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AGENDA 

CITY OF HALF MOON BAY
PLANNING COMMISSION 

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 24, 2019

7:00 PM

 

        This agenda contains a brief description of each item to be considered. Those wishing to address the
Planning Commission on any matter not listed on the Agenda, but within the jurisdiction of the Planning
Commission to resolve, may come forward to the podium during the Public Forum portion of the Agenda
and will have a maximum of three minutes to discuss their item. Those wishing to speak on an agenda item
are asked to fill out a speaker card. Speaker(s) will be called forward at the appropriate time during the
agenda item in consideration.

Please Note: Please Provide a Copy of Prepared Presentations to the Clerk

        Copies of written documentation relating to each item of business on the Agenda are on file in the
Office of the City Clerk at City Hall and the Half Moon Bay Library where they are available for public
inspection. If requested, the agenda shall be available in appropriate alternative formats to persons with a
disability, as required by Section 202 of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. Sec. 12132.)
Information may be obtained by calling 650-726-8271.

        In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, special assistance for participation in this
meeting can be obtained by contacting the City Clerk’s Office at 650-726-8271. A 48-hour notification will
enable the City to make reasonable accommodations to ensure accessibility to this meeting (28 CFR 35.102-
35.104 ADA Title II).

http://hmbcity.com/

MEETING WILL CONCLUDE BY 10:30 PM UNLESS OTHERWISE EXTENDED BY SIMPLE MAJORITY VOTE OF THE
PLANNING COMMISSION.
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CORRESPONDENCE

Correspondence (submitted after Agenda Packet was posted, but before end of
09.10.2019 PC Meeting)
Memo to PC for 9.24.19 LUP Study Session

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE AND ROLL CALL

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Minutes
MINUTES 09.10.2019

PUBLIC COMMENT

1. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS

1.A Local Coastal Land Use Plan Update – Study Session
Receive a presentation from staff regarding the major topics of comments on the draft
Land Use Plan (LUP) Update received by the public and the Planning Commission to
date; hold a public comment forum; conduct a discussion and provide direction to staff.
STAFF REPORT

ATTACHMENT 1 - Public Comments

1.B
CITY FILE No. PDP-19-035

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 1) Receive an update on the Poplar Beach Gateways Plan;
and

2) Adopt a resolution approving PDP-19-035, an application for a Coastal Development
Permit as a follow-up to emergency CDPS #PDP-18-092 and PDP-19-024 to construct
safety and drainage improvements including installation of wooden steps anchored by
metal stakes, a cable handrail, a stepped concrete landing, and a 6-inch-deep drainage
V-ditch with minor grading and compaction at the existing beach access ramp for
Poplar Beach

STAFF REPORT

ATTACHMENT 1 - Resolution

ATTACHMENT 2 - Plans

ATTACHMENT 3 - Environmental Checklist

ATTACHMENT 4 - Emergency Pipe CDP PDP-18-092

ATTACHMENT 5 - Emergency CDP PDP-19-024 Poplar Safety Fencing

DIRECTOR'S REPORT
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https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/438633/Memo_to_PC_for_9.24.19_LUP_study_session.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/434880/Draft_PC_Minutes_09.10.2019_JDE.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/434878/9.24.19_PC_Staff_Report.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/434879/Attachment_1_Public_Comment_Letters.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/434868/PC_Staff_Report_Poplar_Stairs_PDP-19-035.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/434869/Attachment_1_Draft_resolution_PDP-19-035.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/434870/Attachment_2_-_Project_Plans.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/434871/Attachment_3_-_Environmental_Checklist.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/434872/Attachment_4_-_Emergency_CDP_PDP-18-092_Poplar_drainage_pipe.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/434873/Attachment_5_-_Emergency_CDP_PDP-19-024_Poplar_safety_fencing_signed.pdf


PLANNING COMMISSION COMMUNICATIONS

ADJOURNMENT
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Community Development Department  
 

Jill Dever Ekas, AICP, Director  
 

 

 

Date: September 23, 2019 

To: Honorable Chair and Planning Commissioners 

From: Jill Ekas, Community Development Director 

 Brittney Cozzolino, Associate Planner 

 

Subject:  September 24, 2019 Local Coastal Land Use Plan Study Session 

 

This memo is intended to provide the Planning Commission with a written letter received by California 

Coastal Commission (CCC) staff on the City’s Land Use Plan (LUP) update after the staff report was 

published for the September 24, 2019 study session. Your staff appreciates the opportunity to respond 

to this correspondence, as the letter includes suggestions for several changes to the draft plan as well as 

points that need additional clarification. The letter is attached and annotated with numbering by your 

staff to correspond to the responses below. In order to provide the Planning Commission and staff with 

additional time to understand and consider the suggestions contained in this letter, staff recommends 

holding a follow-up study session on October 8, 2019.  

1. Introduction/Purpose. City staff are appreciative of the time that CCC staff is taking to review 

this document. For a local jurisdiction that is entirely within the coastal zone, the LUP update 

will play a major role in development review and coastal resource protection in Half Moon Bay. 

 

2. Early Coordination. As mentioned in the letter, City staff have been dedicated to coordinating 

with CCC staff early and often on the progress of the LUP update. At a regular coordination 

meeting on December 6, 2018, City staff provided CCC staff with the draft LUP chapters that had 

gone out for public review (Agriculture, Coastal Access and Recreation, Natural Resources, 

Coastal Hazards, Cultural Resources, and Scenic and Visual Resources) as well as an overview of 

the administrative draft Development Chapter that was published on December 19, 2018. Since 

that time, City staff have provided CCC staff with the public draft chapters as they were 

published and have had several phone calls and meetings to discuss high-level policy intent and 

initial reactions. CCC staff have also provided specific line edits on four draft chapters to date, 

including Coastal Access and Recreation, Coastal Hazards, Cultural Resources, and Scenic and 

Visual Resources, and have offered additional specific comments on the remaining chapters as 

noted in the attached letter.  

 

3. Document Length. City staff are welcoming of CCC staff’s input to cut down on the overall 

length and background information in the LUP update. It was our understanding that the 
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community desired a plan with narrative that supported the policies and recognize that this can 

sometimes be in the form of a snapshot in time. City staff also recognize that this LUP update 

includes policies that go beyond the scope of Coastal Act requirements in an effort to have a 

single, cohesive document that would act as a Land Use Plan as well as a General Plan Land Use 

Element. This approach was supported by the Planning Commission and the public, but it is 

certainly not the only option. City staff are comfortable pulling the more programmatic policies 

out into a separate Land Use Element or other optional General Plan element that would be 

independent of but complementary to the LUP and recommend that the Planning Commission 

consider this option. As suggested by CCC staff, the LUP could also be shortened by moving the 

background information on special status species in the Natural Resources chapter to an 

appendix. There are several other components of the draft LUP that could be shifted into a 

separate General Plan element and City staff will be prepared to highlight several of these 

options at the October 8, 2019 study session. These types of adjustments would result in a more 

streamlined LUP document that focuses on implementing the Coastal Act and may reduce the 

need for future LCP amendments on topics that are not specifically under the purview of the 

Coastal Commission. City staff will also be checking for policy redundancy for the revised final 

draft, now that the whole document is complete and public comment is being taken under 

consideration. City staff have previously communicated these general comments to the Planning 

Commission in staff reports and at meetings on the LUP update.  

 

4. Planned Development (PD) Construct. City staff are appreciative of the input from CCC staff on 

reducing and simplifying the application of the PD land use designation. While the CCC staff 

report for the City’s 2013 LCP grant does mention that the many PD areas create difficulties for 

development review, CCC staff had not previously suggested master planning the PD 

designations through this LUP update process. City staff is happy to discuss what master 

planning the PDs would entail if the Planning Commission has questions about this. City staff’s 

intent with the draft Development Chapter was to provide a more realistic look at the densities 

and intensities of permitted land uses in PD areas after identifying development constraints to 

provide better guidance for master planning. City staff also proposed several PD re-designations 

in this draft LUP update already, including Guerrero Avenue, Public Facilities, Pilarcitos West 

Urban Reserve, Stoloski/Gonzalez, and parts of Pacific Ridge and North Wavecrest, as well as 

fallback zone policies for several other substantially undeveloped PDs. City staff believe there 

are opportunities for considering re-designation of several other developed PDs, but that 

several substantially undeveloped PDs would not benefit from re-designation for a number of 

reasons discussed in more detail in Response #5. City staff also believe that replacing the Urban 

Reserve and Open Space Reserve designations is not aligned with interests of the landowners in 

these land use designations, and that the draft LUP update has proposed several opportunities 

for supporting agriculture and horticulture operations while protecting prime agriculture soils 

without imposing land use changes, as discussed in more detail in Response #6.  

 

5. PD Designation Alternatives. CCC staff provide several constructive alternatives in lieu of 

completely removing and replacing the PD land use designations. In response to the first 

suggestion, City staff agree that it is possible and appropriate to re-designate the developed PDs 
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into the appropriate designation that reflects their actual land use as mentioned in the staff 

report for this study session. There are also several substantially undeveloped PDs that could be 

either re-designated or have required fallback zoning once master planning occurs. Finally, there 

are several substantially undeveloped PDs that staff recommends keeping in the PD land use 

designation due to the need for flexible master planning, challenges with multiple parcels under 

separate private ownership, and the desire to provide opportunity for internal transfer of 

development rights. These three categories of PDs are detailed below for further consideration.  

 

a. Developed PDs that could be re-designated: 

i. Casa Mira: Residential – Medium Density  

ii. Main Street Park: Residential – Medium Density 

iii. Pacific Ridge: Residential – Low Density  

iv. South Wavecrest: Commercial - Visitor Serving  

v. Andreotti: Commercial – General (Stone Pine Shopping Center), Residential – 

Medium Density (Cypress Cove townhomes), and Light Industrial (vacant 

Highway 92-fronting parcels) 

vi. Ocean Colony: This may require a new residential land use designation that 

considers consistency with Ocean Colony’s CC&Rs. There are several parcels 

fronting Highway 1 that could be considered for Commercial – General, 

Commercial – Visitor Serving, or Residential – Medium or High Density as 

applicable. City staff note that during development of the LUP update, staff 

addressed the potential for these types of changes at a Planning Commission 

study session and was met with concern from Ocean Colony landowners.  

vii. Matteucci: This PD has several parcels that are well over the minimum lot size of 

the R-1 B-3 zone, which is Half Moon Bay’s lowest density residential zoning. 

Staff recommends considering creating a large-lot rural residential land use 

designation that could allow for additional uses such as agriculture and 

equestrian use. This could also be applicable to other areas of the City, including 

the Carter Hill PD and the area previously considered for the Dolores PD.  

 

b. Substantially undeveloped PDs that could be re-designated: 

i. South Downtown Gateway: Staff considered this PD for re-designation while 

drafting the Development Chapter, but did not want to pre-suppose the parcel’s 

land use as there is an active application for developing this site. However, the 

PD could be re-designated either Commercial – General or Commercial – Visitor 

Serving as consistent with the permitted land uses in the PD and with the 

commercial land use node at this southern end of the Town Center.  

ii. Carter Hill: The parcel owned by Coastside County Water District could be re-

designated as Public Facilities. The other parcels could be considered for the 

large-lot rural residential land use described for Matteucci above.  

iii. Nurserymen’s Exchange: As this PD only has four parcels and two different 

owners, it could be considered for residential, commercial, and/or mixed-use 

land use designations. However, as the PD is fairly large and has several site 
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constraints including steep slopes, a riparian corridor, and surrounding high fire 

zones, the PD designation may be more beneficial for flexible site planning.  

 

c. Substantially undeveloped PDs that staff recommends retaining in PD designations: 

i. Surf Beach/Dunes Beach 

ii. Venice Beach 

iii. West of Railroad  

iv. North Wavecrest 

v. Podesta 

vi. Stone Pine Public Facilities and Conservation Corridor 

 

As was noted in the staff report, the draft concepts for the Upper Grandview and Glencree PD 

and Dolores PD are not intended to be brought forward in the final revised draft.  

 

6. Re-designating Reserve Lands. City staff understands CCC staff’s intent to have land use 

designations reflect the actual or envisioned land use of properties in Urban Reserve and Open 

Space Reserve, and the intent of reducing the amount of “placeholder” land use designations in 

the City. However, City staff believe that re-designating these lands would not align with the 

intent to provide agricultural landowners with flexibility and with the need to delay conversion 

of these lands to a PD designation in order to first prioritize infill and Town Center development. 

Under the City’s existing LUP, the Urban Reserve and Open Space Reserve are intended to 

remain available for agricultural, horticultural, and open space uses until such time that other 

lands designated for development are substantially built out. At that time, these lands could be 

considered for a PD designation. To support this existing policy and the continued viability of 

agricultural operations, City staff proposed a new Agriculture land use designation in the draft 

LUP update. This designation is intended to be available to agricultural landowners as an option, 

not a requirement, to remain in an agricultural land use if such land comes under a Williamson 

Act contract or an affirmative agricultural easement or if the landowner seeks the designation 

for other reasons. City staff believe that the draft update includes policies that are supportive of 

the agricultural operations and protective of the prime soils through allowances for 

supplemental uses such as agritourism and produce stands as well as application of the Priority 

Housing Overlay to provide farmworker housing. In lieu of re-designating these lands into the 

new Agriculture designation, it is City staff’s opinion that replacing these lands with a PD 

designation per CCC staff’s suggestion would be contrary to the community’s desire to support 

the City’s agricultural operations and farming culture, would facilitate conversion of prime 

agricultural land to non-agricultural uses ahead of areas more appropriate for such 

development, and would conflict with City Council’s direction to prioritize development in the 

Town Center. Staff is considering other options for addressing this comment and will update the 

Planning Commission at the October 8, 2019 meeting.  

 

7. Level of detail in the PDs. City staff agree that there are opportunities for adjustments to the PD 

policies to allow sufficient master planning flexibility, and notes that there is consistency in this 

suggestion with several of the comment letters from PD landowners. As the existing LUP 
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contains a similar level of detail with an estimated maximum development for each PD, City staff 

would like to better understand how such reduced specificity would affect the maximum 

theoretical buildout projections and public infrastructure planning. City staff have expressed this 

concern to CCC staff and look forward to collaborating with them further on this topic.    

 

8. ESHA Buffers. As City staff has previously brought to the Planning Commission’s attention, CCC 

staff recommend simplifying the ESHA buffer requirements by setting minimum buffer 

requirements and allowing buffers to be adjusted on a case-by-case basis based on evidence 

provided by a site-specific biological assessment. City staff concur that there are opportunities 

to simplify the ESHA buffers in a manner that does not loosen any protection of sensitive habitat 

areas. City staff are actively working on a revised final draft that addresses these concerns and 

welcomes any additional input from the Planning Commission.  

 

9. Hazards Chapter Re-organization. City staff appreciate the input from CCC staff on re-organizing 

the Coastal Hazards chapter to group the narrative and policies by hazards that occur due to the 

ocean-shoreline interface (i.e. bluff erosion, tsunamis, wave run-up, seawater intrusion, sea 

level rise) and hazards that do not involve or rely on shoreline processes (i.e. fires, earthquakes, 

liquefaction, flooding, sedimentation). Again, City staff are actively working on a revised final 

draft that addresses these concerns and welcome any additional input from the Planning 

Commission. 

 

10. Agriculture Protections. City staff have discussed this input with CCC staff at a high level and will 

be working to address these concerns in the revised final draft. We note that since the 

Agriculture chapter was released, City staff have been working with the Farm Bureau and other 

affected property owners and have already prepared a detailed erratum that may address some 

of CCC staff’s interests.  

 

11. Public Works Chapter. City staff have not had the chance to discuss the draft Public Works 

chapter with CCC staff in much detail and would like additional clarification on these comments. 

It seems that a more detailed discussion would be beneficial prior to revising the draft chapter, 

as the City’s limited public services are certainly a major topic of concern for the CCC, the City, 

and the City’s residents.  

 

City staff will continue to work with CCC staff on these concepts and ways to respond to their 

suggestions that harmonize with community needs for the final revised draft. Staff will provide an 

overview of the CCC staff input at the September 24, 2019 study session and will return with additional 

clarification and recommendations at the October 8, 2019 study session.  

 

Attachments: 

1. Letter from CCC staff dated September 23, 2019 
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September 10, 2019 
Planning Commission Minutes  
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MINUTES 

CITY OF HALF MOON BAY PLANNING COMMISSION  

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 10, 2019 

EMERGENCY OPERATIONS CENTER (EOC) / 537 KELLY AVENUE 
 
Chair Holt called the meeting to order at 7:02 PM 
 
PRESENT: Chair Holt, Commissioners Benjamin, Hernandez, Ruddock and Polgar 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE AND ROLL CALL 

Chair Holt led the Pledge of Allegiance.  
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Minutes: August 27, 2019  
M/S: Benjamin/Hernandez 
Approved: 4-0-1 (Commissioner Polgar abstained. She was absent at the 08.27.2019 meeting) 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
None 
 
1.A -  2019 Working Draft Downtown Parking Assessment – Receive a report summarizing a working 
draft Downtown Parking Assessment prepared this summer by the Public Works and City Manager’s 
Office interns. 
 
Ryan Anderson, Public Works Summer Intern and Cal Poly Student gave a presentation to the 
Planning Commission.  
  
PUBLIC COMMENT 
Carole Black, resident – would like the City to consider Sunday morning parking, as well as 
Saturday and Sunday evening. She suggested that this look especially at Stone Pine Center area, 
because church parking is heavy until 1-2:00 pm; and to make sure to consider adequate 
parking for events in the area.  
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PLANNING COMMISSION COMMENTS 

• Great start of data gathering and presentation, the City will get value out of it.  

• It was confirmed that school samples were taken when school was in session.  
 
Planning Commission acknowledged receiving the report.  
 

1B   PROJECT DESCRIPTION: An application for a Coastal Development and Architectural Review 
to allow the construction of a new 7,979 square foot triplex with subterranean parking, site 
and frontage improvements on a 7,440 square-foot site 

CITY FILE: PDP-18-076 
LOCATION: 219, 221, 223 Pilarcitos Avenue 
APN: 056-141-330 
APPLICANT: Kritjan Higdon, Ruiying Zhang / James and Dolores Babich 
PROJECT PLANNER: Scott Phillips; 650-726-8299; sphillips@hmbcity.com 

  
Scott Phillips, Associate Planner gave a presentation to the Planning Commission. 
 
 
Planning Commission Clarifying Questions for Staff: 
Q: Are there alternatives to street trees? 
A: Staff explained that there are no street trees in the neighborhood; there is not a lot of 
sidewalk width and noted that tree grates not consistent with the neighborhood context; 
encouraged wider sidewalks to improve the pedestrian link between Hatch Elementary School 
and the bridge over Pilarcitos Creek at Oak Avenue Park. 
Q: What is the open space square feet on the project? 
A:  Staff (and later the applicant) reviewed the project’s open space and noted the table on the 
plans; it was confirmed that the driveway is not included as part of the open space provisions. 
Q: Why weren’t story poles required? 
A: Story poles are required in the visual resource corridor; however, in this case there is no view 
of the project from Highway 1. The motel blocks all views from the highway. 
Q: Did any of the neighbors contact City Staff about this project? 
A: No 
Q: What about the water table in this location? Flooding? 
A: The project engineer commented about the flood protection design measures. 
Q: Was the project noticed via mail? 
A: Yes, 300 feet for owners and 100 feet for occupants. The site was also posted, and an ad was 
placed in the Half Moon Bay Review.  
 
Jason Silva, applicant – worked with staff  to get to this point; wanted to support need for 
rental housing; sees the need for parking in the neighborhood; units will be rentals; maximized 
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both on and off street parking; included front porches and BBQ to compliment the 
neighborhood; it’s a unique place. 
 
Casey Coverdell, Blue Sky Designs – Presented the design goals for the landscaping:  1) water 
conserving; 2) low maintenance; 3) pleasing to the neighborhood. Majority native plant palette 
is used on this project, artificial turf is low maintenance and easy to clean and safe for children 
to play on. 
 
Planning Commission Clarifying Questions for the Applicant: 
The Commission asked about the existing willow tree, specifications about the artificial turf, 
and the storm capacity of the on-site drainage infrastructure.  
 
The applicant confirmed that the willow tree is intended to be retained and that tree protection 
measures will be incorporated; the turf has a fifteen year life, is pervious, safe, and a Bay Area 
made produce, and is proposed to cover about 500 square feet; and that the storm frequency 
design standard is for a 10 year, 2 hour event with approximately 30% additional capacity. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT: 

1) Ellen Gartside, neighboring resident – most logical location for high density housing; 
walking distance to stores; likes the underground parking; need more long term rental 
opportunity. 

 
Planning Commission Comments: 

• Design: Thoughtful overall, supportive of family oriented in size, fits well in the 
neighborhood and the environment, metal balcony grates omitted, sense of texture of 
the project from the renderings 

• Site Plan:  Appreciate wider sidewalks 

• Parking:  Likes EV, underground parking ok in the area, bike parking will be a great 
addition 

• Landscaping: Happy with proposed plantings, artificial turf is fine, open patio nice, 
worried about the willow surviving, staff to work on tree protection and/or replacement 

• Flooding:  Several units in the area have not had problems with flooding; while others 
have; make sure that City Engineer reviews this for Building Permit 

 
Motion as written in the staff report with the following additions made with the following: 
 

• Addition the following revision to Finding 4. on pages 3-4 of Exhibit A.  
4. Zoning Provisions – The development is consistent with the use limitations and property 
development standards of the base district as well as the other requirements of the Zoning 
Ordinance.  
Evidence: The proposed triplex conforms to all applicable requirements of the R-3, Multi-
Family Residential Zoning District, which allows multi-family residential uses. The proposed 
setbacks, lot coverage, height, parking and open space meet the requirements of the R-3 
Zoning District for Substandard Lots. In addition, section 18.06.050 Exceptions to 16
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Development Standards, H. Exceptions for Large Rental Units, provides an exception that 
allows the triplex to exceed the 28-foot height limit provided for substandard lots. As a 
result, the proposed triplex is consistent with all development standards and other 
requirements and other relevant provisions of the Zoning Code. 

• Add additional raceway in parking area for future electric vehicle charges for all spaces. 
 
M/S: Benjamin/Ruddock 
VOTE: 5-0 
 
DIRECTOR REPORT 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION COMMUNICATIONS 
 
ADJOURNMENT 

M/S: Hernandez/Benjamin 
Motion Carried: unanimous  
Meeting adjourned: 8:46pm 

 
Respectfully Submitted:    Approved: 
 
 
____________________________   _________________________________ 
Bridget Jett, Planning Analyst                        Brian Holt, Chair   
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BUSINESS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
 OF THE CITY OF HALF MOON BAY 

 
AGENDA REPORT 

 
For meeting of: September 24, 2019  

 
TO:  Honorable Chair and Planning Commissioners  
 
FROM:  Jill Ekas, Community Development Director 

Brittney Cozzolino, Associate Planner 
  
TITLE: Local Coastal Land Use Plan Update – Study Session  
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Receive a presentation from staff regarding the major topics of comments on the draft Land Use 
Plan (LUP) Update received by the public and the Planning Commission to date; hold a public 
comment forum; conduct a discussion and provide direction to staff. 
 
BACKGROUND 
This study session is one in a series of meetings with the Planning Commission for the purpose of 
receiving and providing input on public draft chapters of the LUP.  
 
The 2018-19 draft LUP Update is now complete. Most of the updated chapters have been 
available since October 30th, 2018, and staff has been actively meeting with members of the 
public, holding Planning Commission study sessions, and collecting written comments since that 
time. With completion of the full draft document as of July 30th, 2019, a 45-day public comment 
period was established and ended on September 13th, 2019. This staff report provides a summary 
of the primary topics addressed by public comments on the 2018-19 draft LUP Update.   
 
DISCUSSION 
The 2018-19 draft LUP Update provides a policy framework for development and coastal 
resource protection in Half Moon Bay over the next twenty years. Primary goals and major 
changes from the existing LUP include supporting a vibrant Town Center; facilitating a diverse 
range of affordable housing options; supporting the continuation of community agriculture, 
updating Planned Development policies based on recent habitat mapping and other land use 
constraints; and emphasizing sustainability and resilience through climate adaptation planning.  
 
Comments received on the draft LUP update range from site-specific remarks to overarching 
thoughts on larger land areas or new policies and programs. Commenters include private 
landowners, representatives of environmental and developer groups, local and state agency staff 
members, and other interested Half Moon Bay residents. The majority of comments are related 
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to Chapter 2. Development, particularly to the substantially undeveloped Planned Developments 
(PDs). The major topics and related comments are summarized below.  
 
