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To: Coastal Commission Staff 
From: Lennie Roberts and Mike Ferreira 
 
Re:  Questions and/or suggested modifications to Half Moon Bay Draft LUP (as approved by the 
City Council, October 20, 2020).  
 
Chapter 1 Introduction and Framework:   
 
Page 1-5, Regional Setting and Planning Area:  The “Planning Area” is described as 
encompassing 4,267 acres including the entire City of Half Moon Bay as well as some 
unincorporated lands “governed by the County of San Mateo but are included for consideration 
because they are directly related to planning concerns in Half Moon Bay.”  The “Planning Area” 
construct is a relic of 2014 consultants, Dyett and Bhatia. The City has no regulatory jurisdiction 
over these areas and there is no authority or justification for including these unincorporated 
County lands.    The lands involved are all rural, not urban, and are subject to voter-approved 
and Coastal Commission certified Measure A (Coastal Protection Initiative of 1986) restrictions.  
References throughout the document are inaccurate and inappropriate, and should be deleted.   
Leaving references to the “Planning Area” in the LUP is confusing and could well lead to future 
claims that “It’s in the LCP, so these lands should be annexed to the City”, which would be 
contrary to Coastal Act Policies including 30250 and 30254.    
 
Specific concerns include (but are not limited to): 
 

(1) Table 1-1, page 1-35 Existing Land Uses in the Planning Area indicates a total of 320 
acres in the County unincorporated area, but on page 2-6, the narrative regarding the 
San Mateo County General Plan states that there are 280 acres in the “Planning Area”.  

(2) Table 1-1, pages 1-33 and 1-34 i Existing Land Use Pattern and Distribution includes 
several categories of land use in the Unincorporated County Area that do not appear to 
have any relationship to the County zoning or existing land use on these rural lands 
outside Half Moon Bay City limits.  Specific categories that do not comport with actual 
land uses in the County include:  Single Family Residential 15 acres, Mixed Use 6 acres, 
Agriculture Related 32 acres, and Vacant 21 acres.  

(3)  Figure 1-9, page 1-34 Existing Land Uses in the Planning Area:  This pie chart should be 
revised to reflect only the percentages of each category of lands within the City Limits.   

 
Half Moon Bay is always able to comment on land planning matters outside the City Limits.  The 
Connect the Coastside (CTMP) planning effort specifically includes current and future land uses 
within Half Moon Bay as part of its mandate to evaluate the impacts of residential buildout on 
the capacities of Highway 1 and Highway 92 to accommodate traffic generated by buildout of 
HMB and the unincorporated Midcoast area while still providing sufficient capacity for visitors 
to the coast.  The urban Mid-coast and HMB are contiguous urban areas that share sewer, 
water, highway, school, and other services as opposed to snippets of rural agricultural lands 
that are included in the HMB Planning Area and that should remain rural.  (We nonetheless 
take issue with the CTMP’s inclusion of large rural unincorporated areas between Half Moon 



Bay and I-280) which includes major areas that are not even within the Coastal Zone as part of 
its Planning Area.) 
 
Chapter 2:  Development:  
 
Page 2-2 et seq: Coastal Act Definitions and Policies includes several Coastal Act definitions and 
policies that are specifically incorporated into the LUP.  
 
We recommend that the following definitions and policies should be included in this group of 
HMB LUP adopted Coastal Act Policies: 
   
Article 1 Chapter 1 Definitions:  
30107.5 “Environmentally sensitive area”  
30113. “Prime agricultural land” 
30121 “Wetland” (means lands within the coastal zone which may be covered periodically or 
permanently with shallow water and include saltwater marshes, freshwater marshes, open or 
closed brackish water marshes, swamps, mudflats, and fens) 
 
Article 4 Marine Environment: 
30231 Biological productivity and quality of coastal waters, streams, wetlands, estuaries…etc. 
 
