resources Division, National Park Service, Technical Report. 

 
VanMouwerik, M. and Hagemann, M.F. 1999, Water Quality Concerns Related to Personal Watercraft 
Usage. Water Resources Division, National Park Service, Technical Report. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 1999, Is Dilution the Solution to Pollution in National Parks? The George Wright 
Society Biannual Meeting, Asheville, North Carolina. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 1997, The Potential for MTBE to Contaminate Groundwater. U.S. EPA Superfund 
Groundwater Technical Forum Annual Meeting, Las Vegas, Nevada. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., and Gill, M., 1996, Impediments to Intrinsic Remediation, Moffett Field Naval Air 
Station, Conference on Intrinsic Remediation of Chlorinated Hydrocarbons, Salt Lake City. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., Fukunaga, G.L., 1996, The Vulnerability of Groundwater to Anthropogenic 
Contaminants on the Island of Maui, Hawaii. Hawaii Water Works Association Annual Meeting, Maui, 
October 1996. 

 
Hagemann, M. F., Fukanaga, G. L., 1996, Ranking Groundwater Vulnerability in Central Oahu, 
Hawaii. Proceedings, Geographic Information Systems in Environmental Resources Management, Air 
and Waste Management Association Publication VIP-61. 

 
Hagemann,  M.F.,  1994.  Groundwater Ch ar ac te r i z a t i o n and Cl ean up a t Closing  Military  Bases 
in California. Proceedings, California Groundwater Resources Association Meeting. 

 
Hagemann, M.F. and Sabol, M.A., 1993. Role of the U.S. EPA in the High Plains States Groundwater 
Recharge Demonstration Program. Proceedings, Sixth Biennial Symposium on the Artificial Recharge of 
Groundwater. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 1993. U.S. EPA Policy on the Technical Impracticability of the Cleanup of DNAPL- 
contaminated Groundwater. California Groundwater Resources Association Meeting. 
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Hagemann, M.F., 1992. Dense Nonaqueous Phase Liquid Contamination of Groundwater: An Ounce of 
Prevention... Proceedings, Association of Engineering Geologists Annual Meeting, v. 35. 

 
Other Experience: 
Selected as subject matter expert for the California Professional Geologist licensing examinations, 
2009-2011. 
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Chemicals CAS No. Groundwater 
(μg/L)

Soil
(mg/kg)

Subslab / Soil Gas 
(μg/m3)

Indoor Air 
(μg/m3)

Tier 1 ESLs 1

Based on a generic conceptual site model designed for use at most sites2
2019 (Rev. 2)

1,2-Dichloropropane 78-87-5 2.3E+00 6.5E-02 9.4E+00 2.8E-01
1,3-Dichloropropene 542-75-6 5.0E-01 1.7E-02 5.8E+00 1.8E-01
Dieldrin 60-57-1 1.4E-04 4.6E-04 2.0E-02 6.1E-04
Diethyl phthalate 84-66-2 1.5E+00 2.5E-02 -- --
Dimethyl phthalate 131-11-3 1.5E+00 3.5E-02 -- --
2,4-Dimethylphenol 105-67-9 1.0E+02 8.1E+00 3.3E+01 1.0E+00
2,4-Dinitrophenol 51-28-5 3.9E+01 3.0E+00 -- --
2,4-Dinitrotoluene 121-14-2 2.4E-01 2.3E-02 -- --
1,4-Dioxane 123-91-1 3.8E-01 1.7E-04 1.2E+01 3.6E-01
Dioxin (2,3,7,8-TCDD) 1746-01-6 1.4E-08 4.8E-06 2.5E-06 7.4E-08
Endosulfan 115-29-7 8.7E-03 9.8E-03 -- --
Endrin 72-20-8 2.3E-03 1.1E-03 -- --
Ethylbenzene 100-41-4 3.5E+00 4.3E-01 3.7E+01 1.1E+00
Fluoranthene [PAH] 206-44-0 8.0E+00 6.9E-01 -- --
Fluorene [PAH] 86-73-7 3.9E+00 6.0E+00 -- --
Heptachlor 76-44-8 2.1E-04 1.2E-01 7.2E-02 2.2E-03
Heptachlor epoxide 1024-57-3 1.1E-04 1.8E-04 3.6E-02 1.1E-03
Hexachlorobenzene 118-74-1 7.7E-04 8.0E-04 1.8E-01 5.5E-03
Hexachlorobutadiene 87-68-3 1.4E-01 2.8E-02 4.3E+00 1.3E-01
g-Hexachlorocyclohexane (Lindane) 58-89-9 1.6E-02 7.4E-03 -- --
Hexachloroethane 67-72-1 3.3E-01 1.9E-02 8.5E+00 2.6E-01
Indeno[1,2,3-c,d]pyrene [PAH] 193-39-5 4.9E-02 4.8E-01 -- --
Lead 7439-92-1 2.5E+00 3.2E+01 -- --
Mercury (elemental) 7439-97-6 2.5E-02 1.3E+01 1.0E+00 3.1E-02
Methoxychlor 72-43-5 3.0E-03 1.3E-02 -- --
Methylene chloride 75-09-2 5.0E+00 1.2E-01 3.4E+01 1.0E+00
Methyl ethyl ketone 78-93-3 5.6E+03 6.1E+00 1.7E+05 5.2E+03
Methyl isobutyl ketone 108-10-1 1.2E+02 3.6E-01 1.4E+04 4.2E+02
Methyl mercury 22967-92-6 3.0E-03 3.4E-02 -- --
2-Methylnaphthalene 91-57-6 2.1E+00 8.8E-01 2.3E+03 6.8E+01
Methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) 1634-04-4 5.0E+00 2.8E-02 3.6E+02 1.1E+01
Molybdenum 7439-98-7 1.0E+02 6.9E+00 -- --
Naphthalene [PAH] 91-20-3 1.7E-01 4.2E-02 2.8E+00 8.3E-02
Nickel 7440-02-0 8.2E+00 8.6E+01 -- --
Pentachlorophenol 87-86-5 1.0E+00 1.3E-02 -- --
Perchlorate 7790-98-9 6.0E+00 5.5E+01 -- --
Petroleum - Gasoline -- 1.0E+02 1.0E+02 3.3E+03 1.0E+02
Petroleum - Stoddard Solvent -- 1.0E+02 1.0E+02 1.1E+04 3.3E+02
Petroleum - Jet Fuel -- 1.0E+02 1.0E+02 1.1E+04 3.3E+02
Petroleum - Diesel -- 1.0E+02 2.6E+02 8.9E+03 2.7E+02
Petroleum - HOPs -- 1.0E+02 -- -- --
Petroleum - Motor Oil -- -- 1.6E+03 -- --
Phenanthrene [PAH] 85-01-8 4.6E+00 7.8E+00 1.8E+03 5.5E+01
Phenol 108-95-2 5.0E+00 1.6E-01 5.2E+03 1.6E+02
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) 1336-36-3 1.7E-04 2.3E-01 1.6E-01 4.9E-03
Pyrene [PAH] 129-00-0 2.0E+00 4.5E+01 -- --
Selenium 7782-49-2 5.0E-01 2.4E+00 -- --
Silver 7440-22-4 1.9E-01 2.5E+01 -- --
Styrene 100-42-5 1.0E+01 9.2E-01 3.1E+04 9.4E+02
tert-Butyl alcohol 75-65-0 1.2E+01 7.5E-02 -- --
1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane 630-20-6 5.7E-01 1.7E-02 1.3E+01 3.8E-01
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 79-34-5 1.0E+00 1.8E-02 1.6E+00 4.8E-02
Tetrachloroethene 127-18-4 6.4E-01 8.0E-02 1.5E+01 4.6E-01
Thallium 7440-28-0 2.0E+00 7.8E-01 -- --
Toluene 108-88-3 4.0E+01 3.2E+00 1.0E+04 3.1E+02
Toxaphene 8001-35-2 2.0E-04 5.1E-01 -- --
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 120-82-1 5.0E+00 1.2E+00 7.0E+01 2.1E+00

2 of 3 Tier 1 ESL



Chemicals CAS No. Groundwater 
(μg/L)

Soil
(mg/kg)

Subslab / Soil Gas 
(μg/m3)

Indoor Air 
(μg/m3)

Tier 1 ESLs 1

Based on a generic conceptual site model designed for use at most sites2
2019 (Rev. 2)

1,1,1-Trichloroethane 71-55-6 6.2E+01 7.0E+00 3.5E+04 1.0E+03
1,1,2-Trichloroethane 79-00-5 5.0E+00 7.6E-02 5.8E+00 1.8E-01
Trichloroethene 79-01-6 1.2E+00 8.5E-02 1.6E+01 4.8E-01
2,4,5-Trichlorophenol 95-95-4 1.1E+01 2.9E+00 -- --
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 88-06-2 6.3E-01 4.0E-02 1.0E+01 3.0E-01
1,2,3-Trichloropropane 96-18-4 5.0E-03 1.1E-04 1.0E+01 3.1E-01
Vanadium 7440-62-2 1.9E+01 1.8E+01 -- --
Vinyl chloride 75-01-4 8.6E-03 1.5E-03 3.2E-01 9.5E-03
Xylenes 1330-20-7 2.0E+01 2.1E+00 3.5E+03 1.0E+02
Zinc 7440-66-6 8.1E+01 3.4E+02 -- --
Notes:

Abbreviations:
DDD - Dichlorodiphenyldichloroethane
DDE - Dichlorodiphenyldichloroethene
DDT - Dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane

PAH - Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon
TCDD - Tetrachlorodibenzodioxin

2 - Generic Conceptual Site Model - See User's Guide Chapter 2. Input settings are: 
      Land Use = Residential
      Groundwater Use = Drinking Water Resource
      MCL Priority over Risk-Based Levels = Yes
      Discharge to Surface Water = Saltwater & Freshwater
      Vegetation Level = Substantial
      Soil Exposure Depth = Shallow

1 - ESLs are developed based on methodologies discussed in the User's Guide. Evaluation of laboratory detection limits and naturally occurring 
     background or ambient concentrations should be independently conducted. See User's Guide Chapter 12 (Additional Considerations) for further 
     information.

HOPs - Hydrocarbon Oxidation Products (biodegradation metabolites and photo-oxidation products of petroleum hydrocarbons). See User's Guide
  Chapter 4 for further information.

3 of 3 Tier 1 ESL
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From: Harald
To: midcoastcommunitycouncil@gmail.com
Cc: mschaller@smcgov.org; Martinez, Erik@Coastal; planning-commission@smcgov.org; Lisa Ketcham
Subject: PUD 140 Cypress Point Moss Beach / MidPen - (APN 037-022-070)
Date: Wednesday, March 11, 2020 6:36:41 PM
Attachments: 1579219760238blob.jpg

1579219694296blob.jpg

Dear Midcoast Community Council members,

The proposed Cypress Point project includes proposed amendment
to the San Mateo County General Plan to change the land use
designation of APN 037-022-070, amendment to the County’s
Zoning Map, amendment of the County’s zoning text, and creation of
an entirely new Planned Unit Development (PUD -140) designation
for the project site.

With this letter I want to iterate my concerns raised during the Feb
26 MCC meeting regarding the PUD -140. While PUD-140 contains
a number of misleading statements, I'm especially concerned about
the following two items:

1. Environmental impact due to proximity to an environmentally
sensitive habitat areas (ESHA) – Montara Creek

The 1985 EIR for a different project on the same site found that
Montara Creek is located approximately 50 feet north of the project
site. The Montara Creek riparian corridor is an Environmentally Sensitive Habitat
Area (ESHA) as defined by the San Mateo County LCP.

PUD-140 states on page 7:

No environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHA) have been
identified on the project site. The closest ESHA is Montara Creek,
which lies to the north of the project parcel.

And page 21 states:

Montara Creek, a perennial stream, is located approximately 250
feet to the northeast of the site, and runs parallel to the site’s
northern border.



Question: Why does the EIR from 1985 state a distance of 50
feet to Montara Creek (ESHA) vs 250 feet in PUD-140? Did
property boundaries or the location of Montara Creek change?

2. Updated liquefaction maps show that the named property
(APN 037-022-070) is in a landslide zone and parts are in a
liquefaction landslide overlap zone.

Source: The California Geological Survey released a series of new
seismic hazard zones for parts of San Mateo and Contra Costa
counties (April 2019) including Moss Beach.

https://www.mercurynews.com/2019/04/05/earthquake-maps-for-
san-mateo-contra-costa-counties-show-vulnerable-areas/

PUD 140 Page 21 states:

Hazards Component Policy 9.1 (Definition of Hazard Areas) defines
hazardous areas as “fault zones and land subject to dangers from
liquefaction and other severe seismic impacts, unstable slopes,
landslides, coastal cliff instability, flooding, tsunamis, fire, and steep
slopes (over 30%).”

AND

The subject site is not within or immediately adjacent to a known
fault zone, nor does it have steep or unstable slopes or soils subject
to liquefaction.

Question: What additional measures need be taken to build a
large scale development in a landslide and liquefaction
landslide overlap zone? This is especially important as this
property has been extensively used by the Navy in the past and
no records are available indicating that the site has been
cleaned up. 

Thank you for all your work on the MCC.



Best regards,

Harold Herrman

SM MidCoast

Inline image
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Midcoast Community Council 
representing Montara, Moss Beach, El Granada, Princeton, and Miramar

P.O. Box 248, Moss Beach, CA  94038-0248   -   www.MidcoastCommunityCouncil.org 

Dave Olson . Claire Toutant . Lisa Ketcham . Dan Haggerty . Chris Johnson . Brandon Kwan . Barbra Mathewson 
    Chair             Vice-Chair           Secretary          Treasurer

Date:    August 22, 2018 
To:  Michael Schaller, Project Planner 
cc:    Supervisor Don Horsley 

   Steve Monowitz, Community Development Director 
 Renée Ananda, CCC Coastal Program Analysist 

From:    Midcoast Community Council/ Dave Olson, Chair 
Subject: Proposed 71-Unit Cypress Point Affordable Housing Community 

   on Carlos St, Moss Beach – PLN2018-00264, APN 037-022-070 

Wide public opposition to this project continues unabated, as demonstrated at MCC 
standing-room-only meeting 8/22/18 to consider this referral. 
MCC 9/27/17 comments1 on the pre-application for this project focused on the many 
long-standing community concerns regarding traffic, transit, and bike/pedestrian safety 
& mobility that are the subject of the Highway 1 Safety & Mobility Improvement Studies 
(Mobility Study), the Midcoast Highway 1 Crossings Project and the soon-to-be-
released final draft of Connect the Coastside’s Comprehensive Transportation 
Management Plan.  Many years of Midcoast growth without much-needed and long-
identified bike/ped safety and mobility improvements have caught up with us now with 
too many people dependent on their cars and stuck in traffic without safe and 
convenient alternative transportation.  The key challenge to this project is the isolated 
rural site without adequate transit or bike/ped facilities, leaving residents dependent on 
their automobiles to reach jobs and services on already congested roads. 

Midcoast Residential Build-out 
MCC has consistently advocated for the need to significantly reduce Midcoast 
residential build-out.  The proposed LCP amendment would reduce land use density for 
this 11-acre parcel from medium-high to medium.  Residential build-out numbers 
currently allocated to the parcel would be reduced by more than half, from 148 to 71 
units.  

Affordability and Residency Preference for Local Workers 
A stated project objective is to improve the jobs-housing balance in the Midcoast region; 
however, Midcoast housing far exceeds local jobs.  The applicant has stated they would 
not be legally allowed to restrict housing to those with local jobs, but that a portion of the 
units will include a preference for households who already live or work in the region.  
MCC would prefer that the preference apply to all units.  Every new residential unit that 
does not provide affordable housing for our local workforce, adds to our coastal jobs-
housing imbalance and traffic congestion.   

1 http://www.midcoastcommunitycouncil.org/storage/mtgs-com2017/2017-09-27-MidPen-pre-app-MCC-com.pdf 
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The requested amendment to LCP Policy 3.15(d) calls for all units, apart from resident 
manager’s, to serve low- or moderate-income households.  Elsewhere in the submittal 
the project consistently proposes all units restricted to low income (less than 80% AMI). 
MCC requests that the proposed LCP amendment match the rest of the submittal 
regarding low income affordability.  
San Mateo County AMI is significantly higher than what local Coastside jobs provide.  In 
Half Moon Bay one quarter of households earns less than $50,000 per year.  Please 
clarify how the proposed income restrictions would provide a Coastside jobs-housing fit.  

Construction Phasing 
Construction is proposed in one phase, over approximately 18 months.  If built in two 
phases, would there be more opportunity for residents with Coastside jobs to receive 
preference?  Approving more than the annual limit of 40 residential units/year cannot be 
justified if many of those units will go to residents commuting to jobs out of the area.  

Public Transit 
The project site is located on the Hwy 1 corridor adjacent to SamTrans Route 17 bus 
stops at 14th & 16th.  Route 17 directly reaches Coastside job hubs in Half Moon Bay, 
Princeton, and Pacifica (10 minutes to Linda Mar and 25 minutes to downtown HMB).  
Current #17 service is hourly on weekdays, and every two hours on weekends.  
However, on weekdays at this location there is no southbound AM or northbound PM 
service when #17 is routed via Sunshine Valley Road (SVR).  Route #18 has limited 
weekday service to Middle and High School in HMB but is also routed via SVR. Outside 
those hours, ridership utilizing SVR bus stops is very low and the more direct route on 
Etheldore and Highway 1 better serves other riders. 
Mitigation TRAF-5B: The applicant proposes to address the safety of pedestrians 
crossing to the adjacent southbound bus stop at the lighthouse hostel by eliminating it 
and re-routing all buses via SVR.  That would also eliminate the Hwy 1 bus stop at 14th, 
and Etheldore stops at California and Vermont.  The closest bus stops to the project 
would then be 1/2 mile to 7th/Main or 3/4 mile to Etheldore/SVR, well outside the        
1/4 mile range of convenience.   
This proposal ignores the need for safe crossing at lighthouse/16th for the Coastal Trail, 
and inefficiency of SVR during non-school hours and travel direction.  In order to serve 
the project, it would be better to keep the adjacent bus stop at the lighthouse hostel and 
explore re-routing all Route 17 trips to Hwy 1 and Etheldore, and leaving Route 18 to 
serve school riders on SVR.  
This project highlights the urgent need for expanded Coastside public transit.  Without 
convenient school and commuter bus service at this location on the highway corridor, or 
a project-sponsored shuttle to and from local jobs, this project cannot be justified. 

Bike/Pedestrian Safety & Mobility 
For pedestrian safety, Mitigation TRAF-5A proposes a sidewalk connection between the 
project entrance on Carlos to the north side of Sierra Street. 
The need for safe highway crossing at the lighthouse/16th cannot be brushed aside by 
saying there is no need for residents to cross the highway because the bus stop has 
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been removed.  East side residents, workers and visitors all need to be able to 
conveniently walk or bike to the west side for recreation.  Two crossing concepts for the 
lighthouse/16th were included in the 2012 Mobility Study – a raised median refuge island 
for 2-stage crossing and an overcrossing to the south where the road cut makes that 
feasible.  The proposed project, with a significant number of new bike/ped/transit users, 
makes a safe crossing urgent.  
If this housing project is to proceed, the Parallel Trail segment in this area must be 
prioritized and implemented, at a minimum between downtown Moss Beach and 14th St.  
Creating a bike/pedestrian-friendly community and calming highway traffic will help draw 
the kind of neighborhood commercial businesses needed to serve existing and future 
residents.  

Vehicle Highway Access & Safety 
Carlos:  Mitigation TRAF-2B proposes to decrease hazards by closing Carlos St north 
of the project entrance to all vehicles except emergency services.  The Mobility Study 
and Connect the Coastside show this intersection as right turn only entering the 
highway and continued use of the center left turn lane eastbound into Carlos.  Traffic 
counts show significant existing peak hour traffic from Sierra and Stetson using this 
route, which should remain available.  Feasibility of re-routing Carlos to 16th for safer 
vehicle highway access needs further analysis.  It is insufficient to say it is not feasible 
due to grading requirements and Level of Service (LOS) impact on 16th St, which has 
only three residences.  
Vallemar/Etheldore and lighthouse/16th:  Mitigation TRAF-3B proposes to address 
LOS by restricting peak hour left turns entering the highway at Etheldore/Vallemar.  Left 
turns would be reassigned to Calif/Wienke.  This would be a significant re-route for 
Vallemar which does not connect directly to Wienke and would add trips to that 
complicated 5-way intersection.  As long as there is lane space on Vallemar so that left-
turning vehicles do not block those turning right, turning movements should not be 
restricted simply to achieve a better LOS rating.  A similar right-turn-only restriction 
proposed for lighthouse/16th during PM peak period seems unnecessary to address 
LOS at that very lightly used intersection. 
California/Wienke:  Mitigation TRAF-1A proposes to address LOS by converting 
intersection control at California/Wienke to roundabout or signal, to be determined by 
ICE study required by Caltrans. California meets the signal warrant under existing 
conditions.  Additional project trips at this intersection should be re-calculated for 
keeping Carlos open and should also consider that all new and re-assigned traffic will 
not necessarily use California for highway access.  When a queue builds, motorists 
often choose among the three other adjacent intersections to spread out the wait time to 
enter the highway.   
MCC and the community are adamantly opposed to any more traffic signals in the 
Midcoast.  A signal at California, stopping highway traffic, and added pollution-spewing 
stacking lanes further splitting our town, would destroy the community vision for a 
context appropriate village circulation plan as was outlined in the Safety & Mobility 
Study.  A roundabout at each end of Moss Beach would calm traffic without stopping it, 
provide safe pedestrian crossings, and convenient U-turns to avoid making left turns 
onto the highway, improving LOS at all intersections.  
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Discrepancies in submittal documents 
Consistency Evaluation 
Table 1, LCP Policies: 
Policy 3.16(a)  

• “limits the number of building permits in any 12-month period to 60”.
Correction: not building permits, but affordable housing units.

Policy 3.3: 
• “A portion of units in the project will include a preference for households who

already live or work in the region.”
Other references in the application make no mention of limiting this preference to
a portion of the units.  Please clarify.

• “According to census data compiled in 2016, the three adjacent communities of
Montara, Moss Beach, and El Granada – all of which are within 6 miles of the
project site – contain 1,364 jobs.”
Does this include jobs in Princeton and unincorporated Miramar?

• “The project is within 1/4 mile walking distance of the Coastside Market grocery,
Moss Beach Park, Farallone View Elementary School, and the Seton Coastside
Medical Center.”
Correction: Coastside Market (a liquor/convenience store) and Moss Beach Park
1/2 mile, Farallone View School 1 mile, Seton Medical Center 1.2 miles.

Table 4 Community Plan 7.2(b): 
• “The project would consist of two-story buildings with roof heights varying

between 32 and 36 ft.”
This conflicts with PUD-124, #5: “No structure shall exceed two stories or an
average height of 25 ft.”
Adherence to the lower height limit will help with neighborhood visual
compatibility.

Cumulative Impacts Analysis  
Table 3 – List of Reasonably Foreseeable Projects 

• HMB and Pacifica included comprehensive list with single-family dwellings.
SMC unincorporated Midcoast includes only Big Wave, Harbor Village RV, 7th St
Hotel, Main St Hotel. The mixed-use building at Hwy 1/Virginia and the many
Midcoast single-family dwellings in the permitting process should be included.

Table 4&5 -- Population & Housing Units 
• Pacifica and HMB are included, but the MIdcoast is represented by only Montara

and Moss Beach.  El Granada, Princeton, and Miramar should be included.
Hwy 1 Moss Beach 50 mph speed limit is consistently misreported: 
Responses to Workshop Comments  
#3 Traffic: “combination of conditions that include 55 mph speed limits…” 
#8 Pedestrian Traffic: “operational challenges due to the 55 mph speed limit…” 
Traffic Impact Analysis, p.33: “a 55-mph facility such as Highway 1” 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 



Midcoast Community Council 
representing Montara, Moss Beach, El Granada, Princeton, and Miramar

P.O. Box 248, Moss Beach, CA  94038-0248   -   www.MidcoastCommunityCouncil.org 

Dave Olson . Claire Toutant . Lisa Ketcham . Dan Haggerty . Chris Johnson . Brandon Kwan . Barbra Mathewson 
    Chair             Vice-Chair           Secretary          Treasurer

Date:    September 26, 2018 
To:  Michael Schaller, Project Planner 
cc:    Supervisor Don Horsley 

   Steve Monowitz, Community Development Director 
 Renée Ananda, CCC Coastal Program Analyst 

From:    Midcoast Community Council/ Dave Olson, Chair 
Subject: Proposed 71-Unit Cypress Point Affordable Housing Community 

   on Carlos St, Moss Beach – PLN2018-00264, APN 037-022-070 

Thank you for the additional time to comment on this project referral.  The following 
comments are in addition to those MCC submitted on August 22, 2018 (attached). 
Hazardous Materials 

• Additional soil sampling should be performed, as recommended in the Phase 2
report, to assess the horizontal extent of lead-impacted surface soils.

• Remnants of 1940’s-era buildings should be assessed for asbestos-containing
materials, and surface soils should be analyzed for elevated levels of asbestos
fibers.

Traffic Impacts and the Comprehensive Transportation Management Plan (CTMP) 
It does not serve the community or the project, to attempt to determine key circulation 
elements for Moss Beach absent an approved long-range Comprehensive 
Transportation Management Plan (CTMP), aka Connect the Coastside. 

• Project traffic impacts and proposed mitigations are analyzed based on existing
LOS standards, whereas the March 2016 draft of the long-delayed CTMP
proposes a significant revision of LOS standards.

• Project traffic mitigations propose re-routing peak-hour Vallemar highway access
to Wienke, whereas the 2016 draft CTMP clearly states Wienke highway access
would have to be restricted and an alternate route identified. Vallemar or Wienke
are the only access points for a neighborhood of about 75 homes.

• The 2016 CTMP draft proposal of two Hwy 1 traffic signals at California and
Cypress galvanized a strong MIdcoast preference for roundabouts, which has
since been partially addressed with a feasibility study for Cypress.  At
California/Wienke the 2016 draft CTMP (p. 25) balks at doing any significant
study for a roundabout due to the complication of the 5-way intersection, but then
acknowledges that a signalized intersection would require re-routing Wienke
Way!  The community has heard no more on the matter until the Community
Development Director’s 8/16/18 email which does not bode well:  “From our
analysis to date, the project will necessitate the installation of a signal and
improved crossing at California Ave.”
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Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal

From: Len Erickson <lenericksonmcc@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, February 25, 2020 9:39 PM
To: Steve Monowitz
Cc: Joe LaClair; Mike Schaller; Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal; Martinez, Erik@Coastal
Subject: Concerns with Commenting on the Cypress Point Project 
Attachments: 2019_2018_MCC_CypressPt_Referrals.pdf

To: Steve Monowitz, SMC Community Development Director

cc:
SMC Planning Staff
Joe LaClair
Mike Schaller

California Coastal Commission
Stephanie Rexing
Erik Martinez

From: Len Erickson, MCC Chair
This letter expresses process concerns about the status of review comments from the MCC to San Mateo County
regarding the Cypress Point project.
I am raising these points as MCC Chair in an effort to get responses from San Mateo County that will enable the
MCC to make further comments on this project.