Major Topics of Public Comment 
 
Planned Developments 

• Concern with level of detail for permitted development in substantially undeveloped PDs 

• Preference of landowners in proposed Dolores and Upper Grandview PDs to remain in 
residential zoning 

• Concern with level of flexibility in PD master planning process 

• Consideration of additional land uses for Carter Hill PD 

• Request to remove PD diagrams 

• Concern about details and implementation of lot retirement and transfer of development 
rights programs 

• Interest in and concern about low-impact camping as a permitted use in the North 
Wavecrest PD 

 
Private Property Considerations 

• Concern with “down-zoning” 

• Support for meaningful options for continued economic viability of agriculture, 
agriculture-related, and horticulture operations 

• Concern with implications of managed retreat and shoreline protection policies 

• Concern with development potential of parcels located within ESHA or ESHA buffers 
 
Affordable Housing Policies 

• Concern with size limit for new single-family residences in PDs 

• Overall support for the Priority Housing Overlay, but request for additional details about 
where and who it applies to 

• Concern about affordable housing definitions, diversity, and feasibility of development 

• Support for allowing accessory dwelling units in PDs 
 

Infrastructure Constraints 

• Support for recycled water facilities 

• Need for additional water connections to serve residential development 

• Concern with effective implementation of Coastal Act Section 30254: non-priority 
residential development should not preclude the ability to provide public works services 
to priority land uses.  

• Need for additional incentives to prioritize development in the Town Center  
 
Residential Quality of Life 

• Need for more senior housing and “age in place” support 

• Need for creation of more local jobs and more housing for the local workforce to reduce 
traffic problems and support local economy 
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• Need for a more dedicated community recreation facility 

• Support for roundabouts and other traffic calming measures 

• Concern about contribution of new large hotel developments to existing traffic problems 

• Concern about short-term rental uses and effects on neighborhoods 
 
Boundaries and Sphere of Influence 

• Annexation considerations: Moonridge, parcels north of Sam’s Chowder House, parcels 
fronting Highway 92 east of City limits 

• Challenges of overlapping service district boundaries and coordination with the San 
Mateo County Midcoast LCP 

• Note that any boundary changes must comply with LAFCo policies and regulations  
 
Natural Resources 

• Clarification of “grandfathered” locations where habitat buffer requirements changed 

• ESHA map edit requests: Ocean Colony irrigation ponds, Branscomb Farms ESHA and 
Potential ESHA 

• Inclusion of low-impact camping as a “resource-dependent use” 
 
Coastal Commission Staff Input 
As discussed at previous study sessions, City staff has been coordinating with Coastal Commission 
staff throughout the LUP update process to address any Coastal Act conflicts or concerns with 
the proposed policies early on. The LUP has the difficult charge of protecting coastal resources 
as mandated by the Coastal Act, while providing sufficient housing units as mandated by State 
law and other developments or needs prioritized by the community. As this LUP update has 
developed iteratively over the past several years, the plan has reached a maximum buildout 
projection that is significantly lower than that allowed under the existing LUP but still identifies 
major infrastructure constraints. Particularly in the substantially undeveloped PDs, there is 
tension between the need to avoid development in sensitive habitat or hazardous areas and the 
desire of property owners to have flexibility with land uses and densities.  
 
One of Coastal Commission staff’s primary concerns is the level of specificity and amount of 
allowed development in PDs where such habitat, hazards, and infrastructure constraints exist. 
Commission staff has recommended deleting much of the specificity of potentially allowed uses 
in the undeveloped PDs, and instead having the landowners be subject to the master planning 
process and a future LUP amendment to flush out the development and resource protection 
details. While several PD landowners also commented with similar concerns on the LUP update’s 
level of specificity in PD policies, City staff notes that the maximum development estimates 
provide a way to evaluate the plan’s performance over the planning horizon and through 
maximum theoretical buildout with respect to availability of public works infrastructure. Staff 
also notes that the Planning Commission concurred with the level of specificity in the draft PD 
policies at the March 26, 2019 LUP study session after going through an exercise of how the 
updated PD policies would apply to a substantially undeveloped PD.  
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Other comments received from Coastal Commission staff are summarized here as follows: 
 

• Need for a clearer vision statement for each of the undeveloped PDs 

• Have the PD land use designation only apply to the remaining undeveloped PDs 

• Overall truncating of the LUP by deleting or moving background information to 
appendices – for example, Tables 6-1 and 6-2 can be an appendix 

• Simplification of the ESHA types and buffer requirements 

• Clarification on the definition and application of “redevelopment” and “existing 
structure” with respect to hazard setbacks and shoreline protection 

• Re-organize Coastal Hazards chapter to clarify what hazards occur at the shoreline and 
what hazards occur inland 

• Update of sea level rise projections in Table 7-2 to reflect most recent Coastal Commission 
and Ocean Protection Council sea level rise guidance documents 

• Enhance provision of lower-cost visitor-serving accommodations 

• Ensure consistency with the Coastal Commission’s recent tribal consultation and 
environmental justice policy guidance 

• Clarification of terms and definitions for different kinds of visual resources  
 

Staff Responses 
Staff is working on preparing responses to all public comment received and anticipates providing 
these responses based on Planning Commission direction at this study session for the next 
scheduled meeting on the LUP update. Given the comments received so far and the direction 
given by the Planning Commission at previous study sessions, staff proposes the following 
changes be made for the final draft of Chapter 2. Development: 
 

• Keep Dolores and Upper Grandview and Glencree in residential land use 

• Delete PD diagrams 

• Consider re-designating some of the developed PDs, with re-zoning to follow  
o Casa Mira, Main Street Park, and Pacific Ridge PDs to residential land use 
o Andreotti PD (referred to as the Stone Pine/Cypress Cove PD in the draft update) 

to residential, general commercial, and light industrial land uses 
o South Wavecrest to visitor-serving commercial land use 

• Consider additional land uses for some of the substantially undeveloped PDs 
o Stone Pine Public Works and Conservation Corridor PD: light industrial and 

agricultural uses 
o Carter Hill PD: hillside-appropriate agriculture uses, such as viticulture 

• Provide clarification on the PD master planning process for establishing maximum 
allowed development 

• Include agricultural and agricultural-compatible uses protecting prime soils in the net land 
area PD policy (Policy 2-87) 

• Provide clarification on the Priority Housing Overlay with respect to where and who it 
applies to, and consider using the overlay where live-work developments can occur such 
as in Light Industrial land uses 
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Additional details on these anticipated changes will be provided at the study session. Of note, 
City staff has been discussing options for applying the Priority Housing Overlay in County-owned 
Regional Public Recreation land with County Parks staff.  
 
SUMMARY  
Next steps include incorporating the Planning Commission’s direction on revisions for the 2018-
19 draft LUP Update for a final draft document. Progress on the final draft will be brought to the 
Planning Commission for a joint study session with City Council on October 29, 2019.  
 
 
 
Attachments: 
Public Comment Letters 
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ATTACHMENT 1 
Public Comment Letters 
 
 
 
Public Comment Letter Index 
 
Bob McComb, resident………………………………………………………………………………………………………………1 
Bruce Russell on behalf of Kenmark Real Estate Group, Inc. ……………………………………………………..2 
Carole Black, resident………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..6 
EMC Planning Group on behalf of Steven Weed and Surf Beach Partners………………………………….8 
Fanny Yang on behalf of State Coastal Conservancy…………………………………………………………………34 
Gina Zari on behalf of San Mateo County Association of Realtors…………………………………………….35 
Helen Wolter on behalf of Committee for Green Foothills……………………………………………………….41 
Janice Solimeno, resident…………………………………………………………………………………………………………43 
John Callan on behalf of San Mateo Land Exchange…………………………………………………………………44 
Juliette Applewhite, resident……………………………………………………………………………………………………50 
KC Branscomb, resident……………………………………………………………………………………………………………51 
Lennie Roberts on behalf of Committee for Green Foothills…………………………………………………….62 
Mary Rogren on behalf of Coastside County Water District……………………………………………………..81 
Paul Grigorieff, resident…………………………………………………………………………………………………………..83 
Peter Ingram on behalf of Half Moon Bay Conservation and Development Partners, Ltd. ………87 
Peter and Elizabeth Smith, residents………………………………………………………………………………………..93 
Prafulaben Patel, landowner……………………………………………………………………………………………………98 
Rob Bartoli on behalf of Local Agency Formation Commission……………………………………………….101  
Roy Salume, resident……………………………………………………………………………………………………………..103 
Sara Polgar, resident………………………………………………………………………………………………………………111 
Steve Wilson on behalf of Terri and Dino Andreotti……………………………………………………………….115 
Steven Weed on behalf of Surf Beach Partners, LP and V.G. Investments………………………………117 
Suzan Suer, resident………………………………………………………………………………………………………………122 
Thomas Carey, landowner and on behalf of Helen Carey, landowner…………………………………….124 
Warren Wolfeld, resident………………………………………………………………………………………………………137 
William Walter on behalf of undeveloped lot owners in the Grandview Terrace Subdivision…138 
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BUSINESS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
 OF THE CITY OF HALF MOON BAY 

 
AGENDA REPORT 

 
For meeting of: September 24, 2019  

 
TO:  Honorable Chair and Planning Commissioners  
 
FROM:  Jill Ekas, Community Development Director 

Brittney Cozzolino, Associate Planner 
  
TITLE: Poplar Beach Gateways Plan Update 

Coastal Development Permit, File No. PDP-19-035 for Poplar Beach Access Ramp 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
RECOMMENDATION 

1. Receive an update on the Poplar Beach Gateways Plan; and  
2. Adopt a resolution approving PDP-19-035, an application for a Coastal Development 

Permit as a follow-up to emergency CDPS #PDP-18-092 and PDP-19-024 to construct 
safety and drainage improvements including installation of wooden steps anchored by 
metal stakes, a cable handrail, a stepped concrete landing, and a 6-inch-deep drainage V-
ditch with minor grading and compaction at the existing beach access ramp for Poplar 
Beach, based upon the Findings and Evidence contained in Exhibit A of the Draft 
Resolution, and subject to the Conditions of Approval in Exhibit B.  

 
POPLAR BEACH GATEWAYS PLAN UPDATE 
The City-owned land around Poplar Beach includes the beach and blufftop park area that 
contains a public parking lot, a segment of the California Coastal Trail, and a graded dirt access 
ramp down to the sandy beach area. This is a very popular coastal access and recreation area 
heavily used by pedestrians, bicyclists, and beachgoers. The City’s 2019 Parks Master Plan 
identifies the blufftop area above Poplar Beach as “a passive park designed for enjoyment of 
nature and the views to the ocean, with access to the beach below the bluffs.” 
 
The City has been studying this area for some time to come up with a long-term plan for access 
and recreation improvements, called the “Poplar Beach Gateways Plan.” This is a significant 
Capital Improvements Program (CIP) project that represents the City’s investment in actively and 
effectively managing this blufftop area to enhance user experience and protect natural 
resources. The City has been engaging with a variety of consultants to assess erosion and 
drainage conditions, biological sensitivity, and community input for developing the Poplar Beach 
Gateways Plan. The long-term project goals are to protect and enhance the park’s natural 
resources, plan for sea level rise adaptation with bluff stabilization and managed retreat of the 
Coastal Trail, and enhance access and recreation opportunities throughout the park for all users.    
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While planning for these long-term improvements, the need for more immediate safety and 
drainage improvements to take place has arisen. The coastal bluffs are highly vulnerable to 
erosion, both from wave run-up and storm surges at the bluff toe and from concentrated 
stormwater runoff, devegetation, and informal trail use along the bluff top (Half Moon Bay 
Coastal Trail Existing Conditions and Trail Planning Recommendations report by NCE, 2017). 
Heavy 2018-19 winter storm events exacerbated these conditions and further destabilized the 
bluff edge. As a result, the City issued two emergency coastal development permits (CDPs) to 
prevent drainage and safety issues along the actively eroding bluff edge. The first permitted 
replacement of an existing significantly eroding drainage pipe running beneath the Coastal Trail 
and daylighting at the bluff face (Attachment 4, PDP-18-092), and the second permitted 
installation of temporary safety fencing along the western side of the Coastal Trail (Attachment 
5, PDP-19-024).  
 
The following safety and drainage improvement project is proposed as a follow-up to these 
emergency CDP actions and as an interim solution to provide safe public beach access prior to 
implementation of the Poplar Beach Gateways Plan. The Gateways Plan will provide for more 
permanent beach access and drainage control improvements. City staff anticipates the first 
public draft of the Gateways Plan to be available for public review later this fall, with 
environmental review beginning in early 2020.  
 
POPLAR BEACH ACCESS SAFETY AND DRAINAGE IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT 
 

Summary of Project 

File Number  PDP-19-035 

Requested Permits/Approvals Coastal Development Permit 

Site Location Poplar Beach Blufftop Park/APN 064-410-010 

Applicant/Property Owner City of Half Moon Bay 

Project Planner Brittney Cozzolino; (650) 750-2014; 
bcozzolino@hmbcity.com  

Zoning District OS – P Open Space – Passive  

LCP Land Use Plan Designation Regional Public Recreation 

Water Service Not applicable to project  

Sewer Service (Sewer 
Authority Mid-Coast) 

Not applicable to project  

Environmental Determination Categorically Exempt pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Sections 
15301(c) 

Heritage Trees None in project footprint 

No tree protection plan required 

Story Poles  None 
required 

No Located in a Visual Resource Area?  

No Variance or Exception required? 

No Located in a largely undeveloped area? 
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Right of Appeal Any aggrieved person may appeal the Planning Commission’s 
decision to the City Council within ten (10) working days of 
the decision. 

The project is located within the Coastal Commission Appeals 
Jurisdiction; therefore, final City action is appealable to the 
Coastal Commission. 

 
  Figure 1.  Site Location  
 

 
  Figure 2.  Site Photo  

Project Area 
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Site and Surrounding Properties 
The project site is located at the western terminus of Poplar Street, at the beach access ramp down 
to Poplar Beach. The project site is surrounded by the Poplar Beach Blufftop Park, the California 
Coastal Trail, Poplar Beach and the Pacific Ocean, and the Poplar Beach public parking lot. The site is 
zoned Open Space – Passive (OS – P), a zoning designation that allows for public trails. The proposed 
improvements to the existing public beach access trail are consistent with principally permitted uses 
in this zone. Land use and zoning for properties surrounding the subject site are as follows: 
 

North Poplar Beach Blufftop Park OS – P Open Space Passive 

South County-owned open space OS-P Open Space Passive/ PUD Planned 
Unit Development 

East Poplar Beach public parking lot OS – P Open Space Passive 

West Poplar Beach and Pacific Ocean Open Space 

   
This area is heavily used by pedestrians, bicyclists, and beachgoers with its accessibility to the 
Coastal Trail, Poplar Beach, and the ocean. The subject site has historically been used for public 
beach parking and beach access, as evidenced by historic aerial images (Figure 3). The beach 
access ramp steeply follows the side of the cliff down to the sand level and can be difficult to 
utilize during wet weather events or for anyone with physical challenges or disabilities. This ramp 
has also been used for equestrian access in the past, primarily by the commercial recreation 
company called Sea Horse Ranch. Equestrian use is discussed further in the Public Access section 
below.  

 

 
Figure 3. Subject Site, 1972 (California Coastal Records Project, Image 7217102) 

 
Project Description 
The purpose of the project is to improve public safety on the existing steep unpaved path that 
provides access to Poplar Beach. An ancillary benefit will be improved erosion control and 
protection of the adjacent coastal bluff. The project consists of installing 24 wooden steps 

Access ramp 
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anchored by metal stakes along the existing unpaved beach access ramp with minor grading and 
compaction as needed to achieve a maximum 20% slope between steps. A stepped concrete 
landing will be constructed at the bottom of ramp to provide safe access to the sandy beach level 
at the foot of the ramp that is currently subject to seasonal grade changes. The bluff side of the 
accessway will include a cable handrail and a six-inch-deep V-ditch as shown on the project plans 
(Attachment 2) to provide improved safety and drainage. The V-ditch will be a natural compacted 
swale to minimize erosion potential and maintenance needs. The project is contained within the 
previously disturbed footprint of the existing access ramp and does not involve any expansion of 
the path, vegetation removal or disturbance on the blufftop or bluff face. Ramp grading and 
compaction will be done primarily by hand, with a small Bobcat used to install the concrete 
landing. There will be close to balanced grading with no more than 5 cubic yards of export. The 
City will employ standard construction best management practices established by the San 
Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board for water quality protection. These include 
erosion and sediment control measures. Construction staging and storage will be limited to 
within the adjacent paved parking area. Most of the work will be performed manually and will 
include only limited use of mechanized equipment.  

 

 
  Figure 4.  Step Detail 
 

 
ANALYSIS  
The key issues for this project are conformance with the General Plan/Local Coastal Land Use 
Plan, conformance with the Zoning Code/LCP Implementation Plan,1 and compliance with CEQA.  
 
Conformance with the General Plan/Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan 
The proposed development is consistent with the Regional Public Recreation General Plan/Local 
Coastal Land Use Plan designation. The existing beach access ramp provides regional public 
access and recreation opportunities, and the proposed development provides safety and 

 
1 The Zoning Code is part of the LCP Implementation Plan. 
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drainage improvements in order to enhance and preserve such public access and recreation 
opportunities.  
 
Conformance with the Zoning Code 
The existing public trail is a principally permitted use in the OS – P Open Space – Passive Zoning 
District. The existing beach access ramp is a public trail, and the proposed development provides 
safety and drainage improvements in order to enhance and preserve the use of the public trail. 
 
The Open Space – Passive Land Use regulations in Chapter 18.12 of the Municipal Code contain 
limited specific development standards that apply to this scope of work. The project proposes 
primarily at-grade safety and drainage improvements to the existing beach access ramp and does 
not involve any new facilities. New structures are limited to wooden steps, a cable handrail, and 
a concrete landing that are well under the maximum height requirement of sixteen feet from 
grade pursuant to Municipal Code Section 18.12.025(B). Municipal Code Section 18.12.030 
generally applies, and states:  
 

“All development occurring in or adjacent to coastal resource areas and 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas as defined in this title, the local coastal 
plan, and the general plan shall adhere to the applicable standards set forth 
therein.  Where a conflict occurs between the standards of this chapter and those 
applicable to coastal resources and environmentally sensitive habitat areas, the 
more restrictive shall apply.”  

 
Table 1 below identifies key Zoning Code/LCP Implementation Plan issues and their applicability 
to the subject site.  As indicated in the table and described further below, several coastal 
resource policies apply to the site and the proposed development, but all of these factors are 
either sufficiently avoided, addressed through conditions of approval, or both.  See additional 
discussion under Environmental Review below. 
 
   Table 2. Key Zoning Code/LCP Implementation Plan Topics 

  Topic  Applicability/Explanation 

Environmentally 
Sensitive Habitat Area  Yes  

The project site is located on a sea cliff and is in proximity 
to coastal terrace prairie habitat and the marine 
environment.  

Visual Resource Area  No 
The subject site is not located in a visual resource area 
as defined by Section 18.37.020 of the Zoning Code.  

Public Access Area 

 Yes 

 The subject site provides public beach access and Coastal 
Trail access. 

Coastal Hazard Area Yes 
The project site is located on a sea cliff and is subject to 
potential shoreline erosion and wave action.  
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Archaeological Resource 
Area  No 

Not in area of mapped or known resources. 

Historic Resources No  No historic resources exist on the site.   

 
 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat  
The following LCP policies and ordinances are applicable to this project as it relates to 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas: 
 

LUP Policy 3-3, Protection of Sensitive Habitats: 
(a) Prohibit any land use and/or development which would have significant adverse impacts 

on sensitive habitat areas. 
(b) Development in areas adjacent to sensitive habitats shall be sited and designed to prevent 

impacts that could significantly degrade the environmentally sensitive habitats. All uses 
shall be compatible with the maintenance of biological productivity of such areas. 

 
LUP Policy 3-19, Permitted Uses on Sea Cliffs: 
(a) Where nesting or roosting exists, permit only education and research activities.  
(b) Where nesting or roosting do not exist, permit only the following uses: (1) education and 

research, (2) limited foot paths, (3) limited recreational rock climbing, (4) road and 
underground utility construction where no feasible alternative exists, and (5) intake or 
outfall lines provided that the habitat is not threatened.  

 
LUP Policy 3-20, Development Standards on Sea Cliffs: 
(a) Restrict pedestrian traffic in bluff and cliff areas and on faces to a limited number of well-

defined trails which avoid seabird nesting and roosting sites. 
(b) Post signs informing recreational users not to disturb natural vegetation or nesting and 

roosting sites.  
 

Municipal Code Section 18.38.065, Bluffs and Sea Cliffs: 
The following regulations are applicable to the coastal resource areas defined in this title and 
designated on this city’s coastal resource map: 
A. Permitted Uses – Sea Cliff or Bluff Face. 

1. Where nesting or roosting exists, only education and research activities are 
permitted. 

2. Where nesting or roosting do not exist, the following uses are permitted: 
a.  Education and research activities. 
b. Limited coastal access, pedestrian paths, and engineered stairways for 

coastal access. 
[…] 
 

F. Development Standards. 
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 […] 
4. Grading for Development. 

a. Grading is permitted only when required to establish proper drainage, 
install minor improvements (e.g. trails), restore eroded areas, or provide 
permitted access ways. 
b. Any required or permitted grading must direct water runoff away from 
the edge of the bluff, and prevent damage to the bluff by surface and 
percolating water.   

 
The project proposes safety and drainage improvements to an existing beach accessway on a sea 
cliff. The intent of the project is to provide safer access down to the beach with the wooden 
steps, handrail, and stepped concrete landing, and to protect the accessway from erosion caused 
by stormwater runoff. Minor grading will occur to install the steps, create a V-ditch for drainage, 
and compact the area between each step. Improvements will be done primarily by hand, with 
limited use of a small Bobcat.  
 
Chapter 18.38 of the Municipal Code requires that a biological report be prepared for any 
projects located in or within 100 feet of any sensitive habitat area including sea cliffs. As 
mentioned above, the project site is located within the larger Poplar Beach Blufftop Park area 
that the City is evaluating for long term improvements related to erosion, drainage, public access, 
and habitat restoration. A preliminary biological evaluation was prepared for the larger blufftop 
area for this City project, known as the Poplar Beach Gateways Plan. The evaluation identifies the 
project site for the proposed development as a potentially sensitive sea cliff, within which 
engineered stairways for coastal access are a permitted use.  
 
The evaluation also identified the larger blufftop park area as containing coastal terrace prairie 
habitat and suitable habitat for several special status species and winter foraging birds. However, 
the site proposed for development of this project is limited to the previously disturbed footprint 
of the existing beach access ramp and will not involve any vegetation removal or disturbance. 
Construction staging and storage will occur within the nearby parking lot, and access to the 
construction site is available through the existing pedestrian trail and overlook area that is devoid 
of vegetation. Standard construction best management practices will be employed for water 
quality protection, including erosion and sediment control measures.   
 
In consultation with California Coastal Commission staff, it was determined that no additional 
biological assessment for the proposed project was required as the development will occur 
entirely within a previously disturbed footprint, does not include any structural components, and 
is limited in scope to provide safety and drainage improvements that would typically be approved 
through a coastal development permit exemption, or a coastal development permit waiver 
should the City have that process in place. In consultation with the biological consultant who 
conducted the Poplar Beach Gateways Plan preliminary biological evaluation, it was also 
determined that exclusionary fencing for California red-legged frogs (CRLF) is not necessary to 
install because the CRLF primarily move through upland grasslands and wetland habitats at night. 
As required by conditions of approval, construction activities will be limited to daytime hours and 
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will therefore avoid any potential impacts. Additional conditions of approval require the limits of 
the construction zone to be clearly marked and fenced to prevent any impacts to the surrounding 
habitat areas prior to commencement of construction. 
 
Visual Resources  
The City’s Zoning Code defines visual resource areas as those within 200 yards of Highway 1, 
those providing broad ocean views from Highway 1 in specific locations, and those along specific 
scenic coastal access routes. Although the subject site is not specifically named in the “Broad 
Ocean Views” or “Scenic Coastal Access Routes” categories, it does fit the intent of these 
categories for visual resource protection.  
 
The proposed improvements include installation of wooden steps, a cable handrail, and a 
concrete landing at an existing beach accessway that leads from the blufftop at the end of Poplar 
Street down along the bluff face to the sand level at Poplar Beach. The wooden steps and handrail 
design and materials were selected to minimize visual impacts and grading, and have a natural 
look subordinate to the surroundings. The proposed project will significantly improve safe access 
down to this heavily used beach and does not involve any above-grade structural development 
that will obstruct broad ocean views.  
 