Article 5 Land Resources 
30240 Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected…and only uses dependent on 
those resources shall be allowed within those areas; development adjacent to ESHA shall 
…prevent impacts… 
30241 The maximum amount of prime ag land shall be maintained… 
30254 New or expanded public works facilities… 
 
Article 6 Development 
30250 New development shall be located….within…existing developed areas able to 
accommodate it… 
30251 The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a 
resource of public importance… 
30253 New development shall minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, 
floor, and fire hazard... or in any way require the construction of protective devices that would 
substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs… 
 
We also believe that it would be helpful to include a statement re:  Coastal Act Policy 30007.5 
that addresses balancing of conflicts between policies of the Coastal Act – which is reserved for 
the Coastal Commission to determine. 
 
Page 2-8. Figure 1 – Land Use Map.  (1) A portion of the Glencree property owned by the City is 
proposed to be designated as Residential-Medium Density.  All of Glencree should be 
designated as Open Space for Conservation, as access to this portion of Glencree would be 



through a mapped wetland/watercourse and would likely involve development within its buffer 
zone. [discuss CCC interpretation of Bolsa Chica decision] (2) Bernardo Station Residential Land 
Use Designation in the Final Review Draft July 2020 LUP was Residential Low-Density; this was 
revised to Residential Medium-Density in the approved LUP.  Due to extensive wetlands in this 
area and lack of sewer infrastructure, the Residential Low-Density designation is more 
appropriate.  (3) The 14.5 acre triangular shaped property east of Frenchman’s Creek 
subdivision and north of Frenchman’s Creek was designated in the Final Review Draft July 2020 
as Rural Coastal due to its location within the Very High Fire Severity Zone.  However, after 
receiving objections from the property owner, the approved LUP now designates this property 
as Residential-Low Density.  Final Draft LUP Policy 7-68 prohibits creation of new developable 
lots within high fire hazard zones. To be consistent with this policy and other property 
designations within the Very High Fire Severity Zone (including Branscomb Farms), this property 
should be designated Rural Coastal.    
 
 
Page 2-10 Workforce Housing Overlay is now unmapped but provides policy direction “through 
policy to specific parcels or portions of parcels suitable for medium or high-density residential 
development with Horticultural Business, Rural Coastal, Regional Public Recreation, or Public 
Facilities and Institutions land use designations….”  For Horticultural Business and Rural Coastal 
the overlay “may be applied to certain parcels that are too small to farm, or to portions of 
larger agricultural parcels most suited for farmworker housing…”.  Without more specificity as 
to limitations on number of units and acreage allowed to be converted, this policy appears to 
be overly broad.  (also see further comments on designations for Horticultural Business, Rural 
Coastal, Regional Public Rec, and Public Facilities/Institutions.) 
 
Page 2-11 Rural Coastal. Permitted uses include…supplemental uses such as research and 
development, agritourism, and temporary or seasonal uses, agricultural ancillary uses such as 
barns, animal shelters, and storage facilities, and very low-density residential uses… This 
designation is established with the LUP update.  Some of these uses may be inappropriate or 
not adequately limited, see comments on Policy 2-88. 
 
Page 2-12 Planned Development.  “The designation requires that each PD be master planned 
comprehensively as a whole with the inclusion of any possible…uses determined prior to 
approval of any development within the PD area….”  “The master plan may be a specific plan, a 
precise plan, or an existing, previously approved PUD (see Appendix D for more detail)…. “PD 
master plans shall be reviewed and approved as a Land Use Plan amendment requiring 
certification by the Coastal Commission with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act as the 
standard of review as informed by the PD section of this chapter.”   “The Land Use Plan 
provides for a limited range of uses in PD areas in advance of master plan certification such as 
trails, agriculture, and habitat restoration.”   “The PD designation covers a total of 802 acres.”  It 
would be helpful if this policy explained the difference between a specific plan and a precise 
plan.  Appendix D does not provide this explanation, as it’s only a list of appeals to the CCC and 
their outcome.  
 