With the proposed next Planning Commission session on the Cypress Point project scheduled in late March, I would like
to highlight points that make it difficult for the MCC to provide relevant and appropriate feedback on this project:

Lack of Response to the MCC’s Comment Letters
Prior to the January 22 PC session, the MCC had provided comments in three separate letters. On January 7 I provided
the three letters in a single document

o 2019 05 22 CypressPt referral MCC
o 2018 09 26 CypressPt referral MCC
o 2018 08 22 CypressPt referral MCC rev2

sent to Mike Schaller in an email (attached). Mike Schaller acknowledged receipt and that this document was
helpful. While the staff report for the Jan. 22 meeting contained specific reference and responses to the first two
letters, it omitted the third referral, 8 22 2018 which was the most detailed submission. Without specific response to
this letter, it has been difficult for the MCC to gage the Planning Departments perspective on the issues we raised.

Neither the voluminous staff report (600+ pages) nor the 25 itemized responses on the County’s project page:
https://planning.smcgov.org/cypress point affordable housing community project

are helpful in this matter.

Consider Transportation in the following three documents, one issued prior and two issued after to the 8 22 2018 MCC
Referral.

2. Responses to Workshop Comments.pdf (July 2018)
7. PrelimEnvEval UPDATE 4 19.pdf
23. Transportation Impact Analysis UPDATE 4 19.pdf
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The staff report makes reference to the role of Connect the Coastside (CTC) in a discussion on (pp. 14 15) Policy 2.52
(Traffic Mitigation for all Development in the Urban Midcoast) and introduces the new term TIMP, which is presumably a
renaming of the term in use for several years (Comprehensive Transportation Management Plan – CTMP). How all the
transportation related documents fit together is unclear and will not come to the public until April, after the proposed
final Planning Commission hearing on the Zoning amendment.

As an example of the difficulty in understanding the situation:
 Project document (2. Responses to Workshop Comments.pdf July 2018) calls for the closure of the intersection

of Carlos Street north with SR1.
 The MCC letter 2018 08 22 – critiqued this closure for several reasons including its role in completing the

California Coastal Trail in the Midcoast.
 No further reference is made to this recommendation until the Connect the Coastside document made a

reference utilizing Carlos in as shown in a concept diagram.

Stepping back and reviewing the overall picture, the complicated discussion above I would like to make the following
point:

 A year ago, the MCC convened a discussion of MCC members with. County Staff and Caltrans Staff to discuss the
Moss Beach Corridor, an SR1 road segment extending extending from the south Etheldore South / SR1 to
Etheldore North / SR1. The impact of the Cypress Point Project is to extend the Corridor definition from
Etheldore South / SR1 to Montara’s 16th Street / SR1.

 In moving forward, the full extent of the uses, opportunities and requirements for the expanded SR1 Moss
Beach Corridor should be considered and not be primarily driven by the potential impacts of the Cypress Point
Project.



o
o
o







Midcoast Community Council 
representing Montara, Moss Beach, El Granada, Princeton, and Miramar

P.O. Box 248, Moss Beach, CA  94038-0248   -   www.MidcoastCommunityCouncil.org 

Dave Olson . Claire Toutant . Lisa Ketcham . Dan Haggerty . Chris Johnson . Brandon Kwan . Barbra Mathewson 
    Chair             Vice-Chair           Secretary          Treasurer

Date:    September 26, 2018 
To:  Michael Schaller, Project Planner 
cc:    Supervisor Don Horsley 

   Steve Monowitz, Community Development Director 
 Renée Ananda, CCC Coastal Program Analyst 

From:    Midcoast Community Council/ Dave Olson, Chair 
Subject: Proposed 71-Unit Cypress Point Affordable Housing Community 

   on Carlos St, Moss Beach – PLN2018-00264, APN 037-022-070 

Thank you for the additional time to comment on this project referral.  The following 
comments are in addition to those MCC submitted on August 22, 2018 (attached). 
Hazardous Materials 

• Additional soil sampling should be performed, as recommended in the Phase 2
report, to assess the horizontal extent of lead-impacted surface soils.

• Remnants of 1940’s-era buildings should be assessed for asbestos-containing
materials, and surface soils should be analyzed for elevated levels of asbestos
fibers.

Traffic Impacts and the Comprehensive Transportation Management Plan (CTMP) 
It does not serve the community or the project, to attempt to determine key circulation 
elements for Moss Beach absent an approved long-range Comprehensive 
Transportation Management Plan (CTMP), aka Connect the Coastside. 

• Project traffic impacts and proposed mitigations are analyzed based on existing
LOS standards, whereas the March 2016 draft of the long-delayed CTMP
proposes a significant revision of LOS standards.

• Project traffic mitigations propose re-routing peak-hour Vallemar highway access
to Wienke, whereas the 2016 draft CTMP clearly states Wienke highway access
would have to be restricted and an alternate route identified. Vallemar or Wienke
are the only access points for a neighborhood of about 75 homes.

• The 2016 CTMP draft proposal of two Hwy 1 traffic signals at California and
Cypress galvanized a strong MIdcoast preference for roundabouts, which has
since been partially addressed with a feasibility study for Cypress.  At
California/Wienke the 2016 draft CTMP (p. 25) balks at doing any significant
study for a roundabout due to the complication of the 5-way intersection, but then
acknowledges that a signalized intersection would require re-routing Wienke
Way!  The community has heard no more on the matter until the Community
Development Director’s 8/16/18 email which does not bode well:  “From our
analysis to date, the project will necessitate the installation of a signal and
improved crossing at California Ave.”
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Midcoast Community Council 
representing Montara, Moss Beach, El Granada, Princeton, and Miramar

P.O. Box 248, Moss Beach, CA  94038-0248   -   www.MidcoastCommunityCouncil.org 

Dave Olson . Claire Toutant . Lisa Ketcham . Dan Haggerty . Chris Johnson . Brandon Kwan . Barbra Mathewson 
    Chair             Vice-Chair           Secretary          Treasurer

Date:    August 22, 2018 
To:  Michael Schaller, Project Planner 
cc:    Supervisor Don Horsley 

   Steve Monowitz, Community Development Director 
 Renée Ananda, CCC Coastal Program Analysist 

From:    Midcoast Community Council/ Dave Olson, Chair 
Subject: Proposed 71-Unit Cypress Point Affordable Housing Community 

   on Carlos St, Moss Beach – PLN2018-00264, APN 037-022-070 

Wide public opposition to this project continues unabated, as demonstrated at MCC 
standing-room-only meeting 8/22/18 to consider this referral. 
MCC 9/27/17 comments1 on the pre-application for this project focused on the many 
long-standing community concerns regarding traffic, transit, and bike/pedestrian safety 
& mobility that are the subject of the Highway 1 Safety & Mobility Improvement Studies 
(Mobility Study), the Midcoast Highway 1 Crossings Project and the soon-to-be-
released final draft of Connect the Coastside’s Comprehensive Transportation 
Management Plan.  Many years of Midcoast growth without much-needed and long-
identified bike/ped safety and mobility improvements have caught up with us now with 
too many people dependent on their cars and stuck in traffic without safe and 
convenient alternative transportation.  The key challenge to this project is the isolated 
rural site without adequate transit or bike/ped facilities, leaving residents dependent on 
their automobiles to reach jobs and services on already congested roads. 

Midcoast Residential Build-out 
MCC has consistently advocated for the need to significantly reduce Midcoast 
residential build-out.  The proposed LCP amendment would reduce land use density for 
this 11-acre parcel from medium-high to medium.  Residential build-out numbers 
currently allocated to the parcel would be reduced by more than half, from 148 to 71 
units.  

Affordability and Residency Preference for Local Workers 
A stated project objective is to improve the jobs-housing balance in the Midcoast region; 
however, Midcoast housing far exceeds local jobs.  The applicant has stated they would 
not be legally allowed to restrict housing to those with local jobs, but that a portion of the 
units will include a preference for households who already live or work in the region.  
MCC would prefer that the preference apply to all units.  Every new residential unit that 
does not provide affordable housing for our local workforce, adds to our coastal jobs-
housing imbalance and traffic congestion.   

1 http://www.midcoastcommunitycouncil.org/storage/mtgs-com2017/2017-09-27-MidPen-pre-app-MCC-com.pdf 
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The requested amendment to LCP Policy 3.15(d) calls for all units, apart from resident 
manager’s, to serve low- or moderate-income households.  Elsewhere in the submittal 
the project consistently proposes all units restricted to low income (less than 80% AMI). 
MCC requests that the proposed LCP amendment match the rest of the submittal 
regarding low income affordability.  
San Mateo County AMI is significantly higher than what local Coastside jobs provide.  In 
Half Moon Bay one quarter of households earns less than $50,000 per year.  Please 
clarify how the proposed income restrictions would provide a Coastside jobs-housing fit.  

Construction Phasing 
Construction is proposed in one phase, over approximately 18 months.  If built in two 
phases, would there be more opportunity for residents with Coastside jobs to receive 
preference?  Approving more than the annual limit of 40 residential units/year cannot be 
justified if many of those units will go to residents commuting to jobs out of the area.  

Public Transit 
The project site is located on the Hwy 1 corridor adjacent to SamTrans Route 17 bus 
stops at 14th & 16th.  Route 17 directly reaches Coastside job hubs in Half Moon Bay, 
Princeton, and Pacifica (10 minutes to Linda Mar and 25 minutes to downtown HMB).  
Current #17 service is hourly on weekdays, and every two hours on weekends.  
However, on weekdays at this location there is no southbound AM or northbound PM 
service when #17 is routed via Sunshine Valley Road (SVR).  Route #18 has limited 
weekday service to Middle and High School in HMB but is also routed via SVR. Outside 
those hours, ridership utilizing SVR bus stops is very low and the more direct route on 
Etheldore and Highway 1 better serves other riders. 
Mitigation TRAF-5B: The applicant proposes to address the safety of pedestrians 
crossing to the adjacent southbound bus stop at the lighthouse hostel by eliminating it 
and re-routing all buses via SVR.  That would also eliminate the Hwy 1 bus stop at 14th, 
and Etheldore stops at California and Vermont.  The closest bus stops to the project 
would then be 1/2 mile to 7th/Main or 3/4 mile to Etheldore/SVR, well outside the        
1/4 mile range of convenience.   
This proposal ignores the need for safe crossing at lighthouse/16th for the Coastal Trail, 
and inefficiency of SVR during non-school hours and travel direction.  In order to serve 
the project, it would be better to keep the adjacent bus stop at the lighthouse hostel and 
explore re-routing all Route 17 trips to Hwy 1 and Etheldore, and leaving Route 18 to 
serve school riders on SVR.  
This project highlights the urgent need for expanded Coastside public transit.  Without 
convenient school and commuter bus service at this location on the highway corridor, or 
a project-sponsored shuttle to and from local jobs, this project cannot be justified. 

Bike/Pedestrian Safety & Mobility 
For pedestrian safety, Mitigation TRAF-5A proposes a sidewalk connection between the 
project entrance on Carlos to the north side of Sierra Street. 
The need for safe highway crossing at the lighthouse/16th cannot be brushed aside by 
saying there is no need for residents to cross the highway because the bus stop has 
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been removed.  East side residents, workers and visitors all need to be able to 
conveniently walk or bike to the west side for recreation.  Two crossing concepts for the 
lighthouse/16th were included in the 2012 Mobility Study – a raised median refuge island 
for 2-stage crossing and an overcrossing to the south where the road cut makes that 
feasible.  The proposed project, with a significant number of new bike/ped/transit users, 
makes a safe crossing urgent.  
If this housing project is to proceed, the Parallel Trail segment in this area must be 
prioritized and implemented, at a minimum between downtown Moss Beach and 14th St.  
Creating a bike/pedestrian-friendly community and calming highway traffic will help draw 
the kind of neighborhood commercial businesses needed to serve existing and future 
residents.  

Vehicle Highway Access & Safety 
Carlos:  Mitigation TRAF-2B proposes to decrease hazards by closing Carlos St north 
of the project entrance to all vehicles except emergency services.  The Mobility Study 
and Connect the Coastside show this intersection as right turn only entering the 
highway and continued use of the center left turn lane eastbound into Carlos.  Traffic 
counts show significant existing peak hour traffic from Sierra and Stetson using this 
route, which should remain available.  Feasibility of re-routing Carlos to 16th for safer 
vehicle highway access needs further analysis.  It is insufficient to say it is not feasible 
due to grading requirements and Level of Service (LOS) impact on 16th St, which has 
only three residences.  
Vallemar/Etheldore and lighthouse/16th:  Mitigation TRAF-3B proposes to address 
LOS by restricting peak hour left turns entering the highway at Etheldore/Vallemar.  Left 
turns would be reassigned to Calif/Wienke.  This would be a significant re-route for 
Vallemar which does not connect directly to Wienke and would add trips to that 
complicated 5-way intersection.  As long as there is lane space on Vallemar so that left-
turning vehicles do not block those turning right, turning movements should not be 
restricted simply to achieve a better LOS rating.  A similar right-turn-only restriction 
proposed for lighthouse/16th during PM peak period seems unnecessary to address 
LOS at that very lightly used intersection. 
California/Wienke:  Mitigation TRAF-1A proposes to address LOS by converting 
intersection control at California/Wienke to roundabout or signal, to be determined by 
ICE study required by Caltrans. California meets the signal warrant under existing 
conditions.  Additional project trips at this intersection should be re-calculated for 
keeping Carlos open and should also consider that all new and re-assigned traffic will 
not necessarily use California for highway access.  When a queue builds, motorists 
often choose among the three other adjacent intersections to spread out the wait time to 
enter the highway.   
MCC and the community are adamantly opposed to any more traffic signals in the 
Midcoast.  A signal at California, stopping highway traffic, and added pollution-spewing 
stacking lanes further splitting our town, would destroy the community vision for a 
context appropriate village circulation plan as was outlined in the Safety & Mobility 
Study.  A roundabout at each end of Moss Beach would calm traffic without stopping it, 
provide safe pedestrian crossings, and convenient U-turns to avoid making left turns 
onto the highway, improving LOS at all intersections.  
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Discrepancies in submittal documents 
Consistency Evaluation 
Table 1, LCP Policies: 
Policy 3.16(a)  

• “limits the number of building permits in any 12-month period to 60”.
Correction: not building permits, but affordable housing units.

Policy 3.3: 
• “A portion of units in the project will include a preference for households who

already live or work in the region.”
Other references in the application make no mention of limiting this preference to
a portion of the units.  Please clarify.

• “According to census data compiled in 2016, the three adjacent communities of
Montara, Moss Beach, and El Granada – all of which are within 6 miles of the
project site – contain 1,364 jobs.”
Does this include jobs in Princeton and unincorporated Miramar?

• “The project is within 1/4 mile walking distance of the Coastside Market grocery,
Moss Beach Park, Farallone View Elementary School, and the Seton Coastside
Medical Center.”
Correction: Coastside Market (a liquor/convenience store) and Moss Beach Park
1/2 mile, Farallone View School 1 mile, Seton Medical Center 1.2 miles.

Table 4 Community Plan 7.2(b): 
• “The project would consist of two-story buildings with roof heights varying

between 32 and 36 ft.”
This conflicts with PUD-124, #5: “No structure shall exceed two stories or an
average height of 25 ft.”
Adherence to the lower height limit will help with neighborhood visual
compatibility.

Cumulative Impacts Analysis  
Table 3 – List of Reasonably Foreseeable Projects 

• HMB and Pacifica included comprehensive list with single-family dwellings.
SMC unincorporated Midcoast includes only Big Wave, Harbor Village RV, 7th St
Hotel, Main St Hotel. The mixed-use building at Hwy 1/Virginia and the many
Midcoast single-family dwellings in the permitting process should be included.

Table 4&5 -- Population & Housing Units 
• Pacifica and HMB are included, but the MIdcoast is represented by only Montara

and Moss Beach.  El Granada, Princeton, and Miramar should be included.
Hwy 1 Moss Beach 50 mph speed limit is consistently misreported: 
Responses to Workshop Comments  
#3 Traffic: “combination of conditions that include 55 mph speed limits…” 
#8 Pedestrian Traffic: “operational challenges due to the 55 mph speed limit…” 
Traffic Impact Analysis, p.33: “a 55-mph facility such as Highway 1” 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
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Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal

From: Liz Pearlson <lizanah@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Saturday, January 25, 2020 4:26 PM
To: dhorsley@smcgov.org
Cc: mschaller@smcgov.org; Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal; Martinez, Erik@Coastal; cgroom@smcgov.org; 

wslocum@smcgov.org; mossbeach@midpenhousing.org
Subject: Moss beach development 

Dear Supervisor Horsley,

I am writing to you regarding my concern over the proposed housing development by mid pen in moss beach. I was at
the recent meeting regarding the zoning change on Wednesday evening at the library.
I alongside many of my fellow residents have grave concerns about the inappropriateness of this chosen location for
such a housing project. We do not have the infrastructure to handle this large of a development. I read the
transportation and traffic report and it uncovered many problems regarding traffic, access, and public transportation.
I was horrified to read in this report the suggestion that residents be encouraged not to use the bus stop across the
street because it is too dangerous to get to. The report stated the residents should be told to use the bus top ten
minutes walking distance up the highway! Isn’t the whole point of a low income housing development to be near public
transportation? Not to mention jobs, stores, healthcare, etc.

How are people going to get to work? School? With limited access to public transportation. Is adding 300 plus more cars
to our neighborhood a good idea when we only have one road in and one road out to evacuate in a time of crisis like a
fire or an earthquake?
Getting out of this neighborhood onto highway one is already dangerous. Making a right hand turn off of Carlos to
highway one is risky now. How is this going to work for residents?

Furthermore, apparently only 50% of the units will go to local residents who live and work here! How is this helping our
local community?

I do understand the history of this piece of land being set aside for higher density housing but that was during a time
when a four lane highway was being considered through the back of moss beach/montara . That obviously never
happened as the tunnel was chosen . So this development does not make sense anymore. The access hasn’t changed or
grown.

I am urging you to reconsider this plan for another location. This does not make sense and the neighborhood is not
behind you. People are really upset and concerned.

Sincerely,
Elizabeth Pearlson
Moss Beach Resident



LAW OFFICES OF BRIAN GAFFNEY, A Professional Corporation 
446 Old County Road, Suite 100-310 

Pacifica, California 94044 
(650) 219 3187 Phone 

brian@gaffneylegal.com 
 

Sincerely, 

      
 Brian Gaffney 
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Midcoast Community Council 
representing Montara, Moss Beach, El Granada, Princeton, and Miramar

P.O. Box 248, Moss Beach, CA  94038-0248   -   www.MidcoastCommunityCouncil.org 

Dave Olson . Claire Toutant . Lisa Ketcham . Dan Haggerty . Chris Johnson . Brandon Kwan . Barbra Mathewson 
    Chair             Vice-Chair           Secretary          Treasurer

Date:    September 26, 2018 
To:  Michael Schaller, Project Planner 
cc:    Supervisor Don Horsley 

   Steve Monowitz, Community Development Director 
 Renée Ananda, CCC Coastal Program Analyst 

From:    Midcoast Community Council/ Dave Olson, Chair 
Subject: Proposed 71-Unit Cypress Point Affordable Housing Community 

   on Carlos St, Moss Beach – PLN2018-00264, APN 037-022-070 

Thank you for the additional time to comment on this project referral.  The following 
comments are in addition to those MCC submitted on August 22, 2018 (attached). 
Hazardous Materials 

• Additional soil sampling should be performed, as recommended in the Phase 2
report, to assess the horizontal extent of lead-impacted surface soils.

• Remnants of 1940’s-era buildings should be assessed for asbestos-containing
materials, and surface soils should be analyzed for elevated levels of asbestos
fibers.

Traffic Impacts and the Comprehensive Transportation Management Plan (CTMP) 
It does not serve the community or the project, to attempt to determine key circulation 
elements for Moss Beach absent an approved long-range Comprehensive 
Transportation Management Plan (CTMP), aka Connect the Coastside. 

• Project traffic impacts and proposed mitigations are analyzed based on existing
LOS standards, whereas the March 2016 draft of the long-delayed CTMP
proposes a significant revision of LOS standards.

• Project traffic mitigations propose re-routing peak-hour Vallemar highway access
to Wienke, whereas the 2016 draft CTMP clearly states Wienke highway access
would have to be restricted and an alternate route identified. Vallemar or Wienke
are the only access points for a neighborhood of about 75 homes.

• The 2016 CTMP draft proposal of two Hwy 1 traffic signals at California and
Cypress galvanized a strong MIdcoast preference for roundabouts, which has
since been partially addressed with a feasibility study for Cypress.  At
California/Wienke the 2016 draft CTMP (p. 25) balks at doing any significant
study for a roundabout due to the complication of the 5-way intersection, but then
acknowledges that a signalized intersection would require re-routing Wienke
Way!  The community has heard no more on the matter until the Community
Development Director’s 8/16/18 email which does not bode well:  “From our
analysis to date, the project will necessitate the installation of a signal and
improved crossing at California Ave.”
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Midcoast Community Council 
representing Montara, Moss Beach, El Granada, Princeton, and Miramar

P.O. Box 248, Moss Beach, CA  94038-0248   -   www.MidcoastCommunityCouncil.org 

Dave Olson . Claire Toutant . Lisa Ketcham . Dan Haggerty . Chris Johnson . Brandon Kwan . Barbra Mathewson 
    Chair             Vice-Chair           Secretary          Treasurer

Date:    August 22, 2018 
To:  Michael Schaller, Project Planner 
cc:    Supervisor Don Horsley 

   Steve Monowitz, Community Development Director 
 Renée Ananda, CCC Coastal Program Analysist 

From:    Midcoast Community Council/ Dave Olson, Chair 
Subject: Proposed 71-Unit Cypress Point Affordable Housing Community 

   on Carlos St, Moss Beach – PLN2018-00264, APN 037-022-070 

Wide public opposition to this project continues unabated, as demonstrated at MCC 
standing-room-only meeting 8/22/18 to consider this referral. 
MCC 9/27/17 comments1 on the pre-application for this project focused on the many 
long-standing community concerns regarding traffic, transit, and bike/pedestrian safety 
& mobility that are the subject of the Highway 1 Safety & Mobility Improvement Studies 
(Mobility Study), the Midcoast Highway 1 Crossings Project and the soon-to-be-
released final draft of Connect the Coastside’s Comprehensive Transportation 
Management Plan.  Many years of Midcoast growth without much-needed and long-
identified bike/ped safety and mobility improvements have caught up with us now with 
too many people dependent on their cars and stuck in traffic without safe and 
convenient alternative transportation.  The key challenge to this project is the isolated 
rural site without adequate transit or bike/ped facilities, leaving residents dependent on 
their automobiles to reach jobs and services on already congested roads. 

Midcoast Residential Build-out 
MCC has consistently advocated for the need to significantly reduce Midcoast 
residential build-out.  The proposed LCP amendment would reduce land use density for 
this 11-acre parcel from medium-high to medium.  Residential build-out numbers 
currently allocated to the parcel would be reduced by more than half, from 148 to 71 
units.  

Affordability and Residency Preference for Local Workers 
A stated project objective is to improve the jobs-housing balance in the Midcoast region; 
however, Midcoast housing far exceeds local jobs.  The applicant has stated they would 
not be legally allowed to restrict housing to those with local jobs, but that a portion of the 
units will include a preference for households who already live or work in the region.  
MCC would prefer that the preference apply to all units.  Every new residential unit that 
does not provide affordable housing for our local workforce, adds to our coastal jobs-
housing imbalance and traffic congestion.   

1 http://www.midcoastcommunitycouncil.org/storage/mtgs-com2017/2017-09-27-MidPen-pre-app-MCC-com.pdf 
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The requested amendment to LCP Policy 3.15(d) calls for all units, apart from resident 
manager’s, to serve low- or moderate-income households.  Elsewhere in the submittal 
the project consistently proposes all units restricted to low income (less than 80% AMI). 
MCC requests that the proposed LCP amendment match the rest of the submittal 
regarding low income affordability.  
San Mateo County AMI is significantly higher than what local Coastside jobs provide.  In 
Half Moon Bay one quarter of households earns less than $50,000 per year.  Please 
clarify how the proposed income restrictions would provide a Coastside jobs-housing fit.  

Construction Phasing 
Construction is proposed in one phase, over approximately 18 months.  If built in two 
phases, would there be more opportunity for residents with Coastside jobs to receive 
preference?  Approving more than the annual limit of 40 residential units/year cannot be 
justified if many of those units will go to residents commuting to jobs out of the area.  

Public Transit 
The project site is located on the Hwy 1 corridor adjacent to SamTrans Route 17 bus 
stops at 14th & 16th.  Route 17 directly reaches Coastside job hubs in Half Moon Bay, 
Princeton, and Pacifica (10 minutes to Linda Mar and 25 minutes to downtown HMB).  
Current #17 service is hourly on weekdays, and every two hours on weekends.  
However, on weekdays at this location there is no southbound AM or northbound PM 
service when #17 is routed via Sunshine Valley Road (SVR).  Route #18 has limited 
weekday service to Middle and High School in HMB but is also routed via SVR. Outside 
those hours, ridership utilizing SVR bus stops is very low and the more direct route on 
Etheldore and Highway 1 better serves other riders. 
Mitigation TRAF-5B: The applicant proposes to address the safety of pedestrians 
crossing to the adjacent southbound bus stop at the lighthouse hostel by eliminating it 
and re-routing all buses via SVR.  That would also eliminate the Hwy 1 bus stop at 14th, 
and Etheldore stops at California and Vermont.  The closest bus stops to the project 
would then be 1/2 mile to 7th/Main or 3/4 mile to Etheldore/SVR, well outside the        
1/4 mile range of convenience.   
This proposal ignores the need for safe crossing at lighthouse/16th for the Coastal Trail, 
and inefficiency of SVR during non-school hours and travel direction.  In order to serve 
the project, it would be better to keep the adjacent bus stop at the lighthouse hostel and 
explore re-routing all Route 17 trips to Hwy 1 and Etheldore, and leaving Route 18 to 
serve school riders on SVR.  
This project highlights the urgent need for expanded Coastside public transit.  Without 
convenient school and commuter bus service at this location on the highway corridor, or 
a project-sponsored shuttle to and from local jobs, this project cannot be justified. 