Public Access 
The following LCP policies and ordinances are applicable to this project as it relates to public 
coastal access: 
 

LUP Policy 2-6: 
All vertical and lateral public accessways shall have clearly posted signs specifying the public’s 
right to use these areas; signs shall also contain any limitations on the public’s right of access 
and specific uses.  
 
LUP Policy 2-7:  
In a zone extending approximately 200 feet inland from the mean high tide line, priority shall 
be given to coastal-dependent and related recreational activities and support facilities. 
However, camping facilities should be set back 100 feet from the beach and bluffs and near-
shore areas reserved for day use activities. In no case shall recreational improvements, other 
than accessways, lifeguard facilities, trash containers, and informational signs be located 
directly on the dry, sandy beach. 
 

The subject site contains a segment of the California Coastal Trail and vertical access to Poplar 
Beach. The larger area includes the Poplar Beach Blufftop Park and a public beach parking lot. 
The site has historically been used for public coastal access and recreation (Figure 3).   
 
The proposed improvements will enhance and preserve public coastal access and recreation by 
creating a safer walkway down to the beach and directing drainage away from the bluff edge. 
Existing signage notifies the public of their ability to access the beach as well as educates the 
public on the dangers of bluff erosion and rip tides. With the proposed improvements, safe and 
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continued public access will be available at Poplar Beach. As previously mentioned, the City’s 
Poplar Beach Gateways Plan will address longer-term access and drainage improvements for the 
project area, including a more permanent accessway design and erosion and drainage controls 
to protect the area from severe bluff erosion. While this access improvement project and the 
long-term access improvements being developed for the Poplar Beach Gateways Plan are 
considered the follow-up actions for the temporary safety fencing approved through Emergency 
CDP #PDP-19-024, it is important to note that the temporary fencing will remain up as needed to 
protect life safety as the bluffs continue to actively erode.    
 
As mentioned above, this beach access ramp used to be a primary access point for equestrian 
users to take their horses down to the beach. The majority of equestrian traffic comes from the 
horse walking tours provided by Sea Horse Ranch, a commercial recreation company located by 
Venice Beach. The City dictates where and how Sea Horse Ranch accesses the trail and beach 
through a license agreement, which is currently in the process of being renegotiated. 
Approximately three years ago, the City and Sea Horse Ranch concluded that the access to Poplar 
Beach was too steep for novice riders and that equestrian use of this access was in conflict with 
the high volume of pedestrian beachgoers. Equestrians from Sea Horse Ranch now access Poplar 
Beach at a point approximately a half-mile north known as “the slot,” which is far less steep. The 
proposed improvements to the Poplar Beach access ramp will necessitate that other recreational 
equestrian users re-route to the slot for beach access as well. The wooden steps are necessary 
for public safety, and the existing footprint of the ramp does not allow a design that could safely 
accommodate pedestrian and equestrian users. As such, potentially dangerous user conflicts will 
be avoided, and pedestrians and equestrians will be able to safely access Poplar Beach at their 
respective locations. City staff is working on signage and information sharing to further improve 
safety and experience for all user groups.  
 
Construction will cause temporary public access impacts. Construction is anticipated to take no 
more than three weeks to allow time for the concrete pad to set. Staging and storage will occupy 
a portion of the public parking area but will minimize encroachment into public parking spaces 
to the extent feasible. Sufficient notice will be posted at the site and advertised through the 
newspaper and online forums.  
 
Coastal Hazards 
The following LCP policies and ordinances are applicable to this project as it relates to coastal 
hazard areas: 
 

LUP Policy 4-5:  
No development shall be permitted on the bluff face, except for engineered accessways to 
provide public beach access. Drainage pipes shall be allowed only where no other less 
environmentally damaging drain system is feasible and the drain pipes are designed and 
placed to minimize impacts to the bluff face, toe, and beach. Drainage devices extending over 
the bluff face shall not be permitted if water can be directed away from the bluff face.  (Also 
see Municipal Code Section 18.38.065(F)(4)) 
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Sea cliffs and bluff faces are inherently hazardous due to natural erosion processes and 
susceptibility to wave run-up, urban runoff, and storm surges. However, limited development in 
these areas is necessary to provide public beach access.  
 
The project site contains an existing vertical beach access ramp that is sloped along the side of 
the sea cliff down to the sandy beach area. The proposed safety and access improvements are 
consistent with the permitted use of engineered accessways to provide public beach access. The 
wooden steps will be installed and anchored by metal stakes for stability, with a cable handrail 
and concrete landing pad for additional safety. Minimal grading will occur to install the wooden 
steps and compact the area between each step. Construction will be done primarily by hand, 
with minimal use of a small Bobcat. 
 
The project plans show the as-built drainage pipe installed to replace the deteriorating pipe 
through Emergency CDP #PDP-18-092. In conjunction with the drainage V-ditch proposed along 
the access ramp, these plans are considered the long-term solution for drainage improvements 
at this particular site. In the larger project area, the forthcoming Poplar Beach Gateways Plan will 
address localized erosion and concentrated urban runoff with more permanent and upland 
solutions including managed retreat of the trail and regrading and revegetation of the bluff top.  
 
Environmental Review 
The proposed safety and drainage improvements to the existing beach access ramp are 
categorically exempt from CEQA pursuant to Section 15301(c), which exempts minor alteration 
to existing public facilities including pedestrian trails that involve negligible or no expansion of 
the existing use. 
 
Pursuant to Municipal Code Chapter 18.38 Coastal Resource Conservation Standards, the project 
was evaluated with an environmental checklist (Attachment 3). It was found that the project will 
have no impact on the environmental conditions of the site or the adjacent area as it will occur 
entirely within a previously disturbed footprint and consists only of minor alterations for safety 
purposes that do not expand the capacity or use of the existing facility. A formal Initial 
Study/Negative Declaration was not conducted as the project scope is found to be categorically 
exempt; rather, the environmental checklist was used as a tool for evaluating any potential 
impacts that may bring unusual circumstances to light given the potentially sensitive project 
location on a bluff face. In this case, the environmental checklist supports the determination that 
no significant environmental impacts will occur as a result of this project and that the exceptions 
of Section 15300.2 of the CEQA Guidelines do not apply as there is no evidence of unusual 
circumstances.  
 
The project will provide significant public safety improvements as the existing pedestrian trail is 
steep, easy to slip on, and difficult to utilize during wet weather events or for anyone with 
physical challenges or disabilities. The project also has the potential to improve the 
environmental conditions of the subject site and surrounding area by providing drainage 
improvements. Therefore, the project is exempt from CEQA as it involves minor alteration of an 
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existing public facility with negligible or no expansion of the existing use. The project will not 
have a significant effect on the environment, and no unusual circumstances are anticipated.   
 
Conclusion   
This project represents the follow-up action to two emergency coastal development permits 
(PDP-18-092 and PDP-19-024). The City has been working on plans for short and long-term public 
access and recreation improvements at the Poplar Beach Blufftop Park for some time, and has 
been diligently coordinating with California Coastal Commission staff on emergency actions, this 
follow-up coastal development permit, and the long-term goals of the Poplar Beach Gateways 
Plan. Coordination will continue throughout this process.  
 
Based on the above analysis, staff concludes that the proposed development is consistent with 
the General Plan/Local Coastal Land Use Plan and the Zoning Code/LCP Implementation Plan; is 
compatible with surrounding development; and conforms to the requirements of the California 
Environmental Quality Act. Staff recommends approval of the project based on the findings and 
conditions of approval (Exhibits A and B of the attached Draft Resolution). 
 
 

ATTACHMENTS 
1. Draft Resolution with Findings and Evidence, Exhibit A and Conditions of Approval, 

Exhibit B. 
2. Project Plans 
3. Environmental Checklist 
4. Emergency CDP for drainage pipe replacement (PDP-18-092) 
5. Emergency CDP for temporary safety fencing (PDP-19-024) 
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PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION P-19-__ 
 RESOLUTION FOR APPROVAL 

PDP-19-035 
 

Coastal Development Permit to allow the construction of safety and drainage improvements including 
installation of wooden steps anchored by metal stakes, a cable handrail, a stepped concrete landing, 
and a 6-inch drainage V-ditch with minor grading and compaction at the existing beach access ramp for 
Poplar Beach in the Open Space – Passive Zoning District and the Regional Public Recreation Land Use 
Plan designation (APN 064-410-010) 
 

 WHEREAS, an application was submitted requesting approval of a Coastal Development Permit 
to allow the construction of safety and drainage improvements including installation of wooden steps 
anchored by metal stakes, a cable handrail, a stepped concrete landing, and a 6-inch drainage V-ditch with 
minor grading and compaction at the existing beach access ramp for Poplar Beach in the Open Space – 
Passive Zoning District and the Regional Public Recreation Land Use Plan designation (APN 064-410-010); 
and 
 

WHEREAS, the procedures for processing the application have been followed as required by law; 
and   

  
WHEREAS, the application is a follow-up Coastal Development Permit to PDP-18-092, which 

approved an Emergency Coastal Development Permit for replacing a deteriorated storm drain pipe near 
the top of the beach access ramp; and 

 
WHEREAS, the application is also a follow-up Coastal Development Permit to PDP-19-024, which 

approved an Emergency Coastal Development Permit for temporary safety fencing along the eroding bluff 
edge at Poplar Beach Blufftop Park; and 

 
WHEREAS, the safety and drainage improvements are interim to the long-term public access and 

recreation improvements being developed for the Poplar Beach Blufftop Park with the Poplar Beach 
Gateways Plan; and  

 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing for PDP-19-035 on 

September 24, 2019, at which time all those desiring to be heard on the matter were given an opportunity 
to be heard; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission considered all written and oral testimony presented for 
consideration; and 

 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has determined that the requested Coastal Development 
Permit for the construction of a safety and drainage improvements at an existing public access facility is 
exempt from CEQA pursuant to California Administrative Code Section 15301(c); and 
 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has made the required findings for approval of the project, 
as set forth in Exhibit A to this resolution pursuant to the revisions made at the public hearing; 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that, based upon the Findings in Exhibit A and subject to the 
Conditions of Approval contained in Exhibit B, the Planning Commission approves this application (PDP-
19-035). 
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PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City of Half Moon Bay Planning Commission at a duly noticed public 
hearing held September 24, 2019. 
 
AYES,  
NOES, 
ABSENT, 
ABSTAIN, 
 

APPROVED:    
 
 
    
______________________________   ___________________________ 

Brian Holt, Chair     Jill Ekas, Community Development Director 
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EXHIBIT A 
FINDINGS AND EVIDENCE 

Planning Commission Resolution P-19-__ 
PDP-19-035 

 
Coastal Development Permit to allow the construction of safety and drainage improvements including 
installation of wooden steps anchored by metal stakes, a cable handrail, a stepped concrete landing, 
and a 6-inch drainage V-ditch with minor grading and compaction at the existing beach access ramp for 
Poplar Beach in the Open Space – Passive Zoning District and the Regional Public Recreation Land Use 
Plan designation (APN 064-410-010) 

 
Coastal Development Permit – Findings for Approval 
 
The required Coastal Development Permit for this project may be approved or conditionally 
approved only after the approving authority has made the following findings per Municipal Code 
Section 18.20.070: 
 
1. Local Coastal Program – The development as proposed or as modified by conditions, conforms 

to the Local Coastal Program. 
 

Evidence:  The project consists of safety and drainage improvements at an existing vertical 
beach access ramp. The proposed development provides and enhances coastal access and 
recreation opportunities, conforms to all City requirements, will not impact coastal resources 
and is consistent with the policies of the City’s Land Use Plan (LUP). 
 
Coastal Act Section 30210: In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the 
California Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and 
recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the people consistent with public safety 
needs and the need to protect public rights, rights of private property owners, and natural 
resource areas from overuse. 
 
Compliance: The proposed improvements will enhance and preserve public coastal access 
and recreation by creating a safer walkway down to the beach and directing drainage 
away from the bluff edge. Existing signage notifies the public of their ability to access the 
beach and adjacent Coastal Trail. With these improvements, safe and continued public 
access will be maximized at Poplar Beach.  
 
Policy 2-6: All vertical and lateral public accessways shall have clearly posted signs 
specifying the public’s right to use these areas; signs shall also contain any limitations on 
the public’s right of access and specific uses.  
 
Compliance:  Existing signage notifies the public of their ability to access the beach and 
adjacent Coastal Trail, as well as of the applicable City regulations. 
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Policy 2-7: In a zone extending approximately 200 feet inland from the mean high tide line, 
priority shall be given to coastal-dependent and related recreational activities and support 
facilities. However, camping facilities should be set back 100 feet from the beach and bluffs 
and near-shore areas reserved for day use activities. In no case shall recreational 
improvements, other than accessways, lifeguard facilities, trash containers, and 
informational signs be located directly on the dry, sandy beach. 
 
Compliance:  The proposed development consists of safety and drainage improvements to 
the existing beach access ramp. The proposed project is intended to protect and enhance 
coastal access and recreation opportunities at the heavily used Poplar Beach and Poplar 
Beach Blufftop Park area.   
 
Coastal Act 30240 and Policy 3-3: Prohibit any land use and/or development which would 
have significant adverse impacts on sensitive habitat areas. Development in areas adjacent 
to environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts 
which would significantly degrade such areas, and shall be compatible with the 
continuance of such habitat areas. 

 
Compliance:  Previous biological studies have identified coastal terrace prairie habitat and 
suitable habitat for several special status species and winter foraging birds in the larger 
project area. However, the site proposed for development is limited to the previously 
disturbed footprint of the existing beach access ramp and will not involve any vegetation 
removal or disturbance. Construction staging and storage will occur within the nearby 
parking lot, and access to the construction site is available through the existing pedestrian 
trail and overlook area that is devoid of vegetation. Standard construction best management 
practices will be employed for water quality protection, including erosion and sediment 
control measures.   
 
In consultation with California Coastal Commission staff, it was determined that no 
additional biological assessment for the proposed project was required as the development 
will occur entirely within a previously disturbed footprint, does not include any structural 
components, and is limited in scope to provide safety and drainage improvements that 
would typically be approved through a coastal development permit exemption, or a coastal 
development permit waiver should the City have that process in place. In consultation with 
the biological consultant who conducted the Poplar Beach Gateways Plan preliminary 
biological evaluation, it was also determined that exclusionary fencing for California red-
legged frogs (CRLF) is not necessary to install because the CRLF primarily move through 
upland grasslands and wetland habitats at night. As required by conditions of approval, 
construction activities will be limited to daytime hours and will therefore avoid any potential 
impacts. Additional conditions of approval require the limits of the construction zone to be 
clearly marked and fenced to prevent any impacts to the surrounding habitat areas prior to 
commencement of construction. 
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Policy 3-19(b): Where nesting or roosting do not exist, permit only the following uses [on sea 
cliffs]: (1) education and research; (2) limited foot paths... 
 
Compliance: The proposed development consists of improvements to the existing pedestrian 
beach access path, as consistent with the permitted uses in sea cliff areas.  
 
Policy 3-20(a): Restrict pedestrian traffic in bluff and cliff areas and on faces to a limited 
number of well-defined trails which avoid seabird nesting and roosting sites.  
 
Compliance: The existing beach access path provides controlled public access in an area 
containing sensitive habitat. The proposed development will not expand the footprint of the 
existing beach access and will not cause any impacts to seabird nesting and roosting sites.  
 
Policy 4-5: No development shall be permitted on the bluff face, except for engineered 
accessways to provide public beach access. Drainage pipes shall be allowed only where no 
other less environmentally damaging drain system is feasible and the drain pipes are designed 
and placed to minimize impacts to the bluff face, toe, and beach. Drainage devices extending 
over the bluff face shall not be permitted if water can be directed away from the bluff face.   
 
Compliance: The project site contains an existing vertical beach access ramp that is sloped 
along the side of the sea cliff down to the sandy beach area. The proposed safety and access 
improvements are consistent with the permitted use of engineered accessways to provide 
public beach access. The wooden steps will be installed and anchored by metal stakes for 
stability, with a cable handrail for additional safety. A stepped concrete landing will be 
constructed at the bottom of ramp to provide safe access to the sandy beach level at the foot 
of the ramp that is currently subject to seasonal grade changes. Minimal grading will occur to 
install the wooden steps and compact the area between each step. Construction will be done 
primarily by hand, with minimal use of a small Bobcat. The project plans also show the as-
built drainage pipe installed to replace the deteriorating pipe through Emergency CDP #PDP-
18-092. In conjunction with the drainage V-ditch proposed along the access ramp, these plans 
are considered the long-term solution for drainage improvements at this particular site. In 
the larger project area, the forthcoming Poplar Beach Gateways Plan will address localized 
erosion and concentrated urban runoff with more permanent solutions including managed 
retreat of the trail and regrading and revegetation of the bluff top.     

 
 Policy 7-11:  New development along primary access routes from Highway 1 to the beach, as 

designated on the Land Use Map, shall be designed and sited so as to maintain and enhance 
the scenic quality of such routes, including building setbacks, maintenance of low height of 
structures, and landscaping which establishes a scenic gateway and corridor. 

 
Compliance:  The subject site is accessible from Highway 1 and contains a segment of the 
Coastal Trail and vertical access to the beach. The project is intended to enhance coastal 
access and recreation opportunities by providing safety and drainage improvements at this 
heavily used beach accessway. Although the subject site is not specified as a primary access 
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route in the City’s LCP, the proposed improvements were sited and designed to protect the 
scenic quality of Poplar Beach and the Poplar Beach Blufftop Park area.  The wooden steps 
and handrail design and materials were selected to minimize visual impacts and grading, and 
have a natural look subordinate to the surroundings. The proposed project will significantly 
improve safe access down to this heavily used beach and does not involve any structural 
development or obstruction of broad ocean views.  

 
 Coastal Act 30244: Where development would adversely impact archaeological or 
 paleontological resources as identified by the State Historic Preservation Officer, 
 reasonable mitigation measures shall be required. 
 

Compliance:  The proposed development is not located at or near identified archaeological 
or paleontological resources. If cultural resources or paleontological resources are 
unexpectedly encountered, the permit has been conditioned to require that construction halt 
until the find can be evaluated and appropriate mitigation identified. 
 

2.  Growth Management System – The development is consistent with the annual population 
limitation system established in the Land Use Plan and Zoning Ordinance. 

 
Evidence: The proposed development does not include a dwelling unit and is therefore 
not subject to the requirements of the City’s growth management system. 

 
3.  Zoning Provisions – The development is consistent with the use limitations and property 

development standards of the base district as well as the other requirements of the Zoning 
Ordinance. 

 
Evidence:  The proposed development conforms to the requirements of the Open Space – 
Passive Zoning District, which allows for public trail uses.  The Open Space – Passive Land Use 
regulations in Chapter 18.12 of the Municipal Code contain limited specific development 
standards that apply to the scope of work. The project proposes primarily at-grade safety and 
drainage improvements to the existing beach access ramp and does not involve any new 
structures or facilities. Therefore, there are no applicable minimum setbacks or maximum 
structure heights. 
 

4.  Adequate Services – The proposed development will be provided with adequate services and 
infrastructure in a manner that is consistent with the Local Coastal Program. 

 
Evidence:   The project consists of improvements to an existing beach access ramp and does 
not require any municipal services or infrastructure.   
 

5.  California Coastal Act – Any development to be located between the sea and the first public 
road parallel to the sea conforms to the public access and public recreation policies of Chapter 
3 of the California Coastal Act. 
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 Evidence:  The subject site is located between the sea and the first public road parallel to the 
sea. The project conforms to the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act as it 
provides a public benefit of safety and drainage improvements to an existing beach access 
ramp. The intent of the project is to enhance public access and recreation opportunities at 
Poplar Beach and Poplar Beach Blufftop Park through improved safety. Temporary access 
impacts will occur during construction, for no more than three weeks to allow the concrete 
landing to set.  

 
Environmental Review – Finding  
 
CEQA – The project will not have a significant effect on the environment.    
 

Evidence: The proposed safety and drainage improvements to the existing beach access ramp 
are categorically exempt from CEQA pursuant to Section 15301(c), which exempts minor 
alteration to existing public facilities including pedestrian trails that involve negligible or no 
expansion of the existing use. 
 
Pursuant to Municipal Code Chapter 18.38 Coastal Resource Conservation Standards, the 
project was evaluated with an environmental checklist. It was found that the project will have 
no impact on the environmental conditions of the site or the adjacent area as it will occur 
entirely within a previously disturbed footprint and consists only of minor alterations for safety 
purposes that do not expand the capacity or use of the existing facility. A formal Initial 
Study/Negative Declaration was not conducted as the project scope is found to be 
categorically exempt; rather, the environmental checklist was used as a tool for evaluating any 
potential impacts that may bring unusual circumstances to light given the potentially sensitive 
project location on a bluff face. In this case, the environmental checklist supports the 
determination that no significant environmental impacts will occur as a result of this project 
and that the exceptions of Section 15300.2 of the CEQA Guidelines do not apply as there is no 
evidence of unusual circumstances.  

 
The project will provide significant public safety improvements as the existing pedestrian trail 
is steep, easy to slip on, and difficult to utilize during wet weather events or for anyone with 
physical challenges or disabilities. The project also has the potential to improve the 
environmental conditions of the subject site and surrounding area by providing drainage 
improvements. Therefore, the project is exempt from CEQA as it involves minor alteration of 
an existing public facility with negligible or no expansion of the existing use. The project will 
not have a significant effect on the environment, and no unusual circumstances are 
anticipated.   
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EXHIBIT B 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Planning Commission Resolution P-19-__ 
PDP-19-035 

 

A.  The following Conditions shall apply to the entire subject site: 

1. CONFORMANCE WITH APPROVED PLANS.  Development of the site shall conform to the 

approved plans entitled “Poplar Beach Access Improvements” with a City date stamp of 

September 5, 2019, except for any revisions required by this permit.  The Community 

Development Director shall review and may approve any deviation from the approved 

plans that is determined minor in nature. Any other change shall require approval of a 

major modification per Title 18. (Planning) 

2. CONFORMANCE WITH CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL.  The permittee(s) shall construct and 

operate this Project in full conformance with these Conditions of Approval. The 

Community Development Director shall review and may approve any deviation from the 

Conditions of Approval that is determined minor in nature.  Any other change shall 

require approval of a major modification per Title 18.  (Planning) 

3. CONFORMANCE WITH THE MUNICIPAL CODE.  No part of this approval shall be construed 

to permit a violation of any part of the Half Moon Bay Municipal Code.  (Planning) 

 

B. The following Conditions shall be implemented prior to and/or during 

construction: 

1. SIGNED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL.  The City Engineer shall sign the conditions of approval 

and ensure their implementation.  (Planning) 

2. TEMPORARY ACCESS IMPACTS. Temporary beach access closure shall occur for no more 

than three weeks to construct the proposed project. Access to the California Coastal Trail 

shall not be impaired.  

3. CONSTRUCTION STAGING AND STORAGE PLAN. Construction staging and storage shall occur 

in the Poplar Beach parking lot and previously disturbed areas such that no impacts to 

vegetation or the California Coastal Trail occur. Use of public beach parking spaces shall be 

minimized to the extent feasible during construction.  

4. CONSTRUCTION HOURS. Construction work shall be limited to the hours of 7:00am to 

6:00pm Monday through Friday; 8:00am to 6:00pm Saturdays; and 10:00am to 6:00pm 

Sundays and holidays, except as expressly authorized by the City Manager in conformance 

with Section 14.40.020 of the Half Moon Bay Municipal Code.   
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5. BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES.  Any contractors working on the project shall implement 

the following best management practices to minimize potential impacts to the sea cliff, 

surrounding blufftop, and habitat areas: 

a. All mechanized equipment used during construction will be checked prior to project 

implementation for oil, fuel, and coolant leaks.  

b. All vehicles and equipment shall be kept clean. Excessive build-up of oil and grease 

shall be prevented.  

c. Prior to the commencement of construction, the limits of the construction zone 

shall be clearly marked and fenced to prevent any impacts to the surrounding 

sensitive habitat areas.  

6. REVEGETATION OF DISTURBED AREAS. Immediately following construction, any areas 

disturbed by temporary construction impacts shall be revegetated with a standard erosion 

control native seed mix. The native seed mix shall be locally sourced and suited to the 

conditions and habitat types of the surrounding project area.  