Page 2-20:  Policy 2-15 Urban-Rural Boundary:  This policy should acknowledge that within the 
City Limits, the LUP is creating an Urban-Rural Boundary.  Previously this boundary was 
coterminous with the City Corporate Limits.  The issue of the U-R Boundary is further confused 
by the inclusion of lands within the unincorporated rural areas of the County as within the City’s 
“Planning Area” as stated above. 
 
Page 2-22, Policy 2-22 Transfer of Development Rights.  “Establish a TDR program with intent of 
retiring lots within PD designated areas outside Town Center where coastal resource 
constraints may preclude or limit development.”  Comment:  This policy is unnecessary and has 
the potential to create significant impacts to the Town Center and other unspecified receiver 
areas that are “outside the Planning Area”.  If HMB or another jurisdiction wanted to increase 
residential or other density, they have the normal process of rezoning.  The LUP has already 
allowed for a generous increase in density within the Town Center.  
 
Page 2-22 Policy 2-23 Lot Mergers.  “Require lot mergers for contiguous substandard lots under 
common ownership in order to create standard sized lots for the underlying zone.”  The Witt 
and Abernathy decisions determined that adjacent substandard lots in common ownership are 
not in fact separate legal parcels.  The LUP should acknowledge these court decisions and 
should include a specific policy requirement for proof of parcel legality.  This could render 
Policy 2-23 unnecessary. 
  
Page 2-23, Policy 2-27 Sphere of Influence.  “The SOI includes unincorporated Miramar, El 
Granada, Princeton, Moss Beach, and most of Montara; additional areas for consideration 
include contiguous developed sites such as Moonridge, the City-owned Johnston House 
property, and the greenhouse uses at the southeast end of town.  Consider the City’s SOI in any 
annexation process or large-scale land use and development projects and work with the SMC 
LAFCo to make appropriate adjustments to the City’s SOI.”    The directive in this policy to 
“Work with LAFCo to make adjustments to the City’s SOI” is not within the purview of the 
Coastal Act/LCP and should be deleted. “It’s in the LCP” has often been used in the City’s 
political past to give the impression that something has been pre-approved by the Coastal 
Commission. 
 
 
Page 2-23: Policy 2-29 Annexations.  “Study and consider annexations to the city limits or 
changes to special districts in coordination with LAFCo ….to ensure consistency with applicable 
government codes and local policies including the urban-rural boundary.”  Changes to special 
districts or annexations are not under the purview of the Coastal Act and LCP; this policy should 
be deleted. Again, “It’s in the LCP” has often been used in the City’s political past to give the 
impression that something has been pre-approved by the Coastal Commission. 
 
 
 
Page 2-23 Policy 2-31. Town Center Water Connections.  “For new and existing mixed-use or 
multi-tenant Town Center development, do not require new, non-priority water connections 



for non-priority uses where the principle (sic) use of the site or building is a priority use and 
priority water connections will adequately serve both the priority and non-priority uses.”  This 
is a slippery slope that will be very difficult, if not impossible, to quantify and monitor over 
time.  What criteria would the City use to determine the “principal use”?  square footage?  Net 
revenue?  What percentage of the building must be devoted to the “principal use”?  The LUP 
should discuss calculation of water in terms of gross volume rather than permit connections. 
Need discussion of overall water policy, allocations, and priority vs. non-priority connections 
(Coastal Act Policy 30241(e)). 
 
Page 2-25 Policy 2-37.c.  Cabrillo Corners.  “Consider appropriate land use options for this low-
lying property…that address hazard and environmental site constraints, including but not 
limited to ingress and egress, ESHA buffer requirements…and flooding resiliency requirements 
for flood zone development”.  This property is designated as Commercial – General.  The 
multiple hazards on this property make it virtually impossible to develop.  We suggest 
redesignation to a more appropriate designation considering the significant constraints.   
 