Bike/Pedestrian Safety & Mobility 
For pedestrian safety, Mitigation TRAF-5A proposes a sidewalk connection between the 
project entrance on Carlos to the north side of Sierra Street. 
The need for safe highway crossing at the lighthouse/16th cannot be brushed aside by 
saying there is no need for residents to cross the highway because the bus stop has 
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been removed.  East side residents, workers and visitors all need to be able to 
conveniently walk or bike to the west side for recreation.  Two crossing concepts for the 
lighthouse/16th were included in the 2012 Mobility Study – a raised median refuge island 
for 2-stage crossing and an overcrossing to the south where the road cut makes that 
feasible.  The proposed project, with a significant number of new bike/ped/transit users, 
makes a safe crossing urgent.  
If this housing project is to proceed, the Parallel Trail segment in this area must be 
prioritized and implemented, at a minimum between downtown Moss Beach and 14th St.  
Creating a bike/pedestrian-friendly community and calming highway traffic will help draw 
the kind of neighborhood commercial businesses needed to serve existing and future 
residents.  

Vehicle Highway Access & Safety 
Carlos:  Mitigation TRAF-2B proposes to decrease hazards by closing Carlos St north 
of the project entrance to all vehicles except emergency services.  The Mobility Study 
and Connect the Coastside show this intersection as right turn only entering the 
highway and continued use of the center left turn lane eastbound into Carlos.  Traffic 
counts show significant existing peak hour traffic from Sierra and Stetson using this 
route, which should remain available.  Feasibility of re-routing Carlos to 16th for safer 
vehicle highway access needs further analysis.  It is insufficient to say it is not feasible 
due to grading requirements and Level of Service (LOS) impact on 16th St, which has 
only three residences.  
Vallemar/Etheldore and lighthouse/16th:  Mitigation TRAF-3B proposes to address 
LOS by restricting peak hour left turns entering the highway at Etheldore/Vallemar.  Left 
turns would be reassigned to Calif/Wienke.  This would be a significant re-route for 
Vallemar which does not connect directly to Wienke and would add trips to that 
complicated 5-way intersection.  As long as there is lane space on Vallemar so that left-
turning vehicles do not block those turning right, turning movements should not be 
restricted simply to achieve a better LOS rating.  A similar right-turn-only restriction 
proposed for lighthouse/16th during PM peak period seems unnecessary to address 
LOS at that very lightly used intersection. 
California/Wienke:  Mitigation TRAF-1A proposes to address LOS by converting 
intersection control at California/Wienke to roundabout or signal, to be determined by 
ICE study required by Caltrans. California meets the signal warrant under existing 
conditions.  Additional project trips at this intersection should be re-calculated for 
keeping Carlos open and should also consider that all new and re-assigned traffic will 
not necessarily use California for highway access.  When a queue builds, motorists 
often choose among the three other adjacent intersections to spread out the wait time to 
enter the highway.   
MCC and the community are adamantly opposed to any more traffic signals in the 
Midcoast.  A signal at California, stopping highway traffic, and added pollution-spewing 
stacking lanes further splitting our town, would destroy the community vision for a 
context appropriate village circulation plan as was outlined in the Safety & Mobility 
Study.  A roundabout at each end of Moss Beach would calm traffic without stopping it, 
provide safe pedestrian crossings, and convenient U-turns to avoid making left turns 
onto the highway, improving LOS at all intersections.  
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Discrepancies in submittal documents 
Consistency Evaluation 
Table 1, LCP Policies: 
Policy 3.16(a)  

• “limits the number of building permits in any 12-month period to 60”.
Correction: not building permits, but affordable housing units.

Policy 3.3: 
• “A portion of units in the project will include a preference for households who

already live or work in the region.”
Other references in the application make no mention of limiting this preference to
a portion of the units.  Please clarify.

• “According to census data compiled in 2016, the three adjacent communities of
Montara, Moss Beach, and El Granada – all of which are within 6 miles of the
project site – contain 1,364 jobs.”
Does this include jobs in Princeton and unincorporated Miramar?

• “The project is within 1/4 mile walking distance of the Coastside Market grocery,
Moss Beach Park, Farallone View Elementary School, and the Seton Coastside
Medical Center.”
Correction: Coastside Market (a liquor/convenience store) and Moss Beach Park
1/2 mile, Farallone View School 1 mile, Seton Medical Center 1.2 miles.

Table 4 Community Plan 7.2(b): 
• “The project would consist of two-story buildings with roof heights varying

between 32 and 36 ft.”
This conflicts with PUD-124, #5: “No structure shall exceed two stories or an
average height of 25 ft.”
Adherence to the lower height limit will help with neighborhood visual
compatibility.

Cumulative Impacts Analysis  
Table 3 – List of Reasonably Foreseeable Projects 

• HMB and Pacifica included comprehensive list with single-family dwellings.
SMC unincorporated Midcoast includes only Big Wave, Harbor Village RV, 7th St
Hotel, Main St Hotel. The mixed-use building at Hwy 1/Virginia and the many
Midcoast single-family dwellings in the permitting process should be included.

Table 4&5 -- Population & Housing Units 
• Pacifica and HMB are included, but the MIdcoast is represented by only Montara

and Moss Beach.  El Granada, Princeton, and Miramar should be included.
Hwy 1 Moss Beach 50 mph speed limit is consistently misreported: 
Responses to Workshop Comments  
#3 Traffic: “combination of conditions that include 55 mph speed limits…” 
#8 Pedestrian Traffic: “operational challenges due to the 55 mph speed limit…” 
Traffic Impact Analysis, p.33: “a 55-mph facility such as Highway 1” 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
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Date:  January 6, 2020 
To:  Members of the Midcoast Community Council 
Cc:  Michael Schaller, Project Planner  
 San Mateo County Planning Commission 
 Steve Monowitz, Director Planning and Building 
 Erik Martinez, California Coastal Commission Planner 
 Stephanie Rexing, California Coastal Commission District Supervisor 
 San Mateo County Supervisor Don Horsley 
From:  Resist Density Board of Directors 
Re:  January 8, 2020 MCC Agenda and Proposed Cypress Point Project 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Dear MCC Members, 
  
We write to urge you to include in this Wednesday’s 1/8/2020 meeting an agenda item on the 
proposed Cypress Point project in Moss Beach and its Local Coastal Program (LCP) 
amendment. (Please note that the MCC agenda for this January 8 is dated 2019.) 
  
The timing is critical, as we understand that the Cypress Point project LCP amendment will be on 
the San Mateo County’s Planning Commission agenda to be held in a special meeting in Half 
Moon Bay on January 22. The next MCC meeting is canceled due to this meeting. If this 
Planning Commission meeting is indeed a public hearing on this LCP amendment, the Midcoast 
community needs to be notified now and the full scope of what changes are being considered 
needs to be clarified. 
  
Having the Planning Commission consider this project before the Midcoast Community Council 
is contrary to the information on the San Mateo County website for the project. 
https://planning.smcgov.org/cypress-point-affordable-housing-community-project. There the 
County has represented since at least April 2019 that “The applicant – MidPen Housing – 
submitted the application materials for this project on July 17, 2018. The next opportunity for 
public input will be when the project is formally brought before the Midcoast Community 
Council for their consideration and recommendation at a later date.” 
  
Through our Public Records Act (PRA) requests, Resist Density has uncovered information which 
raises major questions about the process surrounding MidPen Housing’s proposed Cypress Point 
project in Moss Beach and its Local Coastal Program (LCP) amendment being presented as 
Phase One of the application.  
  
We’re including below an email chain we received through our PRA requests. These 2018 - 2019 
communications are between MidPen’s land use consultant, McCabe & Company, and the 
California Coastal Commission (CCC). In it, Renee Ananda of the CCC opines that the Coastal 
Development Permit (CDP) for Cypress Point would not be appealable to the CCC once the 
LCP is amended. We and the Midcoast community need to know if this CDP verdict by Renee 
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Ananda is correct and what it means to the process of the LCP amendment and the project 
approval. When will MidPen Housing be required to produce an Environmental Impact Report 
or CEQA equivalent addressing specific concerns raised by Agencies, the MCC, the public and 
Resist Density? Will MidPen Housing be exempt from addressing major environmental concerns 
regarding traffic, road safety and infrastructure in this Planning Commission hearing? Will this 
allow MidPen Housing to sidestep important procedures established to protect the Coastal 
community? 
  
As background, McCabe & Company describes itself: “McCabe & Company has helped 
hundreds of clients gain Coastal Commission approval for a wide variety of projects. Our 
effectiveness is evidenced by our proven track record of success.” (For more information, visit 
http://mccabeandcompany.net) 
  
MidPen Housing’s April 15, 2019 application submission for an LCP amendment in conjunction 
with San Mateo County provided conflicting information about the project approval process. In 
May 2019, Resist Density submitted comments on the submission and asked for clarification on 
the process. Our questions have not been addressed to date.  
  
The email chain below raises a very important concern that the community does not fully 
understand. We urge the MCC to consider the significance of the proposed LCP change and 
pursue clarification from the County on the process. With Supervisor Horsley attending this 
Wednesday’s meeting, it is opportune to include him in the discussion. There must be 
transparency; the community needs to be informed and involved in such a significant project 
as this! 
  
Thank you for your consideration. We look forward to your timely response, 
  
- Resist Density Board of Directors 
 
 
 
Begin forwarded message: 
 
From: Anne Blemker <ablemker@mccabeandcompany.net> 
Subject: FW: Cypress Point Question 
Date: June 5, 2019 at 9:47:56 AM PDT 
To: "Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal" <Stephanie.Rexing@coastal.ca.gov> 
 
Hi Stephanie, 
 
It was definitely Renee (not Ruby!) that I was talking to about this project last year. Please see 
our exchange below. She concurred that the project would not be appealable after certification 
of the LCPA. 
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I’ll send the meeting request to you, Erik and Jeannine later today. The Planning Commission 
isn’t expected to hear this until September/October, so a meeting sometime in the next month or 
so would be great. 

Thanks, 
Anne 
----------------------- 
Anne Blemker 
McCabe & Company 
10520 Oakbend Drive 
San Diego, CA 92131 
310.463.9888 

______________________________________________________________________ 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

From: Anne Blemker [mailto:ablemker@mccabeandcompany.net]  
Sent: Wednesday, September 26, 2018 8:06 AM 
To: Ananda, Renee@Coastal 
Subject: Re: Cypress Point Question 
  
Hi Renee,  
  
Just wanted to follow up on my question below. Once the LCP is updated, would the project be 
appealable? I wouldn’t think so (because the project would be in conformance with the LCP and be the 
“principal permitted use”), but wanted to confirm with you.  
  
Thanks, 
Anne 

On Sep 20, 2018, at 10:24 AM, Anne Blemker <ablemker@mccabeandcompany.net> wrote: 

Thanks for getting back to me. (Especially during mail-out for October!) One follow-up 
question: once the LCPA is approved, would the County-issued CDP be appealable? I would 
think not since the project would then be consistent with the LCP. 
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Anne 
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Renée T. Ananda, Coastal Program Analyst 
California Coastal Commission – North Central Coast District 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA  94105 
  
Phone: Main (415) 904-5260   Direct (415) 904-5292 
renee.ananda@coastal.ca.gov 
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From: Anne Blemker [mailto:ablemker@mccabeandcompany.net]  
Sent: Wednesday, September 19, 2018 12:20 PM 

To: Ananda, Renee@Coastal 
Subject: Cypress Point Question 

  

Hi Renee, 
  
Hope all is well. Just wanted to follow up on my voicemail to you. Susan and I were 
recently brought on to help with the Cypress Point affordable housing project in Moss 
Beach. I’m getting up to speed and going through all of the materials now. My 
primary question is: why would the local CDP be appealable? It doesn’t seem to 
meet the typical criteria and I can’t find a post cert map for this area of the County. 
  
Thanks very much, 
Anne 

----------------------- 

Anne Blemker 

McCabe & Company 

10520 Oakbend Drive 

San Diego, CA 92131 

310.463.9888 
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June 1, 2019 
Via Email                  
 
Stephanie Rexing 
Jeannine Manna 
Erik Martinez 
California Coastal Commission 
Stephanie.Rexing@coastal.ca.gov 
Jeannine.Manna@coastal.ca.gov 
erik.martinez@coastal.ca.gov 
 
RE: Cypress Point – Second Application Referral  
 
Dear Ms. Rexing, Ms. Manna, and Mr. Martinez, 
 
 Resist Density writes in regards to MidPen Housing’s April 2019 second application 
submission and the California Coastal Commission’s October 1, 2018 letter regarding this 
proposed project (https://planning.smcgov.org/cypress-point-affordable-housing-community-
project).  
 
 We write to point out inconsistencies between what the Commission requested in 
October 2018 and MidPen’s April 2019 submission. In addition, we write to express concern that
MidPen appears to be impermissibly deferring the required analysis until its subsequent CDP 
submission or even after project approval, when it is reasonably foreseeable that the required 
LCP Amendment – if granted - will result in environmental impacts. Please consider that: 

1.  The proposed project’s impacts to Highway 1 traffic are certainly not avoided or 
reduced. The proposed project will still result in five significant and supposedly “unavoidable” 
traffic impacts:  

1) Project traffic will critically delay traffic at Highway 1 and California/Wienke (delay 
over 124 seconds); 
2) Project traffic will critically delay traffic at Highway 1 and Carlos Street- the main 
access point to the Project from Highway 1;
3) Project traffic will critically delay traffic at Highway 1 and Vallemar/Etheldore (112 
seconds); 
4) Project traffic will critically delay traffic at Highway 1 and 16th Street (114 seconds); 
5) The Project will increase the risk of pedestrians being hit by vehicles as they attempt to
cross State Route 1. 

 
2.  The Cypress Point Traffic Impact Analysis – updated April 2019 (Document 23) asserts that 
Project traffic is not anticipated to decrease the performance of public transit - based on the 
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claim that the majority of State Route 1 traffic movements experience little or no delay. The 
claim that there will be “little or no delay” to transit is undermined by the admission of four of the 
above five significant and “unavoidable” traffic impacts.  Also, MidPen has also not considered 
how the above expected traffic delays will affect traffic circulation on adjoining neighborhood 
streets, and thus public transit performance given the routes of SamTrans buses through Moss 
Beach (Traffic Impact Analysis, Figure 4 on page 19). 
 
3.  The applicant has not analyzed the round-about option to mitigate impacts as the 
Commission suggested. Also, MidPen also has not proposed to pay for the traffic signals and 
roundabouts it previously suggested.  
 
4.  Resist Density questions whether in fact traffic impacts have been mitigated as required 
by law. MidPen’s mitigation analysis is still unnecessarily truncated, does not explain how the 
proposed mitigations will reduce the severe traffic impacts, and impermissibly defers a number 
of mitigations until after project approval. MidPen proposes to push an intersection control 
evaluation onto Caltrans, and to be completed after project approval during the design phase. 
Likewise, MidPen has impermissibly deferred discussion of mitigations in its proposed Mitigation 
Measures TRAF-1A and TRAF-1B.  
 
 TRAF-1B consists of a vague “Transportation Demand Management Plan” which will not 
even be formulated for public review or the Commission’s consideration until after project 
approval. TRAF-1B is proposed as the mitigation measure for seven of the identified significant
traffic impacts, and the sole mitigation for “unavoidable” impacts TRAF-4, TRAF-3C, TRAF-3B, 
TRAF-3A and TRAF-2B. This poorly thought through measure includes one grocery cart that 
residents would walk one-mile round-trip coming back up a steep street, as little as one car 
share parking space, bus schedules, and the illusory “additional measures that may become
available.” As MidPen is forced to acknowledge, the effectiveness of this plan can “not” be 
guaranteed.  
 
5. The applicant has not discussed the likelihood that Caltrans will issue necessary
encroachment permits, as the Commission suggested. 
 
6. The applicant has not cooperated with SamTrans to incentivize public transportation or 
expand bus service.
 
7. While the applicant has included an alternative of fewer than 71 units of housing, the 
analysis claims that this alternative would have “the same” transportation and circulation 
impacts as the proposed project, but trip generation would be less. See Alternatives Analysis –
Updated April 2019 (Document 8) Table 1 on page 24. Thus, this analysis omits discussion of 
whether traffic impacts could be further reduced or avoided by reducing the number of units or 
residents, as the Commission requested.  
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8.  As the Commission stated in its October 2018 correspondence, the LCP will need to be 
consistent with LCP Policy 2.52 and 2.53 among others. For the reasons stated above, Resist 
Density does not believe that MidPen to date has provided the information necessary for a 
traffic analysis and mitigation plan, as LCP Policy 2.52 requires.  
 
 Nor does MidPen’s current vague “Transportation Demand Management Plan” come 
close to the comprehensive transportation management plan required by LCP Policy 2.53. 
 
 
Midcoast Community Council’s Comments on proposed Cypress Point development 
http://www.midcoastcommunitycouncil.org/affordable-housing/  
 
The Midcoast Community Council has made the following comments regarding the proposed 
Cypress Point development which we believe the Commission should consider in evaluating 
project impacts: 
 
1) MidPen’s cumulative impacts document is out of date and missing numerous other projects 
necessary for an adequate cumulative impact analysis (May 22, 2019 comment). 
2) There has been no analysis of the traffic impacts of over 690 construction-phase truck trips to 
import 7,000 cubic yards of fill (May 22, 2019 comment). 
3) The proposed project ignores the need for safe crossing of Highway 1 (August 22, 2018 
comment).
4) MidPen refuses to use the "Connect the Coastside" a.k.a. the Comprehensive Transportation 
Management Plan as traffic thresholds (September 26, 2018 comment). 
 

 
Thank you for your careful consideration of this proposed project. 
 
Resist Density Board of Directors
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June 1, 2019 
Via Email                  
 
Patricia Maurice 
Jake Freedman 
California Department of Transportation 
patricia.maurice@dot.ca.gov 
Jake.freedman@dot.ca.gov 
 
RE: Cypress Point – Second Application Referral  
 GTS # 04-SM-2017-00196 
 
Dear Ms. Maurice and Mr. Freedman, 
 
 Resist Density writes in regards to MidPen Housing’s April 2019 second application 
submission and the California Department of Transportation’s (Caltrans) August 29, 2018 letter 
regarding this proposed project.  As background, the proposed project will still result in five 
significant and supposedly “unavoidable” traffic impacts. In addition, as discussed further 
below the Midcoast Community Council has submitted comments on MidPen’s proposed 
Cypress Point development, which we believe Caltrans should consider.  
 
Caltrans August 28, 2018 Letter
 MidPen’s Cypress Point Traffic Impact Analysis (April 2019) still fails to address issues raised 
by Caltrans, including:  
 
1. Neither the Cypress Point Traffic Impact Analysis (April 2019) nor MidPen’s Cover Letter
Response to Comments references Caltrans’ Strategic Management Plan 2015-2020 nor 
discusses reductions in Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT), myopically focusing on the “number of 
vehicle trips,” which excludes any calculation of vehicles miles travelled as a result of the 
proposed project
 
2. Caltrans commented that the applicant should further analyze alternatives for improving 
pedestrian and bicycle access in the area, specifically opportunities for improving pedestrian 
and bicycle crossing of State Route 1.
 
 MidPen’s Cover Letter Response to Comments does not provide this analysis, instead it 
only vaguely promises that project impacts will be addressed without providing any specifics.  

 Likewise, the Cypress Point Alternatives Analysis (April 2019) claims there will be the same 
pedestrian impacts for the three alternatives considered, but does not discuss alternatives for 
improving pedestrian and bicycle access in the area as Caltrans requested.   
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 MidPen does not commit to providing any pedestrian and bicycle crossing of State 
Route 1 – not even where the Connect the Coastside study proposed a striped pedestrian 
crossing with a beacon along State Route 1 at 16th Street. This despite that, according to the 
Cypress Point Traffic Impact Analysis (April 2019), the project would result in potentially 
significant impacts from an increase in pedestrians accessing bus stops located across State 
Route 1, and inadequate corner sight distance at Carlos Street and State Route 1 for 
pedestrians to see vehicles and drivers to see pedestrians. 
 
 Rather than undertake traffic calming measures or pedestrian crossings with beacons, 
MidPen now only suggests the cheaper (and likely less-effective) distribution of literature to 
discourage residents from crossing the highway to access the Pacific Ocean, the lighthouse, 
and southbound bus lines.  Public safety impacts are of particular concern given that the 
northbound SamTrans route 17 bus requires walking along the shoulder of State Route 1 for 
approximately 0.15 miles. Similarly, the commercial area of Montara is just beyond (0.5 miles 
north), Montara Beach (1 mile north across State Route 1) and the Farallone View Elementary 
School (1.2 miles north). Given this, it is reasonably foreseeable that project residents including 
school children will attempt to walk along the highway to reach these destinations. Furthermore 
just south of the proposed project are the Coastside Market and the Moss Beach Children’s Park 
(0.5 mile south) downhill on Carlos Street, a narrow road with no sidewalks from Sierra to 
Etheldore and the only road for vehicle access to the project. MidPen’s Traffic Impact Analysis 
does not consider these public safety impacts or mitigations thereto.  

 Further, the Cypress Point Traffic Impact Analysis provides no discussion of public safety 
impacts to pedestrians – outside of the Carlos/Sierra and Carlos/Stetson intersections - from 
traffic gridlock in the neighborhood nor the acknowledged significant adverse traffic impacts. 
The traffic delay at California/Wienke/Highway 1 is expected to reach over 124 seconds, 112
seconds at Vallemar /Etheldore Street/Highway 1, and 114 seconds at 16th Street/Highway 1. 
(Kittelson April 2019, Table ES 2.) In addition, Carlos Street is proposed to be the only access 
point for non-emergency vehicles, i.e. everyday traffic.  

 The Cypress Point Traffic Impact Analysis (April 2019) avoids any discussion of impacts to 
bicycle riders, instead narrowly focusing on impacts to “bicycle facilities.” There is no discussion 
of the impacts of traffic gridlock and acknowledged significant adverse traffic impacts at 
multiple intersections on bicycle riders. This omission despite that the 2011 San Mateo County
Comprehensive Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan identified planned bikeways through Moss Beach 
including (1) a Class I multi-use path near State Route 1 between Carlos Street and Main Street, 
(2) a Class II bicycle lane along Carlos Street, and (3) a Class III bicycle route along State Route 
1.
 
3.  Caltrans commented that MidPen should consider relocating the southbound bus stop 
so that it is across from the existing northbound stop at SR1 and 14th Street and providing a 
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pedestrian hybrid beacon, as well as adequate pedestrian and bicycle access to/from project 
site.  
 
 MidPen avoids any response to the idea of relocating the southbound bus stop.  
Confusingly, MidPen responds that “MidPen's traffic consultant does not believes [sic] 16th or 
14th Street would not be an optimal location for a pedestrian crossing.” 
 
4.  Caltrans commented that MidPen must evaluate primary and secondary effects on 
pedestrians and bicyclists, travelers with disabilities, and transit users including the effect of 
proposed VMT mitigations.  
 
 In response, the Cypress Point Traffic Impact Analysis provides no discussion of impacts to 
travelers with disabilities, and does not mention secondary effects on pedestrian and bicyclists. 
 
 There is no discussion of the effect of traffic delays on bus transit users. Further, whereas a 
few months ago MidPen proposed rerouting bus lines to address pedestrian safety, that 
modification has been dropped and no bus alternative is proposed by MidPen. 
 
5.  Caltrans commented that MidPen should either provide mitigation or pay its fair share 
fee for impacts towards multi-modal and regional transit improvement.  
 

The Cypress Point Traffic Impact Analysis (April 2019) includes no reference to fair share
payments for MidPen’s traffic impacts, nor discusses the benefits of an on-site shuttle. Also, 
MidPen has not proposed to pay for the traffic signals and roundabouts being considered.
 
6. Caltrans requested use of a SimTraffic model and Intersection Control Evaluation. Our
understanding of CEQA is that impacts must be analyzed before project approval so that the 
public and agencies such as Caltrans can understand the effects and decision makers can 
evaluate the adequacy of proposed mitigations and alternatives.   

 MidPen has not undertaken the modeling and evaluation Caltrans requested; MidPen 
proposes to push the intersection control evaluation onto Caltrans. Also, MidPen appears to be 
impermissibly deferring this evaluation and modeling until after project approvals have been 
granted.
 
7.  Caltrans encouraged measures to increase sustainable mode shares, but the only 
mention of shares in the Cypress Point Traffic Impact Analysis (April 2019) is sharing of parking 
spaces – which will do nothing to reduce VMT.
 
8. Caltrans commented that given the location and size of the proposed project, MidPen 
needed a robust Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program to reduce VMT and 
greenhouse gas emissions, including but not limited to (1) “aggressive trip reduction targets with 
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Lead agency monitoring and enforcement,” (2) TDM “annual monitoring reports by an onsite 
TDM coordinator,” (3) if VMT goals not met next steps to achieve those targets, (4) 10% reduced 
parking supply, (5) charging stations of electric vehicles, (6) carpooling parking spaces, and (7) 
real time transit information.   
 
 MidPen has included none of these measures in its proposed TDM Program, or 
acknowledged Caltrans’ recommendations in either MidPen’s Cover Letter Response to 
Comments or its Traffic Impact Analysis (April 2019). 
 
 Further, an actual “Transportation Demand Management plan” (Mitigation TRAF-1B) will 
not even be formulated for public review or Caltrans consideration until after project approval. 
TRAF-1B is proposed as the mitigation measure for seven of the identified significant traffic 
impacts, and the sole mitigation for “unavoidable” impacts TRAF-4, TRAF-3C, TRAF-3B, TRAF-3A 
and TRAF-2B. As MidPen is forced to acknowledge, the effectiveness of this plan – which ignores 
Caltrans’ suggestions - can “not” be guaranteed.  
 
Midcoast Community Council’s Comments on proposed Cypress Point development 
 The Midcoast Community Council has made the following comments regarding the 
proposed Cypress Point development which we believe Caltrans should consider in evaluating 
traffic impacts: 
 
1) MidPen’s cumulative impacts document is out of date and missing numerous other projects
necessary for an adequate cumulative impact analysis (May 22, 2019 comment). 
2) There has been no analysis of the traffic impacts of over 690 construction-phase truck trips to 
import 7,000 cubic yards of fill (May 22, 2019 comment). 
3) The proposed project ignores the need for safe crossing of Highway 1 (August 22, 2018
comment). 
4) MidPen refuses to use the "Connect the Coastside" a.k.a. the Comprehensive Transportation 
Management Plan as traffic thresholds (September 26, 2018 comment). 

Thank you for your careful consideration of this proposed project. 
 
Resist Density Board of Directors 

 
 
cc: California Coastal Commission 
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Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal

From: Julia M. Brinckloe <jmbrinck@comcast.net>
Sent: Wednesday, May 22, 2019 2:15 PM
To: midcoastcommunitycouncil@gmail.com; mschaller@smcgov.org; Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal; 

cgroom@smcgov.org; wslocum@smcgov.org; dpine@smcgov.org; dcanepa@smcgov.org; 
MossBeach@midpen-housing.org; info@resistdensity.org

Subject: Concern from a Coastsider

To MCC, MidPen and Concerned Lawmakers:

My name is Julie Brinckloe and I am a longtime resident homeowner in Montara. I’m writing this letter because
unfortunately I cannot attend tonight's critical MCC meeting in El Granada.