7. ARCHAEOLOGY-DISCOVERY OF HUMAN REMAINS.   Pursuant to Section 7050.5 of the 

Health and Safety Code, and Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code of the State of 

California, in the event of the discovery of human remains during construction, there shall 

be no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected 

to overlie adjacent remains.  The County Coroner shall be notified and shall make a 

determination as to whether the remains are Native American.  If the Coroner determines 

that the remains are not subject to his authority, he shall notify the California Native 

American Heritage Commission who shall attempt to identify descendants of the deceased 

Native American(s).  If no satisfactory agreement can be reached as to the disposition of the 

remains pursuant to this State law, then the permittee shall re-inter the human remains 

and items associated with Native American burials on the property in a location not subject 

to further subsurface disturbance.  (Planning) 

8. ARCHAEOLOGY-DISCOVERY OF RESOURCES. If subsurface historic or archaeological 

resources are uncovered during construction, all work shall stop, the applicant shall 

notify the Community Development Director and retain a qualified archaeologist to 

perform an archaeological reconnaissance and identify any mitigation measures 

required to protect archaeological resources.  Subsurface excavation shall not resume 

until expressly authorized by the Director. (Building) 

9. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.  Any materials deemed hazardous by the San Mateo County 

Department of Health that are uncovered or discovered during the course of work under 

this permit shall be disposed in accordance with regulations of the San Mateo County of 

Health.  (Building) 
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10. AIR QUALITY BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES.  The project shall implement the following 

standard BAAQMD dust control measures during all phases of construction on the project 

site:  

•   All active construction areas shall be watered twice daily or more often if necessary. 
Increased watering frequency shall be required whenever wind speeds exceed 15 
miles-per-hour.  

•   Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply non-toxic soil stabilizers on all unpaved 
access roads and parking and staging areas at construction sites.  

•   Cover stockpiles of debris, soil, sand, and any other materials that can be 
windblown. Trucks transporting these materials shall be covered.  

•   All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads shall be removed using 
wet power vacuum street sweepers at least once per day or as often as necessary to 
keep them free of dust and debris associated with site construction. The use of dry 
power sweeping is prohibited.  

•   Subsequent to clearing, grading, or excavating, exposed portions of the site shall be 
watered, landscaped, treated with soil stabilizers, or covered as soon as possible. 
Hydroseed or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers to inactive construction areas and 
previously graded areas inactive for 10 days or more.  

•  Installation of sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to 
public roadways.  

•   Replanting of vegetation in disturbed areas as soon as possible after completion of 
construction.  

•   Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or 
reducing the maximum idling time to five minutes. Clear signage shall be provided 
for construction workers at all access points.  

•   All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance 
with manufacturer’s specifications. All equipment shall be checked by a certified 
mechanic and determined to be running in proper condition prior to operation.  

• Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number and person to contact at the 
City of Half Moon Bay regarding dust complaints. This person shall respond and take 
corrective action within 48 hours. The BAAQMD’s phone number shall also be 
visible to ensure compliance with applicable regulations. (Building) 

 

C.   Validity and Expiration of Permits 

1. EFFECTIVE DATE.  This site is located within the Coastal Appeal Zone. This permit shall take 

effect after expiration of the Coastal Commission appeal period, or if the permit is appealed 

to the Coastal Commission during the appeal period, it shall take effect after final Coastal 

Commission action.  (Planning) 

2. ACCURACY OF APPLICATION MATERIALS.  The permittee(s) shall be responsible for the 

completeness and accuracy of all forms and material submitted for this application.  Any 
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errors or discrepancies found therein may be grounds for the revocation or modification of 

this permit and/or any other City approvals.  (Planning) 

3. PERMIT EXPIRATION. The Coastal Development Permit (CDP) shall expire one year from its 

date of final approval if development plans for a Grading Permit have not been 

submitted.  Once a Grading Permit is issued, the CDP shall be deemed in effect.  If plans for 

a Grading Permit are submitted within the 1-year expiration period, and a Grading Permit is 

not issued, the expiration of the CDP shall coincide and run concurrently with the Grading 

Permit plan submittal/application as long as due diligence is pursued in the opinion of the 

Building Official or City Engineer in obtaining the Grading Permit.  (Planning)    

4. PERMIT EXTENSION. The Community Development Director may, at the Director’s 

discretion, approve a single one-year extension of this permit based on a written request 

and fee submitted to the Director prior to expiration of the permit.  Any other extension 

shall require approval of a Permit Amendment prior to expiration of the permit.  Any 

Amendment Application to extend the permit shall be filed a minimum of ninety (90) days 

prior to permit expiration to ensure adequate processing time.  (Planning) 

5. PERMIT RUNS WITH THE LAND.  The approval runs with the land and the rights and 

obligations thereunder, including the responsibility to comply with conditions of approval, 

shall be binding upon successors in interest in the real property unless or until such permits 

are expressly abandoned or revoked.  (Planning) 

 

PERMITTEE’S CERTIFICATION: 

I have read and understand and hereby accept and agree to implement the foregoing conditions 

of approval of the Coastal Development Permit. 

APPLICANT: 

 

___________________________________  ________________________ 

(Signature)       (Date)  
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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION 

1.1 - Purpose 

The purpose of this Initial Study (IS) is to identify any potential environmental impacts from 

construction of beach access safety and drainage improvements at an existing beach access 

ramp.  Pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15367, the 

City of Half Moon Bay is the Lead Agency in the preparation of this IS and any additional 

environmental documentation required for the project.  The City has discretionary authority 

over the proposed project. The intended use of this document is to determine the level of 

environmental analysis required to adequately prepare the project IS and to provide the basis 

for input from public agencies, organizations, and interested members of the public regarding 

the proposed project. 

The remainder of this section provides a brief description of the project location and the 

characteristics of the project.  Section 2 includes an environmental checklist and an analysis of 

the potential impacts that may result from project implementation. 

1.2 - Project Location 

The project area is located at the beach accessway at the western terminus of Poplar Street 

approximately 0.60 miles west of Highway 1 (Cabrillo Highway) in the City of Half Moon Bay 

(Figure 1). The project area crosses through two parcels, APNs 064-410-010 & 064-410-030.  

The project area is limited to the footprint of the existing beach access ramp. The site is 

owned by the City of Half Moon Bay and is within the California Coastal Commission Appeals 

Jurisdiction. 

 

1.3 - Project Description  

The purpose of the project is to improve public safety on the existing steep unpaved path that 

provides access to Poplar Beach. An ancillary benefit will be improved drainage and erosion 

control and protection of the adjacent coastal bluff. The project consists of installing 24 

wooden steps anchored by metal stakes along the existing unpaved beach access ramp with 

minor grading and compaction as needed to achieve a maximum 20% slope between steps. A 

concrete pad will be constructed at the bottom of ramp to provide safe access to the sandy 

beach level at the foot of the ramp that is currently subject to seasonal grade changes. The bluff 

side of the accessway will include a cable handrail and a six-inch-deep V-ditch as shown on 
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project plans, to provide improved safety and drainage. The project is contained within the 

previously disturbed footprint of the existing access ramp and does not involve any expansion 

of the path, vegetation removal or disturbance on the blufftop or bluff face. Ramp grading and 

compaction will be done by hand, with a small Bobcat used to install the concrete landing. The 

City will employ standard construction best management practices established by the San 

Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board for water quality protection. These include 

erosion and sediment control measures.  Construction staging and storage will be limited to 

within the adjacent paved parking area. Most of the work will be performed manually and will 

include only limited use of mechanized equipment. A photograph of the site is in Figure 2. 

1.4 - Project Applicant’s Name and Address 

City of Half Moon Bay 

501 Main Street 

Half Moon Bay, CA 94019 
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Figure 1. Location Map 

 

1.5 - General Plan and Zoning – Site and Surrounding Area 

General Plan Designation: Regional Public Recreation 

Zoning: OS – P (Open Space – Passive)  

 

City Limits 
 
Project Site 
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Figure 2. Site Photograph, looking up at the beach access ramp from Poplar Beach. 

 

 

1.6 - Existing Setting 

1.6.1 - Regional Setting 

The City of Half Moon Bay (City), San Mateo County, California lies entirely within the Coastal 

Zone established under the California Coastal Act. The City is located along the San Mateo 

County coastline and encompasses approximately 6.4 square miles. It has a population of 

12,973 (United State Census Bureau 2018). The unincorporated communities of El Granada, 

Moss Beach, Montara, and Princeton-by-the Sea are north and San Gregorio and Pescadero 

are south of the City.  The City and County of San Francisco is approximately 25 miles north of 

the City. The City’s climate is characterized by a cool summer Mediterranean climate and an 

annual precipitation average of 22.5 inches (Teale, 1997).  
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The City of Half Moon Bay is both a popular visitor destination, with public access to the beach 

and coastal bluffs, and a residential suburb of the greater San Francisco Bay region.  Highways 

92 and 1 connect Half Moon Bay to the Peninsula and coastal cities to the north and south. 

1.6.2 - Site Setting 

The project site is approximately 1.2 miles southwest of downtown Half Moon Bay, 0.8 miles 

south of Francis State Beach, and 0.6 miles west of Highway 1 (Cabrillo Highway). The site is 

bordered to the west by Poplar Beach and the Pacific Ocean, to the north and east by city-

owned Poplar Beach Blufftop Park and the Poplar Beach public parking lot, and to the south by 

County-owned open space (Figure 3).  Land use in the vicinity primarily include open space 

containing public trails, coastal access amenities, and the beach and ocean. The topography 

within the study area consists of the Blufftop Park area at approximately 58 feet above sea 

level, with coastal bluffs dropping down to the sandy beach area at sea level. 

 

1.7 - Discretionary Approvals 

Pursuant to Chapters 18.20 and 18.38 of the Half Moon Bay Zoning Code, the proposed project 

requires a Coastal Development Permit. 

 

1.8 - Intended Uses of this Document 

This environmental checklist has been prepared to support a finding that the proposed project 

is categorically exempt under the California Environmental Quality Act pursuant to Section 

15301(c), which exempts minor alteration to existing public facilities including pedestrian trails. 

As detailed in the following section, analysis of the potential for environmental impacts from 

the proposed project found either “no impact” or “less than significant impact” in each 

category. It was found that the project will have no impact on the environmental conditions of 

the site or the adjacent area as it will occur entirely within a previously disturbed footprint and 

consists only of minor alterations for safety purposes that do not expand the capacity or use of 

the existing facility. The project will provide significant public safety improvements as the 

existing pedestrian trail is steep and difficult to utilize during wet weather events or for anyone 

with physical challenges or disabilities. The project also has the potential to improve the 

environmental conditions of the subject site and surrounding area by providing drainage 

improvements. As such, the project is exempt from CEQA as it involves minor alteration of an 

existing public facility with negligible or no expansion of the existing use. The project will not 

have a significant effect on the environment, and no unusual circumstances are anticipated.   
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Figure 3. Project Vicinity 

  

SUBJECT SITE 
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Figure 4. Site Plan (North is up) 
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SECTION 2: EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

1. A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are 
adequately supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses 
following each question. A “No Impact” answer is adequately supported if the referenced 
information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one 
involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should 
be explained where it is based on project-specific factors, as well as general standards (e.g., 
the project would not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific 
screening analysis). 

2. All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-
site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well 
as operational impacts. 

3. Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the 
checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than 
significant with mitigation, or less than significant. “Potentially Significant Impact” is 
appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one 
or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made, an EIR is 
required. 

4. “Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated” applies where 
the incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant 
Impact” to a “Less Than Significant Impact.” The lead agency must describe the mitigation 
measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level. 

5. Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA 
process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. 
Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following: 

a) Earlier Analyses Used. Identify and state where they are available for review. 

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were 
within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to 
applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by 
mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis. 

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation 
Measures Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated 
or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they address site-
specific conditions for the project. 

6. Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information 
sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a 
previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to 
the page or pages where the statement is substantiated. 
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7. Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or 
individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion. 

8. This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, 
lead agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to 
a project’s environmental effects in whatever format is selected. 

9. The explanation of each issue should identify: 

a) the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and 

b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce an impact to less than significant. 
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1. Aesthetics, Light and Glare 

Would the project: 

Environmental Issues – Aesthetics 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

 Sources 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic 
vista? 

    9, 16 

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, 
but not limited to, trees, rock out-croppings, and 
historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 

    16 

c) In nonurbanized areas, substantially degrade the 
existing visual character or quality of public views 
of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are 
those that are experienced from publicly 
accessible vantage point).  

 If the project is in an urbanized area, would the 
project conflict with applicable zoning and other 
regulations governing scenic quality? 

    9, 16 

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare 
that would adversely affect day or nighttime 
views in the area?   

    9 

 

Background 

The project site is located at the entrance to Poplar Beach.  The site contains coastal bluffs with an 

existing ramp leading down to a sandy beach area. Above the beach, the blufftop area contains 

coastal terrace prairie habitat, non-native grasslands, a graded area with picnic tables and trash 

receptacles, signage, a segment of the Coastal Trail, and a paved path leading to the adjacent 

paved beach parking lot. The project consists of installing wooden steps, a cable handrail, and a 

drainage V-ditch along the existing beach access ramp with a concrete landing pad at the foot of 

the ramp.  

Impact Evaluation 

all) No Impact. The project consists of installing wooden steps, a cable handrail, and a drainage V-

ditch along the existing beach access ramp with a concrete landing pad at the foot of the 

ramp. Although the site is not a visual resource area as defined Chapter 18.37 of the Half 

Moon Bay Zoning Code, the project area is visible from the adjacent public access and 
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recreation areas (Poplar Beach, Coastal Trail) and provides broad ocean views.  The primary 

purpose of the visual resource standards is to preserve scenic views of the ocean from public 

spaces. The proposed development is primarily at grade, with the intent of providing safe 

access down to the beach. The wooden steps and cable handrail will not adversely affect or 

significantly degrade the existing visual character and scenic vistas as they will occur at the 

existing graded beach access ramp and have been designed to preserve broad ocean views. 

 

2. Agricultural Resources 

Would the project: 

Environmental Issues – Agricultural Resources 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

Sources 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), 
as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of 
the California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use? 

    19 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, 
or a Williamson Act contract? 

    16, 18 

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause 
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public 
Resources Code section 12220(g)) or timberland 
(as defined in Public Resources Code section 
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland 
Production (as defined by Government Code 
section 51104 (g))? 

    16 

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of 
forest land to non-forest use? 

    2 

e) Involve other changes in the existing 
environment which, due to their location or 
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, 
to non-agricultural use? 

    2 

 

Background 

The San Mateo County Important Farmland Map, prepared by the California Department of 

Conservation and the USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service, classifies land in seven 

categories in order of significance: (1) prime farmland, (2) farmland of Statewide importance, (3) 
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unique farmland, (4) farmland of local importance, (5) grazing land, (6) urban and built-up land, and 

(7) other land.  The project site is classified as "other land," which is defined as land not included in 

any other mapping category.  Common examples include low density rural developments, brush, 

timber, wetland, and riparian areas not suitable for livestock grazing, confined livestock, poultry or 

livestock, poultry or aqua-cultural facilities, strips mines, borrow pits, and water bodies smaller 

than 40 acres. The California Land Conservation Act (“Williamson Act”) was enacted to help 

preserve agricultural and open space lands via a contract between the property owner and the 

local jurisdiction. Under the contract, the owner of the land agrees not to develop the land in 

exchange for reduced property taxes. The project site is not under a Williamson Act contract. 

“Forest land” is defined by the California Public Resources Code as land that can support 10-

percent native tree cover of any species, including hardwoods, under natural conditions, and that 

allows for management of one or more forest resources, including timber, aesthetics, fish and 

wildlife, biodiversity, water quality, recreation, and other public benefits. “Timberland” means 

land, other than land owned by the federal government and land designated as experimental forest 

land, which is available for, and capable of, growing a crop of trees of any commercial species used 

to produce lumber and other forest products, including Christmas trees. 

Impact Evaluation  

all)  No Impact.  The project site is not zoned or used for agricultural use and is not under a 

Williamson Act contract.  The site is not mapped as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland or 

Farmland of Statewide Importance.  The proposed access improvements at an existing 

beach access ramp is not expected to result in the conversion of, or other impacts relative 

to prime or unique farmland.  The project site does not contain forest land or timberland.  

The proposed beach access improvements are not expected to result in direct or indirect 

environmental impacts relative to the loss of agriculture or forest land. No impacts are 

expected to occur. 
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 3. Air Quality 

Would the project: 

Environmental Issues – Air Quality 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

Sources 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 

    1, 18 

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 
project region is classified as non-attainment 
under an applicable federal or state ambient air 
quality standard (including releasing emissions 
that exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 
precursors)? 

    1, 16 

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? 

    1, 16 

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading 
to odors) adversely affecting a substantial 
number of people? 

    1, 16 

 

Background 

The project site is located in the San Francisco Bay Area air basin, where air quality is monitored and 

regulated by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). Air pollution is generated by 

anything that burns fuel (including but not limited to cars and trucks, construction equipment, 

backup generators, boilers and hot water heaters, barbeques and broilers, gas-fired cooking ranges 

and ovens, fireplaces, and wood-burning stoves), almost any evaporative emissions (including the 

evaporation of gasoline from service stations and vehicles, emissions from food as it is cooked, 

emissions from paints, cleaning solvents, and adhesives, etc.), and other processes (fugitive dust 

generated from roadways and construction activities, etc.). 

 

The BAAQMD thresholds of significance specify that if project vehicle emissions of carbon monoxide 

(CO) exceed 9 ppm (8-hour average) or 20 ppm (1-hour average); generates over 54 lbs./day of 

reactive organic gases (ROG), nitrogen oxides (NOx), or over 82 lbs./day of suspended particulate 

matter (PM2.5 from exhaust) (PM10 from exhaust), it has the potential to result in a significant air 

quality impact.   

 

The Bay Area is currently classified as “attainment” or “unclassifiable” with respect to every National 
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Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) except ozone and fine particulate matter PM2.5), for which 

it is still classified as “nonattainment.” Ozone concentrations in the Bay Area have also decreased 

considerably over the last several decades, but NAAQS are required to be set to be protective of 

public health “allowing an adequate margin of safety” and have also become more stringent. Prior 

to 2008, attaining the ozone NAAQS required that the peak 8-hour average concentration on the 4th-

worst day of the year (averaged over three consecutive years) - be below 0.08 parts per million 

(ppm); the Bay Area was classified as “marginal” nonattainment with respect to that standard.  The 

Bay Area’s current ozone design value (based on 2008-2010 data) is 0.08 ppm, but in 2008, the ozone 

NAAQS was revised to 0.075 ppm. Therefore, while EPA has not yet finalized its attainment 

designations for the 2008 ozone standard, it is proposing to designate the Bay Area as “marginal 

nonattainment” (0.076 - 0.086 ppm) with respect to that standard. The State of California also has 

its own ambient air quality standards (CAAQS) which are equivalent to or more stringent than the 

NAAQS; the Bay Area is currently classified as nonattainment with respect to the CAAQS for ozone, 

particulate matter smaller than 10 microns (PM10), and “fine” particulate matter smaller than 2.5 

microns (PM2.5).  

 

A sensitive receptor is defined as a location where human populations, especially children, seniors, 

and sick persons, are located where there is a reasonable expectation of continuous human exposure 

to air pollutants. These typically include residences, hospitals, and schools. The nearest sensitive 

receptors to the project site are the Arleta Park residents approximately 1,100 feet east of the 

existing beach access ramp. 

Impact Evaluation 

a) No Impact. The project consists of safety improvements to an existing beach access ramp 

that would not increase regional population growth or cause changes in vehicle travel in a 

way that would affect implementation of the Bay Area 2017 Clean Air Plan (CAP).  The 

project also conforms to the Half Moon Bay Local Coastal Land Use Plan, which is the same 

as the Land Use Element of the General Plan.  

b) No Impact.  The BAAQMD screening criteria provides lead agencies with a conservative 

indication of whether a proposed project could result in potentially significant air quality 

impacts.  If all of the screening criteria are met by a proposed project, then the lead agency 

or applicant would not need to perform a detailed air quality assessment of their project’s 

air pollutant emissions and the project would not result in the generation of operational-
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related criteria air pollutants and/or precursors that exceed BAAQMD’s thresholds of 

significance. The screening criteria for operationally-related impacts require that a City park 

project is less than the 67 acres construction criterion and the 2,613 acres operational 

criterion.  Because the proposed project area is well below these thresholds, no impacts are 

expected to occur.   

In addition, the City incorporates standard BAAQMD BMPs into the City’s Standard Permit 

Conditions which will be implemented by this project.  The following standard BAAQMD 

dust control measures must be implemented during all phases of construction on the 

project site:  

•   All active construction areas shall be watered twice daily or more often if necessary. 
Increased watering frequency shall be required whenever wind speeds exceed 15 miles-
per-hour.  

•   Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply non-toxic soil stabilizers on all unpaved 
access roads and parking and staging areas at construction sites.  

•   Cover stockpiles of debris, soil, sand, and any other materials that can be windblown. 
Trucks transporting these materials shall be covered.  

•   All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads shall be removed using wet 
power vacuum street sweepers at least once per day. The use of dry power sweeping is 
prohibited.  

•   Subsequent to clearing, grading, or excavating, exposed portions of the site shall be 
watered, landscaped, treated with soil stabilizers, or covered as soon as possible. 
Hydroseed or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers to inactive construction areas and 
previously graded areas inactive for 10 days or more.  

•   Installation of sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to 
public roadways.  

•   Replanting of vegetation in disturbed areas as soon as possible after completion of 
construction.  

•   Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or 
reducing the maximum idling time to five minutes. Clear signage shall be provided for 
construction workers at all access points.  

•   All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance with 
manufacturer’s specifications. All equipment shall be checked by a certified mechanic 
and determined to be running in proper condition prior to operation.  

• Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number and person to contact at the 
applicant’s representative and the City of Half Moon Bay regarding dust complaints. This 
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person shall respond and take corrective action within 48 hours. The BAAQMD’s phone 
number shall also be visible to ensure compliance with applicable regulations. 

c-d)  Less Than Significant Impact.  Sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the project site are 

residents of existing single-family residences in the Arleta Park neighborhood approximately 

1,100 feet to the east of the project site.  The proposed beach access improvements would 

not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.  Temporary 

increases in dust and construction related odors may result from the excavation of soil and 

other construction activities on the subject site, but these impacts would be less than 

significant based on compliance with the BAAQMD’s standard abatement measures for 

construction period emissions (as outlined in Section b above).  Impacts to sensitive 

receptors and any odors would be less than significant. 

 

4. Biological Resources 

Would the project: 

Environmental Issues – Biological Resource 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

Sources 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status 
species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

    
2, 16, 

18 

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, 
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

    
2, 16, 

18 

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally 
protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, 
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.), through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
means? 

    2 
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Environmental Issues – Biological Resource 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

Sources 

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any 
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species 
or with established native resident or migratory 
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native 
wildlife nursery sites? 

    2 

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 

    16, 18 

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation 
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state 
habitat conservation plan? 

    9 

 

Impact Analysis 

This section is based on the conclusions contained in the Preliminary Biological Evaluation for the 

Poplar Gateways Project Area, dated September 2018, prepared by Huffman-Broadway Group, Inc.  

The complete report is provided in Appendix A. 

a) Less Than Significant Impact.  The subject project area is part of a larger project area for the 

City’s draft Poplar Beach Gateways Plan, which includes all City-owned land from Kelly 

Avenue on the north to the Poplar Beach parking lot on the south (“Poplar Beach Blufftop 

Park”). The Plan will provide blufftop erosion and drainage control, managed retreat of the 

Coastal Trail segment, and habitat enhancement. In conformance with the provisions set 

forth in Chapter 18.38 of the Half Moon Bay Municipal Code, Huffman-Broadway Group 

evaluated the larger Poplar Gateways project area, which includes the beach access ramp 

and a 200-foot project area buffer. The evaluations included an assessment of habitat types 

and special-status plant and animal species that occur or have potential to occur within the 

project area that may be adversely affected by project activities.  Recommendations on 

design guidelines for the Poplar Beach Gateways Plan are provided with the intent of 

avoiding or minimizing potential impacts to protected species and sensitive habitat areas to 

a less than significant level.   

The proposed improvements to the beach access ramp occur on the face of a sea cliff, 

which are defined as an environmentally sensitive habitat area (ESHA) by the City’s Local 
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Coastal Program. Under Chapter 18.38 of the City’s Municipal Code, development 

permitted to occur on sea cliff or bluff faces includes limited coastal access, pedestrian 

paths, and engineered stairways for coastal access. The proposed development is consistent 

with the permitted uses as it includes installation of wooden steps, a handrail, and a 

concrete landing pad to enhance the safety of the existing beach access ramp. The 

proposed development is limited to the area of the existing ramp’s footprint, consistent 

with Design Consideration #1 of Huffman-Broadway’s preliminary biological evaluation.  