Page 2-31 – 33 Substantially Developed Planned Developments (Pacific Ridge, Matteucci, Ocean 
Colony). The LUP proposes that all three of these PDs would allow ADUs “according to the IP”.  
This is impermissibly vague and defers an undetermined and significant amount of potential 
development to the as-yet undefined and uncertified IP.  [CC&R exemption cancelled by state 
law. There is an argument that PUDs are not specifically called out by state law as requiring 
ADU allowance.] 
 
Page 2-37, Policy 2-46 Comprehensive Master Planning.  “The entire PD area shall be 
comprehensively planned as a unit by the City or by an individual landowner(s) with a master 
plan as follows”…. There is confusion as to whether a specific plan or precise plan must be 
certified, as subsection b. only refers to master plan certification.  Additionally the text for 
North Wavecrest (page 2-58) would allow separate or phased master plans for areas no smaller 
than existing paper subdivisions, that also meet other specified criteria.  This was added at the 
behest of a property owner, and would defeat the fundamental requirements of 
comprehensive master planning.  
 
Page 2-42 Policy 2.56 Constitutional Protections.  “Each master plan shall include policies and 
programs ensuring that implementation of the plan will not take or damage private property 
for public use, without the payment of just compensation, therefore.”   What about lands held 
by a Land Trust for conservation or open space purposes?  The value of these protected lands 
could be greatly damaged by adjacent development (one example is the Surf Beach RV Park 
proposal which would leave CLT properties as little islands of open space surrounded by RVs.  
The value of these properties as open space would be significantly diminished. Also, what about 
meaning of “planned as a whole” language in current LCP and to what degree that should be 
carried forward? 
 
Page 2-43 Policy 2-58 Visual Resources subsection b. “Limiting structures to a 15-foot height 
limit unless an increase in height would not obstruct pubic views to the ocean from the highway 



or would facilitate clustering of development so as to result in greater view protection.”  This 
policy should include an overall height limit, otherwise a proposed structure could be very tall.  
For example, the proposed parking garage at Dunes Beach would be at least 30 feet above 
existing ground level - with solar panels on the roof – all of which would be highly visible from 
Highway One. (per proposed Vesting Tentative Map 8/12/2019)  
 
Page 2-66 Policy 2-86 Consistency with Agricultural Land Use Policies” “Policies and definitions 
in Chapter 4 Agriculture are specifically intended to supplement policies in Chapter 2”.   
 
Page 2-67 Policy 2-87 Minimum Lot Size: “Determine minimum lot sizes for lands with Rural 
Coastal and Horticultural Business land use designations on a case-by-case basis to ensure 
maximum existing or potential agricultural productivity, recognizing that subdivision of lands in 
agricultural use is discouraged…”.  The vagueness of this policy could well invite future 
subdivision that is inconsistent with long term protection of Rural Coastal or Horticultural 
Business.  One example would be a proposal to subdivide greenhouse buildings that have high 
revenue crops into many separate “condominium” type ownerships.  An overall minimum lot 
size is necessary for Rural Coastal and Horticultural Business in order to comply with Coastal Act 
Definition of Development which includes “change in the density or intensity of use of the 
land”.  
 
Page 2-67 Policy 2-88 Rural Coastal Permitted Uses: “Rural Coastal” is a new category that 
generally applies to undeveloped parcels that are comprised of prime soils, but in an attempt to 
address some landowner concerns, this category now includes uses and/or densities of use that 
are inconsistent with long term protection of agricultural lands.  We are concerned about 
conditionally permitted uses including single family residences at no more than one unit per 15 
acres – does this include one single family residence per legal parcel?  (Especially in light of ADU 
entitlements…and future legislation that could include ministerial subdivisions). 
 