I’d be very grateful if this letter is openly read during the comments period, as I had hoped to speak as a concerned
Coastsider on the impact of MidPen's housing plan.

To MCC and MidPen:

We all agree that people who contribute to a community should be able to live affordably. It’s a matter of human rights
and decency in a civil society.

But we also agree that affordable homes need not and should not cause harm to that community or it defeats the very
goal they seek.

Our Coastside is a jewel of a place to live and a coveted destination. As such, it comes with special challenges to
residents that other communities do not face, and we’ve lived with that.

On weekends and holidays it is beset by visitors, with all vehicles sharing the same two lane road, coming and going.
And traffic has always gotten heavy along the corridor from El Granada to Half Moon Bay.

Before the onset of the tunnel, it was still navigable. But those days are gone. Now it is a serious challenge to residents
and has already degraded life here. In recent years, my drive time from Montara to Half Moon Bay has doubled.
Cabrillo Highway has reached its limit.

I applaud MidPen’s goal to create affordable living space. But I am shocked at the space they’ve chosen— smack dab in
themiddle of an already over burdened two lane road. It makes no sense whatsoever, and is unfair both to current
residents and to those who will occupy MidPen homes and face an even worse traffic problem than we do now.

I beg you to consider the cost of this plan to the Coastside. And I respectfully urge you to reject the location once and
for all.

It won’t work—not for any of us. We simply cannot afford it.

Thank you for your time.

Very respectfully,

Julie Brinckloe
Grumpkin Cottage
Montara
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Via Email                 May 21, 2019 
 
Midcoast Community Council 
PO Box 248 
Moss Beach, CA 94038 
midcoastcommunitycouncil@gmail.com 
 
Dear Midcoast Community Council Members, 
 
Resist Density writes in regards to MidPen’s April 15, 2019 updated application submission and 
the draft comment letter by Midcoast Community Council (MCC) dated May 22, 2019. 
 
Insufficient Time for Adequate Community Review 
As an initial matter, we believe that the short timeframe for MCC’s response on this updated 
application is thwarting public involvement and understanding of the revised project analysis. 
We understand that the purpose of the MCC is to provide the local community with a more 
effective means to express its views to the County of San Mateo, particularly on matters of 
concern to the community. We understand that this item was added to the agenda just last 
Friday May 17. The updated application consists of over 1,500 pages. The alternatives analysis 
alone consists of 39 pages; the community does not have adequate time to consider and 
discuss the 6 newly presented alternatives. In addition, we understand that two of the MCC 
council members will not be attending the May 22 meeting. For these reasons, Resist Density 
believes it would be in the best interest of MCC and of the community to put this agenda item 
off at a minimum until MCC’s next meeting on June 12. 
 
Support for MCC’s Draft Comment Letter 
We have reviewed MCC’s draft comment letter dated May 22, 2019. Resist Density supports a 
number of MCC’s comments, including that  
(1) the height of the proposed MidPen project will constitute a significant adverse aesthetic 
impact and be inconsistent with community scale and existing PUD zoning, 
(2) MidPen has changed the local live-work project preference and that MidPen, not San 
Mateo County, is in control of this dimension of the project,  
(3) the cumulative impacts document is out of date and missing numerous other projects 
necessary for an adequate cumulative impact analysis, and  
(4) that there has been inadequate analysis of the impacts of 7,000 cubic yards of imported fill, 
including the construction-phase traffic and air quality impacts. 
 
Contradictory and Confusing Information about the Project Approval Process 
The MCC’s draft May 22, 2019 comment letter also requested that MidPen list all changes 
proposed to the PUD Zoning.  We would point out that MidPen and San Mateo County are 
providing conflicting information about the project approval process for this proposed project.  
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San Mateo County’s website (https://planning.smcgov.org/cypress-point-affordable-housing-
community-project) describes the "first phase of the project” as involving "consideration of the 
LCP amendment," but doesn't mention any County consideration of zoning changes, or 
amendment to the County's General plan.   
 
MidPen’s April 15, 2019 updated application submission, in the document entitled “Introduction 
And Project Description” states that MidPen is requesting that the California Coastal 
Commission – not San Mateo County  - amend the LCP Implementation Plan and existing 
Planned Unit Development,  and amend the LCP Land Use Plan and San Mateo County’s 
General Plan to change the site’s zoning designation.   
 
That same document at Section 1.2.2 falsely claims that “San Mateo County has analyzed the 
full range of environmental conditions so that other agencies can rely upon it for CEQA 
compliance.”  Further confusing to the public is the assertion at Section 1.2.3 of the Introduction 
and Project Description that “the San Mateo County Planning and Building Department is 
acting as the applicant for the LCP Amendment before the Coastal Commission.”  
 
If San Mateo County has already analyzed the full range of environmental conditions and has 
determined that the Planning Department will be the applicant, what is the MCC being asked 
to do now after the fact? Moreover, how did San Mateo County reach this decision to be the 
project applicant without advising MCC and the public that it was prepared to do so? 
 
Need for More Thorough Analysis of Traffic Impacts and Mitigations 
We would ask MCC modify the draft letter’s statement that there has been a “more thorough 
evaluation of traffic impacts and mitigations.”  
 
The proposed project will still result in five significant and supposedly “unavoidable” traffic 
impacts.  That an environmental impact is unavoidable should be reason enough to 
recommend disapproval of this project as currently proposed. We are particularly concerned 
with the significant and unavoidable pedestrian safety impacts from this project. MidPen fails to 
mention that Carlos Street has no sidewalk, and that pedestrians who use the Sierra and Stetson 
Street sidewalks to follow MidPen’s recommended route to the market or bus stop will face a 
steep slope on California Street and significantly more distance to and from the project site. 
Moreover, whereas a few months ago to address pedestrian safety, MidPen proposed rerouting 
bus lines. That modification has been dropped and no bus alternative is proposed by MidPen. 
 
MidPen’s mitigation analysis is still unnecessarily truncated and does not explain how the 
proposed mitigations will reduce the severe traffic impacts.  
 
MidPen has not considered how the expected traffic delays will affect traffic circulation on 
adjoining neighborhood streets or pedestrian safety. The traffic delay at 
California/Wienke/Highway 1 is expected to reach over 124 seconds, 112 seconds at Vallemar 
/Etheldore Street/Highway 1, and 114 seconds at 16th Street/Highway 1. (Kittelson April 2019, 
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Table ES 2.) In addition, Carlos Street is proposed to be the only access point for non-
emergency vehicles, i.e. everyday traffic. Clearly, this project will result in gridlock on 
neighborhood streets. 
 
MidPen to date has failed to consider the obvious mitigation of reducing the proposed 71 
residences and 213 residents in order to reduce traffic impacts. Nor has MidPen proposed to 
pay for the traffic signals and roundabouts being considered; MidPen seeks to have taxpayers 
pay for its poor planning.  
 
We understand CEQA to require analysis of mitigations prior to project approval. Yet here 
MidPen continues to impermissibly defer mitigation analysis until after it gets its approvals. 
MidPen proposes to push an intersection control evaluation onto Caltrans, and to be 
completed after project approval during the design phase. Likewise, MidPen has impermissibly 
deferred discussion of mitigations in its proposed Mitigation Measures TRAF-1A and TRAF-1B.  
 
TRAF-1B consists of a vague “Transportation Demand Management plan” which will not even 
be formulated for public review or MCC consideration until after project approval. TRAF-1B is 
proposed as the mitigation measure for seven of the identified significant traffic impacts, and 
the sole mitigation for “unavoidable” impacts TRAF-4, TRAF-3C, TRAF-3B, TRAF-3A and TRAF-2B. 
This poorly thought through measure includes one grocery cart that residents would walk one-
mile round-trip coming back up a steep street, as little as one car share parking space, bus 
schedules, and the illusory “additional measures that may become available.” As MidPen is 
forced to acknowledge, the effectiveness of this plan can “not” be guaranteed.  
 
We also understand that CEQA requires all phases of a project be reviewed for environmental 
impacts, including the construction phase. As MCC recognizes, importing 7000 cubic yards of fill 
will result in over 690 truck trips. There has been no analysis of the impacts of these trips either on 
Highway 1 traffic or on local roads. 
 
MidPen’s Responses to Prior MCC Comments 
We have also reviewed MidPen’s responses to MCC prior comments of August 22, 2018 and 
September 26, 2018. Resist Density notes the following: 
 
1. We support MCC’s comment that “approving more than the annual limit of 40 residential 

units/year cannot be justified if many of those units will go to residents commuting to jobs out 
of the area,” and notes that MidPen has failed to provide any response to this comment.  

2. We support the MCC’s comment that the proposed project ignores the need for safe 
crossing of Highway 1, and notes that MidPen has failed to provide any response to this 
comment or the need for a Parallel Trail. 

3. MidPen has not responded to MCC comments that the proposed project height will be 
inconsistent with existing PUD zoning. 

4. MidPen proposes to impermissibly defer analysis of existing building pad asbestos until after 
project approval. That analysis can occur now, and by law should. 
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5. MidPen refuses to use the "Connect the Coastside" a.k.a. the Comprehensive Transportation 
Management Plan as traffic thresholds, but elsewhere in its Traffic Impact Analysis relies on 
the draft Connect the Coastside report when it serves MidPen’s purposes. 

6. MidPen has side-stepped MCC’s comments about inconsistent statements regarding 
income requirements for residents. 

 
Resist Density’s Prior Comments to MCC 
Resist Density submitted comments to the MCC about this proposed project on September 6, 
2018, which are attached. MidPen’s April 2019 updated application submission does not 
change the relevance of Resist Density’s prior comments.   
 
Thank you for your careful consideration of these important issues. 
 
Resist Density Board of Directors 
 
 
CC: 
San Mateo County Board of Supervisors 
Michael Schaller, Project Planner 
San Mateo County Planning Commission 
Steve Monowitz, Community Development Director  
Stephanie Rexing, CA Coastal Commission  
Jeannine Manna, CA Coastal Commission 
Board of Directors, Montara Water and Sanitary District 
Beverli Marshall, SAM 
Joe LeClair, Connect the Coastside 
Katie Yim, Lance Hall, Stephen Haas, Elliot Goodrich, Mohammad Suleiman, Aye Myint, Teblez 
Nemariam, Ken Puth, Department of Transportation 
Jill Ekas, Community Development Director of City of Half Moon Bay 
Half Moon Bay City Council 
Lennie Roberts, Committee for Green Foothills 
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Sensible planning and protection  
for the San Mateo County Midcoast 

September 6, 2018
Midcoast Community Council 
PO Box 248 
Moss Beach, CA 94038 
midcoastcommunitycouncil@gmail.com 
 
Dear Council Members, 
 
Resist Density promotes the sensible planning and protection of the San Mateo County Midcoast. We 
also recognize the need for affordable housing in the County. However, MidPen’s current Cypress 
Point multi-unit housing proposal would result in significant environmental impacts because it proposes 
to jam too many units into the wrong location. 
 
MCC should oppose the project as currently proposed for the following reasons: 
 
DANGEROUS TRAFFIC IMPACTS 
The project application reveals that the project - as currently proposed - will result in numerous 
significant “and unavoidable” traffic impacts:  
1)  Project traffic will critically delay traffic at Highway 1 and California/Wienke.  
2)  Project traffic will critically delay traffic at Highway 1 and Carlos Street- the main access point to 

the Project from Highway 1. The project will make turns into and out of Carlos Street, as well as 
through traffic on Highway 1, substantially more hazardous.  

3)  Project traffic will critically delay traffic at Highway 1 and Vallemar/Etheldore. 
4) Project traffic will critically delay traffic at Highway 1 and 16th Street.
5)  Pedestrians crossing Highway 1 to access the coast or public transit are at great risk of being hit by 

oncoming traffic. 
 
The Project – as currently proposed – will result in increased congestion and negative traffic impacts in 
violation of the Local Coastal Plan, and to the detriment of both the community and the new MidPen 
residents. 
 
INCREASED DEMAND ON ALREADY FAILING SEWAGE PIPES 
Over 100 sewage spills have occurred since 2011 according to review of public records. Even without 
MidPen’s proposed development, the sewage pipe system serving this area has been grossly 
inadequate during storm events. Over 557,103 gallons of raw sewage have spilled into the Pacific 
Ocean and Half Moon Bay – almost entirely because of structural pipe failures. Further, tens of 
thousands of gallons of inadequately treated sewage has been released onto streets in residential 
neighborhoods within the City of Half Moon Bay, El Granada, Montara, Miramar, Moss Beach, and 
Princeton by the Sea. 
 
The Project – as currently proposed – will add new sewage lines which only exacerbate the serious 
problems of the existing sewage lines.  
 
PRESENCE OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
Historically, Cypress Point was a World War II military facility. An onsite incinerator may have been used 
to burn waste, without regard for the chemical composition of the substances being burned. A 
preliminary investigation of potential soil contamination revealed that there may be lead-containing 
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or other residues onsite from cartridges, gunpowder or munitions. Also, buildings which burned to the 
ground likely contained lead-based paint which may be present in soils on site. This, and the historic 
presence of an incinerator, represent a “recognized environmental condition.” Subsurface sampling 
was recommended and a limited Phase II subsurface investigation was conducted. 
 
Lead was detected at concentrations between 4.5 and 230 mg/kg in surface soils. Diesel petroleum  
was detected at a concentration of 1.3 mg/kg. Metals, including arsenic, barium, chromium, cobalt, 
copper, molybdenum, nickel, vanadium, and zinc, were detected at concentrations between 1.0 and 
44 mg/kg.  Total hexafurans were detected at a concentration of 2.78 picograms/gram. Further soil 
sampling has been recommended to further assess the horizontal extent of lead-impacted surface 
soils around 2 identified locations. 
 
MidPen’s preliminary environmental evaluation doesn’t opine on whether the soil contamination 
constitutes a significant impact or not, but does reveal that the transport and use of hazardous 
materials during construction of the proposed project would be a significant impact requiring 
mitigation. 
 
MIDPEN IGNORES THE NEED FOR PHASED DEVELOPMENT 
The Local Coastal Plan limits the number of new dwelling units built in the urban Midcoast to a 
maximum of 40 units per year. The reason for this limit is to ensure that roads, utilities, public works 
facilities and community infrastructure are not overburdened by rapid residential growth. To date, 
there is no comprehensive transportation management plan for this area, and there is no evidence 
that sewage pipe reliability is adequate to avoid sewage overflows and water quality violations.   
 
MidPen attempts to use a loophole for affordable housing, but the Local Coastal Plan is clear that this 
is not a guarantee that a proposed development is entitled to be approved. 
 
INADEQUATE ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
MidPen’s reports for its current proposal read more like advocacy pieces, rather than impartial 
environmental review.  
 
Traffic Analysis  
1)  The traffic analysis avoids any consideration of the traffic impacts of proposed restrictions on traffic 

movements (roundabouts, new signal lights, closing Carlos St., left turn restrictions) proposed as 
mitigations.  

2)  Impacts are called “unavoidable” rather than including an adequate range of alternatives and 
mitigations.  

3)  There is no consideration of creating a multi-use path adjacent to Highway 1 or of creating high 
visibility Highway 1 crosswalks. 

 
Sewage Analysis 
The sewage analysis is artificially constrained to “dry weather flow” in evaluating the system’s capacity 
to handle growth. MidPen proposes to add new users in a concentrated time period, yet the MidPen 
technical reports do not even acknowledge the troubled state of the existing sewage pipes. 
 
Hazardous Materials 
Assessment for the presence of asbestos containing materials was “out of [the] scope” of MidPen’s 
Phase I report. However, asbestos materials were commonly used for buildings constructed in the 
1940s. Most of the building foundations are still present on the project site and the site appears to be 
littered with building materials. Thus, the project site should be tested for asbestos in soil and 
groundwater
 
To deal with the acknowledged significant impact of hazardous materials during construction, 
MidPen’s preliminary evaluation promises a “Site Management Plan” will later be developed, but no 
details are provided regarding what standards this plan meet or why it will bring the impacts down to 
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a level of insignificance. 
 
MCC is Being Asked to Make Recommendations Without the Benefit of Required Environmental 
Analysis 
Amendments to the Local Coastal Plan (LCP) must comply with CEQA even though a technical EIR 
need not be prepared. As detailed above, MidPen has not provided analysis that complies with 
CEQA. Thus, the MCC is in the untenable position of making recommendations without knowledge of 
the full impacts of the proposed project, and potential mitigations.  
 
Moreover, MidPen’s proposal will require more than changes to the LCP: changes are required to San 
Mateo’s County Zoning Map and zoning text amendment, an amendment to San Mateo County’s 
General Plan, and proposed changes to the Planned Unit Development designation for this site. These 
zoning and General Plan changes are not merely technical changes; they will result in foreseeable 
physical environment changes, i.e. development of the site. Thus, adequate environmental review in 
the form of an EIR is needed for the public and MCC to evaluate the proposed project.  
 
An EIR’s purpose is to demonstrate to an apprehensive citizenry that the agency has in fact analyzed 
and considered the ecological implications of a proposed project. The technical reports which 
MidPen has prepared to date do not provide an adequate evaluation of potential project significant 
impacts, mitigations and alternatives. 
 
 
Thank you for your consideration, 
 
Resist Density Board of Directors 
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Midcoast Community Council
representing Montara, Moss Beach, El Granada, Princeton, and Miramar

P.O. Box 248, Moss Beach, CA  94038-0248 -   www.MidcoastCommunityCouncil.org

Dave Olson . Claire Toutant . Lisa Ketcham . Dan Haggerty . Chris Johnson . Brandon Kwan . Barbra Mathewson
Chair           Vice-Chair Secretary        Treasurer

Date: August 22, 2018
To:    Michael Schaller, Project Planner
cc: Supervisor Don Horsley

Steve Monowitz, Community Development Director
   Renée Ananda, CCC Coastal Program Analysist

From:    Midcoast Community Council/ Dave Olson, Chair
Subject: Proposed 71-Unit Cypress Point Affordable Housing Community 

on Carlos St, Moss Beach – PLN2018-00264, APN 037-022-070

Wide public opposition to this project continues unabated, as demonstrated at MCC 
standing-room-only meeting 8/22/18 to consider this referral.
MCC 9/27/17 comments1 on the pre-application for this project focused on the many 
long-standing community concerns regarding traffic, transit, and bike/pedestrian safety 
& mobility that are the subject of the Highway 1 Safety & Mobility Improvement Studies 
(Mobility Study), the Midcoast Highway 1 Crossings Project and the soon-to-be-
released final draft of Connect the Coastside’s Comprehensive Transportation 
Management Plan.  Many years of Midcoast growth without much-needed and long-
identified bike/ped safety and mobility improvements have caught up with us now with 
too many people dependent on their cars and stuck in traffic without safe and 
convenient alternative transportation. The key challenge to this project is the isolated
rural site without adequate transit or bike/ped facilities, leaving residents dependent on 
their automobiles to reach jobs and services on already congested roads.

Midcoast Residential Build-out
MCC has consistently advocated for the need to significantly reduce Midcoast 
residential build-out. The proposed LCP amendment would reduce land use density for 
this 11-acre parcel from medium-high to medium. Residential build-out numbers
currently allocated to the parcel would be reduced by more than half, from 148 to 71
units.

Affordability and Residency Preference for Local Workers
A stated project objective is to improve the jobs-housing balance in the Midcoast region;
however, Midcoast housing far exceeds local jobs.  The applicant has stated they would 
not be legally allowed to restrict housing to those with local jobs, but that a portion of the
units will include a preference for households who already live or work in the region.
MCC would prefer that the preference apply to all units. Every new residential unit that 
does not provide affordable housing for our local workforce, adds to our coastal jobs-
housing imbalance and traffic congestion.

1 http://www.midcoastcommunitycouncil.org/storage/mtgs-com2017/2017-09-27-MidPen-pre-app-MCC-com.pdf
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The requested amendment to LCP Policy 3.15(d) calls for all units, apart from resident 
manager’s, to serve low- or moderate-income households.  Elsewhere in the submittal 
the project consistently proposes all units restricted to low income (less than 80% AMI).
MCC requests that the proposed LCP amendment match the rest of the submittal 
regarding low income affordability.
San Mateo County AMI is significantly higher than what local Coastside jobs provide.  In 
Half Moon Bay one quarter of households earns less than $50,000 per year. Please
clarify how the proposed income restrictions would provide a Coastside jobs-housing fit.

Construction Phasing
Construction is proposed in one phase, over approximately 18 months.  If built in two 
phases, would there be more opportunity for residents with Coastside jobs to receive 
preference? Approving more than the annual limit of 40 residential units/year cannot be 
justified if many of those units will go to residents commuting to jobs out of the area.

Public Transit 
The project site is located on the Hwy 1 corridor adjacent to SamTrans Route 17 bus 
stops at 14th & 16th. Route 17 directly reaches Coastside job hubs in Half Moon Bay, 
Princeton, and Pacifica (10 minutes to Linda Mar and 25 minutes to downtown HMB).
Current #17 service is hourly on weekdays, and every two hours on weekends.
However, on weekdays at this location there is no southbound AM or northbound PM 
service when #17 is routed via Sunshine Valley Road (SVR).  Route #18 has limited 
weekday service to Middle and High School in HMB but is also routed via SVR. Outside
those hours, ridership utilizing SVR bus stops is very low and the more direct route on
Etheldore and Highway 1 better serves other riders.
Mitigation TRAF-5B: The applicant proposes to address the safety of pedestrians 
crossing to the adjacent southbound bus stop at the lighthouse hostel by eliminating it 
and re-routing all buses via SVR. That would also eliminate the Hwy 1 bus stop at 14th,
and Etheldore stops at California and Vermont. The closest bus stops to the project
would then be 1/2 mile to 7th/Main or 3/4 mile to Etheldore/SVR, well outside the
1/4 mile range of convenience.
This proposal ignores the need for safe crossing at lighthouse/16th for the Coastal Trail,
and inefficiency of SVR during non-school hours and travel direction. In order to serve 
the project, it would be better to keep the adjacent bus stop at the lighthouse hostel and 
explore re-routing all Route 17 trips to Hwy 1 and Etheldore, and leaving Route 18 to 
serve school riders on SVR. 
This project highlights the urgent need for expanded Coastside public transit. Without
convenient school and commuter bus service at this location on the highway corridor, or
a project-sponsored shuttle to and from local jobs, this project cannot be justified.

Bike/Pedestrian Safety & Mobility 
For pedestrian safety, Mitigation TRAF-5A proposes a sidewalk connection between the 
project entrance on Carlos to the north side of Sierra Street.
The need for safe highway crossing at the lighthouse/16th cannot be brushed aside by 
saying there is no need for residents to cross the highway because the bus stop has 
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been removed. East side residents, workers and visitors all need to be able to 
conveniently walk or bike to the west side for recreation.  Two crossing concepts for the 
lighthouse/16th were included in the 2012 Mobility Study – a raised median refuge island 
for 2-stage crossing and an overcrossing to the south where the road cut makes that 
feasible.  The proposed project, with a significant number of new bike/ped/transit users,
makes a safe crossing urgent.
If this housing project is to proceed, the Parallel Trail segment in this area must be 
prioritized and implemented, at a minimum between downtown Moss Beach and 14th St.
Creating a bike/pedestrian-friendly community and calming highway traffic will help draw 
the kind of neighborhood commercial businesses needed to serve existing and future 
residents.

Vehicle Highway Access & Safety
Carlos: Mitigation TRAF-2B proposes to decrease hazards by closing Carlos St north 
of the project entrance to all vehicles except emergency services. The Mobility Study 
and Connect the Coastside show this intersection as right turn only entering the 
highway and continued use of the center left turn lane eastbound into Carlos. Traffic
counts show significant existing peak hour traffic from Sierra and Stetson using this 
route, which should remain available.  Feasibility of re-routing Carlos to 16th for safer 
vehicle highway access needs further analysis.  It is insufficient to say it is not feasible 
due to grading requirements and Level of Service (LOS) impact on 16th St, which has 
only three residences. 
Vallemar/Etheldore and lighthouse/16th: Mitigation TRAF-3B proposes to address 
LOS by restricting peak hour left turns entering the highway at Etheldore/Vallemar. Left
turns would be reassigned to Calif/Wienke. This would be a significant re-route for 
Vallemar which does not connect directly to Wienke and would add trips to that 
complicated 5-way intersection.  As long as there is lane space on Vallemar so that left-
turning vehicles do not block those turning right, turning movements should not be 
restricted simply to achieve a better LOS rating.  A similar right-turn-only restriction
proposed for lighthouse/16th during PM peak period seems unnecessary to address 
LOS at that very lightly used intersection.
California/Wienke:  Mitigation TRAF-1A proposes to address LOS by converting 
intersection control at California/Wienke to roundabout or signal, to be determined by 
ICE study required by Caltrans. California meets the signal warrant under existing 
conditions. Additional project trips at this intersection should be re-calculated for 
keeping Carlos open and should also consider that all new and re-assigned traffic will 
not necessarily use California for highway access. When a queue builds, motorists 
often choose among the three other adjacent intersections to spread out the wait time to 
enter the highway.
MCC and the community are adamantly opposed to any more traffic signals in the 
Midcoast. A signal at California, stopping highway traffic, and added pollution-spewing
stacking lanes further splitting our town, would destroy the community vision for a
context appropriate village circulation plan as was outlined in the Safety & Mobility 
Study. A roundabout at each end of Moss Beach would calm traffic without stopping it,
provide safe pedestrian crossings, and convenient U-turns to avoid making left turns 
onto the highway, improving LOS at all intersections.
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Discrepancies in submittal documents
Consistency Evaluation
Table 1, LCP Policies:
Policy 3.16(a) 

“limits the number of building permits in any 12-month period to 60”.
Correction: not building permits, but affordable housing units.

Policy 3.3:
“A portion of units in the project will include a preference for households who 
already live or work in the region.”
Other references in the application make no mention of limiting this preference to 
a portion of the units. Please clarify.
“According to census data compiled in 2016, the three adjacent communities of 
Montara, Moss Beach, and El Granada – all of which are within 6 miles of the 
project site – contain 1,364 jobs.”
Does this include jobs in Princeton and unincorporated Miramar?
“The project is within 1/4 mile walking distance of the Coastside Market grocery, 
Moss Beach Park, Farallone View Elementary School, and the Seton Coastside 
Medical Center.”
Correction: Coastside Market (a liquor/convenience store) and Moss Beach Park 
1/2 mile, Farallone View School 1 mile, Seton Medical Center 1.2 miles.

Table 4 Community Plan 7.2(b):
“The project would consist of two-story buildings with roof heights varying 
between 32 and 36 ft.”
This conflicts with PUD-124, #5: “No structure shall exceed two stories or an 
average height of 25 ft.”
Adherence to the lower height limit will help with neighborhood visual 
compatibility.

Cumulative Impacts Analysis
Table 3 – List of Reasonably Foreseeable Projects 

HMB and Pacifica included comprehensive list with single-family dwellings.
SMC unincorporated Midcoast includes only Big Wave, Harbor Village RV, 7th St 
Hotel, Main St Hotel. The mixed-use building at Hwy 1/Virginia and the many 
Midcoast single-family dwellings in the permitting process should be included.