Based on the findings of previous biological studies, there are no special-status animals or 

plants present within 200 feet of the proposed project. However, there are several species 

with the potential to occur within or near the project area. The proposed project will occur 

entirely within a previously disturbed footprint and will not cause any substantial adverse 

impacts to any special-status animal or plant species. Prior to the commencement of 

construction, the limits of the construction zone will be clearly marked and fenced to 

prevent any impacts to the surrounding habitat areas. 

Special-status Plant Species 

Special-status plant species found along the coastal bluffs in the project vicinity include 

Choris’s popcornflower and perennial goldfields. These species occur within coastal terrace 

prairie habitat, which is a combination of grassland, scrub, and wetland species found along 

the bluff edge.  

 

Choris’s popcornflower 

Choris’s popcornflower is listed by the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) on list 1B.2. 

The popcornflower is located within wetland habitats outside of the proposed project area, 

approximately 1,400 feet to the north and 2,400 feet to the south according to the 

California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNNDB) records. No suitable habitat for the 

popcornflower is present within at least 200 feet of the beach access ramp as the project 

area contains a dirt pedestrian trail, a sea cliff, and non-native grasslands.  

 

Perennial goldfields 

Perennial goldfields is also listed by the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) on list 1B.2. 

The species occurs primarily within coastal scrub habitats and occasionally within wetlands. 

The species is located along the bluff edge and near the Coastal Trail outside of the 

proposed project area, approximately 400 feet to the north and 500 feet to the south 
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according to CNNDB records. No suitable habitat for the popcornflower is present within at 

least 200 feet of the beach access ramp as the project area contains a dirt pedestrian trail, a 

sea cliff, and non-native grasslands. 

 

Special-status Wildlife Species 

The larger Poplar Beach Blufftop Park area has potential to support special-status animal 

species including the California red-legged frog and San Francisco garter snake, and a 

number of raptor and bird species including white-tailed kite, Swainson’s Hawk, Northern 

harrier, Sharp-shinned hawk, Cooper’s hawk, short-eared owl, golden eagle, ferruginous 

hawk, merlin, loggerhead shrike, grasshopper sparrow, and Bryant’s savannah sparrow. No 

trees or understory are present within the proposed project footprint; therefore, only 

Bryant’s savannah sparrow and grasshopper sparrow have potential to nest within the 

project footprint. No roost habitat is present for bats or monarchs within at least 200 feet of 

the project site because of the lack of trees and buildings.  
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Figure 5. Biological Communities within the Poplar Beach Gateways Plan Study Area 
 

Beach access 
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Special-status birds, raptors, and common nesting birds 

Special-status and non-special-status native birds are protected by the Migratory Bird 

Treaty Act and the California Fish and Game Code. Raptors are considered unique species in 

the City’s LCP. Several special-status birds and common raptors including white-tailed kite, 

Swainson’s Hawk, Northern harrier, Sharp-shinned hawk, Cooper’s hawk, short-eared owl, 

golden eagle, ferruginous hawk, and merlin have potential to nest in the surrounding area, 

but there are no suitable raptor nest trees present within the footprint of the proposed 

project. Common ground-nesting bird species such as loggerhead shrike, San Francisco 

common yellowthroat, grasshopper sparrow, and Bryant’s savannah sparrow also have 

potential to nest within the larger blufftop area. The grasshopper sparrow has been sighted 

in the blufftop area west of Railroad Avenue, but no nesting has been previously 

documented. Bryant’s savannah sparrow has been documented as a breeding species in the 

larger blufftop area. However, these species typically occupy coastal marshes and 

grasslands and would have very low potential of occurring within the previously disturbed 

sea cliff area of the proposed project.  

California red-legged frog 

The California red-legged frog (CRLF) is a federally listed threatened species and a California 

species of special concern. The grasslands and wetland habitats in the larger blufftop area 

have potential to provide dispersal habitat for CRLF. CRLF were last documented in the 

Wavecrest area to the south of the project site in 2004. However, the species is unlikely to 

be present at the project site as it is a previously disturbed sea cliff area that does not 

contain grasslands or wetlands.  

San Francisco garter snake 

The San Francisco garter snake (SFGS) is a federally and state listed endangered species. The 

species is most often observed in the vicinity of standing water, including ponds, lakes, 

marshes and sloughs, with essential breeding habitat in open grassy uplands and shallow 

marshlands. The only known sightings of SFGF in Half Moon Bay have been in Pilarcitos 

Creek, approximately one mile north of the project site. SFGS is unlikely to be present at the 

project site as it is a previously disturbed sea cliff area that does not contain grasslands or 

standing water.  
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b) No Impact.  There is no riparian habitat within or near the project site. Other natural 

communities within the project vicinity include non-native grasslands and coastal 

freshwater marsh. However, the proposed project is limited to the previously disturbed 

footprint of the existing beach access on the bluff face leading from the blufftop down to 

the sandy beach. Prior to the commencement of construction, the limits of the construction 

zone will be clearly marked and fenced to prevent any impacts to the surrounding habitat 

areas. No impacts are anticipated.  

c) No Impact.  There are no federally protected wetlands within the project footprint. A 

potential one-parameter drainage follows the northern side of Poplar Street down towards 

the bluff edge, where a previous emergency permit allowed replacement of the corroding 

drainage pipe. The proposed project does not include any additional work within the 

drainage course. No impacts are anticipated.  

d) Less Than Significant Impact. The project will not impede the use of native wildlife nursery 

sites or interfere substantially with the movement of any wildlife species. Construction 

staging and storage and all proposed work will occur within previously disturbed areas 

including the public parking lot, existing pathway to the beach access, and the existing 

beach access ramp. Prior to the commencement of construction, the limits of the 

construction zone will be clearly marked and fenced to prevent any impacts to the 

surrounding habitat areas. Construction will occur over a period not to exceed three weeks. 

Any impacts would be less than significant.  

e) No Impact. Chapter 7.4, the Heritage Tree Ordinance, requires a permit for removal of a 

Heritage Tree (i.e. any tree with a trunk diameter of 12 inches or greater at breast height) 

and sets forth findings for approval of such permit.  There are no trees proposed for 

removal with this project. 

Chapter 18.38 The Half Moon Bay Municipal Code requires any proposed project within 100 

feet of a “sensitive habitat area” to prepare a biological report and to be evaluated in an 

initial study.  Sensitive habitat is defined as sand dunes, marine habitats, sea cliffs, riparian 

areas, wetlands, rocky intertidal zones, coastal scrub, and habitats supporting rare and 

endangered species defined by the California State Fish and Game Commission.  The 

proposed project would involve work within 100 feet of a sensitive habitat area. The larger 

project area has been previously evaluated by Huffman-Broadway Group, Inc. in a biological 
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report for a long-term project involving the city-owned properties between Poplar Street 

and Kelly Avenue.  Subsection (a) above describes the findings of the report. As described, 

the proposed project is limited in scope and footprint to the previously disturbed area and 

is consistent with all local policies and ordinances protecting biological resources. Prior to 

the commencement of construction, the limits of the construction zone will be clearly 

marked and fenced to prevent any impacts to the surrounding habitat areas. No mitigation 

measures are required, and no impacts are anticipated.   

f) No Impact.  The proposed project site is not within the boundaries of a habitat conservation 

plan or natural community conservation plan.  This precludes the possibility of these project 

components conflicting with the provisions of such a plan and no impacts could occur. 

5. Cultural Resources 

Would the project: 

Environmental Issues – Cultural Resources 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

 Sources 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an historical resource as defined in 
CEQA Guidelines §15064.5? 

    15 

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15064.5? 

    17 

c) Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries? 

    17 

Impact Analysis 

a) No Impact.  There are no known National Register or California State Historic Resource 

properties, California Historical landmarks, or California Points of Historic interest on the 

project site or in the immediate project vicinity.  The City of Half Moon Bay Historical 

Resources Inventory also does not identify any historical structures or other resources on or 

proximate to the subject site.  Consequently, the proposed project would not result in an 

adverse change in a significant historical resource.   

b) Less Than Significant Impact.  The project site is located in a potentially sensitive 

archaeological resource area pursuant to the Local Coastal Program’s Potential 
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Archaeological Resources Map. If subsurface historic or archeological resources are 

uncovered during construction, standard condition of approval requires all work to stop and 

a qualified archeologist shall be retained. The qualified archeologist shall identify any 

mitigation measures required to protect archaeological resources. Consequently, the 

project is not expected to impact subsurface archaeological resources or human remains. 

The impact would be less than significant. 

c) Less Than Significant Impact.  The project site is located in a potentially sensitive 

archaeological resource area pursuant to the Local Coastal Program’s Potential 

Archaeological Resources Map. If human remains are encountered, the City will comply with 

the requirements of Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code and Section 5097.94 of 

the Public Resources Code regarding the handling of human remains, as well as standard 

conditions of approval related to archeological resources mentioned in b) above. The 

impact would be less than significant. 

6. Energy 

Would the project: 

Environmental Issues – Energy 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

 Sources 

a) Result in potentially significant environmental 
impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary consumption of energy resources, 
during project construction or operation? 

    9 

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for 
renewable energy or energy efficiency? 

    9 

Impact Analysis 

a-b) No Impact.  The project consists of improvements to an existing beach access ramp 

including installation of wooden steps, a cable handrail, and a concrete landing pad.  While 

the project may result in an incremental increase in energy use during construction, the 

development itself does not require any energy resources. Grading, compaction, and 

installation of the steps and handrail will be done by hand and a small Bobcat will be used 

to install the concrete landing. No Impacts are anticipated. 
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7. Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 

Would the project: 

Environmental Issues – Geology, Soils and Seismicity 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

Sources 

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, 
or death involving: 

     

1) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
described on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the 
State Geologist for the area or based on 
other substantial evidence of a known 
fault? (Refer to Division of Mines and 
Geology Special Publication 42.) 

    5 

2) Strong seismic ground shaking?     5 

3) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

    5 

4) Landslides?     5 

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil?  

    5 

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is 
unstable, or that would become unstable as a 
result of the project, and potentially result in on- 
or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

    5 

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994, as 
updated), creating substantial risks to life or 
property? 

    5 

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting 
the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater 
disposal systems where sewers are not available 
for the disposal of wastewater? 

    5 

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site, or unique 
geologic feature? 

    15, 18 
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Impact Analysis 

a.1) Less Than Significant Impact.  The site is not within a State of California designated Alquist-

Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone, but it is located in the San Francisco Bay Area, considered one 

of the most seismically active regions in the United States.  Significant earthquakes have 

occurred in the Bay Area, and will continue to occur with varying intensities depending 

upon the magnitude of the earthquake and the distance of the site from the causative fault 

and the type of material underlying the site.  The nearest fault zones are the San Gregorio 

Fault Zone, located approximately 2 mile west of Half Moon Bay, and the San Andreas Fault 

Zone, located approximately 6 miles east of Half Moon Bay.  No active faults or fault traces 

are known to be located on site.  As a result, the risk of fault rupture in the area is low and 

the potential impact is considered less than significant.   

a.2) Less Than Significant Impact.  The proposed project may be exposed to strong seismic 

ground shaking associated with an earthquake on the San Gregorio, San Andreas Faults, or 

other proximate fault zones.  High accelerations can be expected during a moderate to 

major earthquake on the San Andreas Fault or a major earthquake on the San Gregorio 

Fault.  As the project improves safety by providing steps and a handrail at an existing beach 

access ramp, it is likely that the project would decrease the risk of loss, injury or death 

resulting from strong seismic ground shaking.   

a.3) Less Than Significant Impact.  Expansive soils have not been identified onsite.  The project 

does not involve significant grading or excavation as it consists of safety and drainage 

improvements to an existing beach access ramp.  The project will be constructed in 

conformance with the best management practices and with the requirements of the 

California Building Code to ensure that project impacts are less than significant.  

a.4) Less Than Significant Impact.  Landslides are related to instabilities in slopes and can be 

induced by earthquakes or heavy amounts of rainfall.  The site has potential for landslides 

due to its location along a coastal bluff. However, the proposed project will enhance 

stability and safety by installing wooden steps anchored by metal stakes and a cable 

handrail along the existing access ramp. The grade between steps will be no greater than 

20% slope. The graded V-ditch will also improve site drainage and the ramp’s stability. No 

significant impacts are anticipated.  
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b) Less Than Significant Impact. Construction of the proposed improvements to the existing 

beach access ramp could result in temporary increases in soil erosion.  The project is subject 

to the San Mateo County Storm Water Pollution Best Management Practices during 

construction and will implement erosion and sediment control measures to minimize soil 

erosion and loss of topsoil during construction.  After minor grading to install the wooden 

steps, the surface will be compacted with decomposed granite between steps to reduce 

erosion potential.  The project will result in less than significant erosion impacts. 

c-d) Less than Significant Impact. Expansive soils have not been identified on-site. The project 

intends to increase site stability by providing a graded V-ditch to direct drainage away from 

the bluff edge. The proposed wooden steps will be anchored by metal stakes for stability. 

No significant impacts are anticipated.  

e) No Impact.  The proposed safety and drainage improvements to an existing beach access 

ramp do not require a wastewater disposal system. No impact would occur. 

f) No Impact.  There are no known unique geologic features or paleontological resources on 

the site or in the project area. No impact would occur. 

8. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Would the project: 

Environmental Issues – Greenhouse Gases 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

Sources 

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either 
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 
impact on the environment? 

    1 

b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or 
regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose 
of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

    1 

 
Impact Analysis 

a-b) Less Than Significant Impact.  Greenhouse gas emissions associated with the proposed 

project would occur over the short-term from construction activities and over the long-term 

from vehicle trips to and from the site. However, the project involves improvement of an 

existing beach accessway that already generates vehicle trips. The proposed improvements 
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are intended to provide safe access down to Poplar Beach. There are no changes proposed 

to the capacity of the beach parking lot or the hours of operation for Poplar Beach and the 

blufftop park. The BAAQMD 2017 CEQA Guidelines screening criteria for greenhouse gases 

specify that operation of up to 600 acres of City park would not exceed the greenhouse gas 

significance thresholds, and the proposed project area is well below this threshold.  The 

project also complies with all applicable plans, policies and regulations. Therefore, 

greenhouse gas emissions associated with the proposed beach access improvements would 

be less than significant.  
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9. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Would the project:  

Environmental Issues – Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

Sources 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, 
use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 

    1, 16 

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accident conditions involving the 
likely release of hazardous materials into the 
environment? 

    1, 16 

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous 
or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or 
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or 
proposed school?  

    9 

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list 
of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant 
to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a 
result, would it create a significant hazard to 
the public or the environment? 

    6 

e) For a project located within an airport land use 
plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or 
public use airport, would the project result in a 
safety hazard or excessive noise for people 
residing or working in the project area? 

    9 

f) Impair implementation of, or physically 
interfere with an adopted emergency response 
plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

    11 

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or 
indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or 
death involving wildland fires? 

    3 

Impact Analysis 

a-b) Less Than Significant Impact.  The proposed improvements to the existing beach access 

ramp are not expected to create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 

through construction, routine transport, use, release or disposal of hazardous materials.  

Minor amounts of hazardous materials may be used during construction, including vehicle 

fuels and concrete.  However, use, transport, and disposal of such materials will be required 
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to conform to applicable federal, state, and County hazardous materials, which will ensure 

that hazardous materials do not create a significant threat to the public or the environment.  

The impact would be less than significant. 

c) No Impact.  The project is not located within a quarter mile of any existing or proposed 

school.  No impact would occur. 

d) No Impact.  The project site is currently used for public beach access.  No known hazardous 

materials are currently being used, stored, or disposed of on or immediately adjacent to the 

project site. A closed landfill exists to the south of the project site, but the proposed 

development will have no impact on the closed landfill. The project site is also not included 

on the State’s Hazardous Waste and Substances Site List (Cortese List) established pursuant 

to Government Code Section 65962.5. 

e) No Impact.  The project site is more than two miles from the Half Moon Bay Airport and is 

outside the airport influence area. No impacts would occur. 

f) No Impact. The proposed improvements to the existing beach access ramp would not 

interfere with access on local streets or highways or otherwise interfere with an adopted 

emergency response or evacuation plan.  No impact would occur. 

g) Less Than Significant Impact.   The California Department of Forestry Fire Department 

(CalFire) Hazard Severity Zone Map for San Mateo County indicates that the project site is 

not located within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone.  The Coastside County Fire 

Protection District provides fire services to the site.  The project will comply will all District 

requirements regarding fire access and vegetation control within the project site; therefore, 

the risk of exposure of people or structures to impacts from wild land fires would be less 

than significant. 
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10. Hydrology and Water Quality 

Would the project:  

Environmental Issues – Hydrology and Water Quality 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

 Sources 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements or otherwise 
substantially degrade surface or groundwater 
quality? 

    16 

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge 
such that the project may impede sustainable 
groundwater management of the basin?  

    9 

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern 
of the site or area, including the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, or through the 
addition of impervious surfaces in a manner 
which would: 

     

1) Result in substantial erosion or siltation on-
or off-site? 

    13 

2) Substantially increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner that would result 
in flooding on-or off-site? 

    13 

3) Create or contribute runoff water which 
would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned storm water drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff? 

    13 

4) Impede or redirect flood flows?     13 

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk 
release of pollutants due to project inundation? 

    8, 10 

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a 
water quality control plan or sustainable 
groundwater management plan? 

    9 

Impact Analysis 

a) Less Than Significant Impact.  The project would be required to comply with the City’s 

NPDES (storm water control) requirements for erosion and sedimentation control during 

the construction period. The City will employ standard construction best management 

practices established by the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board for water 

quality protection. These include erosion and sediment control measures. Consequently, 

the proposed improvements to the existing beach access ramp would not violate any water 
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quality standards or waste discharge requirements. Any impacts would be less than 

significant.  

b) No Impact.  The use of the site as a beach access ramp does not require water service.  

Project construction and occupation would not use ground water.  As a result, there would 

be no impacts to groundwater. 

c.1-3)  No Impact.  Project construction would involve ground disturbing activities such as 

excavation and grading; however, these activities would not substantially alter the existing 

topography of the project site. The project would also be required to comply with the City’s 

NPDES (storm water control) requirements for erosion and sedimentation control during 

the construction period; consequently, the project is not likely to contribute substantial 

amounts of erosion or siltation on- or off-site due to construction. Post-construction, the 

project would not result in substantial erosion or siltation as the proposed drainage 

improvements are intended to reduce erosion potential, and there will be no significant 

increase in impervious surfaces from the addition of wooden steps at the existing dirt ramp.  

The impact would be less than significant.  

c.4)  Less Than Significant Impact. The project proposes to redirect the existing drainage pattern 

such that drainage will be directed into a graded V-ditch on the inland side of the beach 

access ramp, away from the bluff edge to reduce erosion potential and improve public 

safety.  As the redirected drainage will improve the site conditions, the impact would be less 

than significant. 

d) Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is not located in a dam failure inundation 

area, is not protected by a levee system, and is not located in an area subject to seiche or 

mudflows.  However, the project site is located in a tsunami inundation area. Tsunami 

warning sirens and tsunami evacuation route directional signage exist within the vicinity of 

the project site. The tsunami directional signage and warning sirens would reduce the 

impact to less than significant by informing beach-goers of any impending tsunami and 

facilitating evacuation. A tsunami would not release any pollutants from the proposed 

project as the improvements consist of wooden steps, a handrail, and a drainage V-ditch at 

an existing beach access ramp. Any impacts are expected to be less than significant.  
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e)  No Impact.  The project will not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality 

control plan.  There is no groundwater sustainable management plan in this area.  As a 

result, no impacts are expected to occur. 

11. Land Use 

Would the project:  

Environmental Issues – Land Use 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

Sources 

a) Physically divide an established community?     9, 18 

b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to 
a conflict with any applicable land use plan, 
policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not 
limited to the general plan, specific plan, local 
coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted 
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect? 

    16, 18 

Impact Analysis 

a) No Impact.  The site of the proposed project is zoned OS – P Open Space – Passive and has a 

General Plan designation of Regional Public Recreation. The proposed improvements to the 

existing beach access ramp are consistent with the site’s zoning and General Plan 

designations. The project will not divide an established community as the scope of the 

project consists of improvements to an existing beach access ramp. No impacts would 

occur. 

b) No Impact.  The proposed project complies with the requirements of the OS – P Zoning 

District and is consistent with the site’s Regional Public Recreation General Plan 

designation.  The larger Poplar Beach blufftop area has been previously assessed for 

biological resources and identified the project area as a potentially sensitive sea cliff. Public 

access trails and engineered stairways are permitted uses in sea cliff areas in the City’s Land 

Use Plan and Zoning Code. The project area is confined to a previously disturbed footprint 

and will not cause any impacts to biological resources. Biologic Resources are also discussed 

in Section 4 of this Initial Study. 
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12. Mineral Resources 

Would the project:  

Environmental Issues – Mineral Resources 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

Sources 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known 
mineral resource that would be of value to the 
region and the residents of the state? 

    7 

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally 
important mineral resource recovery site 
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan 
or other land use plan? 

    7 

Impact Analysis 

a-b) No Impact. Pursuant to the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA), neither 

the State Geologist, nor the State Mining and Geology Board have designated any area 

within the jurisdiction of the City of Half Moon Bay as containing mineral deposits of 

regional significance nor any deposits for which significance requires further evaluation.  

The project site and surrounding area contain no mineral deposits subject to SMARA.  No 

impacts would occur. 

13. Noise 

Would the project: 

Environmental Issues - Noise 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

 Sources 

a) Generate substantial temporary or permanent 
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of 
the project in excess of standards established in 
the local general plan or noise ordinance, or in 
other applicable standards of other agencies? 

    14, 16 

b) Generate excessive ground borne vibration or 
ground borne noise levels? 

    12 

c) For a project within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where such 
a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of 
a public airport or public use airport, would the 
project expose people residing or working in the 
project area to excessive noise levels? 

    9 
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Background 

Policy 1.a and Exhibit 13 of the City of Half Moon Bay Noise Element (1991) establish maximum 

exterior and interior noise levels for different land use categories uses using the Community Noise 

Equivalent Level (CNEL).  CNEL is the average sound level over a 24 hour period, with a penalty of 5 

dB added between 7 p.m. and 10 p.m. and a penalty of 10 dB added for the nighttime hours of 10 

p.m. to 7 a.m.  For open space uses including parks, the Noise Element does not impose a noise 

level limit. The Noise Element specifies that construction noise is addressed through Half Moon Bay 

Municipal Code noise regulations. 

The Municipal Code specifies that no person shall between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 8:00 a.m. 

make, cause, suffer or permit to be made any offensive noise (1) which is made within one hundred 

feet of any building or place regularly used for sleeping purposes, or (2) which disturbs, or would 

tend to disturb, any person within hearing distance of such noise.   

Municipal Code Section 14.40.010 allows construction only during the following hours:  7:00 a.m. 

to 6:00 p.m. Monday through Friday; 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Saturdays; and 10:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. 

Sundays and holidays. The closest sensitive receptors to the project site are residents of the 

existing houses in the Arleta Park neighborhood, over 1,000 feet east of the project site. 

Impact Analysis 

a) Less That Significant Impact. The certified Noise Element does not impose any noise level 

limits for open space uses including parks. Construction of the proposed project will be 

restricted to the hours allowed by the Municipal Code, and will be done primarily by hand 

or with a small Bobcat. Any increase in ambient noise levels will be minimal and temporary. 

Any impacts would be less than significant.   

b) Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project includes installation of wooden steps, a 

handrail, and a concrete landing pad at an existing beach access ramp. Construction of the 

proposed project would not require pile driving or other construction techniques likely to 

cause perceptible, off-site, ground-borne noise or vibration. Activities associated with 

earthmoving equipment and similar construction equipment would occur on a temporary 

basis and be done primarily by hand or a small Bobcat. Operation of the project would not 

involve any activity that would produce perceptible ground-borne noise or vibration. Any 

impacts would be less than significant.  
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c) No Impact.  The project site is not located within two miles of an airport or airport land use 

plan.  The nearest airport (Half Moon Bay Airport) is located approximately 4 miles from the 

project site.  No impacts would occur. 

14. Population and Housing 

Would the project: 

Environmental Issues – Population and Housing 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

 Sources 

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, 
either directly (e.g., by proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (e.g., through extension 
of roads or other infrastructure)? 