Page 2-67 Policy 2-89 Rural Coastal Permitted Supplemental Uses:  These uses appear to be 
permitted “by right”.  Some of these uses may be of such a scale and intensity that they would 
become the de facto primary land use, i.e., “e” Research and development facilities and clinical 
uses connected to the primary use, including boarding for researchers and students and modest 
facilities for conducting basic laboratory functions or on-site veterinary care [Giveaway to 
Branscomb Farms].”  Agri-tourism and small-scale lodging also could overwhelm the underlying 
land use.  At a minimum, all of these should only be conditionally permitted uses.  There should 
be an overall limit on allowable area for supplemental uses; earlier draft had a 20% limit, this 
may be too generous.  Temporary events should have a direct connection with the underlying 
land agricultural use; otherwise events such as “Drive In Movie Nights” which could involve 
parking of vehicles on prime ag lands and could potentially become the predominant land use.  
Temporary events and seasonal uses should have a direct relationship to the agricultural use.  
Numerous Public Recreational uses would not be compatible with agricultural uses: for 
example, Motorcycle Parks, BMX biking, off-road vehicle courses, etc.  Allowable Public 
Recreational Uses should be clearly defined, and only be allowed through a Conditional Use 
Permit.   



 
Page 2-67 Policy 2-90 Rural Coastal Permitted Ancillary Uses:  The list of ancillary uses includes 
Lot Line Adjustments.  LLAs are a form of subdivision, not a land use.  Any allowable Lot Line 
Adjustment within the Rural Coastal Designation should meet strict criteria of furthering the 
intent and purpose of the Rural Coastal (Agricultural) designation. 
 
Page 2-68 Policy 2-92 Workforce Housing Overlay – Rural Coastal:  This policy (subsection e) 
includes the critical key requirement that at least one resident of each workforce housing unit 
shall be an employee of the associated agricultural operation or another agricultural operation 
within San Mateo County coastside.  But we question subsection f regarding non-permanent 
housing for seasonal farmworkers that does not count toward the maximum number of units 
allowed under the Workforce Housing Overlay.  What are the cited State requirements?  Can a 
landowner devote his/her entire parcel to seasonal farmworker housing? 
 
Page 2-69 Workforce Housing Overlay – Horticultural Business:  The density of this workforce 
housing is a maximum of 16 units per acre, whereas the density of workforce housing in Rural 
Coastal is 5 units per acre.  While greenhouses are generally a more intensive use of land, 
certain field crops can also require relatively high numbers of workers during harvest season. 
 
Page 2-73:  Under Regional Public Recreation, second paragraph, sixth line “eminent threat” 
should be corrected to “imminent threat”.   
 
Page 2-74:  Under Policy 2-102 Workforce Housing Overlay – Public Facilities, subsection “b” 
first line “is the use” should be corrected to “if the use”. 
 
Page 2-75:  Under Policy 2-105 Workforce Housing Overlay – Regional Public Recreation, [Sop to 
State Parks?] subsection “e” first line “is the use” should be corrected to “if the use”.   
 
Page 5-21 Figure 5-2 Bicycle and Pedestrian Network and Planned Improvements:  This Map 
should include the potential re-alignment of the Coastal Trail inland where the existing 
pedestrian bridge across the Arroyo de en Medio has failed.   
 
Page 5-23 Policy 5-29. Resource Dependent and Coastal-Dependent Uses: “Public trails and 
beach accessways are considered resource-dependent uses, unless there is a habitat-specific 
limitation that precludes development or aggravates hazards.”  This policy is inconsistent with 
the LUP Policy 6-47 Permitted Uses in Riparian Corridors. 
 
Page 5-23, Policy 5-32 Trail Easements: “As part of the development review process, obtain an 
irrevocable offer to dedicate or a permanent easement for multi-use trails on privately owned 
property where trails are proposed as part of the Half Moon Bay trail system…”.  This policy 
appears overly broad.  The degree of “exaction” depends upon whether the proposed 
development interferes with existing access, as well as the location and type of proposed 
development. The Half Moon Bay trail System plan currently has numerous conflicts with 
environmental resources and agricultural resources that are unvetted as well as opposed by 



landowners. At minimum any such maps should identify such alignments as tentative and 
problematic.  
 
Page 5-24, Policy 5-39. Trail Improvements at Surfers Beach:  There is no mention in this policy 
of the inevitable need to relocate Highway One further inland.   
 