Table 4&5 -- Population & Housing Units
Pacifica and HMB are included, but the MIdcoast is represented by only Montara 
and Moss Beach.  El Granada, Princeton, and Miramar should be included.

Hwy 1 Moss Beach 50 mph speed limit is consistently misreported:
Responses to Workshop Comments
#3 Traffic: “combination of conditions that include 55 mph speed limits…”
#8 Pedestrian Traffic: “operational challenges due to the 55 mph speed limit…”
Traffic Impact Analysis, p.33: “a 55-mph facility such as Highway 1”

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.



From: Karen deMoor
To: Ananda, Renee@Coastal
Subject: MidPen Moss Beach project and rezoning PUD
Date: Monday, May 21, 2018 9:04:50 AM

Hi Renee,

I hope you are doing well and enjoying the Spring. I wanted to check in with you on 
the Moss Beach upcoming pre-application by MidPen and its efforts to rezone the 
property. We have become aware that this may be happening soon. As you know, 
we have several concerns about the proposed project, including the effort by a 
developer to rezone the parcel to suit its project. A couple of questions have come 
up for us, which I’m hoping you could help us understand better:

• What is the process for rezoning a PUD that is in the LCP?

• If a rezoning can take place, shouldn’t other options be considered too, for 
example Open Space? We have found that this parcel is listed as“Eligible for 
Potential Open Space Set-Aside Program” in the 2016 Land Use Policy Options 
Report for the SM County Midcoast Transportation Management Plan. Please see 
page 16:
http://static1.1.sqspcdn.com/static/f/1461275/26915997/1458085474120/2016-03-
10-CTMP-draft-rep-appendices.pdf?token=yxUd5TgiIKLCGr9s4KlTupHtIu8%3D

Thank you very much in advance for any information you can share with us. I can 
be reached by email or my cell at 650-996-9286.

in health,

Karen
_____________________________________________________________

Karen deMoor
Board Member I Resist Density I www.ResistDensity.org
cell: 650-996-9286
Sensible planning and protection for the SM County Midcoast!
_____________________________________________________________
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Failing Infrastructure: Sanitary Sewer Overflows (SSOs) 

• Overflows are not isolated to specific locations and seem to 
indicate a systemic issue with the underlying infrastructure and 
capacity of the sewage systems.  

 
 

• A total of 20 Category 1 overflows were recorded and released 
883,763 gallons to drainage channels leading to surface water e.g. 
ocean. The San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board has 
issued a $522,700 penalty for a 344,000-gallon spill at Miramar Beach 
that was discovered in early March 2017. SAM engineers originally 
estimated the spill was 756,000 gallons and later lowered the 
estimate to 746,000 (included in table below) and finally reduced it 
to 344,000 gallons*. 

A total of 101 overflows were recorded from Half Moon Bay to Montara from 2011 to mid 2017, 
according to public records. These findings raise significant questions as to whether the 
infrastructure can accommodate any more large development. 

1 

 
Definitions: 
Category 1: A spill of any volume of untreated or partially treated wastewater that 
reaches a drainage channel to or directly reaches the surface water (e.g. the ocean) 
Category 2: A spill of 1,000 gallons or more 
Category 3: A spill of under 1,000 gallons 
For 2 and 3, the spill does not reach a drainage channel or surface water. 
 

Source:  
• Records obtained by Resist Density through Public Records Act request 
• Information tabulated through manual review of approximately 10,000 pages of 
minutes, dashboards, etc., as summarized information was not available. Best effort 
was employed to assure accuracy. 
• See appendix for detail by SSO 
*Source: HMB Review - 
State fines SAM $522,000 for March 
sewer spill; August 24, 2017  

9 

2 

22 

18 

23 
Sewer Authority Mid-Coastside (SAM)  
provides wastewater treatment services 
and contract wastewater collection 
services 

7 
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Causes of Sanitary Sewer Overflows (SSOs) on the Coastside   
 
Root intrusions, structural problems and failures with the pipes, debris, and grease (FOG) are 
responsible for approximately 80% of the SSOs. 

2 

Source:  
• Records obtained by Resist Density through Public Records Act request 
• Information tabulated through manual review of approximately 10,000 pages of minutes, dashboards, etc., as 
summarized information was not available. Best effort was employed to assure accuracy. 
• See appendix for detail by SSO 
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Sanitary Sewer Overflows (SSOs) 2011 – mid 2017      1 of 3 

3 

 
Definitions: 
Category 1: A spill of any volume of untreated or partially treated wastewater that 
reaches a drainage channel to or directly reaches the surface water (e.g. the ocean) 
Category 2: A spill of 1,000 gallons or more 
Category 3: A spill of under 1,000 gallons 
For 2 and 3, the spill does not reach a drainage channel or surface water. 
 

Source:  
• Records obtained by Resist Density through Public Records Act request 
• Information tabulated through manual review of approximately 10,000 pages of minutes, 
dashboards, etc., as summarized information was not available. Best effort was employed to 
assure accuracy. 
• See appendix for detail by SSO 
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Sanitary Sewer Overflows (SSOs) 2011 – mid 2017      2 of 3 

 
Definitions: 
Category 1: A spill of any volume of untreated or partially treated wastewater that 
reaches a drainage channel to or directly reaches the surface water (e.g. the ocean) 
Category 2: A spill of 1,000 gallons or more 
Category 3: A spill of under 1,000 gallons 
For 2 and 3, the spill does not reach a drainage channel or surface water. 
 

Source:  
• Records obtained by Resist Density through Public Records Act request 
• Information tabulated through manual review of approximately 10,000 pages of minutes, 
dashboards, etc., as summarized information was not available. Best effort was employed to 
assure accuracy. 
• See appendix for detail by SSO 
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Definitions: 
Category 1: A spill of any volume of untreated or partially treated wastewater that 
reaches a drainage channel to or directly reaches the surface water (e.g. the ocean) 
Category 2: A spill of 1,000 gallons or more 
Category 3: A spill of under 1,000 gallons 
For 2 and 3, the spill does not reach a drainage channel or surface water. 
 

Source:  
• Records obtained by Resist Density through Public Records Act request 
• Information tabulated through manual review of approximately 10,000 pages of minutes, 
dashboards, etc., as summarized information was not available. Best effort was employed to 
assure accuracy. 
• See appendix for detail by SSO 

* The San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board has issued a $522,700 penalty for a 344,000-gallon spill at 
Miramar Beach that was discovered in early March 2017. SAM engineers originally estimated the spill was 756,000 
gallons and later lowered the estimate to 746,000 (shown in table above) and finally reduced it to 344,000 gallons. 
Source: HMB Review - State fines SAM $522,000 for March sewer spill, August 24, 2017  
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From: Ananda, Renee@Coastal
To: "Karen deMoor"
Subject: RE: meeting request
Date: Friday, December 15, 2017 9:21:00 AM

Hello Ms. deMoor,
 
Yes. We are scheduled to meet with you this morning at 10:00.  Please give your names to

the lobby security; they will send you up to the 20th Floor.  Thank you, RTA
 
From: Karen deMoor [mailto:karen@resistdensity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, December 14, 2017 11:49 AM
To: Ananda, Renee@Coastal
Subject: Re: meeting request

Dear Ms. Ananda (Renee),

We're looking forward to meeting you tomorrow at 10am at your offices in San
Francisco. It will just be myself, Dolores Silva and JQ Oeswein. Please confirm this
time still works for you and if you could let us know who will be joining from your
office, we'd appreciate it.

Thank you again for making the time to meet with us,

Karen

On Thu, Nov 30, 2017 at 4:59 PM, Karen deMoor <karen@resistdensity.org> wrote:
Hi Ms. Ananda (Renee),

Yes 12/15 at 10am would work really well for us. Thank you very much for making
the time. I will be joined with my colleagues Dolores Silva, JQ Oeswein and Harald
Hermann. Please let me know who else may join us from your offices.

Thank you again - we look forward to meeting you!

Karen

On Wed, Nov 29, 2017 at 6:13 PM, Ananda, Renee@Coastal
<Renee.Ananda@coastal.ca.gov> wrote:
Hello Ms. de Moor,
 
We are available to meet with you on Friday December 15, 2017 at 10:00 am in our San
Francisco office.  Please confirm whether or not that will work for you; if it doesn’t let me

know alternative dates and times that week between December 12th and December 15th. 
 
Thank you.   RTA
 
From: Karen deMoor [mailto:karen@resistdensity.org]



Sent: Monday, November 27, 2017 6:42 PM
To: Ananda, Renee@Coastal
Subject: Re: meeting request

Hello and Happy Holidays!

I hope you had a nice Thanksgiving. I wanted to follow up to see if you might have
some dates for scheduling a meeting - we're looking forward to meeting you.

Thank you!

Karen

On Wed, Nov 8, 2017 at 12:29 PM, Ananda, Renee@Coastal
<Renee.Ananda@coastal.ca.gov> wrote:
Hello Ms. de Moor (Karen),
 
We can be available to meet with you in the coming weeks.  I will check with staff and get
back to you regarding dates and times.  Thank you for your interest.  RTA
 
 
 
Renée T. Ananda, Coastal Program Analyst
California Coastal Commission – North Central Coast District
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, CA  94105

Phone – Direct: (415) 904-5292 Main: (415) 904-5260
renee.ananda@coastal.ca.gov
 
 

From: Karen deMoor [mailto:karen@resistdensity.org]
Sent: Monday, November 06, 2017 6:31 PM
To: Ananda, Renee@Coastal
Subject: meeting request

Hi Ms. Ananda,

I’m writing to see if I and my colleague could schedule a meeting with you to discuss the
MidPen proposed housing development in Moss Beach. We’ve been in communication via
email over these past many months, but we’d like to share our data and research with you in
person to give you better understanding of our concerns with this project. Would you be able
to meet with us some time in the coming weeks - we are happy to meet at your office or a
convenient location for you, or if you are interested in seeing the site location, we’d be happy
to meet here in Moss Beach.

Thank you for considering - I look forward to hearing from you!

my best,



Karen

_____________________________________________________________

Karen deMoor
Board Member I Resist Density I www.ResistDensity.org
Sensible planning and protection for the SM County Midcoast!
_____________________________________________________________
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From: Anne Green
To: sanders@coastal.ca.gov; Brownsey, Donne@Coastal; Aminzadeh, Sara@Coastal; Vargas, Mark@Coastal;

Sundberg, Ryan@Coastal; Peskin, Aaron@Coastal; cgroom@coastal.ca.gov; cgroom@smcgov.org; Bochco,
Dayna@Coastal; Luevano, Mary@Coastal; Ananda, Renee@Coastal; abielak@midpen-housing.org

Cc: cgroom@smcgov.org; dpine@smcgov.org; dhorsley@smcgov.org; wslocum@smcgov.org; dcanepa@smcgov.org
Subject: Proposed Mid-Pen Housing Development concerns
Date: Tuesday, October 31, 2017 6:41:28 AM

Dear Coastal Commission:

As a 35 year resident of the Coast who grew up blocks away from the proposed Mid-
Pen housing site, I have some grave concerns about the development.  The selected
location is not viable or practical for the many reasons outlined below.  We have
heard that money is already being allocated to this unapproved project and that is
very troubling. 

Upon reviewing the letter from Ms. Ananda dated August 3, 2017 to Mr. Michael
Schaller of the San Mateo County Planning and Building Department, it seems that
the California Coastal Commission is committed, per your Mission Statement, to
protecting and enhancing California's coast and ocean for present and future
generations.  And, that the Commission will exercise careful planning and regulation
of environmentally-sustainable development, rigorous use of science, strong public
participation, education, and effective intergovernmental coordination, when deciding
on this project.  

The "Major Development Pre-Application by Mid-Pen Housing (PRE2017-00032
(APN 037-022-070) is not a viable project for so many reasons.  The community has
been attempting to communicate concerns in several meetings with Mid-Pen and with
letters to the San Mateo Board of Supervisors about serious concerns regarding
infrastructure, antiquated zoning; traffic congestion, egress and ingress into the
property safely, environmental concerns of contamination on the property that will be
disturbed and become airborne if disturbed.

Infrastructure concern:  Failing Sewer System; water capacity and availability.  There
have been 101 overflows in the past 6 years and with ocean warming, resulting in
more severe storm surges, the saturation limit to the sewer system results in
overflows, which adversely affects our eco-system and costs the sewer customers
higher rates due to State regulation fees.  It will get nothing but worse over the years.

Antiquated zoning: The zoning for this property was completed in 1986 when there
were plans for a multi-lane Hwy bypass, which did not materialize.

Traffic congestion:  There is only one way in and one way out.  The Hwy 1 corridor is
already severely impacted by daily commuters to and from, but is exacerbated with
weekend tourist influx onto this one lane highway basically land-locking residents.  In
addition, the jobs are not in this area of the coast, so the project residents would be
traveling south to the 92 along with hundreds of other commuters to get to their
"supposed" jobs in the service and agricultural areas, if indeed priority is even given
to applicants with coastal jobs, when I've been told it is technically illegal to give



preferential treatment based on location. And, the traffic study paid for and performed
by Mid-Peninsula Housing did not accurately measure the addition of close to 300-
800 daily trips created by this project and took no consideration of the Big Wave
project (additional 1500 daily car trips…) and its impact on the traffic.  Highway 1 was
designed as a pass-through highway.   If the County and Mid-Peninsula Housing want
to develop it to the point of satuaration overload, then they should put the
infrastructure in place first:  Sewer, Water, 2 lane highway, sidewalks for  our children
and dog walkers.  We are the poor step-sister of the County government....our
infrastructure has been neglected, yet they want to build, build, build!  This type of
development, unless for senior living only should be built on the transit route not on
the tourist route…this makes no sense.  There are an estimated 2 million visitors to
the coast every year with no road or infrastructure improvements to support the
traffic.

Ingress and Egress:  The developers are proposing entering and exiting the project
from Sierra which runs directly into Carlos, which is an unmarked "country road" that
requires one car to slow down or stop in order to let another car pass from the
opposite direction.  There is no talk of widening and lining this road, but rather Mid-
Pen/County Planning suggests they could make the road one way to the highway
after exiting off of Sierra.  This will cause the project residents to return to the
development through the current housing neighborhoods, which are already in many
ways only narrow enough for one car at a time due to parking, and again, no
sidewalks for children and dog walkers. Stetson Street would be unfairly burdened
with the increased traffic flow and the fire station around the corner would also have
to deal with a myriad of cars potentially blocking their way. Then Mid-Pen/County
Planning opined that maybe they would use Sixteenth Avenue for the ingress and
egress but Sixteenth Avenue is privately owned and maintained by the few home
owners and ranchers that live back up there.  This is just NOT a wise location for a
project such as this one.

Environmental Concerns:  There is an endless list of reasons why development, and
we can literally say over-development based on all the other plans that have been
approved on this small stretch of the coastal highway, should be vetoed by the
Commission and Board..  The Resist Density group have provided a document to all
elected officials, fully delineating all of the concerns.  This group consist of hundreds
of participants imploring our elected officials to use good common sense.  

And finally, I am not opposed to affordable housing.  However, I do expect our
elected officials and commissioners to commit to their mission statements and
representative government,  and not just fill quotas even when they don't make
sense.  The coast already has substantial affordable housing in Pillar Point (Moss
Beach) and substantial senior and affordable housing in Half Moon Bay, where the
service and agricultural jobs exist.  There are minimal jobs in Moss Beach, contrary to
the Mid-Pen report of 1400 jobs with no source documents to support this number. --
To be quite frank, there are no jobs available in Moss Beach. Take a drive through
this tiny town and see it for yourself. 

Please take our concerns into consideration.  Remember, just because you can do



something, doesn't mean you should.  Plan for 20 years in the future not just for
today.  The impact on our coastal environment is already at a high level of risk.

Respectfully submitted,

Anne Green
1562 Mizzen Lane
Half Moon Bay, CA 94019



From: Cheryl Satterlee
To: sanders@coastal.ca.gov; Brownsey, Donne@Coastal; Aminzadeh, Sara@Coastal; Vargas, Mark@Coastal;

Sundberg, Ryan@Coastal; Peskin, Aaron@Coastal; cgroom@coastal.ca.gov; cgroom@smcgov.org; Bochco,
Dayna@Coastal; Luevano, Mary@Coastal; Ananda, Renee@Coastal; abielak@midpen-housing.org;
cgroom@smcgov.org; dpine@smcgov.org; dpine@smcgov.org; dhorsley@smcgov.org; wslocum@smcgov.org;
dcanepa@smcgov.org

Subject: Stop Mid-Pen Housing project in Moss Beach
Date: Wednesday, October 25, 2017 11:00:45 AM

I want to strongly object to the proposed Mid-Pen Housing project in
Moss Beach.  The location is extremely inappropriate for building a
project like this.

The infrastructure does not support a project of this size.
1.  The roads are already overcrowded and in gridlock.  This impacts the
coastside residents daily.  Commute to work and school is a nightmare.
There one road in and out.  What about emergencies?  And weekends are
even worse. Tourists already swarm the coastside each weekend,
holidays and warm weather days.
2.  The intersection at Hwy 1 and Carlos is already dangerous to
navigate.  Adding 150-200 extra cars to the mix will only make it
impossible.
3.  There is no reliable mass transit in the area.  How are people going to
get to their jobs and schools?
4.  Schools are already full.  How will the new students be assimilated
into the school district?
5.  This project does not give preference to local low income families.
6.  There are few local jobs available.  So the people living in this project
will have to commute to larger job markets in order to find work.
7.  We have a duty to protect the environment.  The coastside is a
treasure that can easily be destroyed by over saturation of people and
cars.  Can the current sewer system handle the increased demands?
8.  This project should considered in the context of the other large project
that are going forward already along our small stretch of coast.  Four new
hotels are being built.  Big Wave is in the works.
9. The coast already has substantial affordable housing in Pillar Point 
(Moss Beach) and substantial senior and affordable housing in Half Moon 
Bay, where the service and agricultural jobs exist. There are minimal jobs
in Moss Beach. 

These are just a few of my concerns.  I expect my elected officials to 
listen to the people they represent. THIS PROJECT SHOULD BE VETOED 
BY THE COMMISSION AND THE BOARD.  IT DOESN'T MAKE SENSE.



From: Harald
To: sanders@coastal.ca.gov; Brownsey, Donne@Coastal; Aminzadeh, Sara@Coastal; Vargas, Mark@Coastal;

Sundberg, Ryan@Coastal; Peskin, Aaron@Coastal; cgroom@coastal.ca.gov; cgroom@smcgov.org; Bochco,
Dayna@Coastal; Luevano, Mary@Coastal

Cc: Ananda, Renee@Coastal
Subject: Development Pre-Application by Mid-Pen Housing (PRE2017-00032 (APN 037-022-070) - Moss Beach CA
Date: Tuesday, October 24, 2017 7:27:39 PM

Dear Coastal Commission,

I'm forwarding an email that I wrote after MidPen completed their Pre Application workshop.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Harald Herrmann, Moss Beach, CA
650 823 1904

----- Forwarded Message -----
From: Harald <hpsherrmann2002@yahoo.com>
To: "mschaller@smcgov.org" <mschaller@smcgov.org> 
Cc: "renee.ananda@coastal.ca.gov" <renee.ananda@coastal.ca.gov>; "Dpine@smcgov.org"
<Dpine@smcgov.org>; "Cgroom@smcgov.org" <Cgroom@smcgov.org>; "Dhorsley@smcgov.org"
<Dhorsley@smcgov.org>; "Wslocum@smcgov.org" <Wslocum@smcgov.org>; "Dcanepa@smcgov.org"
<Dcanepa@smcgov.org>
Sent: Tuesday, September 26, 2017 3:37 PM
Subject: Concerns - MidPen Housing Development in Moss Beach

Dear Mr Schaller,

I'm a resident of Moss Beach and want to share a couple of concerns. The following
statements and comments express my own opinion but summarize concerns that were / are
raised by many community members:

1. MidPen Pre App workshop and approach
The workshop became hostile after the audience realized that we will have table discussions
instead of a public forum. This came across as a “trick” to contain and limit information
sharing across the audience. The third party facilitator missed to read the audience, insisted
on her process and we lost 20 plus minutes debating the approach. In addition, the meeting
started late.
MidPen’s slides lacked clarity (how can they miss to note the community center), did not
address issues that were raised since day one, contained wrong/ misleading information and
lacked source information. For instance - preference for locals: this violates existing laws but
MidPen continues to make that point. They stated that we have 1400 local jobs in El Granada
/ Princeton, MB, and Montara but miss to provide the source info.  Jan Lindenthal, MidPen’s
vice president of real estate development is quoted in the SM Journal “Still, with 1,300 low-
income jobs on the midcoast.” 1400 vs 1300 with no source information? Where are the jobs?
There is a low level of confidence in the quality of the minutes that will come out of the Pre
App meeting as the note takers on the flip charts seemed to struggle to keep up with the
discussion. Why was the workshop not recorded and why did the county not publish the date
and time of the workshop to the impacted neighborhoods? The MCC published the date and



time. MidPen published workshop minutes in the past but they were summarized and missed
many critical points that were made by the community and have not been addressed in the
recent proposal.
MidPen tried to sell “pluses” where they "gave in" based on community input but it turned
out that they are required by law to offer for instance a certain number of parking spots per
unit or meet certain LCP requirements.  MidPen did not share a timeline with the community
but I understand that they did in a session with the CCC and County staff. Why is that? They
claim to work with the impacted community and make it a transparent process.

2. KAI traffic impact assessment study from June 2017
The study downplays the impact and states that the project will not significantly impact the
adjacent Highway 1/ Carlos Street intersection and has “sufficient operational capacity.”
How can an additional couple of hundred daily car trips plus visitors to the community center
have no impact?  There is no walk-ability. How will an additional pedestrian crossing to
Point Montara plus a couple of hundred cars accessing Highway 1 at a dangerous blind curve
impact traffic flow on Highway 1?

Calculation of increase in traffic volume
The KAI traffic assessment report states “The project is expected to add 37 trips during a
typical weekday AM peak hour, 45 trips during a typical weekday PM peak hour…”
How does the math work? Whys doesn't the report provide the underlying assumptions?
We are looking at 71 units with an average of 1-3 cars per unit translating to approx 100-200
cars plus x daily visitors to the new community center. 100-200 cars times 3-4 trips per day
translate to approx. 300 – 800 daily car trips in and out of the development plus x daily
visitors to the community center.
Now add 1500 daily car trips in and out of the Big Wave development and we have the
perfect gridlock between El Granada and Montara. Plus an estimated 2 Mio annual visitors to
the Coastside...

Blind Curve – risk of significant increase of car accidents
Signalization of the Highway 1 / Carlos intersection, or roundabout and a pedestrian crossing
in close proximity will most likely result in a significant increase of accidents. Drivers from
the South do not have visibility beyond the curve and stopped traffic or a pedestrians
crossing on Highway 1 will add to the accident risk. A reduction of speed will most likely be
ignored by many residents and visitors to the Coastside .

Cumulative effects
The KAI traffic study is looking only at the MidPen development and ignores surrounding
measures that are planned by the County. Moss Beach is one of the access choke points for
Big Wave and current plans show 2 additional traffic lights (Connect the Coastside) in Moss
Beach:
- Highway 1 / Cypress Ave intersection to channel a subset of 1500 daily car trips in and out
of the Big Wave development
- Highway 1 / California intersection
- Plus whatever the decision is for the Highway 1 / Carlos intersection
How will the traffic flow on Highway 1 be impacted with all the additional signals (maybe
one turns into a roundabout), increased traffic volume resulting out of the MidPen and Big
Wave developments (ignoring the 2 new Hotels in Montara for now) and an estimated 2 Mio
annual visitors to the Coastside?



Creation of Parallel Roads
What is the impact on neighborhood streets and Farallone View Elementary School (many
kids walk and bike to school and many roads do not have sidewalks ) in Montara and Moss
Beach as commuters and tourists try to bypass the gridlock on Highway 1 that will be created
by the additional traffic measures and the MidPen and Big Wave developments?

The KAI study references outdated and incomplete traffic / transportation studies i.e. Connect
the Coastside that do not reflect current Coastside traffic realities.
The outlined solutions do not address the concerns and will significantly increase the risk for
accidents.

3. Failing Infrastructure: Sanitary Sewer Overflows (SSOs)
Resist Density (www.resistdensity.org) just released information about an environmental
disaster on the Coastside - a total of 101 sewage overflows (20 Category 1!!!) were recorded
from Half Moon Bay to Montara from 2011 to mid 2017, according to public records. These
findings raise significant questions as to whether the infrastructure can accommodate any
more large development. The overflows are not isolated to specific locations and seem to
indicate a systemic issue with the underlying infrastructure and capacity of the sewage
systems.
How did a large brewery (as part of Big Wave and declared as “minor modification” instead
of an office building) get approved knowing that large and problematic amounts of waste
water are a byproduct of beer brewing? Does the underlying and failing infrastructure need
to get fixed to stay in compliance with existing environmental laws before large
developments can be added to the system? 

4. Site Contamination
Detailed maps of the facility and military usage are available. The types of military activities
conducted on the site made use of many supplies and materials such as fuels, oils, tar,
cleaning fluids, solvents, brake fluid, antifreeze, pesticides and building materials – many of
which are known today to produce environmental toxins. In addition, there was at least one
underground fuel tank, one or more power transformers and an incinerator. Burning waste in
an incinerator is now known to produce toxins. The Navy’s standard operating procedure at
the time would have been to dump, bury or burn waste and refuse, which included the above
supplies and materials. Extensive research did not reveal any records that the site has been
cleaned up.
I have 2 children and I’m very concerned about the potential release of toxins in the air and /
or our drinking water as part of the housing development. 

5. Safety and Disaster Preparedness
Accessibility for medical emergencies and first responders is already constrained and will be
further reduced by large- scale developments without making adjustments to the existing
infrastructure. Evacuation routes in case of major disasters (i.e. Earthquake, Tsunami, Fire)
won’t be accessible for Coastside residents and would strand the whole community and
tourists. Many weekends are already a traffic nightmare for the Coastside.
Recent data (provided by a member of the Fireboard) show that we had 951 medical aid
responses and 82 traffic accidents between January and July 2017. This data reflects 7
months of 2017 only and indicate a very concerning trend. What are the plans to ensure
safety, accessibility and disaster preparedness for the Coastside? Or is that up to the
community to figure it out after another large scale development is approved without the
supporting infrastructure in place?



Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Harald Herrmann, Moss Beach



From: Barbara Capers
To: sanders@coastal.ca.gov; Brownsey, Donne@Coastal; Aminzadeh, Sara@Coastal; Vargas, Mark@Coastal;

Sundberg, Ryan@Coastal; Peskin, Aaron@Coastal; cgroom@coastal.ca.gov; cgroom@smcgov.org; Bochco,
Dayna@Coastal; Luevano, Mary@Coastal; Ananda, Renee@Coastal; abielak@midpen-housing.org

Subject: Mid Pen proposal Moss Beach
Date: Tuesday, October 24, 2017 9:50:58 PM

Dear Costal Commission members:
   I’m writing to you again to please consider the impact that the proposed 71 unit complex in Moss
Beach will have on the community and environment. Is it true the environmental impact report is
from the 80’s? How can this even be considered?
   And the recent traffic study was apparently done on a midweek day. As a resident of Moss Beach,
I, like many others, rarely turn left onto Carlos Street when heading Southbound on Highway 1 due
to the limited visibility of oncoming traffic. If it was a safer intersection I would take that route home
from work much more. There has been at least 2 fatalities at this intersection in the past few years.
It’s a blind, narrow, and dangerous portion of Highway 1. Moss Beach doesn’t have the
infrastructure for this scale of a project. Our current sewage system can’t handle the addition waste
that this type of high density housing will bring. In addition, most of our streets don’t have sidewalks
and adding in 300 plus cars daily moving about will make walking along the surrounding streets even
more dangerous. Many of our surrounding streets are more narrow than average in the county.
   I believe that affordable housing is needed in all of the Bay Area! A more appropriate location for a
project of this magnitude would be Half Moon Bay or on the northwest corner of Capistrano in El
Granada (if at all) however our already strained 2 lane highway can’t handle 300-800  more daily
trips this project will generate!  Who will be responsible for expanding Highway 1 to accommodate
the extra traffic this scale of project will bring? Moss Beach already has affordable housing located at
Pillar Ridge with 200 plus mobile homes. Single family residential housing is more appropriate for
this area if anything is built at all. I understand the pressure that is being placed on our county to
build affordable housing but our fragile coast should not be kept to the same standards as the rest
of San Mateo county.
 
Thank you,
 
Barbara Capers, RN
850 Stetson St,
Moss Beach
 
 
 

Virus-free. www.avast.com



From: Will Wen
To: sanders@coastal.ca.gov
Subject: Concerns about The Mid-Pen Housing Development
Date: Thursday, October 19, 2017 8:08:38 AM

Dear Coastal Commission:
Upon reviewing the letter from Ms. Ananda dated August 3, 2017 to Mr. Michael Schaller of the 
San Mateo County Planning and Building Department, it seems that the California Coastal 
Commission is committed, per your Mission Statement, to protecting and enhancing California's 
coast and ocean for present and future generations. And, that the Commission will exercise 
careful planning and regulation of environmentally-sustainable development, rigorous use of 
science, strong public participation, education, and effective intergovernmental coordination, 
when deciding on this project. The "Major Development Pre-Application by Mid-Pen Housing 
(PRE2017-00032 (APN 037-022-070) is not a viable project for so many reasons. The 
community has been attempting to communicate concerns in several meetings with Mid-Pen and 
with letters to the San Mateo Board of Supervisors about serious concerns regarding 
infrastructure, antiquated zoning; traffic congestion, egress and ingress into the property safely, 
environmental concerns of contamination on the property that will be disturbed and become 
airborne if disturbed. Infrastructure concern: Failing Sewer System; water capacity and 
availability. There have been 101 overflows in the past 6 years and with ocean warming, 
resulting in more severe storm surges, the saturation limit to the sewer system results in 
overflows, which adversely affects our eco-system and costs the sewer customers higher rates 
due to State regulation fees. It will get nothing but worse over the years. Antiquated zoning: The 
zoning for this property was completed in 1986 when there were plans for a multi-lane Hwy 
bypass, which did not materialize. Traffic congestion: There is only one way in and one way out. 
The Hwy 1 corridor is already severely impacted by daily commuters to and from, but is 
exacerbated with weekend tourist influx onto this one lane highway basically land-locking 
residents. In addition, the jobs are not in this area of the coast, so the project residents would be 
traveling south to the 92 along with hundreds of other commuters to get to their "supposed" jobs 
in the service and agricultural areas, if indeed priority is even given to applicants with coastal 
jobs. And, the traffic study paid for and performed by Mid-Peninsula Housing did not accurately 
measure the addition of close to 300-800 daily trips created by this project and took no 
consideration of the Big Wave project (additional 1500 daily car trips… and its impact on the 
traffic. Highway 1 was designed as a pass-through highway. If the County and Mid-Peninsula 
Housing want to develop it to the point of satuaration overload, then they should put the 
infrastructure in place first: Sewer, Water, 2 lane highway, sidewalks for our children and dog 
walkers. We are the poor step-sister of the County government....our infrastructure has been 
neglected, yet they want to build, build, build! This type of development, unless for senior living 
only should be built on the transit route not on the tourist route…this makes no sense. There are 
an estimated 2 million visitors to the coast every year with no road or infrastructure 
improvements to support the traffic. Ingress and Egress: The developers are proposing entering 
and exiting the project from Sierra which runs directly into Carlos, which is an unmarked "country 
road" that requires one car to slow down or stop in order to let another car pass from the 
opposite direction. There is no talk of widening and lining this road, but rather Mid-Pen/County 
Planning suggests they could make the road one way to the highway after exiting off of Sierra. 
This will cause the project residents to return to the development through the current housing 
neighborhoods, which are already in many ways only narrow enough for one car at a time due to 
parking, and again, no sidewalks for children and dog walkers. Then Mid-Pen/County Planning 
opined that maybe they would use Sixteenth Avenue for the ingress and egress but Sixteenth 
Avenue is privately owned and maintained by the few home owners and ranchers that live back 
up there. This is just NOT a wise location for a project such as this one. Environmental 
Concerns: There is an endless list of reasons why development, and we can literally say over-
development based on all the other plans that have been approved on this small stretch of the 



coastal highway, should be vetoed by the Commission and Board.. The Resist Density group 
have provided a document to all elected officials, fully delineating all of the concerns. This group 
consist of hundreds of participants imploring our elected officials to use good common sense. 
And finally, I am not opposed to affordable housing. However, I do expect our elected officials 
and commissioners to commit to their mission statements and representative government, and 
not just fill quotas even when they don't make sense. The coast already has substantial 
affordable housing in Pillar Point (Moss Beach) and substantial senior and affordable housing in 
Half Moon Bay, where the service and agricultural jobs exist. There are minimal jobs in Moss 
Beach, contrary to the Mid-Pen report of 1400 jobs with no source documents to support this 
number. Please take our concerns into consideration. Remember, just because you can do 
something, doesn't mean you should. Plan for 20 years in the future not just for today. The 
impact on our coastal environment is already at a high level of risk. 
Respectfully submitted,
Will at Montara



From: Amy de Lorimier
To: sanders@coastal.ca.gov; Brownsey, Donne@Coastal; Aminzadeh, Sara@Coastal; Vargas, Mark@Coastal;

Sundberg, Ryan@Coastal; Peskin, Aaron@Coastal; cgroom@coastal.ca.gov; cgroom@smcgov.org; Bochco,
Dayna@Coastal; Luevano, Mary@Coastal; Ananda, Renee@Coastal; abielak@midpen-housing.org;
cgroom@smcgov.org; dpine@smcgov.org; dpine@smcgov.org; dhorsley@smcgov.org; wslocum@smcgov.org;
dcanepa@smcgov.org

Subject: No MidPen Housing in Moss Beach
Date: Thursday, October 19, 2017 10:03:25 PM

Dear Coastal Commission and Supervisors: The "Major Development Pre-Application by Mid-
Pen Housing (PRE2017-00032 (APN 037-022-070) is not a viable project for so many reasons. 
The community has been attempting to communicate concerns in several meetings with Mid-Pen 
and with letters to the San Mateo Board of Supervisors about serious concerns regarding 
infrastructure, antiquated zoning; traffic congestion, egress and ingress into the property safely, 
environmental concerns of contamination on the property that will be disturbed and become 
airborne if disturbed. 
Infrastructure concern: Failing Sewer System; water capacity and availability. There have been 
101 overflows in the past 6 years and with ocean warming, resulting in more severe storm 
surges, the saturation limit to the sewer system results in overflows, which adversely affects our 
eco-system and costs the sewer customers higher rates due to State regulation fees. It will get 
nothing but worse over the years. 
Antiquated zoning: The zoning for this property was completed in 1986 when there were plans 
for a multi-lane Hwy bypass, which did not materialize. 
Traffic congestion: There is only one way in and one way out. The Hwy 1 corridor is already 
severely impacted by daily commuters to and from, but is exacerbated with weekend tourist 
influx onto this one lane highway basically land-locking residents. In addition, the jobs are not in 
this area of the coast, so the project residents would be traveling south to the 92 along with 
hundreds of other commuters to get to their "supposed" jobs in the service and agricultural 
areas, if indeed priority is even given to applicants with coastal jobs. And, the traffic study paid 
for and performed by Mid-Peninsula Housing did not accurately measure the addition of close to 
300-800 daily trips created by this project and took no consideration of the Big Wave project 
(additional 1500 daily car trips… and its impact on the traffic. Highway 1 was designed as a 
pass-through highway. If the County and Mid-Peninsula Housing want to develop it to the point 
of satuaration overload, then they should put the infrastructure in place first: Sewer, Water, 2 
lane highway, sidewalks for our children and dog walkers. We are the poor step-sister of the 
County government....our infrastructure has been neglected, yet they want to build, build, build! 
This type of development, unless for senior living only should be built on the transit route not on 
the tourist route…this makes no sense. There are an estimated 2 million visitors to the coast 
every year with no road or infrastructure improvements to support the traffic. 
Ingress and Egress: The developers are proposing entering and exiting the project from Sierra 
which runs directly into Carlos, which is an unmarked "country road" that requires one car to 
slow down or stop in order to let another car pass from the opposite direction. There is no talk of 
widening and lining this road, but rather Mid-Pen/County Planning suggests they could make the 
road one way to the highway after exiting off of Sierra. This will cause the project residents to 
return to the development through the current housing neighborhoods, which are already in 
many ways only narrow enough for one car at a time due to parking, and again, no sidewalks for 
children and dog walkers. Then Mid-Pen/County Planning opined that maybe they would use 
Sixteenth Avenue for the ingress and egress but Sixteenth Avenue is privately owned and 
maintained by the few home owners and ranchers that live back up there. This is just NOT a 
wise location for a project such as this one. 
Environmental Concerns: There is an endless list of reasons why development, and we can 
literally say over-development based on all the other plans that have been approved on this 
small stretch of the coastal highway, should be vetoed by the Commission and Board.. The 
Resist Density group have provided a document to all elected officials, fully delineating all of the 



concerns. This group consist of hundreds of participants imploring our elected officials to use 
good common sense. 
And finally, I am not opposed to affordable housing. However, I do expect our elected officials 
and commissioners to commit to their mission statements and representative government, and 
not just fill quotas even when they don't make sense. The coast already has substantial 
affordable housing in Pillar Point (Moss Beach) and substantial senior and affordable housing in 
Half Moon Bay, where the service and agricultural jobs exist. There are minimal jobs in Moss 
Beach, contrary to the Mid-Pen report of 1400 jobs with no source documents to support this 
number. 
Please take our concerns into consideration. Remember, just because you can do something, 
doesn't mean you should. Plan for 20 years in the future not just for today. The impact on our 
coastal environment is already at a high level of risk. 
Respectfully submitted,

Dr Amy de Lorimier and Mr. Derek Meisenhelder



From: Andrew Bielak
To: Harald
Cc: mschaller@smcgov.org; Ananda, Renee@Coastal
Subject: RE: Cypress Point – Pre Application Workshop - September 20
Date: Thursday, October 19, 2017 6:09:56 PM

For your follow up question on preferences:
 
-         Regarding the preference discussion – I think there is some confusion about what a
preference means. We have been consistent in discussing this issue. Having a live-work
preference is allowed by law, though there are certain requirements that must be followed
to ensure that establishing a preference does not violate federal fair housing laws. What
would not be allowed is a restriction for people who already work or live in the area. This is
what I spelled out in the email that was read at the meeting. So while we can’t restrict
people from outside the area from applying to live at the development, we can establish a
preference to have people already in the area placed higher up on the waiting list, so they
would have an advantage in the lottery for selection of residents.
 
HH - I don't understand what you are saying. How will MidPen select the first wave
of tenants? First come first serve basis regardless of current residence and
employment location?
 
A preference systems sets up a process whereby applicants who meet the preference
criteria would go to the top of the lottery during the selection of residents. So for example,
under the preference we are proposing, if two families applied to live at the community,
and one family lives/works on the coastside and one does not, the first family would be
higher up on the list for the selection of residents. Assuming that both families
demonstrated eligibility to live at the development during the interview/intake process, the
family that meets the preference criteria would be selected first. So to answer your
question, no, it’s not first come first serve – it creates an advantage for people who
live/work locally. In other situations where we’ve implemented a local live-work preference,
we’ve seen cases where 100% of the households who move in live or work in the area,
since there is often such a high local demand for housing.
 

From: Harald [mailto:hpsherrmann2002@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 17, 2017 7:04 PM
To: Andrew Bielak <abielak@midpen-housing.org>
Cc: mschaller@smcgov.org; renee.ananda@coastal.ca.gov
Subject: Re: Cypress Point – Pre Application Workshop - September 20

Dear Mr Bielak,

Thank you for your response. Please see comments added below.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Harald Herrmann



From: Andrew Bielak <abielak@midpen-housing.org>
To: Harald <hpsherrmann2002@yahoo.com> 
Cc: "mschaller@smcgov.org" <mschaller@smcgov.org>; "renee.ananda@coastal.ca.gov"
<renee.ananda@coastal.ca.gov>
Sent: Monday, October 16, 2017 1:34 PM
Subject: RE: Cypress Point – Pre Application Workshop - September 20
 
Hi Harald,
 
Thanks for your note.
 
I wanted to respond to a few areas where you had specific questions or comments.
 
-        The slide deck posted online is the same one that was shared with the community in
the larger meeting. We would not want to share a different one since I realize that would
be confusing, but I just double checked and confirmed the slides are the same. 

HH - I checked with a couple of neighbors who attended the workshop and they
disagree with your statement about content and number of slides. They also recall
only 7-8 slides but not 20.

 
-        I’m happy to share the source of data re: workers in the area. This information is
pulled from the U.S. Census. You can find that information at the link here. We put this
information up on the project website last year after the open houses. There are age
categories in the data, and while it doesn’t tell you if someone is in high school (or
college), you can see on page 5 in the link I sent that about 75% of the jobs are held by
people who are 30 years or older.

HH - This should be added as a footnote on the slide. A fraction of the 25% of the
total number of jobs is occupied by part time students who work in the local
restaurants and hotels.

 
-         Regarding the preference discussion – I think there is some confusion about what a
preference means. We have been consistent in discussing this issue. Having a live-work
preference is allowed by law, though there are certain requirements that must be followed
to ensure that establishing a preference does not violate federal fair housing laws. What
would not be allowed is a restriction for people who already work or live in the area. This is
what I spelled out in the email that was read at the meeting. So while we can’t restrict
people from outside the area from applying to live at the development, we can establish a
preference to have people already in the area placed higher up on the waiting list, so they
would have an advantage in the lottery for selection of residents.
 
HH - I don't understand what you are saying. How will MidPen select the first wave
of tenants? First come first serve basis regardless of current residence and



employment location? 

 
-        Thanks for pointing out the Pillar Ridge info – your point is taken. Pillar Ridge is not
income restricted (i.e. it’s not reserved for people who need more affordable homes, so
people who make any amount of money could live there), and there is no restrictions on
home prices for any sales of homes there.
 
-        I am aware of the Big Wave project, but that project is not near construction yet.
Moreover, the Big Wave development is intended to serve a significantly different
population than Cypress Point, since the homes at Big Wave would be for people with
developmental disabilities.

HH - As previously mentioned, Pillar Ridge is identified in a San Mateo Housing
Ordinance as "affordable housing" and so is Big Wave. I suggest that MidPen is not
trying to redefine affordable housing nor tries to narrow the definition to make a
false claim.

 
-        You can follow-up with the County for inquiries related to minutes from the pre-
application meeting.
 
 
Thanks,
Andrew
 
 
 
 
From: Harald [mailto:hpsherrmann2002@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Friday, October 13, 2017 4:40 PM
To: Andrew Bielak <abielak@midpen-housing.org>
Cc: mschaller@smcgov.org; renee.ananda@coastal.ca.gov
Subject: Cypress Point – Pre Application Workshop - September 20
 
Dear Mr Bielak,
 
I just saw that the MCC posted a deck titled “Cypress Point – Pre Application
Workshop” with a date stamp of September 20.
 
http://static1.1.sqspcdn.com/static/f/1461275/27696908/1506036382550/2017-09-20-
MidPen-pre-app-presentation.pdf?token=jU8zKCQF6M538XDxJXrH63QCLrw%3D
 
I'm a resident of Moss Beach and want to share a couple of comments / observations:
 
- The posted deck is not the same deck that was shared with the community during
the September 20 Pre Application workshop. You presented only a few slides (7 or 8
if I recall it right) and some slide content has been altered in the posted version.



 
- On page 3 in the deck you state: “1,364 jobs in Montara, Moss Beach and El
Granada”. During your presentation you presented a slide that stated "1,400 local
jobs". Please can you provide the source info and supporting detail for that figure? 
The community is wondering where the jobs are. The same is true for the stated
income figures.  A lot of High School and Community College students work for
minimum wage and part time in the local restaurants and hotels and should not part
of your count.  My daughter (High School) is one of them and she lives at home.
 
- During your presentation you showed a slide that stated MidPen will “prefer locals”.
I’m glad to see that you list it now on page 11 under "what we heard"... vs making the
claim which is against the law.
 
- On page 3 in the deck you state: “Zero affordable housing anywhere in Midcoast
region”. This statement is misleading. The BoS approved Big Wave which includes
affordable housing for approx. 50 developmentally disabled adults. See link below for
additional context.
http://blogs.berkeley.edu/2014/06/17/hostages-strapped-to-the-tank-coastal-
commission-stories-lesson-2/
 
In addition, Pillar Ridge is part of Moss Beach and is classified as affordable housing
according to the following publication. See link below 
https://www.gsmol.org/uncategorized/county-bans-mobile-home-park-closures-and-
conversions/
 
Pillar Ridge consists out of 200 plus manufactured homes and has about 1,000
residents.  I just checked and it seems that we have approx. 3,100 residents in Moss
Beach.
 
- Page 11 misses many concerns (and solutions) that were raised by the community
since day 1. See links below for a summary provided by Resist Density.
http://static1.1.sqspcdn.com/static/f/1461275/27703175/1506611069043/2017-09-26-
MidPen-ResistD-comments.pdf?token=0Y9RY7DQTiKSRMZ%2BVWHl1jmPkJo%3D
https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/1b818a_3c61e829fa13481cb5a0706ebc991b36.pdf
 
In summary  - the posted deck should not be labeled as “Cypress Point – Pre
Application Workshop” with a Sep 20 date stamp as this was not the content that was
shared with the community during the workshop. In addition, some content seems to
be misleading, is incomplete and requires clarification. I'm looking forward to the Pre
Application workshop minutes.
 
Thank you.
 
Sincerely,
 
Harald Herrmann
Moss Beach
 





From: Audrey Patchett
To: sanders@coastal.ca.gov; Brownsey, Donne@Coastal; Aminzadeh, Sara@Coastal; Vargas, Mark@Coastal;

Sundberg, Ryan@Coastal; Peskin, Aaron@Coastal; cgroom@coastal.ca.gov; cgroom@smcgov.org; Bochco,
Dayna@Coastal; Luevano, Mary@Coastal; Ananda, Renee@Coastal; abielak@midpen-housing.org;
cgroom@smcgov.org; dpine@smcgov.org; dpine@smcgov.org; dhorsley@smcgov.org; wslocum@smcgov.org;
dcanepa@smcgov.org

Subject: No High Density Housing in Moss Beach
Date: Wednesday, October 18, 2017 8:24:18 PM

Dear Coastal Commission: Upon reviewing the letter from Ms. Ananda dated August 3, 2017 to 
Mr. Michael Schaller of the San Mateo County Planning and Building Department, it seems that 
the California Coastal Commission is committed, per your Mission Statement, to protecting and 
enhancing California's coast and ocean for present and future generations. And, that the 
Commission will exercise careful planning and regulation of environmentally-sustainable 
development, rigorous use of science, strong public participation, education, and effective 
intergovernmental coordination, when deciding on this project. The "Major Development Pre-
Application by Mid-Pen Housing (PRE2017-00032 (APN 037-022-070) is not a viable project for 
so many reasons. The community has been attempting to communicate concerns in several 
meetings with Mid-Pen and with letters to the San Mateo Board of Supervisors about serious 
concerns regarding infrastructure, antiquated zoning; traffic congestion, egress and ingress into 
the property safely, environmental concerns of contamination on the property that will be 
disturbed and become airborne if disturbed. Infrastructure concern: Failing Sewer System; water 
capacity and availability. There have been 101 overflows in the past 6 years and with ocean 
warming, resulting in more severe storm surges, the saturation limit to the sewer system results 
in overflows, which adversely affects our eco-system and costs the sewer customers higher 
rates due to State regulation fees. It will get nothing but worse over the years. Antiquated 
zoning: The zoning for this property was completed in 1986 when there were plans for a multi-
lane Hwy bypass, which did not materialize. Traffic congestion: There is only one way in and one 
way out. The Hwy 1 corridor is already severely impacted by daily commuters to and from, but is 
exacerbated with weekend tourist influx onto this one lane highway basically land-locking 
residents. In addition, the jobs are not in this area of the coast, so the project residents would be 
traveling south to the 92 along with hundreds of other commuters to get to their "supposed" jobs 
in the service and agricultural areas, if indeed priority is even given to applicants with coastal 
jobs. And, the traffic study paid for and performed by Mid-Peninsula Housing did not accurately 
measure the addition of close to 300-800 daily trips created by this project and took no 
consideration of the Big Wave project (additional 1500 daily car trips… and its impact on the 
traffic. Highway 1 was designed as a pass-through highway. If the County and Mid-Peninsula 
Housing want to develop it to the point of satuaration overload, then they should put the 
infrastructure in place first: Sewer, Water, 2 lane highway, sidewalks for our children and dog 
walkers. We are the poor step-sister of the County government....our infrastructure has been 
neglected, yet they want to build, build, build! This type of development, unless for senior living 
only should be built on the transit route not on the tourist route…this makes no sense. There are 
an estimated 2 million visitors to the coast every year with no road or infrastructure 
improvements to support the traffic. Ingress and Egress: The developers are proposing entering 
and exiting the project from Sierra which runs directly into Carlos, which is an unmarked "country 
road" that requires one car to slow down or stop in order to let another car pass from the 
opposite direction. There is no talk of widening and lining this road, but rather Mid-Pen/County 
Planning suggests they could make the road one way to the highway after exiting off of Sierra. 
This will cause the project residents to return to the development through the current housing 
neighborhoods, which are already in many ways only narrow enough for one car at a time due to 
parking, and again, no sidewalks for children and dog walkers. Then Mid-Pen/County Planning 
opined that maybe they would use Sixteenth Avenue for the ingress and egress but Sixteenth 
Avenue is privately owned and maintained by the few home owners and ranchers that live back 
up there. This is just NOT a wise location for a project such as this one. Environmental 



Concerns: There is an endless list of reasons why development, and we can literally say over-
development based on all the other plans that have been approved on this small stretch of the 
coastal highway, should be vetoed by the Commission and Board.. The Resist Density group 
have provided a document to all elected officials, fully delineating all of the concerns. This group 
consist of hundreds of participants imploring our elected officials to use good common sense. 
And finally, I am not opposed to affordable housing. However, I do expect our elected officials 
and commissioners to commit to their mission statements and representative government, and 
not just fill quotas even when they don't make sense. The coast already has substantial 
affordable housing in Pillar Point (Moss Beach) and substantial senior and affordable housing in 
Half Moon Bay, where the service and agricultural jobs exist. There are minimal jobs in Moss 
Beach, contrary to the Mid-Pen report of 1400 jobs with no source documents to support this 
number. Please take home owning, voting, tax payer's concerns into consideration. 
Remember, just because you can do something, doesn't mean you should. Plan for 20 years in 
the future not just for today. The impact on our coastal environment is already at a high level of 
risk. Respectfully submitted,



From: Sylver Corkins
To: sanders@coastal.ca.gov; Brownsey, Donne@Coastal; Aminzadeh, Sara@Coastal; Vargas, Mark@Coastal;

Sundberg, Ryan@Coastal; Peskin, Aaron@Coastal; cgroom@coastal.ca.gov; cgroom@smcgov.org; Bochco,
Dayna@Coastal; Luevano, Mary@Coastal; Ananda, Renee@Coastal; abielak@midpen-housing.org;
cgroom@smcgov.org; dpine@smcgov.org; dpine@smcgov.org; dhorsley@smcgov.org; wslocum@smcgov.org;
dcanepa@smcgov.org

Subject: mid pen low cost housing project
Date: Wednesday, October 18, 2017 6:01:49 PM

Coastal Commission:

The community has been attempting to communicate concerns in several meetings with Mid-Pen and with
letters to the San Mateo Board of Supervisors about serious concerns regarding infrastructure, antiquated
zoning; traffic congestion, egress and ingress into the property safely, environmental concerns of
contamination on the property that will be disturbed and become airborne if disturbed. Infrastructure
concern: Failing Sewer System; water capacity and availability. There have been 101 overflows in the
past 6 years and with ocean warming, resulting in more severe storm surges, the saturation limit to the
sewer system results in overflows, which adversely affects our eco-system and costs the sewer customers
higher rates due to State regulation fees.

The zoning for this property was completed in 1986 when there were plans for a multi-lane Hwy bypass,
which did not materialize. Traffic congestion: There is only one way in and one way out. The Hwy 1
corridor is already severely impacted by daily commuters to and from, but is exacerbated with weekend
tourist influx onto this one lane highway basically land-locking residents. In addition, the jobs are not in
this area of the coast, so the project residents would be traveling south to the 92 along with hundreds of
other commuters to get to their "supposed" jobs in the service and agricultural areas, if indeed priority is
even given to applicants with coastal jobs. And, the traffic study paid for and performed by Mid-
Peninsula Housing did not accurately measure the addition of close to 300-800 daily trips created by this
project and took no consideration of the Big Wave project (additional 1500 daily car trips… and its
impact on the traffic. Highway 1 was designed as a pass-through highway. If the County and Mid-
Peninsula Housing want to develop it to the point of saturation overload, then they should put the
infrastructure in place first: Sewer, Water, 2 lane highway, sidewalks for our children and dog walkers.
Additional concerns are the lack of fire department to support even the few lightning strikes we had
recently. Not only were we unable to reach fire department by phone we also went to Montara looking
for help with the fire spreading on hill due to lightening striking a tree, ( fire department was unmanned
and the emergency phone was not working). We worked with neighbors and hoses to contain the fire,
when fire department did arrive, they told us to continue and they would be back to check as there were
other urgent fires.