    9, 13 

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people 
or housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

    9 

Impact Analysis 

a) No Impact.  The proposed project involves improvements to an existing beach access ramp 

and will not induce any population growth. The proposed improvements will not increase 

infrastructure capacity or otherwise enable development of these other parcels. No impacts 

would occur. 

b) No Impact.  The project site currently contains a beach access ramp on land zoned for 

passive open space. There will be no displacement of people or housing as a result of the 

proposed improvements to the existing beach access ramp. No impacts would occur. 

15. Public Services 

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of 
new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the 
public services: 
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Environmental Issues - Public Services Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

 Sources 

a) Fire Protection?     9, 13 

b) Police Protection?     9, 13 

c) Schools?     9, 13 

d) Parks?     9, 13 

e) Other public facilities?     9, 13 

Impact Analysis 

a) No Impact.  Fire protection services are provided to the site by the Coastside County Fire 

Protection District.  The proposed improvements to the existing beach access ramp would 

not require new fire facilities or reduce response times. The project is intended to improve 

public safety by providing steps and a handrail down to Poplar Beach. No impact would 

occur. 

b) No Impact.  Police services to the site are provided by the San Mateo County Sheriff’s 

Department.  The proposed project would not increase demands on policy services or 

require expanded police protection facilities The project is intended to improve public 

safety by providing steps and a handrail down to Poplar Beach. No impact would occur. 

c) No Impact.  The City of Half Moon Bay is located within the Cabrillo Unified School District. 

The proposed improvements to the existing beach access ramp would not trigger the need 

for new or expanded school facilities. No impacts would occur. 

d) No Impact.  The project area contains a heavily used beach and blufftop park area with a 

segment of the Coastal Trail. The proposed development is intended to improve public 

safety by providing steps and a handrail down to the beach from the trail at the existing 

beach access ramp. The project would not increase demands on parks such that new or 

expanded park facilities would be required. No impacts would occur. 
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e) No Impact.  The proposed safety and drainage improvements at the existing beach access 

ramp would not noticeably increase the demands on any public facilities and would not 

necessitate the construction of new or expanded public facilities.  No impacts would occur. 

16. Recreation 

Environmental Issues – Recreation Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

Sources 

a) Would the project increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that substantial 
physical deterioration of the facility would occur 
or be accelerated? 

    9, 13 

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or 
require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities, which might have an 
adverse physical effect on the environment? 

    2, 9 

Impact Analysis 

a) No Impact.  As the project involves installation of wooden steps, a handrail, and a concrete 

landing pad at an existing beach access ramp, there is the potential for increased use of this 

public access facility. However, the proposed safety and drainage improvements are 

intended to protect the access ramp from physical deterioration such as bluff erosion. The 

project will improve the existing physical condition of the steep, unimproved beach access. 

Any impacts would be less than significant. 

b) No Impact.  The project involves safety and drainage improvements to an existing 

recreation facility. However, the project will occur within the previously disturbed footprint 

of the existing public beach access ramp and will not have an adverse physical effect on the 

environment. Any impacts would be less than significant. 
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17. Transportation 

Would the project: 

Environmental Issues - Transportation 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

 Sources 

a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy 
addressing the circulation system, including 
transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? 

    20 

b) Conflict with or be inconsistent with CEQA 
Guidelines §15064.3, subdivision (b)? 

    9, 13 

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)? 

    9, 13 

d) Result in inadequate emergency access?     10, 11 

 

Impact Analysis 

a) No Impact.  The project includes improvements to an existing beach access ramp and will 

not conflict with policies, plans and programs addressing the circulation system, including 

transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities.  The project is consistent with the 

adopted Circulation Element of the General Plan and the draft Bicycle and Pedestrian 

Master Plan as it will enhance public safety and beach access.  No impacts would occur. 

b) Less Than Significant Impact. The project may add a negligible amount of traffic to the 

existing circulation system as it will improve the public’s ability to safely access Poplar 

beach. However, the improvements will not expand the existing footprint of the beach 

access ramp and will not involve an increase in capacity of the beach access ramp or parking 

lot. The project would not conflict with or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines §15064.3, 

subdivision (b) and would result in a less than significant impact to traffic congestion.  

c) No Impact.  The project would not increase hazards due to its design features. No impact 

will occur. 

d) No Impact.  The proposed project has potential to enhance emergency access as it improves 

the safety of the existing beach access ramp for public users. No impacts would occur. 
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18. Tribal Cultural Resources 

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, 
defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is 
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural 
value to a California Native American tribe, and that is: 
 

Environmental Issues – Tribal Cultural Resources 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

 Sources 

a) Listed or eligible for listing in the California 
Register of Historical Resources, or in a local 
register of historical resources as defined in 
Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k)? 

    15 

b) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its 
discretion and supported by substantial evidence, 
to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 
5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the 
significance of the resource to a California Native 
American tribe? 

    17, 18 

Impact Analysis 

a, b) No Impact.  The project includes the construction of improvements to an existing beach 

access trail in an area where there are no known tribal cultural resources on site.  No 

impacts would occur. 

19. Utilities and Service Systems 

Would the project: 

Environmental Issues – Utilities and Service Systems 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

 Sources 

a) Require or result in the construction of new 
water, wastewater treatment or storm water 
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, the construction or 
relocation of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

    9, 13 

251



City of Half Moon Bay – Poplar Beach Access Safety and Drainage Improvements  
PDP-19-035  

 

 

Environmental Issues – Utilities and Service Systems 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

 Sources 

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve 
the project and reasonably foreseeable future 
development during normal, dry and multiple dry 
years?  

    9, 13 

c) Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider, which serves or may serve 
the project that it has adequate capacity to serve 
the project’s projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments? 

    9, 13 

d) Generate solid waste in excess of state or local 
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local 
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the 
attainment of solid waste reduction goals? 

    9, 13 

e) Comply with federal, state, and local 
management and reduction statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 

    9, 13 

Impact Analysis 

all) No Impact.  The project includes installation of wooden steps, a handrail, a concrete ramp, 

and a drainage V-ditch at an existing beach access ramp. The existing land use and proposed 

improvements do not require any utilities, water supplies, wastewater treatment, or other 

such infrastructure and will not cause generation of solid waste. Trash receptacles are 

currently available near the top of the beach access ramp, and beach cleanup services are 

provided through the City of Half Moon Bay. No impact would occur. 

20. Wildfires 

Is the project located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard 
severity zones?  If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire 
hazard severity zones, would the project: 
 

Environmental Issues – Wildfires 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

 Sources 

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

    3, 11 
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Environmental Issues – Wildfires 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

 Sources 

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, 
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose 
project occupants to pollutant concentrations 
from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a 
wildfire? 

    3, 11 

c) Require the installation or maintenance of 
associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel 
breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or 
other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or 
that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts 
to the environment? 

    3, 11 

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, 
including downslope or downstream flooding or 
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope 
instability, or drainage changes? 

    3, 11 

Impact Analysis 

all) No Impact. The City of Half Moon Bay is not located in but is adjacent to an area of state 

responsibility. The project vicinity is not located within an area described as being in a Very 

High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. Fire access to the site is available via Poplar Street and the 

Poplar Beach public parking lot. In the event of a fire, little change in drainage condition is 

expected. Fire hazards for local responsibility areas are also addressed in Section 9.g above. 

No impacts would occur.  
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21. Mandatory Findings of Significance 

Mandatory Findings of Significance 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the 
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the 
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or 
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, reduce the number or restrict the range 
of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods of California 
history or prehistory? 

    

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually 
limited, but cumulatively considerable?  
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the 
incremental effects of a project are considerable when 
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, 
the effects of other current projects, and the effects of 
probable future projects.) 

    

c) Does the project have environmental effects, which 
will cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings, either directly or indirectly? 

    

Mandatory Findings of Significance 

all) No Impact.  All impacts identified in the IS are either no impact or less than significant. The 

project involves improvements to an existing beach access trail and will have no impact on 

the number or range of any sensitive species populations. Standard construction best 

management practices will be employed, and the construction and project area are limited 

to previously disturbed footprints void of any sensitive vegetation. Given the minor scope of 

the project, there will be no cumulatively considerable impacts on the project area. The 

proposed project would not result in environmental effects that cause substantial adverse 

effects on human beings either directly or indirectly.  
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

On behalf of the City of Half Moon Bay, California, Huffman‐Broadway Group, Inc. (HBG) 
has prepared an Ecological Constraints Report related to possible recreational 
improvements for City property along the blufftop between Poplar Street and Kelly 
Avenue in Half Moon Bay, California. This area is referred to as Poplar Beach Park and 
encompasses the project area for the City’s Poplar Gateways Plan.   
 
The purpose of this biological study is to provide a general level biological survey to 
determine if there is the potential for the presence of special status species, sensitive 
habitats, or other ecological constraints and, if present, to describe the potential for 
project impacts, suggest recommendations or guidelines for project design, and 
recommended measures that may be necessary to mitigate project impacts associated 
with development of anticipated recreational improvments. The assessment is based on  
technical reports, data, mapping, aerial photography, and imagery readily available at 
the time of the study and on site conditions observed during field inspections. If it is 
determined that there is a potential for special status species or sensitive habitats to be 
present, more detailed technical study following local, state, and federal environmental 
agency requirement may be recommended. The biological evaluation is, therefore, not 
an official protocol level survey for establishing the presence or absence of special 
status species or sensitive habitats, but a study to determine the potential for presence. 
 
The evaluation determines if biological constraints are found on the property such as 
habitats that would be considered sensitive habitats pursuant to guidelines of the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), any habitats suitable to support special 
status species of flora or fauna, or areas that would be defined as potential 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHAs) pursuant to the City’s Local Coastal 
Program (LCP) or the California Coastal Act.  

This study by HBG is intended to determine if potential biological constraints are 
present in an area defined by City of Half Moon Bay staff between Poplar Street and 
Kelly Avenue that may be affected by modest recreational development. The objectives 
of this Ecological Constraints Report are the following:  

(i)  Determine if there is the potential for any special status plant or animal 
species, sensitive habitats, or other ecological constraints to be present 
within the Project Site;  

(ii)  Determine the types of impacts to special status species, sensitive habitats 
or other ecological constraints that could result from anticipated recreational 
development;  

(iii) Suggest design recommendations and guidelines to avoid or minimize 
biological impacts and identify additional mitigation requirements that may 
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be necessary to address biological impacts of recreational development;  

(iv) Describe any additional studies necessary to provide a detailed delineation of 
constraints or to further define impacts, refine approaches to project design, 
or recommend suitable mitigation measures for potentially significant 
project impacts; and  

(v) Describe potential permitting requirements of state or federal regulatory 
agencies associated with possible development proposals.  
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

2.1  Location of Project Site 

Based on the request from the City of Half Moon Bay, HBG has conducted a preliminary 
review of ecological constraints for an approximately 48.2‐acre area located along the 
ocean bluff between Poplar Street and Kelly Avenue in the City of Half Moon Bay, San 
Mateo County, California (see site boundaries in the aerial photograph of Figure 1). The 
area is owned by the City of Half Moon Bay. A portion of the property is Blufftop Park, 
formerly owned by the County of San Mateo but now a parkland owned and operated 
by the City for open space uses.   

The project area is bordered by the Pacific Ocean on the west, Half Moon Bay State 
Beach and residential uses along Kelly Avenue to the north, vacant fields including the 
closed Half Moon Bay Landfill to the south, and undeveloped land as well as single 
family housing along Railroad Avenue to the east. The eastern project site boundary is 
defined by the western extent of paper streets laid out through decades‐old 
subdivisions that were intended to accommodate residential development west of 
Railroad Avenue, some of which are in private ownership. Beyond the eastern project 
site boundary adjacent to Railroad Avenue is the 60‐foot wide former right‐of‐way for 
the Ocean Shore Railroad that is now owned by the City of Half Moon Bay and managed 
under a Conservation Easement by the Coastside Land Trust. 

The Project Site is located on the Half Moon Bay 7.5‐minute USGS quadrangle map. The 
latitude and longitude of the approximate centroid point of the site is Longitude 
122.444360°W and Latitude 37.459540°N. Poplar Street extends to the edge of the 
ocean bluff at a paved parking area that allows access to an unimproved beach access 
and to the paved Coastal Trail. The paved Coastal Trail extends south to the area of the 
Seymour Bridge over the Seymour Ditch to the south and north to the area of Pillar 
Point Harbor. The Coastal Trail runs along the top of the ocean bluff for the length of the 
Project Area. With the exception of the Coastal Trail and the paved parking area at the 
end of Poplar Street, the entire Project Site is a vacant, undeveloped field.  
 
The location of the project site is shown in Figure 1. The site is shown on the USGS Half 
Moon Bay 7.5‐minute quadrangle map in Figure 2 and on a recent aerial photograph of 
the project area in Figure 3. 

2.2  Project Description  

The City of Half Moon Bay may enhance recreational uses in the area. Examples of the 
kinds of improvements being contemplated include improvements to the parking area 
at the end of Poplar Street, access down the ocean bluff to the beach near the parking 
lot, improvements to the bike path along Poplar Street between Railroad Avenue and 
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the parking area along the top of the ocean bluff, and a possible relocation of the 
Coastal Trail to the east by 100 to 150 feet to circumvent and/or accommodate 
anticipated blufftop erosion that has the potential to compromise the Coastal Trail in its 
current location. 
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3.0 REGULATORY BACKGROUND 
 
The following is a description of federal, state, and local environmental laws and policies 
that are relevant to the CEQA review process and the biological resources found on site. 

3.1  Federal Regulations 

 
Clean Water Act‐Section 404 
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) regulates discharges of dredged or fill material 
into Waters of the United States under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA). 
“Discharge of fill material” is defined as the addition of fill material into Waters of the 
U.S., including but not limited to the following: placement of fill that is necessary for the 
construction of any structure, or impoundment requiring rock, sand, dirt, or other 
material for its construction; site‐development fills for recreational, industrial, 
commercial, residential, and other uses; causeways or road fills; and fill for intake and 
outfall pipes and sub‐aqueous utility lines (33 C.F.R. §328.2(f)). In addition, Section 401 
of the CWA (33 U.S.C. 1341) requires any applicant for a federal license or permit to 
conduct any activity that may result in a discharge of a pollutant into Waters of the 
United States to obtain a certification that the discharge will comply with the applicable 
effluent limitations and water quality standards.   
 
The Corps and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA) are responsible for 
implementing the Section 404 program. Section 404(a) authorizes the Corps to issue 
permits, after notice and opportunity for comment, for discharges of dredged or fill 
material into waters of United States. Section 404(b) requires that the Corps issue 
permits in compliance with US EPA guidelines, which are known as the Section 404(b)(1) 
Guidelines. Specifically, the Section 404(b) (1) guidelines require that the Corps only 
authorize the “least environmentally damaging practicable alternative” (LEDPA) and 
include all practicable measures to avoid and minimize impacts to the aquatic 
ecosystem. The guidelines also prohibit discharges that would cause significant 
degradation of the aquatic environment or violate state water quality standards. 
 
Waters of the U.S. include a range of wet environments such as lakes, rivers, streams 
(including intermittent streams), mudflats, sandflats, wetlands, sloughs, and wet 
meadows. Wetlands are defined as “those areas that are inundated or saturated by 
surface or groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support and under 
normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in 
saturated soil conditions” (33 C.F.R. §328.3(b)).   
 
Furthermore, Jurisdictional Waters of the U.S. can be defined by exhibiting a defined 
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bed and bank and ordinary high water mark (OHWM). The OHWM is defined by the 
Corps as “that line on shore established by the fluctuations of water and indicated by 
physical character of the soil, destruction of terrestrial vegetation, the presence of litter 
and debris, or other appropriate means that consider the characteristics of the 
surrounding areas” (33 C.F.R. §328.3(e)).   
 
Tidal waters are also under the jurisdiction of the Corps.  The landward limits of 
jurisdiction in tidal waters extend to the high tide line…“or, when adjacent non‐tidal 
waters of the United States are present, to the limits of jurisdiction for such non‐tidal 
waters” (33 C.F.R.§328.4(b)) High tide is further defined to include the line reached by 
spring high tides and other high tides that occur with periodic frequency (33 
C.F.R.§328.3(d)).   
 
All wetlands in the study area were reviewed to determine if they could be disclaimed 
from Corps jurisdiction as isolated wetlands following two recent US Supreme Court 
decisions. In Solid Waste Agency of Northern Cook County v. United States Army Corps of 
Engineers (SWANCC), No. 99‐1178 (2001), some isolated wetlands may be excluded 
from Corps Section 404 jurisdiction because they are (1) non‐tidal, (2) non‐navigable, (3) 
not hydrologically connected to navigable waters or adjacent to such waters, and (4) not 
subject to foreign or interstate commerce. Subsequent to SWANCC, the U.S. Supreme 
Court decided on Rapanos v. United States and Carabell v. United States, 126 U.S. 2208 
(2006) (herein referred to as Rapanos). In 2007, guidance was given to US EPA regions 
and Corps districts to implement the Supreme Court’s decision which addresses the 
jurisdiction over waters of the U.S. under the Clean Water Act. The Rapanos guidance 
requires the Corps to conduct detailed analysis of the functions and values of wetlands 
and other waters of the U.S. potentially onsite and in some cases offsite, determine if 
there is a nexus to traditional navigable waters and the significance of the nexus to the 
traditional navigable water. Neither the Court nor the recently‐issued guidance draw a 
clear line with regard to the geographic reach of jurisdiction, particularly in drainages 
where flows are ephemeral and where wetlands are adjacent to but not directly 
abutting relatively permanent water, such as the wetlands delineated on the study site.   
 
Clean Water Act‐NPDES Requirements 
In 1972, the Clean Water Act was amended to provide that the discharge of pollutants 
to waters of the United States from any point source is unlawful unless the discharge is 
in compliance with a National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. 
The 1987 amendments established a framework for regulating municipal, industrial, and 
construction‐related storm water discharges under the NPDES Program. On November 
16, 1990, the US EPA published final regulations that establish storm water permit 
application requirements for specified categories of industries. The regulations provide 
that discharges of storm water from construction projects that encompass one or more 
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acres of soil disturbance are effectively prohibited unless the discharge is in compliance 
with an NPDES Permit. The California State Water Resource Control Board has 
developed a general construction storm water permit to implement this requirement.   
 
Federal Endangered Species Act 
The United States Congress passed the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) in 1973 
to protect those species that are endangered or threatened with extinction. The FESA is 
intended to operate in conjunction with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to 
help protect the ecosystems upon which endangered and threatened species depend. 
The FESA establishes an official listing process for plants and animals considered to be in 
danger of extinction; requires development of specific plans of action for the recovery of 
listed species; and restricts activities perceived to harm or kill listed species or affect 
critical habitat (16 USC 1532, 1536). 
 
The FESA prohibits the “take” of endangered or threatened wildlife species. “Take” is 
defined as harassing, harming (including significantly modifying or degrading habitat), 
pursuing, hunting, shooting, wounding, killing, trapping, capturing, or collecting wildlife 
species, or any attempt to engage in such conduct (16 USC 1532, 50 CFR 17.3) Taking 
can result in civil or criminal penalties. Federal regulation 50 CFR 17.3 further defines 
the term harm in the take definition to mean any act that kills or injures a federally 
listed species, including significant habitat modification or degradation. Additionally, 
FESA prohibits the destruction or adverse modification of designated critical habitat. In 
the Service’s regulations at 50 CFR 402.2, destruction or adverse modification is defined 
as a “direct or indirect alteration that appreciably diminishes the value of critical habitat 
for both the survival and recovery of a listed species. 
 
The FESA also requires federal agencies to ensure that their actions do not jeopardize 
the continued existence of listed species or adversely modify critical habitat (16 USC 
1536). Therefore, the FESA is invoked when the property contains a federally‐listed 
threatened or endangered species that may be affected by a permit decision. In the 
event that listed species are involved and a Corps permit is required for impacts to 
jurisdictional waters, the Corps must initiate consultation with U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) or the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) pursuant to Section 7 
of the FESA (16 USC 1536; 40 CFR § 402). If formal consultation is required, USFWS or 
NMFS will issue a biological opinion stating whether the permit action is likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of the listed species, recommending reasonable and 
prudent measures to ensure the continued existence of the species, establishing terms 
and conditions under which the project may proceed, and authorizing incidental take of 
the species. 
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Magnuson‐Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act 
The Magnuson‐Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSFA) conserves 
and manages the fishery resources found off the coasts of the United States, the 
anadromous species, and the Continental Shelf fishery resources of the United States, 
including the conservation and management of highly migratory species through the 
implementation and enforcement of international fishery agreements.  The NMFS 
enforces the MSFA and regulates commercial and recreational fishing and the 
management of fisheries resources.  The Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996 amended the 
MSFA to include new fisheries conservation provisions by emphasizing the importance 
of fish habitat in regards to the overall productivity and sustainability of U.S. marine 
fisheries (Public Law 104‐267).  The revised MSFA mandates the identification and 
protection of Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) for managed species during the review of 
projects conducted under federal permits that have the potential to affect such habitat.  
Federal agencies are required to consult with NMFS on all actions or proposed actions 
authorized, funded, or undertaken by the agency, which may adversely affect EFH 
(MSFA 305.b.2). 
 
Under the MSFA, NMFS identifies, conserves, and enhances EFH for those species 
regulated under a federal fisheries management plan (FMP).  EFH is defined as those 
waters and substrates necessary to fish for spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth to 
maturity and includes all associated physical, chemical and biological properties of 
aquatic habitat that are used by fish. Projects that have the potential to adversely affect 
EFH must initiate consultation with NMFS.  Adverse effects are any impacts that reduce 
the quality and/or quantity of EFH and can include direct (e.g., contamination or 
physical disruption), indirect (e.g., loss of prey or reduction in species fecundity), site‐
specific or habitat‐wide impacts, including individual, cumulative, or synergistic 
consequences of actions (50 CFR 600.810).  There are four FMPs in California, Oregon, 
and Washington that identify EFH for groundfish, coastal pelagic species, Pacific salmon, 
and Pacific highly migratory fisheries.   
 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
The Migratory Bird Treaty Act implements international treaties devised to protect 
migratory birds and any of their parts, eggs, and nests from activities such as hunting, 
pursuing, capturing, killing, selling, and shipping, unless expressly authorized in the 
regulations or by permit. As authorized by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, the USFWS 
issues permits to qualified applicants for the following types of activities: falconry, 
raptor propagation, scientific collecting, special purposes (rehabilitation, education, 
migratory game bird propagation, and salvage), take of depredating birds, taxidermy, 
and waterfowl sale and disposal. The regulations governing migratory bird permits are 
in 50 CFR part 13 General Permit Procedures and 50 CFR part 21 Migratory Bird 
Permits. On December 22, 2017, the U.S. Department of Interior’s Office of the Solicitor 
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issued Memorandum M‐37050, which states an interpretation that the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act does not prohibit the accidental or “incidental” taking or killing of migratory 
birds. 

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 
The USFWS also has responsibility for project review under the Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act. This statute requires that all federal agencies consult with USFWS, 
NMFS, and the state’s wildlife agency (California Department of Fish and Wildlife, 
CDFW) for activities that affect, control, or modify streams and other water bodies. 
Under the authority of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, USFWS, NMFS, and CDFW 
review applications for permits issued under Section 404 and provide comments to the 
Corps about potential environmental impacts.  

3.2  State of California Regulations 

 
California Coastal Act 
The California Coastal Commission has jurisdiction over wetlands in the coastal zone 
under both state legislation (California Coastal Act of 1976, Public Resources Code § 
30000 et seq.) and federal legislation (Coastal Zone Management Act, 16 U.S.C. § 1451 
et seq.).  Under the Coastal Act, the Coastal Zone generally extends 1,000 yards inland 
from the mean high tide line, except in certain areas where it extends inland to the 
closest of either the first major ridgeline parallel to the sea or five miles from the mean 
high tide line.  The entire City of Half Moon Bay, including the Project Site, is located 
within the Coastal Zone. 
 
The federal Coastal Zone Management Act requires federal permit applicants to obtain a 
certification that activities proposed within the coastal zone are consistent with state 
coastal zone management programs.  Applicants for Corps Section 404 permits must 
obtain a Coastal Commission determination of consistency with the California Coastal 
Zone Management Program (33 CFR §325.2[b][2][iii]).   
 
The policies most relevant to biological resources at the Project Site are provided below: 
 

Section 30107.5 of the Coastal Act states: "Environmentally sensitive area" 
means any area in which plant or animal life or their habitats are either rare or 
especially valuable because of their special nature or role in an ecosystem and 
which could be easily disturbed or degraded by human activities and 
developments.” 
 