Page 5-25:  Policy 5-24 Creekside Trails:  This policy would “consider the need for adaptable, 
non-permanent designs in erosive areas and along meandering creeks…” and “site trails to 
avoid adverse environmental impacts to riparian corridors and other environmentally sensitive 
habitat areas…”. Some readers may interpret this language to allow trails within riparian 
corridors or ESHA; there should be a clear prohibition of location of trails within riparian areas 
and other ESHA.   
 
Page 5-25 Policy 5-43 Vista Trail:  This policy requires preparation of a feasibility study of 
potential alignments for this trail, and until such study is prepared, trail easement dedication 
requirements in Policy 5-32 would not apply.  The policy should be strengthened to require an 
Amendment to the LUP for a trail alignment pursuant to such a study, with full avoidance of 
impacts to ESHA, agricultural land uses, and public safety.   
 
Page 5-39 Policy 5-67 Temporary Events:  This policy requires a CDP for temporary events that 
have the potential to result in significant adverse impacts to public access or coastal resources 
during the peak summer months.  We suggest that there can be significant adverse impacts 
during the other nine months of the year also, especially if the temporary event is held on open 
fields or farmlands. 
 
Page 5-40 Policy 5-72 Use Requirements for Overnight Accommodations:  This policy limits 
occupancy of campgrounds and RV spaces to no more than 30 days.  How can this limitation be 
adequately and effectively enforced?  It is currently being purposely ignored in light of the 
“housing crisis.” 
 
We are concerned that the LUP as submitted is missing key mapping of wetlands on private 
property and text that was included in the earlier Draft LUP.  We remain concerned that 
allowing reduction of required ESHA buffers based on a developer’s consultant biological report 
is a formula for property owner hired Biologists to fail to document wetlands or other sensitive 
habitats.    
 
 
Page 6-37 Policy 6-16:  Permitted Uses in Terrestrial ESHA and Terrestrial ESHA Buffers.  …”only 
uses dependent on the resources within these areas and their buffer zones (i.e. habitat 
management and restoration, scientific research and educational activities, and low-intensity 
public access and recreation) shall be allowed there.”  Low intensity public access and 
recreation are not consistent with Coastal Act Section 30240 and should be deleted. 
 



Page 6-37 Policy 6-17 allows reduction of buffer zones:  “Terrestrial ESHA buffers may be 
reduced only where the following can be demonstrated through evidence provided by site-
specific evaluation pursuant to Policy 6-8 and only as specified below: 

a.  Where the only building site is located entirely within the required buffer; no 
alternative development site, size, or design is feasible; and the proposed 
development is compatible with the continued viability of the adjacent ESHA, the 
buffer may be reduced to no less than 20 feet provided that design alternatives that 
maximize the buffer width are utilized; or 

b. Where the only building site is not located entirely within the required buffer; no 
alternative building site, size, or design is feasible to accommodate the development 
entirely outside of the required buffer; no new adverse impacts to the ESHA will 
occur; and the reduced buffer would provide equivalent protection of the biological 
integrity of the ESHA given the site-specific characteristics of the resource and of the 
type and intensity of disturbance, as conclusively demonstrated by a qualified 
biologist to the satisfaction of the City and all jurisdictional regulatory agencies; the 
buffer may be reduced to no less than 50 feet.” 
 

What does the Coastal Commission consider to be a minimum entitlement?  What is the value 
of a single lot that has no power, water, sewer, or roads?  Can you put a Tiny Home on it?  A 
yurt? 

 
 

Page 6-42 Policy 6-40 Permitted Uses in Wetlands includes Public Trails, and Policy 6-42 
Permitted Uses in Wetland Buffer Zones also includes Public Trails. This is inconsistent with 
Coastal Act policies. 
 
There are numerous references in Chapter 6 to “the Planning Area”.  This term should be 
deleted and “City Limits” (or similar term) should be substituted. 
 
New policy that allows sub-areas of a PD to be developed -  
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5 Zillow.com statistics for December 2020. 
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