This type of development, unless for senior living only should be built on the transit route not on the
tourist route…this makes no sense. There are an estimated 2 million visitors to the coast every year with
no road or infrastructure improvements to support the traffic. Ingress and Egress: The developers are
proposing entering and exiting the project from Sierra which runs directly into Carlos, which is an
unmarked "country road" that requires one car to slow down or stop in order to let another car pass from
the opposite direction. There is no talk of widening and lining this road, but rather Mid-Pen/County
Planning suggests they could make the road one way to the highway after exiting off of Sierra. This will
cause the project residents to return to the development through the current housing neighborhoods,
which are already in many ways only narrow enough for one car at a time due to parking, and again, no
sidewalks for children and dog walkers.

The Resist Density group have provided a document to all elected officials, fully delineating all of the
concerns. This group consist of hundreds of participants imploring our elected officials to use good
common sense. And finally, I am not opposed to affordable housing. However, I do expect our elected
officials and commissioners to commit to their mission statements and representative government, and not



just fill quotas even when they don't make sense. The coast already has substantial affordable housing in
Pillar Point (Moss Beach) and substantial senior and affordable housing in Half Moon Bay, where the
service and agricultural jobs exist. There are minimal jobs in Moss Beach, contrary to the Mid-Pen report
of 1400 jobs with no source documents to support this number. Please take our concerns into
consideration. Remember, just because you can do something, doesn't mean you should. Plan for 20 years
in the future not just for today. The impact on our coastal environment is already at a high level of risk.
Respectfully submitted,



From: Gary Naman
To: sanders@coastal.ca.gov; Brownsey, Donne@Coastal; Aminzadeh, Sara@Coastal; Vargas, Mark@Coastal;

Sundberg, Ryan@Coastal; Peskin, Aaron@Coastal; cgroom@coastal.ca.gov; cgroom@smcgov.org; Bochco,
Dayna@Coastal; Luevano, Mary@Coastal; Ananda, Renee@Coastal; abielak@midpen-housing.org;
dpine@smcgov.org; dhorsley@smcgov.org; wslocum@smcgov.org; dcanepa@smcgov.org

Subject: MIDPEN HOUSING IN MOSS BEACH
Date: Wednesday, October 18, 2017 10:07:11 AM

Dear Coastal Commission: Upon reviewing the letter from Ms. Ananda dated August 3, 2017 to 
Mr. Michael Schaller of the San Mateo County Planning and Building Department, it seems that 
the California Coastal Commission is committed, per your Mission Statement, to protecting and 
enhancing California's coast and ocean for present and future generations. And, that the 
Commission will exercise careful planning and regulation of environmentally-sustainable 
development, rigorous use of science, strong public participation, education, and effective 
intergovernmental coordination, when deciding on this project. The "Major Development Pre-
Application by Mid-Pen Housing (PRE2017-00032 (APN 037-022-070) is not a viable project for 
so many reasons. The community has been attempting to communicate concerns in several 
meetings with Mid-Pen and with letters to the San Mateo Board of Supervisors about serious 
concerns regarding infrastructure, antiquated zoning; traffic congestion, egress and ingress into 
the property safely, environmental concerns of contamination on the property that will be 
disturbed and become airborne if disturbed. Infrastructure concern: Failing Sewer System; water 
capacity and availability. There have been 101 overflows in the past 6 years and with ocean 
warming, resulting in more severe storm surges, the saturation limit to the sewer system results 
in overflows, which adversely affects our eco-system and costs the sewer customers higher 
rates due to State regulation fees. It will get nothing but worse over the years.
Antiquated zoning: The zoning for this property was completed in 1986 when there were plans 
for a multi-lane Hwy bypass, which did not materialize.
Traffic congestion: There is only one way in and one way out. The Hwy 1 corridor is already 
severely impacted by daily commuters to and from, but is exacerbated with weekend tourist 
influx onto this one lane highway basically land-locking residents. In addition, the jobs are not in 
this area of the coast, so the project residents would be traveling south to the 92 along with 
hundreds of other commuters to get to their "supposed" jobs in the service and agricultural 
areas, if indeed priority is even given to applicants with coastal jobs. And, the traffic study paid 
for and performed by Mid-Peninsula Housing did not accurately measure the addition of close to 
300-800 daily trips created by this project and took no consideration of the Big Wave project 
(additional 1500 daily car trips… and its impact on the traffic. Highway 1 was designed as a 
pass-through highway. If the County and Mid-Peninsula Housing want to develop it to the point 
of satuaration overload, then they should put the infrastructure in place first: Sewer, Water, 2 
lane highway, sidewalks for our children and dog walkers. We are the poor step-sister of the 
County government....our infrastructure has been neglected, yet they want to build, build, build! 
This type of development, unless for senior living only should be built on the transit route not on 
the tourist route…this makes no sense. There are an estimated 2 million visitors to the coast 
every year with no road or infrastructure improvements to support the traffic.
Ingress and Egress: The developers are proposing entering and exiting the project from Sierra 
which runs directly into Carlos, which is an unmarked "country road" that requires one car to 
slow down or stop in order to let another car pass from the opposite direction. There is no talk of 
widening and lining this road, but rather Mid-Pen/County Planning suggests they could make the 
road one way to the highway after exiting off of Sierra. This will cause the project residents to 
return to the development through the current housing neighborhoods, which are already in 
many ways only narrow enough for one car at a time due to parking, and again, no sidewalks for 
children and dog walkers. Then Mid-Pen/County Planning opined that maybe they would use 
Sixteenth Avenue for the ingress and egress but Sixteenth Avenue is privately owned and 
maintained by the few home owners and ranchers that live back up there. This is just NOT a 
wise location for a project such as this one.



Environmental Concerns: There is an endless list of reasons why development, and we can 
literally say over-development based on all the other plans that have been approved on this 
small stretch of the coastal highway, should be vetoed by the Commission and Board.. The 
Resist Density group have provided a document to all elected officials, fully delineating all of the 
concerns. This group consist of hundreds of participants imploring our elected officials to use 
good common sense. 
And finally, I am not opposed to affordable housing. However, I do expect our elected officials 
and commissioners to commit to their mission statements and representative government, and 
not just fill quotas even when they don't make sense. The coast already has substantial 
affordable housing in Pillar Point (Moss Beach) and substantial senior and affordable housing in 
Half Moon Bay, where the service and agricultural jobs exist. There are minimal jobs in Moss 
Beach, contrary to the Mid-Pen report of 1400 jobs with no source documents to support this 
number. 
Please take our concerns into consideration. Remember, just because you can do something, 
doesn't mean you should. Plan for 20 years in the future not just for today. The impact on our 
coastal environment is already at a high level of risk. Respectfully submitted,

Gary A. and Janis L. Naman
2120 Vallemar St
Moss Beach

--
THOUGHTS FOR THE DAY:

In the 60's, people took LSD to make the world weird. Now the world is weird and people take

Prozac to make it normal. No Known Attribution

Happiness is something we choose in advance. Whether or not we like a room should not depend

on the furniture or décor -- rather it should depend on how we decide to see it. The Wise Old Man

You cannot hang out with negative people and expect to live a positive life. Anon

 Have a*´¨) 
¸.·´¸.·*´¨) ¸.·*¨) 

(¸.·´ (¸.·´ * Wonderful day!





From: Theresa McLaughlin
To: sanders@coastal.ca.gov; Brownsey, Donne@Coastal; Aminzadeh, Sara@Coastal; Vargas, Mark@Coastal;

Sundberg, Ryan@Coastal; Peskin, Aaron@Coastal; cgroom@coastal.ca.gov; Bochco, Dayna@Coastal; Luevano,
Mary@Coastal; Ananda, Renee@Coastal; Andrew Bielak; supervisorscgroom@smcgov.org; dpine@smcgov.org;
dhorsley@smcgov.org; wslocum@smcgov.org; dcanepa@smcgov.org

Subject: Concerns about proposed MidPen development in Moss Beach
Date: Tuesday, October 17, 2017 4:59:40 AM

Dear members of the Coastal Commission and San Mateo County Board of Supervisors:

I live in El Granada and am building a home on Stetson Street in Moss Beach.  I attended the planning meeting
with MidPen on Sep 20 and two of the previous workshops, and I would like to share my concerns about the
Cypress Point proposal:

1) Blind curve: Significant investment will be needed to make the intersection at Carlos St and Hwy 1 safe.
MidPen's preliminary traffic report states that there is no room for a deceleration lane for those making a right
turn from Highway 1 onto Carlos.  Drivers who yield to bicyclists/pedestrians or slow as southbound cars turn
left will be at risk of being rear-ended. A traffic light or roundabout will be needed to help cars turn left from
Carlos onto Hwy 1.  Current residents avoid turning left from this intersection because of the limited sight
distance.  The traffic report states that it might be possible to cut the hillside back to improve visibility to the
south, but feasibility, effectiveness, and CalTrans funding for this are not established.

2) Across from the sewer plant / no accessible trails / no room for bicycle lanes / no room to add
lanes to Hwy 1 / erosion impacting Hwy 1 in this location: Carlos Street is an exceptionally bad spot to
pour development resources. South of Miramar/El Granada Hwy 1 is further from the ocean and there is room
for bicycle lanes and even to widen Hwy 1 to four lanes if necessary. North of Miramar/El Granada the trails
and areas of sandy beach are limited, the bluffs are higher and experiencing significant erosion, and it will be
prohibitively expensive or impossible to add bicycle lanes or to widen Hwy 1. 

Crossing Highway 1 at Carlos takes you to the sewer plant with no trails up or down the coast and no
potential for coastal trails because the bluff has already eroded to the private property lines.  You also
reach the Point Montara lighthouse which has no space or public restrooms; access to the small beach
is down a steep hill and limited to 1 hour.
One mile north of Carlos is Montara State Beach, which due to the steep cliffs has no facilities
accessible to the disabled.
One mile south of Carlos is the Fitzgerald Marine Reserve where beach access is limited to 1 hour,
beach activities are limited to protect wildlife, and the steep cliffs limit access for the disabled.  The FMR
is beautiful, but for traditional beach activities many Cypress Point residents will need to drive south.
Three miles south, in El Granada and Half Moon Bay you can cross Highway 1 and find yourself on a
well maintained, paved trail that lets differently-abled people walk/run/bike/have a picnic and enjoy the
beautiful Pacific Ocean.
South of Miramar/El Granada short stairways take you to a five mile ribbon of sandy beach that supports
a wide range of activities including fishing, swimming, walking, etc.

Last winter the southbound shoulder of Hwy 1 was damaged by erosion at Surfer's Beach in El Granada and
just north of Carlos Street in Montara, forcing bicycles into the travel lanes of Hwy 1.  Between El Granada and
Pacifica there are many areas where there is no shoulder, no bicycle paths, no room to build them, and no
room to add lanes to Hwy 1.

3) Car traffic on narrow residential streets: I am concerned that automobile traffic from the new homes
will divert to Carlos and Stetson Streets.  Right now I see many of my neighbors out walking their dogs, riding
bikes, or playing basketball.  This won’t be possible if 20% of the town starts driving down these narrow roads.
Stetson and Carlos are the natural routes for pedestrians from the new development to get to the market, post
office, Moss Beach Park, library BookMobile, and to cross highway 1 at California to get to the Latter Day Saints
Church or the Fitzgerald Marine Reserve.  Non-MidPen pedestrians would take Carlos and Stetson to access the
open space required as part of the development.  Carlos and Stetson will become the most highly trafficked
automobile, pedestrian and bicycle routes in Moss Beach, and the roads are not wide enough to accommodate
the increased volume of traffic.

4) Segregated nature of the complex: MidPen is creating a housing complex with different governance than
the rest of Moss Beach.  The city-within-a-city will have after school programs, exercise facilities, and a
community meeting room - essentially creating a non-centrally located community center that excludes 75% of
the Moss Beach population.  Perhaps they will allow non-MidPen residents access to these facilities for a fee,
but non-MidPen residents will be second class citizens, and wider community utilization could make traffic and
parking problems worse.



5) Parking: Many Moss Beach residents have no off-street parking or work trucks that don't fit in the
garage/driveway.  With room for one or two cars in front of each house, increasing automobile density has the
potential to generate a lot of conflict.  I have seen cars at MidPen's Moonridge complex overflowing onto
Miramontes Point Road - Moss Beach does not have a similar wide empty street that can absorb extra cars.

6) 5 miles from the nearest supermarket.  Most residents in Moss Beach will need cars because the
location is distant from transit hubs and commerce centers.  The bus comes once an hour and stops running at
8 in the evening.

7) Three planned developments, no urban planning? In addition to MidPen, there is another parcel
reserved for affordable housing near Seton Hospital across from the planned Big Wave project.  We have three
large developments on the north and south ends of Moss Beach that seem to be happening in parallel isolation
with separate entrances to Hwy 1.

Locating a medium density housing complex at the north end of Moss Beach is not
consistent with Smart Growth principles.  Due to the potential for continued erosion
as sea levels rise, higher density development should be located in areas south of
Miramar/El Granada (and east of Hwy 1) where there is a buffer between Hwy 1 and
the ocean and a wider range of transportation and recreation options.
Thank you and best regards,
Theresa

Theresa McLaughlin
570 Coronado St #1403
El Granada, CA 94018



Sensible planning and protection 
for the San Mateo County Midcoast
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Key Concerns for MidPen Pre-App Meeting 9/20/17
Proposed Development of Parcel APN 037-022-070 in Moss Beach

(across from Point Montara Lighthouse)

MidPen’s proposed 71-unit housing development discussion has two tracks — the critical housing shortage, 
which we all recognize, and the inappropriate location for such a large development. Resist Density’s 
concerns focus on the inadequate infrastructure and health / safety dangers of this project.

Increased Traffic
There are no alternative routes on the coast – there is only one road in, through and out. The Midcoast 
section of HWY 1 is a critical daily travel corridor, and it is limited to one lane in each direction along the 
scenic portion of Montara. Adding a large housing development to the Midcoast will only compound 
increased traffic that has occurred since the Lantos tunnel opened in 2013. MidPen has not provided any 
traffic mitigation solutions for the hundreds of additional cars of this development. Furthermore, “Connect 
the Coastside” Transportation Management Plan proposes the addition of multiple crosswalks and at least 2
traffic lights in Moss Beach without any recommendation to improve public transit. Questions of disaster 
preparedness and emergencies requiring first-responder access are coming to head as traffic worsens.

MidPen Traffic Assessment is Lacking
As part of MidPen’s Pre-Application, it has released an initial traffic assessment by KAI consultants. The whole 
premise of KAI's findings that the MidPen project will not significantly impact the HWY 1 / Carlos Street 
intersection is flawed. We question KAI’s numbers of projected car trips the MidPen development will create. 
How did they arrive at these numbers? Further, it does not take into account the cumulative impact the 
MidPen project will have when combined with the Big Wave large-scale commercial project, 2 proposed
hotels, infill building and second units, and increasing coastal tourism traffic.

No Solution to Dangerous Blind Curve
The proposed MidPen Housing development is located at a dangerous blind curve on Highway 1. KAI field 
measurements at the HWY l/Carlos Street intersection found that the sight distance to the South was 305 
feet, or about half of Caltrans' required corner sight distance of 605. By KAI's own assessment, grading 
and/or tree removal will be insufficient to meet the required sight distance due to the vertical dip.

All 3 Possible Intersection Controls are Unacceptable
In addition to the insufficient sight distance, KAI’s traffic study recognizes that there are overlapping and 
conflicting left turns using the same lane for drivers entering Carlos and drivers entering Pt Montara 
Lighthouse. The pedestrian crossing of HWY 1 is also unsafe. Three intersection controls are evaluated but all 
have drawbacks and none solve the sight distance problem for drivers or pedestrians:

1) Signal/Traffic light control – evaluated, and not warranted
2) Roundabout  - does not solve the sight distance problem and may be too expensive
3) Stop Control - essentially what already exists except add a no-left-turn off Carlos.

Roads Safety - Concerns for Children and Pedestrians
There is no safe way to make a left (southbound) turn off Carlos onto HWY1. The KAI study fails to mention 
the impact that hundreds of additional cars will have on neighborhood roads, and doesn’t note that these 
roads are substandard - too narrow and lacking sidewalks - posing a safety risk for pedestrians and children 
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who will have to share the same roads with impatient drivers. Even the proposal to make Carlos one-way 
southbound doesn’t assess traffic impacts to neighborhood streets or the Etheldore intersection. 

Population Increase of 26%
The MidPen housing proposal is for 71 units totaling 144 bedrooms.  At maximum occupancy, there would be 
359 residents. And this doesn’t include guests or visitors to the community center. This development would
increase the population of Moss Beach East of HW 1, where this will be built, by 26%. This population increase 
will take place in one location all at once, as opposed to several decades of gradual development. 

Failing Sewer System – SSOs
The sewer infrastructure on the coast is failing. There have been approximately 101 Sanitary Sewage 
Overflows (SSOs) over the last 5.5 years, many of which are a result of failed or broken pipes and root 
intrusion. These overflows endanger public health and the environment. This failing sewer system must be 
addressed before additional development is approved. What is the assessment of bringing a 71-unit housing 
development online all at once? 

Water Capacity
Montara Water and Sanitary District states it has plenty of water for this project. In addition to water quantity,
there is concern for water allotment, pressure and distribution. Is the water distribution system capable to 
handle the added burden of an emergency such as a large fire? Is the water infrastructure capable to 
handle this pace of growth and emergencies? Has this been assessed?

Potential for Environmental damage and the Critical Coastal Area (CCA)
The 11-acre property is located approximately 200 feet from the Fitzgerald Marine Reserve, an identified 
CCA. It deserves special protection due to its close proximity to Montara Creek that runs directly into the 
Fitzgerald Marine Reserve. The scale of the MidPen development would cause substantial disruption and 
removal of earth, trees and structures with possible toxic hazards. Comprehensive testing must be made 
throughout the site to check for contamination and toxins such as asbestos, lead, solvents and other 
chemical compounds that were commonly used at military facilities like these. The site is located on a hill, so 
any runoff would head directly toward the creek and ocean below.

Cumulative Effects
The impacts of a large housing development, when combined with other nearby developments such as the 
approved Big Wave project in Moss Beach (estimated 1500 car trips per day), two proposed hotels in 
Montara, and the annual infill of new homes, second units, and buildings, will further stress the environment
and the public utility infrastructure of this coastal community. With a large brewing company proposed for
Big Wave In Moss Beach, what is the projected cumulative impact of these projects on Hwy 1, traffic, the 
environment and the infrastructure?

Inappropriate / Isolated Location
Moss Beach is isolated, located seven miles in either direction from the nearest town centers of Half Moon 
Bay and Pacifica. The Sierra Club Loma Prieta chapter has come out against the MidPen project stating: 
“there could hardly be a much worse location for affordable housing in the urbanized Mid-Coast.” This 
potential development would have a significantly high Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) designation, limited 
walkability, and offers no meaningful public transportation. Lack of access to groceries, jobs, schools, 
pharmacies, and community-oriented services will make residents dependent on driving, which is a financial 
burden for affordable housing residents, plus increases traffic problems.

Antiquated Zoning
The outdated zoning for this parcel was completed in 1986 based on plans for a multi-lane Hwy 1 bypass 
around Devil’s Slide, and additional infrastructure that never was, nor will be, carried out due to legislation 
and the purchase of Rancho Corral de Tierra by POST. This 11-acre parcel should have been rezoned to 
reflect the revised situation and population projections, but was not. We advocate for a rezoning of this 
property to more accurately reflect infrastructure constraints and current realities.



From: MAUREEN LENNON
To: sanders@coastal.ca.gov; donnebrownsey@coastal.ca.gov; Aminzadeh, Sara@Coastal; Vargas, Mark@Coastal;

Sundberg, Ryan@Coastal; Peskin, Aaron@Coastal; cgroom@coastal.ca.gov; cgroom@smcgov.org; Bochco,
Dayna@Coastal; Luevano, Mary@Coastal; Ananda, Renee@Coastal; abielak@midpen-housing.org

Cc: dpine@smcgov.org; dhorsley@smcgov.org; wslocum@smcgov.org; dcanepa@smcgov.org
Subject: Re: Mid-Peninsula Housing - Moss Beach Project Protest
Date: Sunday, October 15, 2017 6:32:57 PM
Attachments: 1b818a_5fe44d1776474662b43f0e615c70a375.pdf

On Sunday, October 15, 2017 6:31 PM, MAUREEN LENNON <mlennon1@sbcglobal.net> wrote:

 
Dear Coastal Commission:

To preface this letter of protest, we respectfully remind you of your Mission Statement:  The Commission is committed
to protecting and enhancing California's coast and ocean for present and future generations.  It does so through
careful planning and regulation of environmentally-sustainable  development, rigorous use of science, strong
public participation, education, and effective intergovernmental coordination.

 

The "Major Development Pre-Application by Mid-Pen Housing (PRE2017-00032 (APN 037-022-070) is not a viable
project for so many reasons.  The community has been attempting to communicate concerns in several meetings with
Mid-Pen and with letters to the San Mateo Board of Supervisors about serious concerns regarding infrastructure,
antiquated zoning; traffic congestion, egress and ingress into the property safely, environmental concerns of
contamination on the property that will be disturbed and airborne if disturbed.

Infrastructure concern:  Failing Sewer System; water capacity and available.  There have been 101 overflows in the
past 6 years and with ocean warming, resulting in more severe storm surges, the saturation limit to the sewer system
resulting in overflow, which cost the sewer customer higher rates, will get nothing but worse over the years.

Antiquated zoning: The zoning for this property was completed in 1986 when there were plans for a multi-lane Hwy
bypass, which did not materialize.

Traffic congestion:  There is only one way in and one way out.  The Hwy 1 corridor is already severely impacted by
daily commuters to and from but is exasperated with weekend tourist influx onto this one lane highway basically land-
locking residents.  In addition, the jobs are not in this area of the coast, so the project residents would be traveling
south to the 92 along with hundreds of other commuters to get to their "supposed" jobs in the service and agricultural
areas.  And, the traffic study paid for and performed by Mid-Peninsula Housing did not accurately measure the addition
of close to 300-800 daily trips created by this project and took no consideration of the Big Wave project (additional
1500 daily car trips… and its impact on the traffic.  Highway 1 was designed as a pass-through highway, if the County
and Mid-Peninsula Housing want to develop it to the point of dangerous overload, then they should put the
infrastructure in place first:  Sewer, Water, 2 lane highway, sidewalks for our children and dog walkers.  We are the poor
step-sister of the County government....our infrastructure has been neglected, yet they want to build, build, build!  This
type of development, unless for senior living only should be built on the transit route not on the tourist route…makes
no sense.  There are an estimated 2 million visitors to the coast every year with no road or infrastructure improvements
to support the traffic.

Ingress and Egress:  The developers are proposing entering and exiting the project from Sierra which runs directly
into Carlos, which is an unmarked "country road" that requires one car to slow down or stop in order to let another car
pass from the opposite direction.  There is no talk of widening and lining this road, but rather they suggest they could
make the road one way to the highway after exiting off of Sierra.  This will cause the project residents to return to the
development through the current housing neighborhoods, which are already in many ways only narrow enough for one
car at a time due to parking, and again, no sidewalks for children and dog walkers.  Then they proposed maybe they
would use Sixteenth Avenue for the ingress and egress but Sixteenth Avenue is privately owned and maintained by the
few home owners and ranchers that live back up there.  This is just NOT a wise location for a project .like this.

Environmental Concerns :  There is an endless list of reasons why development, and we can literally say over-
development based on all the other plans that have been approved on this small stretch of the coastal highway.  Please



read the attached document developed by Resist Density, which consists of a group of hundreds of residents on the
coast.

And finally, we are not opposed to affordable housing.  However, we do expect our elected officials and
commissioners to commit to their mission and not just fill quotas even when they don't make sense.  The coast already
has substantial affordable housing in Pillar Point (Moss Beach) and substantial senior and affordable housing in Half
Moon Bay, where the service and agricultural jobs exist.  There are NO jobs in Moss Beach, contrary to the Mid-Pen
report of 1400 jobs with no source documents to support this number.

Please take our concerns into consideration.  Remember, just because you can do something, doesn't mean you should. 
Plan for 20 years in the future not just for today.  The impact on our coastal environment is already at a high level of
risk.

Respectfully submitted,



From: Harald
To: Andrew Bielak
Cc: mschaller@smcgov.org; Ananda, Renee@Coastal
Subject: Cypress Point – Pre Application Workshop - September 20
Date: Friday, October 13, 2017 4:44:02 PM

Dear Mr Bielak,

I just saw that the MCC posted a deck titled “Cypress Point – Pre Application Workshop”
with a date stamp of September 20.

http://static1.1.sqspcdn.com/static/f/1461275/27696908/1506036382550/2017-09-20-MidPen-
pre-app-presentation.pdf?token=jU8zKCQF6M538XDxJXrH63QCLrw%3D

I'm a resident of Moss Beach and want to share a couple of comments / observations:

- The posted deck is not the same deck that was shared with the community during the
September 20 Pre Application workshop. You presented only a few slides (7 or 8 if I recall it
right) and some slide content has been altered in the posted version.

- On page 3 in the deck you state: “1,364 jobs in Montara, Moss Beach and El Granada”.
During your presentation you presented a slide that stated "1,400 local jobs". Please can you
provide the source info and supporting detail for that figure? The community is wondering
where the jobs are. The same is true for the stated income figures.  A lot of High School and
Community College students work for minimum wage and part time in the local restaurants
and hotels and should not part of your count. My daughter (High School) is one of them and
she lives at home.

- During your presentation you showed a slide that stated MidPen will “prefer locals”. I’m
glad to see that you list it now on page 11 under "what we heard"... vs making the claim
which is against the law.

- On page 3 in the deck you state: “Zero affordable housing anywhere in Midcoast region”.
This statement is misleading. The BoS approved Big Wave which includes affordable
housing for approx. 50 developmentally disabled adults. See link below for additional
context.
http://blogs.berkeley.edu/2014/06/17/hostages-strapped-to-the-tank-coastal-commission-
stories-lesson-2/

In addition, Pillar Ridge is part of Moss Beach and is classified as affordable housing
according to the following publication. See link below 
https://www.gsmol.org/uncategorized/county-bans-mobile-home-park-closures-and-
conversions/

Pillar Ridge consists out of 200 plus manufactured homes and has about 1,000 residents. I
just checked and it seems that we have approx. 3,100 residents in Moss Beach.

- Page 11 misses many concerns (and solutions) that were raised by the community since day
1. See links below for a summary provided by Resist Density.
http://static1.1.sqspcdn.com/static/f/1461275/27703175/1506611069043/2017-09-26-MidPen-



ResistD-comments.pdf?token=0Y9RY7DQTiKSRMZ%2BVWHl1jmPkJo%3D
https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/1b818a_3c61e829fa13481cb5a0706ebc991b36.pdf

In summary - the posted deck should not be labeled as “Cypress Point – Pre Application
Workshop” with a Sep 20 date stamp as this was not the content that was shared with the
community during the workshop. In addition, some content seems to be misleading, is
incomplete and requires clarification. I'm looking forward to the Pre Application workshop
minutes. 