Section 30121 of the Coastal Act states: “Wetland' means lands within the 
coastal zone which may be covered periodically or permanently with shallow 
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water and include saltwater marshes, fresh water marshes, open or closed 
brackish water marshes, swamps, mudflats, and fens.” 
 
(Additional Coastal Act definitions related to wetland environments are 
referenced in Section 4.2.3, Summary of Regulations Pertaining to Wetlands and 
Water Courses). 
 
Section 30230 of the California Coastal Act (CCA) states that "Marine Resources 
shall be maintained, enhanced, and where feasible restored. Special protection 
shall be given to areas of special biological or economic significance.  Uses of the 
marine environment shall be carried out in a manner that will sustain the 
biological productivity of coastal waters and that will maintain healthy 
populations of all species of marine organisms adequate for long‐term 
commercial, recreational, scientific, and educational purposes."  
 
Section 30231 of the CCA states that "The biological productivity and the quality 
of coastal waters, streams, wetlands, estuaries, and lakes appropriate to 
maintain optimum populations of marine organisms and for the protection of 
human health shall be maintained and, where feasible, restored through, among 
other means, minimizing adverse effects of waste water discharges and 
entrainment, controlling runoff, preventing depletion of ground water supplies 
and substantial interference with surface water flow, encouraging waste water 
reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas that protect riparian 
habitats and minimizing alteration of natural streams." 

 
Section 30233 of the CCA states that: 
 
“(a) The diking, filling, or dredging of open coastal waters, wetlands, estuaries, 
and lakes shall be permitted in accordance with other applicable provisions of 
this division, where there is no feasible less environmentally damaging 
alternative, and where feasible mitigation measures have been provided to 
minimize adverse environmental effects, and shall be limited to the following: 

1. New or expanded port, energy, and coastal‐dependent industrial facilities, 
including commercial fishing facilities. 

2. Maintaining existing or restoring previously dredged depths in existing 
navigational channels, turning basins, vessel berthing and mooring areas, 
and boat launching ramps. 

3. In wetland areas only, entrance channels for new or expanded boating 
facilities; and in a degraded wetlands, identified by the Department of 
Fish and Game pursuant to subdivision (b) of Section 30411, for boating 
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facilities if, in conjunction with such boating facilities, a substantial 
portion of the degraded wetland is restored and maintained as a 
biologically productive wetland. The size of the wetland area used for 
boating facilities, including berthing space, turning basins, necessary 
navigation channels, and any necessary support service facilities, shall not 
exceed 25 percent of the degraded wetland. 

4. In open coastal waters, other than wetlands, including streams, estuaries, 
and lakes, new or expanded boating facilities and the placement of 
structural pilings for public recreational piers that provide public access 
and recreational opportunities. 

5. Incidental public service purposes, including but not limited to, burying 
cables and pipes or inspection of piers and maintenance of existing intake 
or outfall lines. 

6. Mineral extraction, including sand for restoring beaches, except in 
environmentally sensitive areas. 

7. Restoration purposes. 
8. Nature study, aquaculture, or similar resource dependent activities. 

(b) Dredging and spoils disposal shall be planned and carried out to avoid 
significant disruption to marine and wildlife habitats and water circulation. 
Dredge spoils suitable for beach replenishment should be transported for such 
purposes to appropriate beaches or into suitable long shore current systems. 

(c) In addition to the other provisions of this section, diking, filling, or dredging in 
existing estuaries and wetlands shall maintain or enhance the functional capacity 
of the wetland or estuary. Any alteration of coastal wetlands identified by the 
Department of Fish and Game, including, but not limited to, the 19 coastal 
wetlands identified in its report entitled, "Acquisition Priorities for the Coastal 
Wetlands of California", shall be limited to very minor incidental public facilities, 
restorative measures, nature study, commercial fishing facilities in Bodega Bay, 
and development in already developed parts of south San Diego Bay, if otherwise 
in accordance with this division.” 

Section 30240 of the CCA states that:  

“(a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any 
significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on those 
resources shall be allowed within those areas. 

(b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and 
parks and recreations areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which 
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would significantly degrade those areas, and shall be compatible with the 
continuance of those habitat and recreation areas. “ 
 

To meet the standard of review for policy conflict resolution, the proposed project must 
fulfill the requirements of, and be in conformity with, '"the policies of Chapter 3" 
(meaning California Public Resources Code ("PRC") Sections 30200 ‐ 30265.5). In general, 
a proposal must be consistent with all relevant policies in order to be approved. Thus, if a 
proposal is inconsistent with one or more policies, it must normally be denied.  
 
California Endangered Species Act 
The State of California enacted the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) in 1984.  
The CESA is similar to the FESA but pertains to state‐listed endangered and threatened 
species. CESA requires state agencies to consult with the CDFW when preparing CEQA 
documents to ensure that the state lead agency actions do not jeopardize the existence 
of listed species. CESA directs agencies to consult with CDFW on projects or actions that 
could affect listed species, directs CDFW to determine whether jeopardy would occur, 
and allows CDFW to identify “reasonable and prudent alternatives” to the project 
consistent with conserving the species. Agencies can approve a project that affects a 
listed species if they determine that ”overriding considerations” exist; however, the 
agencies are prohibited from approving projects that would result in the extinction of a 
listed species. 
 
The CESA prohibits the taking of state‐listed endangered or threatened plant and 
wildlife species. CDFW exercises authority over mitigation projects involving state‐listed 
species, including those resulting from CEQA mitigation requirements. CDFW may 
authorize taking if an approved habitat management plan or management agreement 
that avoids or compensates for possible jeopardy is implemented. CDFW requires 
preparation of mitigation plans in accordance with published guidelines. 
 
Section 401 of the Federal Clean Water Act/Porter Cologne Water Quality Act 
Pursuant to section 401 of the Federal Clean Water Act, projects that require a Corps 
permit for the discharge of dredge or fill material must obtain water quality certification 
that confirms a project complies with state water quality standards before the Corps 
permit is valid. State water quality is regulated/administered by the State Water 
Resources Control Board and the nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards.  The state 
also maintains independent regulatory authority over the placement of waste, including 
fill, into waters of the State under the Porter‐Cologne Act. 
 
The California State Water Resource Control Board has developed a general 
construction storm water permit to implement the requirements for the federal 
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. The permit requires 
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submittal of a Notice of Intent to comply, fees, and the implementation of a Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan.   
 
CDFW Species of Special Concern 
CDFW tracks species in California whose numbers, reproductive success, or habitat may 
be threatened. Even though not formally listed under FESA or CESA, such plant and 
wildlife species receive additional consideration during the CEQA process. Species that 
may be considered for review are included on a list of “Species of Special Concern” 
developed by the CDFW. CDFW has also designated special‐status natural communities 
which are considered rare in the region, support special status species or otherwise 
receive some form of regulatory protection. Documentation pertaining to these 
communities, as well as special status species (including species of special concern), is 
kept by CDFW as part of the California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB).  
 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife‐Streambed Alteration Agreement 
Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code requires any person, governmental 
agency, or public utility proposing any activity that will divert or obstruct the natural 
flow or change the bed, channel or bank of any river, stream, or lake, or proposing to 
use any material from a streambed, to first notify CDFW of such proposed activity. 
CDFW may propose reasonable modifications, based on the information contained in 
the notification form and a possible field inspection, CDFW may propose reasonable 
modifications in the proposed construction as would allow for the protection of fish and 
wildlife resources. Upon request, the parties may meet to discuss the modifications. If 
the parties cannot agree and execute a Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement, then 
the matter may be referred to arbitration. 
 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife Fish and Game Code 3503 and 3503.5 
 The State of California has incorporated the protection of nongame birds and birds of 
prey, including their nests, in Sections 3800, 3513, 3503, and 3503.5 of the California 
Fish and Game (CFG) Code. Section 3503 of the Fish and Game Code makes it unlawful 
to take, possess, or needlessly destroy the nests or eggs of any bird. Section 3503.5 
makes it unlawful to take or possess birds of prey (hawks, eagles, vultures, owls) or 
destroy their nests or eggs.   
 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife Fully Protected Animal Species 
The classification of Fully Protected was an effort by the State of California in the 1960's 
to identify and provide additional protection to those animals that were rare or faced 
possible extinction. Most Fully‐Protected species have also been listed as threatened or 
endangered species under state endangered species laws and regulations. Species 
classified as Fully Protected Species by the CDFW may not be taken or possessed at any 
time and no licenses or permits may be issued for their take except for collecting these 
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species for necessary scientific research and relocation of the bird species for the 
protection of livestock (as per California Fish and Game Code Section 3511(a)(1)). 

3.3  Local Requirements 

 
City of Half Moon Bay General Plan and Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan 
The California Coastal Act requires every city and county lying partly or wholly within the 
Coastal Zone to prepare a Local Coastal Program (LCP). The LCP consists of a local coastal 
land use plan or plans, zoning ordinances, zoning district map, and other actions which 
taken together implement the Coastal Act provisions. The Local Coastal Land Use Plan 
(LUP) intends to carry out the policies of the Coastal Act within the local jurisdiction. The 
entire City of Half Moon Bay lies within the California Coastal Zone. The Half Moon Bay 
LUP was first certified by the California Coastal Commission in 1985. The LCP was 
effectively certified by the Coastal Commission in 1996 following approval of the City’s 
Implementation Plan (IP). Both the LUP and the IP have since been amended numerous 
times, and a comprehensive update of the LUP is currently underway. 
 
The following sections of the LCP are relevant to the City’s project for recreational 
improvements within the Project Site: 
 

 Definition of Sensitive Habitats:  Define sensitive habitats as any area in which 
plant or animal life or their habitats are either rare or especially valuable and as 
those areas which meet one of the following criteria: (1) habitats containing or 
supporting "rare and endangered" species as defined by the State Fish and Game 
Commission, (2) all perennial and intermittent streams and their tributaries, (3) 
coastal tidelands and marshes, (4) coastal and offshore areas containing 
breeding and/or nesting sites and coastal areas used by migratory and resident 
water‐associated birds for resting and feeding, (5) areas used for scientific study 
and research concerning fish and wildlife, (6) lakes and ponds and adjacent shore 
habitat, (7) existing game and wildlife refuges and reserves, and (8) sand 
dunes……Such areas include riparian areas, wetlands, sand dunes, marine 
habitats, sea cliffs, and habitats supporting rare, endangered, and unique 
species. [LUP Policy 3‐1(a)] 

 

 Protection of Sensitive Habitats: 
o Prohibit any land use and/or development which would have significant 

adverse impacts on sensitive habitat areas. 
o All uses shall be compatible with the maintenance of biologic productivity 

of such areas. 
o Development in areas adjacent to sensitive habitats shall be sited and 
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designed to prevent impacts that could significantly degrade the 
environmentally sensitive habitats. [LUP Policy 3‐3] 

 Sensitive Habitat Permitted Uses: 
o Permit only resource‐dependent or other uses which will not have a 

significant adverse impact in sensitive habitats. 
o In all sensitive habitats, require that all permitted uses comply with U.S. 

Fish and Wildlife and State Department of Fish and Game regulations. 
[LUP Policy 3‐4] 

 

 Sea Cliffs: 
o Permitted Uses: Where nesting or roosting exists, permit only education 

and research activities. Where nesting or roosting do not exist, permit 
only the following uses: (1) education and research, (2) limited foot 
paths, (3) limited recreational rock climbing, (4) road and underground 
utility construction where no feasible alternative exists, and (5) intake or 
outfall lines provided that the habitat is not threatened. [LUP Policy 3‐19] 

o Permitted Priority Uses, Bluffs: (1) Priority shall be given to coastal 
dependent and related recreational activities and support facilities, 
except that camping facilities shall be set back one hundred feet from the 
beach and bluffs and near‐shore areas reserved for day use activities. (2) 
Priority shall be given to recreational uses that do not require extensive 
alteration of the natural environment, as both public and private 
development. [City of Half Moon Bay Zoning Code Section 18.38.065(C)] 

 

 Rare and Endangered Species:  
o Permitted Uses: Permit only the following uses: (1) education and 

research, (2) hunting, fishing, pedestrian and equestrian trails that have 
no adverse impact on the species or its habitat, and (3) fish and wildlife 
management to restore damaged habitats and to protect and encourage 
the survival of rare and endangered species. [LUP Policy 3‐22(a)] 

 

 Unique Species: 
o Permitted Uses: Permit only the following uses: (1) education and 

research, (2) hunting, fishing, pedestrian and equestrian trails that have 
no adverse impact on the species or its habitat, and (3) fish and wildlife 
management to the degree specified by existing governmental 
regulations. [LUP Policy 3‐33(a)] 

 

 Wetland definition: An area where the water table is at, near, or above the land 
surface long enough to bring about the formation of hydric soils or to support 
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the growth of plants which normally are found to grow in water or wet ground. 
[City of Half Moon Bay Zoning Code Section 18.38.020(E)] 
 

 Wetlands: 
o Permitted Uses: (1) Education and research (2) Passive recreation such as 

bird watching (3) Fish and wildlife management activities. 
o Buffer Zone Permitted Uses: The riparian buffer zone uses listed in this 

title shall apply to wetlands buffer zones. [City of Half Moon Bay Zoning 
Code Section 18.38.080(A) and (E)] 

 

 Definition of Riparian Corridors: Define riparian corridors by the "limit of riparian 
vegetation" (i.e. a line determined by the association of plant and animal species 
normally found near streams, lakes, and other bodies of fresh water: red alder, 
jaumea, pickleweed, big leaf maple, narrowleaf cattail, arroyo willow, broadleaf 
cattail, horsetail, creek dogwood, black cottonwood, and box elder). Such a 
corridor must contain at least a 50% cover of some combination of the plants 
listed. [LUP Policy 3‐7. Note: In the original version of the City’s LCP, this list of 
species was adapted from the County’s LCP. Not only do several of these species 
not occur within riparian corridors found in the City of Half Moon Bay, but it is 
generally acknowledged that the City’s LCP definition of riparian corridors is 
intended to be defined by species similar to those listed, that are found in 
riparian situations.]  
 

 Riparian Corridor Permitted Uses: 
o Within riparian corridors, only the following uses shall be permitted: (1) 

education and research, (2) consumptive uses as provided for in the Fish 
and Game Code and Title 14 of the California Administrative Code, (3) fish 
and wildlife management activities, (4) trail and scenic overlooks on 
public land, (5) necessary water supply projects, and (6) restoration of 
riparian vegetation.  

o Permitted uses within riparian buffer zones include: (1) Uses permitted in 
riparian corridors; (2) Crop growing and grazing, provided no existing 
riparian vegetation is removed and no soil is allowed to enter stream 
channels; and (3) Timbering in “stream side corridors” as defined and 
controlled by state and county regulations for timber harvesting. [City of 
Half Moon Bay Zoning Code Section 18.38.075(A) and (E)]  

 
 
 
 

274



 
 

© 2018 Huffman‐Broadway Group, Inc. 

M:\HMB Poplar\Poplar Gateways Bio Report\Poplar Gateways Bio Report 9‐4‐18.docx            17 

3.4  Other Statutes, Codes, and Policies Affording Limited Protection 
 
California Native Plant Society 
The California Native Plant Society (CNPS) maintains a list of plant species native to 
California that have low numbers, limited distribution, or are otherwise threatened with 
extinction. This information is published in the Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants 
of California (CNPS 2014: https://www.cnps.org/cnps/rareplants/inventory/). Potential 
impacts to populations of CNPS‐listed plants receive consideration under CEQA review. 
The following identifies the definitions of the CNPS listings: 
https://www.cnps.org/cnps/rareplants/ranking.php 
California Rare Plant Rank 1A:  Plants presumed extirpated in California and either 

rare or extinct elsewhere. 
California Rare Plant Rank1B:  Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California 

and elsewhere. 
California Rare Plant Rank 2A:  Plants presumed extirpated in California, but more 

common elsewhere. 
California Rare Plant Rank 2B:  Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in 

California, but more numerous elsewhere. 
California Rare Plant Rank 3:  Plants about which more information is needed  – a 

review list. 
California Rare Plant Rank 4:    Plants of limited distribution – a watch list. 
   

275



 
 

© 2018 Huffman‐Broadway Group, Inc. 

M:\HMB Poplar\Poplar Gateways Bio Report\Poplar Gateways Bio Report 9‐4‐18.docx            18 

4.0 BIOLOGICAL SETTING 

 
The Project Site is an open space area that encompasses the marine environment (the 
sandy beach), adjacent sea cliffs, and vegetated communities consisting of a mosaic of 
native Coastal prairie, non‐native annual grasslands, freshwater wetlands and Coastal 
scrub, with small areas of planted Monterey cypress. Based on review of the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service Web Soil Survey 
(NRCS 2018), the project area was never classified by the Soil Conservation Service and 
the soil types at the site are not included in the soil survey. Soils on adjacent property to 
the north are listed as Coastal beaches in the area adjacent to the bluff and Denison clay 
loam, nearly level, in the area slightly inland (Figure 4). The FEMA floodplain map of 
100‐year flood zone is shown in Figure 5. Previous wetland evaluations in the area 
include the studies conducted by the National Wetlands Inventory (see NWI mapping in 
Figure 6). 
 
The Project Site is biologically connected to the similar North Wavecrest property to the 
south. North Wavecrest was subject to extensive biological study as part of the 
Wavecrest Village project in 2004, which did not end up being developed. The studies 
identified a number of special status species as well as potential suitable habitat for 
such species including wintering species of raptors, California red‐legged frog, San 
Francisco garter snake, Short‐eared Owls, Grasshopper Sparrow, Bryant’s Savannah 
Sparrow, Choris’s popcornflower, and Perennial goldfields. Studies and review were 
done by USFWS, CDFW, CCC, Sequoia Audubon Society, and others. As the Project Site is 
contiguous and provides similar habitat, these previous studies and data were used to 
inform this biological assessment.     
 
The Wavecrest and Project Site properties together form an expanse of undeveloped 
habitat on publicly‐owned and private parcels extending from Kelly Avenue on the north 
to Redondo Beach Road to the south. Gary Deghi of HBG has lived within a couple miles 
of this expanse of biologically important habitats (including the Project Site) since 1988, 
and is familiar with ecological aspects of this mosaic of habitats along the Half Moon Bay 
blufftop. Biological descriptions included in this study are based on review of available 
literature from the California Natural Diversity Data Base, interviews and discussions 
with local biologists including ornithologist Alvaro Jaramillo and botanist Toni Corelli 
(who also both live near the Project Site), observations made during qualitative surveys 
conducted by HBG biologists on January 30 and June 29, 2018, and visits made by Gary 
Deghi to the project area over a period spanning 30 years.  

4.1  Biological Description of the Project Vicinity 

The Project Area supports a strip of Marine Environment along the coastal beach, sea 
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cliffs, and a mosaic of grassland, scrub and wetland habitats vegetated primarily with 
mostly non‐native vegetation, although areas immediately adjacent to the bluff edge 
have a high concentration of native species, including rare plant species listed by the 
California Native Plant Society (CNPS). Local botanists have designated the habitat along 
the bluff edge as unique Coastal Terrace Prairie. This blufftop open space in 
combination with the Wavecrest area immediately to the south, a portion of which was 
purchased by Peninsula Open Space Trust (POST) in 2007, forms a vacant and 
undeveloped area that is a combination of preserved public open space and parcels in 
private ownership.   
 
The ocean bluffs and open fields in this part of Half Moon Bay are an important habitat 
for wintering species of raptors (birds of prey). The habitat includes grasslands and 
wetlands for foraging, shrubs for cover, trees for roosting, and a large population of 
California voles (Microtus californicus) that vary in numbers in several‐year cycles that 
provide ample prey for the large variety of birds of prey that winter in this area. The 
local Audubon chapter (Sequoia Audubon Society) considers Wavecrest and areas west 
of Railroad Avenue, including the project area, to be the most important habitat for 
wintering raptors in San Mateo County. 

4.2  Biological Description of the Project Site 

 
HBG surveys of the Project Site as part of this study included observations of the 
composition and distribution of plant species and plant communities, wildlife 
observations, identification of sensitive habitats, and a comparison of site characteristics 
for similarity to sites known to support special status species within the area. Robert 
Perrera (Senior Wetland Scientist) and Gary Deghi (Senior Environmental 
Scientist/Wildlife Biologist) from HBG conducted a biological review of the site on 
January 30, 2018 to determine the location of any sensitive habitats, including wetlands, 
and to review the site with respect to the potential to harbor special status species that 
could be impacted by activities for the site proposed by the City. HBG completed a 
preliminary wetland delineation for the property that identified the general locations of 
areas that could be considered potential wetlands using criteria of the Corps, San 
Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board and California Coastal Commission. 
Gary Deghi of HBG made a summer visit to the site on June 29, 2018. 

4.2.1  Plant Communities and Habitats 

Vegetation communities are assemblages of plant species growing in an area of similar 
biological and environmental factors. Vegetation communities and habitats at the 
project site were identified based on the currently accepted List of Vegetation Alliances 
and Associations (or Natural Communities List) (CDFW 2010). The list is based on A 
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Manual of California Vegetation, Second Edition (Sawyer and Keeler‐Wolf 2009), which 
is the National Vegetation Classification applied to California. 
 
The 48.2‐acre Project Site contains seven habitat communities. These include the beach 
area and the adjacent cliff along the west edge of the site and five vegetated 
communities within the open field classified according to the Natural Communities List 
(CDFW 2010). The seven habitat types include the Marine Environment (which includes 
the sandy beach) (6.0 acres), Sea Cliffs (3.3 acres), Non‐native Annual Grassland (31.4 
acres), Coastal Freshwater Marsh (5.7 acres), Central Coast Scrub (1.1 acres), Monterey 
Cypress Forest (0.7 acres) and Coastal Terrace Prairie, which consists of a combination 
of grassland, scrub and the wetlands in an area close to the bluff edge with a greater 
percentage of native species, as described below. Figure 7 shows the extent and 
distribution of habitat types and vegetated community types on the property. A plant 
list for the Half Moon Bay coastal bluff, including the Project Site, has been compiled by 
local botanist Toni Corelli, and is included as Table 1. 
 
Marine Environment. The westernmost portion of the Project Site is the Coastal beach 
that was mapped as Marine Environment (6.0 acres). The Marine Environment was 
mapped as defined by the USFWS Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of 
the United States (Cowardin et al 1979) as follows: “The marine system consists of the 
open ocean overlying the continental shelf and its associated high energy coastline.” 
Thus, the Marine Environment was mapped to include areas of sandy beach found 
within the project area. The Marine Environment is classified as an ESHA based on 
criteria contained within the current LCP.  
 
Sea Cliffs. Adjacent to and just east of the beach are Sea Cliffs (total of about 3.3 acres), 
which were mapped as the area of steep slope in the interface between the Marine 
Environment and land‐based habitats. Some vegetation is found along the sea cliffs 
including ice plant (Carpobrotus edulis), seaside golden yarrow (Eriophyllum 
staechadifolium), wild radish (Raphanus sativa), bristly ox‐tongue (Helminthotheca 
echioides), coyote brush (Baccharis pilularis), and others. The LCP classifies sea cliffs as 
an ESHA as sea cliffs are adjacent to the Marine Environment and many sea cliffs 
provide nesting substrate for seabirds. However, no seabirds are known to nest on the 
sea cliffs adjacent to the Project Site. 
 
Non‐native Grassland. The blufftop area beyond the top of the sea cliff is a mix of 
vegetated habitat as described above. The most prevalent vegetated habitat type is 
non‐native grassland (approximately 31.4 acres of the site). The non‐native grassland 
habitat on the property is comprised largely of non‐native grasses and herbaceous 
species. Common non‐native grass species include perennial ryegrass (Festuca 
perennus), ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus), soft chess (Bromus hordaceus), wild oats 
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(Avena fatua), rat‐tail fescue (Vulpia myuros), and foxtail (Hordeum leporinum). Non‐
native herbaceous plants are also present such as bristly ox‐tongue (Helminthotheca 
echioides), black mustard (Brassica nigra), wild radish (Raphanus sativus), English 
plantain (Plantago lanceolata), cat’s ear (Hypochaeris radicata), bull mallow (Malva 
nicaensis), field bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis), bird’s foot trefoil (Lotus corniculatus), 
red‐stem filaree (Erodium cicutarium), and salsify (Tragopogon porrifolius), among 
others. Some remnant native plants can be found among the non‐native grasses and 
herbaceous plants such Blue‐eyed grass (Sisyrinchium bellum) and California poppy 
(Eschscholzia californica).  
 