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Harald Herrmann
Moss Beach



From: Harald
To: mschaller@smcgov.org
Cc: Ananda, Renee@Coastal; Dpine@smcgov.org; Cgroom@smcgov.org; Dhorsley@smcgov.org;

Wslocum@smcgov.org; Dcanepa@smcgov.org
Subject: Concerns - MidPen Housing Development in Moss Beach
Date: Tuesday, September 26, 2017 3:42:28 PM

Dear Mr Schaller,

I'm a resident of Moss Beach and want to share a couple of concerns. The following
statements and comments express my own opinion but summarize concerns that were / are
raised by many community members:

1. MidPen Pre App workshop and approach
The workshop became hostile after the audience realized that we will have table discussions
instead of a public forum. This came across as a “trick” to contain and limit information
sharing across the audience. The third party facilitator missed to read the audience, insisted
on her process and we lost 20 plus minutes debating the approach. In addition, the meeting
started late.
MidPen’s slides lacked clarity (how can they miss to note the community center), did not
address issues that were raised since day one, contained wrong/ misleading information and
lacked source information. For instance - preference for locals: this violates existing laws but
MidPen continues to make that point. They stated that we have 1400 local jobs in El Granada
/ Princeton, MB, and Montara but miss to provide the source info.  Jan Lindenthal, MidPen’s
vice president of real estate development is quoted in the SM Journal “Still, with 1,300 low-
income jobs on the midcoast.” 1400 vs 1300 with no source information? Where are the jobs?
There is a low level of confidence in the quality of the minutes that will come out of the Pre
App meeting as the note takers on the flip charts seemed to struggle to keep up with the
discussion. Why was the workshop not recorded and why did the county not publish the date
and time of the workshop to the impacted neighborhoods? The MCC published the date and
time. MidPen published workshop minutes in the past but they were summarized and missed
many critical points that were made by the community and have not been addressed in the
recent proposal.
MidPen tried to sell “pluses” where they "gave in" based on community input but it turned
out that they are required by law to offer for instance a certain number of parking spots per
unit or meet certain LCP requirements.  MidPen did not share a timeline with the community
but I understand that they did in a session with the CCC and County staff. Why is that? They
claim to work with the impacted community and make it a transparent process.

2. KAI traffic impact assessment study from June 2017
The study downplays the impact and states that the project will not significantly impact the
adjacent Highway 1/ Carlos Street intersection and has “sufficient operational capacity.”
How can an additional couple of hundred daily car trips plus visitors to the community center
have no impact?  There is no walk-ability. How will an additional pedestrian crossing to
Point Montara plus a couple of hundred cars accessing Highway 1 at a dangerous blind curve
impact traffic flow on Highway 1?

Calculation of increase in traffic volume
The KAI traffic assessment report states “The project is expected to add 37 trips during a
typical weekday AM peak hour, 45 trips during a typical weekday PM peak hour…”
How does the math work? Whys doesn't the report provide the underlying assumptions?



We are looking at 71 units with an average of 1-3 cars per unit translating to approx 100-200
cars plus x daily visitors to the new community center. 100-200 cars times 3-4 trips per day
translate to approx. 300 – 800 daily car trips in and out of the development plus x daily
visitors to the community center.
Now add 1500 daily car trips in and out of the Big Wave development and we have the
perfect gridlock between El Granada and Montara. Plus an estimated 2 Mio annual visitors to
the Coastside...

Blind Curve – risk of significant increase of car accidents
Signalization of the Highway 1 / Carlos intersection, or roundabout and a pedestrian crossing
in close proximity will most likely result in a significant increase of accidents. Drivers from
the South do not have visibility beyond the curve and stopped traffic or a pedestrians
crossing on Highway 1 will add to the accident risk. A reduction of speed will most likely be
ignored by many residents and visitors to the Coastside .

Cumulative effects
The KAI traffic study is looking only at the MidPen development and ignores surrounding
measures that are planned by the County. Moss Beach is one of the access choke points for
Big Wave and current plans show 2 additional traffic lights (Connect the Coastside) in Moss
Beach:
- Highway 1 / Cypress Ave intersection to channel a subset of 1500 daily car trips in and out
of the Big Wave development
- Highway 1 / California intersection
- Plus whatever the decision is for the Highway 1 / Carlos intersection
How will the traffic flow on Highway 1 be impacted with all the additional signals (maybe
one turns into a roundabout), increased traffic volume resulting out of the MidPen and Big
Wave developments (ignoring the 2 new Hotels in Montara for now) and an estimated 2 Mio
annual visitors to the Coastside?

Creation of Parallel Roads
What is the impact on neighborhood streets and Farallone View Elementary School (many
kids walk and bike to school and many roads do not have sidewalks ) in Montara and Moss
Beach as commuters and tourists try to bypass the gridlock on Highway 1 that will be created
by the additional traffic measures and the MidPen and Big Wave developments?

The KAI study references outdated and incomplete traffic / transportation studies i.e. Connect
the Coastside that do not reflect current Coastside traffic realities.
The outlined solutions do not address the concerns and will significantly increase the risk for
accidents.

3. Failing Infrastructure: Sanitary Sewer Overflows (SSOs)
Resist Density just released information about an environmental disaster on the Coastside - a
total of 101 sewage overflows (20 Category 1!!!) were recorded from Half Moon Bay to
Montara from 2011 to mid 2017, according to public records. These findings raise significant
questions as to whether the infrastructure can accommodate any more large development. The
overflows are not isolated to specific locations and seem to indicate a systemic issue with the
underlying infrastructure and capacity of the sewage systems.
How did a large brewery (as part of Big Wave and declared as “minor modification” instead
of an office building) get approved knowing that large and problematic amounts of waste
water are a byproduct of beer brewing? Does the underlying and failing infrastructure need



to get fixed to stay in compliance with existing environmental laws before large
developments can be added to the system? 

4. Site Contamination
Detailed maps of the facility and military usage are available. The types of military activities
conducted on the site made use of many supplies and materials such as fuels, oils, tar,
cleaning fluids, solvents, brake fluid, antifreeze, pesticides and building materials – many of
which are known today to produce environmental toxins. In addition, there was at least one
underground fuel tank, one or more power transformers and an incinerator. Burning waste in
an incinerator is now known to produce toxins. The Navy’s standard operating procedure at
the time would have been to dump, bury or burn waste and refuse, which included the above
supplies and materials. Extensive research did not reveal any records that the site has been
cleaned up.
I have 2 children and I’m very concerned about the potential release of toxins in the air and /
or our drinking water as part of the housing development. 

5. Safety and Disaster Preparedness
Accessibility for medical emergencies and first responders is already constrained and will be
further reduced by large- scale developments without making adjustments to the existing
infrastructure. Evacuation routes in case of major disasters (i.e. Earthquake, Tsunami, Fire)
won’t be accessible for Coastside residents and would strand the whole community and
tourists. Many weekends are already a traffic nightmare for the Coastside.
Recent data (provided by a Fireboard member) show that we had 951 medical aid responses
and 82 traffic accidents between January and July 2017. This data reflects 7 months of 2017
only and indicate a very concerning trend. What are the plans to ensure safety, accessibility
and disaster preparedness for the Coastside? Or is that up to the community to figure it out
after another large scale development is approved without the supporting infrastructure in
place?

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Harald Herrmann, Moss Beach



From: Adrian Mallinger
To: Ananda, Renee@Coastal
Subject: MidPen"s proposed low income housing in Moss Beach
Date: Monday, September 25, 2017 8:05:55 AM

Renee Ananda,CA Coastal Commission Coastal Program Analyst,

My families chief reason for opposing this project is that it cannot provide adequate emergency services and
safe living conditions for the people it would house that would then contribute to a deterioration of our
neighborhood.

The proposed “low income housing” would be for the most vulnerable members of our state – those who have
no income and limited if not nonexistence opportunities for employment due to physical handicaps, mental
challenges, lack of family structure, societal limitations etc.  Because of this, they rely the most on emergency
services of fire, emergency medical and law enforcement.  The sheriff and fire station in Moss Beach is not
staffed 24 hours and the hospital is poorly staffed at best.   Hence these emergency service providers would be
unable to support the needs of this proposed housing plus the other residents of the mid-coast.  Most cities
have a separate, dedicated substation to manage the needs of such housing.  Another concern brought up was
the fire danger of the housing being surrounded by undeveloped portions of 15th Street, 16th Street and the
Peninsula Open Space Trust.  The MidPen agency has no power to increase emergence staffing in the area and
hence cannot provide for the safety and burdening needs of those living there while also servicing the
surrounding neighbors.

These most vulnerable segments of our state’s population need adequate housing.  They also need other
necessities and amenities if they are expected to, at a minimal survive, and at best, increase their security and
opportunities.  Most high density low income housing is in centralized urban areas to provide the residents who
are dependent on services easy and fast access to supermarkets (where is the nearest WIC - Women, Infants
and Children Food and Nutritional Service store?), schools, clinics and various social services in addition to job
opportunities and government funded special employment programs.  The proposed housing of 70+ units would
leave 70+ families landlocked with limited if not absent options.

A few community members at last Tuesday, September 19th Mid Pen meeting spoke of their hopes that this
project would providing housing for their siblings, children and employees who are struggling to find housing on
the coast while employed in low paying jobs.  The term MidPen is using of “low income housing” is misleading.
To be clear, this proposal is for the huge state wide waiting list for Section 8 and HUD housing.  No one who
has a full time minimal wage job would be eligible.  This housing proposal does not solve the needs of those
priced out of the area; maids and janitorial services, kitchen staff, entry level low skilled and manual labor.
(And no schoolteachers would be there).  Only a city would have the resources, experience and available
innovated options to try and help those most unfortunate who are in the need of Section 8 and HUD housing,
not the coast.

Structurally, the proposed parking lot would run the length of 16th Street.  In order to safely light the lot for
the housing residents, the glow from the parking and street lamps would illuminate the sky changing the rural
characteristic of the area.  The inevitable loitering that occurs in the parking lots and adjacent streets of such
housing produces crime, garbage and light and noise pollution.

Historically similar types of housing projects have a corresponding explosion of crime rates, which is not limited
to car break ins and thefts but also home burglaries, robberies, shootings, stabbings and all violent crimes.  One
will find in all similar housing in the state, these kinds of projects are home to violent street gangs.  Presently,
cities are moving to a new model of mixed income housing as the single low income high density model that is
being proposed in our neighborhood has proven too been unsuccessful and provides a breeding for crime and
creates slum living situations.  The people living in the proposed housing here will have a lack of opportunities
to find work in the coastal area where a city would have more options.

In addition, there was the much talk about the increased traffic.  For such details, please see Resist Density’s



website: https://www.resistdensity.org/.

We can assure you this will negatively affect those already living here and cannot adequately provide for the
needs of the people they are compassionately but shortsightedly trying to help.

Thank you,

Adrian

650-743-8562



From: David Magnuson
To: mschaller@smcgov.org
Cc: Ananda, Renee@Coastal; MossBeach@midpen-housing.org
Subject: mid-pen project @ Moss Beach
Date: Wednesday, September 20, 2017 10:33:32 AM

Mr Schaller,

I’m not particularly opposed to the affordable housing project on the hill above me, 
but I am curious. On behalf of full disclosure, I have a question. As a former 
Environmental Engineer and Master Planner for the Department of Defense (DoD), I 
would be interested to know more about the real estate transfer and any preliminary
assessment that might have been done on the property.

What documents are available regarding the real estate transfer of the property? 
Was some sort of detailed environmental clearance done and is it available to the 
public? Since this property was zoned in 1986 for low-income housing, I assume it 
had already been turned over to the county. I have searched, but have not found, 
any documentation regarding the transfer from the federal government. Since 1986 
preceded the passage of the “Federal Facilities Act” (H.R. 2194 — 102nd Congress 
Federal Facilities Compliance Act of 1991(
www.govtrack.us/congress/bills/102/hr2194 )), you may be aware that 
environmental practices on military bases prior to the passage of that bill were often 
conducted under the concept of sovereign immunity, without oversight by local and 
state authorities for compliance to environmental law. After the passage of the 
Federal Facilities Act (FFA), DoD and the Department of Transportation, with state 
and local input, became much more thorough in screening properties before 
releasing them, with at least a Preliminary Assessment performed by environmental 
professionals. Prior to FFA, property was sometimes released with a statement of 
finding by a real estate specialist that no record of contamination exists. 

Maps of the facility that are available online show operations occurred there that 
might have required more clearance under the FFA than previously (fueling, 
incineration, garage, utilities). As a minimum, the operations at the facility would 
have been documented and made available for public comment. Was this done? 
Can it be elaborated on now in a public forum?

If this information has already been made available, as well it may, please excuse 
my ignorance. I have not been following this closely, but this is what kind of piqued
my interest from the start because of my experience previously working at military 
bases in the bay area, southwest, northwest and overseas.

sincerely,
David A Magnuson
2008 Vallemar, Moss Beach



From: Karen deMoor
To: Ananda, Renee@Coastal
Subject: video of blind curve on HWY 1 in Moss Beach
Date: Wednesday, September 13, 2017 3:46:31 PM

Hi Renee,

I hope this email finds you well. I wanted to share with you a video that we
recently released on the blind curve and road infrastructure concerns we have
with MidPen's proposed housing development of the 1 Sierra Street property in
Moss Beach (see link below).

After reviewing MidPen’s preliminary traffic assessment submitted with its pre-
application, we continue to be very troubled that these issues are missing a
remedy. We made this video to raise awareness and give a visual experience of
what it's like to drive these road, and ask the question of how hundreds of
additional cars would impact this situation. 

We hope that this is informative and helps you understand our concerns better.
Please feel free to contact me with any questions or feedback - Thank you for
your support!

Karen

https://youtu.be/OaE9hdYPHZE

--
__________________________________________________________

Karen deMoor
Board Member I Resist Density I www.ResistDensity.Org
Sensible planning and protection for the San Mateo County Midcoast!
__________________________________________________________



From: Ron
To: mschaller@smcgov.org; Ananda, Renee@Coastal
Subject: Housing Development in Moss Beach
Date: Monday, September 11, 2017 3:04:24 PM

This proposed 71 unit housing development in Moss Beach seems to me way out of
scale for such a small neighborhood. I live near by in Montara and I'm not at all in
favor of such a large construction. Why 71 units? To maximize the density (read
developer profit)?

What happens to mitigate traffic during construction, much less after all the units are
occupied? Yet another stoplight on HWY 1? What alternatives have been
considered? If there are alternatives, are their descriptions available for public
viewing.

Please come up with something on a more appropriate (i.e., smaller) scale.









































From: Karen deMoor
To: Ananda, Renee@Coastal
Subject: Introduction to Resist Density
Date: Wednesday, April 12, 2017 1:24:04 PM
Attachments: Resist Density - Introduction 4.3.17.pdf

Dear Renee,

I hope this email finds you well. 

I am sending you as an attachment our recently-produced pamphlet, Introduction
to Resist Density. It outlines our concerns regarding current development issues
facing the San Mateo County Midcoast, and the negative cumulative impacts on
traffic and road safety, the environment, accessibility, and the semi-rural
character of this coastal region.

We hope that this will be useful information for you as you consider decisions
affecting the coastside. Please let us know if you have any questions or comments
on our presentation or if you'd like to meet in person to walk through our
concerns.

Thank you for taking the time to review our work. We look forward to connecting
with you in the future on these very important issues.

All my best,

Karen deMoor

PS - please let us know if you would like to receive a printed pamphlet by mail.

__________________________________________________________

Karen deMoor
Board Member I Resist Density I www.ResistDensity.Org
Sensible planning and protection for the San Mateo County Midcoast!
__________________________________________________________
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Sensible planning and protection 
for the San Mateo County Midcoast

December 13, 2016

San Mateo County Planning Department – Code Complaint
455 County Center, 2nd Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063
Attn: Rita McLaughlin
Code Complaint: planning_codecomplaint@smcgov.org

Re: habitat and tree removal on Parcel APN:037-022-070

Dear Ms. McLaughlin,
Thank you for taking the time to speak to me today.

As we discussed, I wanted to make a code complaint on behalf of Resist Density, representing 
hundreds of concerned residents. During the week of December 5, a significant amount of tree, shrub 
and habitat removal took place on the 11 acre parcel in Moss Beach (APN: 037-022-070), a wild 
parkland with historical significance. As you explained to me, there was no permit submitted for this 
work to be done.

We’re concerned because this parcel is home to many species of plants and animals, endangered 
species (red-legged frog and San Francisco garter snake have been seen on site). Plus, it was a top-
secret WWII artillery training camp so underground hazards may exist. The history and remains of the 
property are only just becoming known. Its close proximity to Montara Creek and the Fitzgerald Marine 
Reserve are of concern due to run-off that excavation and land clearing causes, particularly now with 
the Winter rains.

I am attaching photos taken on December 12, 2016 of the property that capture the boundaries 
delineating what was cleared vs what was left untouched. Also included are photos of the remains of 
WWII military building foundations exposed by the clearing.

Please let me know if I can provide any further information. I look forward to hearing from you.

In health,

Karen deMoor
Board Member, Resist Density
Cell: 650-996-9286
karen@resistdensity.org

CC: 
Renee Ananda, CA Coastal Commission: renee.ananda@coastal.ca.gov



From: Ananda, Renee@Coastal
To: "Julia M. Brinckloe"
Subject: RE: MidPen Proposed Affordable Housing Moss Beach
Date: Thursday, August 18, 2016 1:35:00 PM

Hello Ms. Brinkloe,
 
We haven’t received the copy of the Development Plan, yet.  I have been in contact with the
County staff and they are working on getting it to us.  The County is responsible for the tree
ordinance.  It is probably best that you follow-up with them as to whether or not a permit
has been issued to allow cutting the two trees.  I will check with our Enforcement Unit, also.
 Do you have photos of the Seventh and Main location?   Thank you, RTA
 

From: Julia M. Brinckloe [mailto:jmbrinck@comcast.net] 
Sent: Thursday, August 18, 2016 1:29 PM
To: Ananda, Renee@Coastal
Subject: Re: MidPen Proposed Affordable Housing Moss Beach

Good afternoon, Renée,

MidPen is holding another Open House this afternoon at the Farrallone Elementary School in
Montara. I plan to attend although it is painful for me, sensing from my last attendance that
MidPen is selling, not listening. And could not care one bit about the longtime homeowners
here on the Coastside. 

You indicated that MidPen’s proposed project is likely "not in conformity with the
Development Plan" identified in your email below. Have you received any confirmation or
updates from the County?

Can we stop this ill-conceived Coastal assault? Are we who “Resist Density” simply
whistling in the wind, or CAN we realistically STOP this?

As to the tree issue in Montara…the two massive cypresses stand at the corner of Seventh
and Main HALF CUT DOWN—in complete ruination. With chunks of tree littering the
ground beneath. Who if anyone authorized it?

Regarding the tree across the street, I cling to hope it will be completely SPARED. It simply
cannot be cut down. If you need more photos I would be happy to supply them.

Thank you, Renée. It’s gratifying to know at least someone in authority is listening. 

Julie Brinckloe
Montara

On Aug 5, 2016, at 11:47 AM, Ananda, Renee@Coastal <Renee.Ananda@coastal.ca.gov>
wrote:

Hello Ms. Brincklow,



 
I have additional information upon following-up internally with our staff regarding the
MidPen Affordable Housing proposal in Moss Beach.  Although the geographic location of
the proposed project site is within the County’s permit jurisdiction it looks like MidPen’s
proposed project would require an amendment to the Local Coastal Program (LCP) because
what they likely are pursuing, as far we know,  is not in conformity with the Development
Plan specified in the March 11, 1986 PUD-124 ordinance (No. 3089).  I have requested a
copy of the Development Plan from the County (which they are working on sending to me)
and will update you on the status. 
 
Thank you, RTA
 
Renée T. Ananda, Coastal Program Analyst
California Coastal Commission – North Central Coast District
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, CA  94105
Phone – Direct: (415) 904-5292     Main: (415) 904-5260
renee.ananda@coastal.ca.gov



From: Julia M. Brinckloe
To: Ananda, Renee@Coastal
Subject: Re: MidPen Proposed Affordable Housing Moss Beach
Date: Friday, August 05, 2016 12:05:33 PM

Thank you VERY much for following up on this, Renée.

I will look forward to any update you have, and appreciate your attention to an 
issue that is critical to the sanctity of our precious Coastside home.

Julie Brinckloe

On Aug 5, 2016, at 11:47 AM, Ananda, Renee@Coastal 
<Renee.Ananda@coastal.ca.gov> wrote:

Hello Ms. Brincklow,
 
I have additional information upon following-up internally with our staff 
regarding the MidPen Affordable Housing proposal in Moss Beach.  Although 
the geographic location of the proposed project site is within the County’s 
permit jurisdiction it looks like MidPen’s proposed project would require an 
amendment to the Local Coastal Program (LCP) because what they likely are 
pursuing, as far we know,  is not in conformity with the Development Plan 
specified in the March 11, 1986 PUD-124 ordinance (No. 3089).  I have 
requested a copy of the Development Plan from the County (which they are 
working on sending to me) and will update you on the status. 
 
Thank you, RTA
 
Renée T. Ananda, Coastal Program Analyst
California Coastal Commission – North Central Coast District
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, CA  94105
Phone – Direct: (415) 904-5292     Main: (415) 904-5260
renee.ananda@coastal.ca.gov



From: Julia M. Brinckloe
To: Ananda, Renee@Coastal
Subject: Fwd: Regarding High Density Housing in Moss Beach
Date: Friday, August 05, 2016 12:21:11 PM

Ms. Ananda,

FYI this is an early email I sent to MidPen Housing--one of several I’ve written to 
them. None has been answered.

jb

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Julia M. Brinckloe" <jmbrinck@comcast.net>
Subject: Regarding High Density Housing in Moss Beach
Date: March 20, 2016 at 2:06:26 PM PDT
To: DHorsley@smcgov.org, fauyeung@midpen-housing.org

Dear Supervisor Horsley and Mr. Felix AuYeung:

I am a longtime resident homeowner in Montara, inspired to write to you 
by a small plaque that hangs on my bedroom wall.

It hung in the various homes of my childhood and has served as a 
subliminal yet profound lesson for life.

It is probably familiar to you:

God grant me the serenity

To accept the things I cannot change;

The courage to change the things I can,

And the wisdom to know the difference.

When I learned that MidPen Housing is weighing an option to build 
high-density housing on eleven acres in Moss Beach, I tried to accept it. 
After all, I granted myself the privilege to live in this jewel of California 
we call the Coastside. What right do I have to deny others that privilege?

But the home I purchased in 1996 was a small cottage, circa 1960. I 
replaced a family of five with a soliloquy of one. For years I’ve stepped 
lightly here, out of respect for the most nearly perfect place I’ve known 
in a lifetime.

We have the majesty of the ocean and tranquility of the beach. Our 
Montara Mountain is parkland, protected from the unsightly sprawl of 
surrounding areas. Our roads are narrow and our highway is still one-



lane coming; one-lane going. We pay higher taxes than most. We accept
the cost of living here because we know what a rare gem it is.

But gems can be broken up. An exquisite emerald can be crushed into 
chips, its beauty forever lost. There is no undoing development. We can 
either respect and preserve the Coastside as the fragile mecca it is, or 
divide and destroy it—let the law of diminishing returns become the law 
of the land. Daly City was once a beautiful place; sprawling development 
diminished it.

So there is no serenity to accept MidPen’s plan, but only courage to 
appeal for change. A significant increase in residents means more traffic 
along Highway 1, which has already increased dramatically since the 
advent of the Devil’s Slide tunnel. Soon we will need more stoplights to
accommodate ingress and egress, which means even slower traffic. And 
where does it end?

Then there’s our water. We restrict our use in dry seasons. During the 
recent drought those restrictions cost us dearly; the landscape will take 
years to recover. Yet we honored them, out of respect for our limited 
water supply.

There are creative, productive ways to use eleven acres in Moss Beach. 
I’m no economist or marketing analyst, but if revenue is the goal then it 
must be weighed against the consequence of degrading the very place it 
markets because of the Coastside’s intrinsic value. 

This is our home; our duty to protect. Wisdom demands it. The law of
diminishing returns is ready to rule if our serenity will accept it.

So I respectfully appeal to you who have authority to decide—to change
the development plan with preservation of an emerald in mind.

Thank you.

Sincerely yours,

Julia M. Brinckloe
Montara



 

Sierra Club Loma Prieta Chapter 
          Protecting the planet since1933 

 
 
 





List of Background Documents Submitted by Brian Gaffney, Resist Density, February 
22, 2021*: 

Farallon Vista Development Project Draft EIR, July 1985

Endangered and Threatened Wildlifeand Plants; Revised Designation of Critical

Habitat for the California Red-Legged Frog, Fish and Wildlife Service, Federal

Register, March 17, 2010

Bay Area Evacuation Route Data, Streetlight Data, 2020

CPUC High Fire-Threat District Map, San Mateo County

Water Well Sampling and Well Destruction, Cypress Point Development, April 9,

2018

Well Boring Location Maps, AEI Consultants, April 9, 2018

Phase I-Environmental Site Assessment MidPen Housing, AEI Consultants,

November 10, 2015

Limited Phase II Subsurface Investigation MidPen Housing, AEI Consultants,

February 15, 2016

Additional Subsurface Investigation & Water Well Evaluation, AEI Consultants,

February 20, 2018

MidPen Bore Sites-Military Building Overlay

Asbestos Abatement Report, Triad Environmental Systems, November 1, 1989

Combined Cultural Resources Report Appendices A-E, June 1, 2018

CGS Earthquake Zones Map Moss Beach, 2020

CGS Earthquake Zones of Required Investigation, 2020

CGS Earthquake Map Moss Beach, 2020

Landslide Susceptibility Areas, Wilson and Keefer, 1985

Cypress Point Hydromodification Management, Revision 2, BKF Engineers, May

2, 2018

Cypress Point Project, Public Services and Utilities, Stevens Consulting, July

2018
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Sewer Authority Mid-Coastside, Sanitary Sewer Overflows, Midcoast ECO,

February 13, 2021

Cypress Point Project-Application Referral, Caltrans, August 29, 2018

Video of Highway 1-San Carlos Blind curve:

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=OaE9hdYPHZE&authuser=0

Cypress Point Preliminary Traffic Assessment, Alternatives for Carlos Street-

Highway 1, Kittelson & Associates, August 7, 2017

Projected Moss Beach Traffic Flow with Proposed MidPen Multi-Unit Housing,

prepared by Resist Density, 2020

Connect the Coastside Executive Summary Public Draft, January 15, 2020

Connect the Coastside, Final Administrative Draft, Executive Summary, January,

2021

Cypress Point, January 2018 Cypress Point Traffic Analysis Draft, Caltrans

History and Environment of Farallon Heights, JQ Oeswein, January 21, 2020

*documents too voluminous for online archival; on hardcopy file and available upon request via email to

erik.martinez@coastal.ca.gov
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