Central Coast Scrub. Scattered coyote brush (Baccharis pilularis), a native species, 
occurs on the site, and in several locations clumps of coyote brush are of sufficient 
density for classification as Central Coast Scrub. Approximately 1.1 acres of Central 
Coast Scrub occur in the blufftop fields of the Project Site.  
 
Coastal Freshwater Marsh. Coastal Freshwater Marsh habitat is scattered throughout 
the non‐native grassland and portions of the Coastal Terrace Prairie. These wetland 
habitats form in low‐lying areas of the site and are vegetated with plant species that are 
adapted for life in ponded or saturated soil conditions. Approximately 5.7 acres of 
Coastal Freshwater Marsh is found at the site. Vegetation in these areas consists of 
many species adapted for life in saturated soil conditions including common spikerush 
(Eleocharis macrostachya), spreading rush (Juncus patens), brown‐headed rush (Juncus 
phaeocephalus), tall flat‐sedge (Cyperus eragrostis), pennyroyal (Mentha pulegium), 
rabbitsfoot grass (Polypogon monspeliensis), curly dock (Rumex crispus), hyssop 
loosestrife (Lythrum hyssopifolia), California goldfields (Lasthenia californica ssp. 
californica), velvet grass (Holcus lanatus), perennial ryegrass (Festuca perennis), Choris’s 
popcornflower (Plagiobothrys chorisianus var. chorisianus), which is a CNPS List 1B plant 
(see Section 4.2.4), and other species. Five ditches traverse the site between culverts 
under Railroad Avenue and the top of bluff where they eventually drain into the ocean. 
These ditches are also vegetated with species adapted to wetland situations including 
many species found in wetlands throughout the site as well as species such as broadleaf 
cattail (Typha latifolia), common smartweed (Polygonum sp.), and California blackberry 
(Rubus ursinus).  
 
All wetlands within the Project Site would be considered ESHA as suggested by criteria 
spelled out in the LCP and the Coastal Act. 
 
Coastal Terrace Prairie. The area immediately adjacent to the top of the bluff is a 
combination of grasslands, wetlands and scrub habitat containing a large percentage of 
native plants. The preponderance of native plants allows classification of this area as 
native Coastal Terrace Prairie. Coastal Terrace Prairie is a rare, species‐rich habitat type 
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occurring along the California Coast. The general boundary of this habitat type within 
the Project Site has been mapped by local botanist Toni Corelli and is included herein 
with her permission. According to Ms. Corelli, the remaining Coastal Terrace Prairie in 
Half Moon Bay is interspersed with the low‐growing coastal bluff scrub along the coastal 
bluff top and in disturbed non‐native grasslands. Although not specifically mentioned as 
a habitat type identified as potential ESHA in the LCP, this rare habitat type within the 
Project Site is appropriately identified as an ESHA. 
 
The Coastal Terrace Prairie at the Project Site is a highly variable mixture of native 
perennial grasses and forbs, native and non‐native annual forbs, and non‐native grasses. 
Native species found in this habitat type include maritime brome (Bromus maritimus), 
California oat grass (Danthonia californica), meadow barley (Hordeum brachyantherum) 
and perennial goldfields (Lasthenia californica ssp. macrantha), a CNPS List 1B species 
(see Section 4.2.4). The Coastal Terrace Prairie habitat, with extensive growth of 
perennial goldfields, occurs on the immediate coastal bluff tops along the Coastside Trail 
as it extends through the Project Site and laterally covers the blufftops to a width of up 
to about 300 feet. Many locations along the bluff edge adjacent to the Coastal Trail have 
been subject to extensive access by trail users, and many of these areas show signs of 
overuse and trampling of vegetation. These areas within the Coastal Terrace Prairie are 
prime candidates for revegetation efforts and possible restoration.  

4.2.2  Animal Populations 

The habitats found in the project area include the presence of standing water on a 
seasonal basis which can accommodate wildlife adapted to aquatic areas, and grasses 
and shrubs that provide sites for foraging, nesting and cover for a number of species. 
Small clumps of Monterey cypress trees provide nesting, roosting and foraging sites for 
many species as well. Many animal species are specifically adapted to the Marine 
Environment (including the sandy beach) along the west edge of the Project Area.  
 
The ocean bluffs and open fields within the Project Area provide important foraging 
area for wintering species of raptors (birds of prey). Factors contributing to the value of 
this area as a wintering area for raptors are the habitat that includes grasslands and 
wetlands for foraging, shrubs for cover, trees for roosting, and a large population of 
California voles that vary in numbers in several‐year cycles that provide ample prey for 
the large variety of birds of prey that winter in this area.  
 
Observations by residents of the neighborhood and area birders and ornithologists 
demonstrates extensive winter use of these ocean bluffs by Red‐tailed Hawk (Buteo 
jamaicensis), Red‐shouldered Hawk (Buteo lineatus), White‐tailed Kite (Elanus leucurus), 
Northern Harrier (Circus cyaneus), and American Kestrel (Falco sparverius).  Other 
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species such as Sharp‐shinned Hawk (Accipiter striatus), Cooper's Hawk (Accipiter 
cooperii), Great Horned Owl (Bubo virginianus) and Barn Owl (Tyto alba) are also 
present, but are less common.  Peregrine Falcon (Falco peregrinus) (nests at Devil’s 
Slide), Merlin (Falco columbarius) and Osprey (Pandion haliaetus) are observed annually.  
A population of between one and five Short‐eared Owls (Asio flammeus) winter at 
Wavecrest and the surrounding area each year, and these birds are sometimes seen 
foraging over the fields in the Project Area on winter mornings or evenings. Rare bird of 
prey species that have been sighted in this area include Golden Eagle (Aquila 
chrysaetos), Prairie Falcon (Falco mexicanus), Swainson’s Hawk (Buteo swainsoni), 
Ferruginous Hawk (Buteo regalis), Rough‐legged Hawk (Buteo lagopus) and Burrowing 
Owl (Athene cunicularia). Unusual bird numbers during years of peak vole populations 
have included over 100 White‐tailed Kites and at least 15 Barn Owls at one time 
(September of 2007). 

Other common birds include Black Phoebe (Sayornis nigricans), Say’s Phoebe (Sayornis 
saya), Savannah Sparrow (Passerculus sandwichensis), White‐crowned Sparrow 
(Zonotrichia leucophrys), Golden‐crowned Sparrow (Zonotrichia atricapilla), Song 
Sparrow (Melospiza melodia), Western Meadowlark (Sturnella neglecta), Red‐winged 
Blackbird (Aegelaius phoeniceus), Brewer’s Blackbird (Euphagus cyanocephalus), House 
Finch (Haemorhous mexicanus) and American Goldfinch (Spinus tristis). In addition, a 
number of rare birds not normally seen in this area have included species such as Red‐
throated Pipit (Anthus cervinus), Bobolink (Dolichonyx oryzivorus), Dickcissel (Spiza 
Americana), LeConte’s Sparrow (Ammodramus leconteii), Lapland Longspur (Calcarius 
lapponicus), Great‐tailed Grackle (Quiscalus mexicanus), and many others.  Grasshopper 
Sparrow (Ammodramus savannarum), and Bryant’s Savannah Sparrow (Passerculus 
sandwichensis alaudinus, a subspecies of Savannah Sparrow), both state‐designated as 
species of special concern, nest or potentially nest in the mosaic of grasslands and 
wetlands in the blufftop grasslands of the area west of Railroad Avenue. 

The Marine Environment consisting of the beach and near‐shore waters provide habitat 
for additional bird species adapted to these environments. The beach provides habitat 
for a variety of shorebirds, gulls, and terns, and the nearshore waters are habitat for 
species of waterfowl (e.g., scoters), grebes, loons, cormorants, gulls, terns, and seabirds 
(e.g., shearwaters or alcids). The dunes and beach at Half Moon Bay State Beach just 
north of the Project Site has been designated under the federal Endangered Species Act 
as Critical Habitat for the federally‐listed threatened Western Snowy Plover (Charadrius 
alexandrunus nivosus) that nests and also winters in the area. Occasionally during the 
summer, thousands of Sooty Shearwaters (Ardenna grisea) can be seen in masse just 
offshore in large feeding flocks. Whales can often be seen just offshore as well, including 
humpback whales (Megaptera novaeangliae) in the summer and fall and California gray 
whales (Eschrichtius robustus) in the winter and spring. 
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Mammals that have been observed in the blufftop fields include coyote (Canis latrans), 
bobcat (Lynx rufus), mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus), Botta’s pocket gopher 
(Thomomys bottae), long‐tailed weasel (Mustela frenata), raccoon (Procyon lotor), 
Virginia opossum (Didelphis virginiana), striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis), California 
vole, and many others.  Common reptiles found in the area include Pacific treefrog 
(Pseudacris regilla), northern alligator lizard (Elgira coerulea), western fence lizard 
(Sceloporus occidentalis) and Coast garter snake (Thamnophis elegans terrestris). Other 
sightings include individuals of the federally‐listed threatened California red‐legged frog 
(Rana draytonii) which has been documented in the Project Site vicinity from fields at 
Wavecrest, an artificial pond near the end of Seymour Street, and unverified reports 
from residential yards along Kelly Avenue.  
 
Birds documented during a one‐day onsite survey by biologists from HBG in January of 
2018 included a number of raptor species including White‐tailed Kite, Red‐tailed Hawk, 
Red‐shouldered Hawk, Northern Harrier, and American Kestrel. Other birds noted during 
the survey included Great Egret (Ardea alba), Great Blue Heron (Ardea herodius), Rock 
Pigeon (Columba livia), Mourning Dove (Zenaida macroura), Eurasian Collared‐Dove 
(Streptopelia decaocto), Northern Flicker (Colaptes auratus), Black Phoebe, Anna’s 
Hummingbird (Calypte anna), American Crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos), Common Raven 
(Corvus corax), European Starling (Sturnus vulgaris), Bewick’s Wren (Thryomanes 
bewickii), American Robin (Turdus migratorius) , Yellow‐rumped Warbler (Setophaga 
coronata), California Towhee (Melozone crissalis), Savannah Sparrow, White‐crowned 
Sparrow, Golden‐crowned Sparrow, Song Sparrow, Lincoln’s Sparrow (Melospiza 
lincolnii), Brewer’s Blackbird, Red‐winged Blackbird, House Finch, American Goldfinch 
and House Sparrow (Passer domesticus). Western fence lizards were observed, dens of 
Botta’s pocket gopher were scattered throughout the site, and tunnels used by California 
vole were noted. In addition, birds observed on the beach included Sanderling (Calidris 
alba), Willet (Tringa semipalmata), Whimbrel (Numenius phaeopus) and California (Larus 
californica) and Western Gulls (Larus occidentalis). Birds noted in the near‐shore waters 
included Surf Scoter (Melanitta perspicillata), Red‐throated Loon (Gavia stellata), Pacific 
Loon (Gavia pacifica), Western Grebe (Aechmophorus occidentalis) and Double‐crested 
Cormorant (Phalacrocorax auritus).  
 
An additional field visit was conducted on June 29, 2018 to review summer conditions. 
Birds observed within the fields during this field visit included Anna’s Hummingbird, Black 
Phoebe, Barn Swallow (Hirundo rustica), Violet‐green Swallow (Tachycineta thalassina), 
Tree Swallow (Tachycineta bicolor), American Crow, Common Raven, European Starling, 
Savannah Sparrow (with young), White‐crowned Sparrow, Brewer’ Blackbird, American 
Goldfinch, House Finch and House Sparrow. Western Gulls were on the beach and birds 
in near‐shore waters included Surf Scoter, Western Grebe, Red‐throated Loon, Double‐
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crested Cormorant, Brown Pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis), Caspian Tern (Hydroprogne 
caspia), and alcids including Common Murre (Uria aalge)(nests at Devil’s Slide), Pigeon 
Guillemot (Cepphus columba), and Marbled Murrelet (Brachyramphus marmoratus), a 
federally‐listed threatened seabird that nests in old growth forests in the Santa Cruz 
Mountains and forages in near‐shore ocean waters along the coast, including those along 
the Project Site.  

4.2.3  Wetland and Other Waters of the U.S. Delineation  

Summary of Regulations Pertaining to Wetlands and Water Courses.  The Department 
of the Army, acting through the Corps, has the authority to permit the discharge of 
dredge or fill material in waters of the U.S. under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
(CWA). Waters of the U.S. include both wetlands and “other waters of the U.S.” 
Wetlands and other waters of the U.S. are described by U.S. US EPA and Corps 
regulations (40 CFR § 230.3(s) and 33 CFR § 328.3(a), respectively). US EPA and the 
Corps define wetlands as “…those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or 
ground water at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal 
circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in 
saturated soil conditions” (US EPA regulations at 40 CFR § 230.3(t); Corps regulations at 
33 CFR § 328.3(b)). Both natural and manmade wetlands and other waters are subject 
to regulation. The geographic extent of other waters of the U.S. is defined by an OHWM 
in non‐tidal waters (33 CFR. §328.3(e)) and by the High Tide Line within tidal waters (33 
CFR. §328.3(d)).   
 
The San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (SFBRWQCB) also regulates 
wetlands and other waters as waters of the State under its federally‐delegated Section 
401 CWA Water Quality Certification program and the Porter‐Cologne Water Quality 
Control Act Program. Waters of the State are defined more broadly than “waters of the 
US” to mean “any surface water or groundwater, including saline waters, within the 
boundaries of the state” (Water Code section 13050(e)). The state SWQCB and its 
Regional Boards routinely rely on the Corps/US EPA jurisdictional determinations as they 
have no adopted methodology for the identification and delineation of wetlands or 
other waters of the State.  
 
The CDFW also regulates stream courses under Section of 1602 of the California Fish 
and Game Code. California Fish and Game Code (FGC) Section 1602 requires any person, 
state, or local governmental agency, or public utility subject to FGC 1600 thru 1616 to 
notify CDFW of any proposed activity that may substantially divert or obstruct a river, 
stream, or lake. 
 
Wetlands in California’s Coastal Zone are regulated under the California Coastal Act 
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(CCA) of 1976, which is administered by the California Coastal Commission (CCC). 
Section 30121 of the CCA defines “wetlands” as “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.” The CCC considers a wetland to be any area that is sufficiently wet 
for a long enough period of time to promote the formation of hydric soils or a 
predominance of hydrophytic vegetation. Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations 
(CCR ) Section 13577 designates the following features to define the upper limits of 
wetlands: (i) the boundary between land with predominantly hydrophytic cover and 
land with predominantly mesophytic or xerophytic cover; (ii) the boundary between soil 
that is predominantly hydric and soil that is predominantly non hydric; or (iii) in the case 
of wetlands without vegetation or soil, the boundary between land that is flooded or 
saturated at some time each year and land that is not. The CCC staff has developed a 
wetland identification and delineation methodology based on the CCR definition. The 
methodology requires that a one parameter approach be followed to identify and 
delineate the geographic extent of wetland boundaries. The parameter used can be 
either (1) the presence of hydric soils, or (2) the presence of a predominance of 
hydrophytes.   
 
The Half Moon Bay LCP defines wetlands as “…areas where the water table is at, near, 
or above the land surface long enough to bring about the formation of hydric soils or to 
support the growth of plants which normally are found to grow in water or wet ground.” 
(City of Half Moon Bay Zoning Code Chapter 18.20). 
 
The Coastal Act also regulates development in riparian habitats that form along 
freshwater watercourses including perennial and intermittent streams, lakes, and other 
bodies of fresh water. The California Coastal Act requires that buffer zones be 
established for environmentally sensitive habitat areas such as wetland and riparian 
habitats. These buffer zones are to be measured from the landward edge of wetlands 
and from the landward edge of riparian vegetation or edge of the bank of a stream.  
 
Preliminary Wetland and Other Waters of the U.S. Delineation‐Methodology  
On January 30, 2018, Robert Perrera and Gary Deghi of HBG conducted an initial 
reconnaissance investigation of the study area for the presence of wetlands and other 
“waters of the U.S.” potentially subject federal jurisdiction under the Clean Water Act 
and jurisdiction of the State of California under the California Coastal Act.   
 
HBG reviewed the site in accordance with the following: The California Coastal Act and 
Title 14 of the CCR; the Code of Federal Regulations definitions of jurisdictional waters; 
the Corps’ 1987 Wetlands Delineation Manual (1987 Manual); the Corps’ 2008 Regional 
Supplement to Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Arid West, Version 2.0 
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(Arid West Regional Supplement); and supporting guidance documents.  The review 
included an investigation of existing land forms, vegetation, hydrology, and soil 
conditions, but consisted of a preliminary review of the area for wetland habitats. A 
formal wetland delineation defining precise boundaries of wetlands was not conducted 
and a technical report that could be submitted to the Corps of Engineers or other 
federal or state agencies for verification of wetland boundaries has not been prepared.   
 
Preliminary Wetland and Other Waters of the U.S. Delineation‐Results  
Areas that would be considered wetlands under both the California Coastal Act and 
Section 404 of the CWA were found on the property. A preliminary map of these 
resources can be found in Figure 8. Wetlands were found in drainage ditches that cross 
the Project Area at five locations and were also found in low elevation areas throughout 
the site between Poplar Street and Kelly Avenue. A total of 5.7 acres of vegetated 
wetlands and drainages were found within the Study Area as shown in Figure 8.  All 
wetlands were found to satisfy criteria of the Corps of Engineers under the Clean Water 
Act and of the California Coastal Act. According to the Cowardin et al. (1979) criteria  the 
5.7 acres of vegetated wetlands are palustrine emergent seasonal wetlands.  

4.2.4  Special Status Species 

Sensitive species include those species listed by the federal and state governments as 
endangered, threatened, or rare or candidate species for these lists.  Endangered or 
threatened species are protected by the federal Endangered Species Act of 1973 as 
amended, the California Native Plant Protection Act of 1977, and the California 
Endangered Species Act of 1970.  The CEQA provides additional protection for unlisted 
species that meet the “rare” or “endangered” criteria defined in Title 14, California Code 
of Regulations Section 15380. 
 
CDFW maintains records for the distribution and known occurrences of sensitive species 
and habitats in the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). The CNDDB is 
organized into map areas based on 7.5‐minute topographic maps produced by the US 
Geological Survey. All known occurrences of sensitive species and important natural 
communities are mapped on the quadrangle maps. The database gives further detailed 
information on each occurrence, including specific location of the individual, population, 
or habitat (if possible) and the presumed current state of the population or habitat.  The 
project site is located in the Half Moon Bay 7.5‐minute quadrangle. A search of the 
CNDDB for records of occurrence of special status animals and plants and natural 
communities indicated that a number of special status species are known to occur in the 
vicinity of the project site.  CNDDB observations in the Project Area are included in 
Figure 9.  
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Special Status Animal Species. A number of special status species are known to occur in 
the vicinity of the Project Area. The most notable of these are the federally‐listed 
threatened California red‐legged frog and endangered San Francisco garter snake. A 
description of these species and their history in the project area is described below.  
 
Many of the raptor species mentioned in the site description are also species with 
special status. The White‐tailed Kite, which is common in the project vicinity in winter, is 
a California Fully Protected Species. Swainson’s Hawk, rare in the area, is state‐listed as 
threatened. Raptor species that are designated as species of concern in California for 
nesting habitat or are on the California Watch List, or are designated as USFWS bird 
species of conservation concern include regularly‐occurring species in the project area 
such as Northern Harrier, Sharp‐shinned Hawk, Cooper’s Hawk and Short‐eared Owl, 
and the rare Prairie Falcon and Osprey, all of which occur in the area in winter and are 
not breeding species at this location. Though of concern for nesting, both the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife and the California Coastal Commission indicated during 
review of the Wavecrest Village project that the wintering population of Short‐eared 
Owls in this area is regionally significant and worthy of protection (personal 
communication by Gary Deghi with John Dixon of California Coastal Commission and 
Carl Wilcox of California Department of Fish and Wildlife in 2003).  
 
Several of the raptor species are state‐designated species of special concern or USFWS 
bird species of conservation concern for both nesting and wintering habitat including 
Golden Eagle, Ferruginous Hawk and Merlin. Merlin is seen on the bluffs every year and 
the grasslands west of the Project Area are an important wintering habitat for this 
species. Ferruginous Hawk is seen occasionally and Golden Eagles have been observed 
but are rare. Peregrine Falcon was at one time federally‐listed and state‐listed as 
endangered; the species has recently been delisted from both the federal and state 
Endangered Species Acts, but remains a species of concern in California and a USFWS 
bird species of conservation concern.   
 
Other bird species designated as state species of special concern and as USFWS bird 
species of conservation concern found on the Half Moon Bay bluffs are the Loggerhead 
Shrike (Lanius ludovicianus), San Francisco Common Yellowthroat (Geothlypis trichas 
sinuosa), Grasshopper Sparrow and Bryant’s Savannah Sparrow (see discussion below 
pertaining to the two sparrow species). Loggerhead Shrike occurs on the bluffs some 
years during the winter. San Francisco Common Yellowthroat has nested in the riparian 
corridor at the south end of the Wavecrest area, but no nesting habitat for this species 
occurs within the Project Site. Grasshopper Sparrow and Bryant’s Savannah Sparrow (a 
subspecies of Savannah Sparrow), both state‐designated as species of special concern, 
nest or potentially nest in the mosaic of grasslands and wetlands in the blufftop 
grasslands of the area west of Railroad Avenue (see discussion below pertaining to these 
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sparrow species). The federally‐listed threatened California red‐legged frog and 
federally‐listed endangered San Francisco garter snake either occur or have suitable 
habitats in the Project Area, and their potential presence in the area is of relevance with 
respect to potential plans by the City for the parcels. These two species are also 
discussed in greater detail below.  
 
California Red‐legged Frog 
The California red‐legged frog (CRLF, Rana draytonii) is a federally‐listed threatened 
species and California species of special concern. The historical range of the California 
red‐legged frog extended from the vicinity of Point Reyes National Seashore in Marin 
County southward to northwestern Baja California, Mexico and inland to approximately 
Redding in Shasta County (61 Federal Register 25813). The frog has sustained a 70 
percent reduction in its geographic range. The project area is not part of the critical 
habitat designated under the Endangered Species Act for the CRLF. 
 
California red‐legged frogs have been observed in aquatic and terrestrial habitats, 
including marshes, streams, lakes, reservoirs, ponds and other permanent, or near 
permanent, sources of water. Although they occur in ephemeral streams or ponds, CRLF 
are expected to thrive in permanent deep‐water pools with dense stands of 
overhanging willows and emergent vegetation, and suitable sites for basking. However, 
they have been observed in a variety of aquatic environments, including stock ponds 
and artificial pools with little to no vegetation. California red‐legged frogs usually are 
observed near water, but can move long distances over land between water sources 
during the rainy season. 
 
The life cycle and patterns of movement of the CRLF have evolved along with the local 
California climate of wet, cool winters and dry, warm summers. With the onset of the 
winter rains, CRLF move from dry‐season refuges to ponds and streams that can support 
breeding and successful tadpole development (generally from December to April). 
Tadpoles generally take until late summer or early fall to complete metamorphosis, and 
then the maturing young frogs (metamorphs) move to aquatic areas to take cover from 
predators. Adult frogs often remain year‐round at perennial ponds with deep water, but 
some depart for dry season refuges once breeding is over. Juveniles (frogs that are older 
than metamorphs but not yet sexually mature) disperse widely over the landscape 
during the first winter, and will take residence in almost any water source. During the 
dry months of summer and fall, CRLF seek suitable dry season refuge sites that may 
include deep water holes in drying streams, springs and spring boxes, seeps, and ground 
squirrel burrows. To find these refuges, frogs will travel several hundred yards where 
suitable refuges are abundant and up to three miles in moist coastal areas.  
 
The project area would be considered a habitat suitable to support the species, and it is 
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entirely possible that individuals of California red‐legged frog use the area as a dispersal 
habitat. The combination of grasslands and wetlands on the bluffs of western Half Moon 
Bay were long thought by local naturalists and wildlife biologists to be suitable habitat 
for CRLF. The presence of CRLF was not documented from this area until 2004 when 
biologist Chris Giorni of Tree Frog Treks provided photographic evidence of a California 
red‐legged frog that he found from the nearby Wavecrest Village site on June 7, 2004. 
Since that time CRLF have been observed by knowledgeable individuals in other blufftop 
locations near the Project Site, such as within an artificial pond near the end of Seymour 
Street (Steve Foreman of LSA, personal communication, 2018), and there are unverified 
reports of CRLF in residential yards along Kelly Avenue. Blufftop reports further north 
include a number of sightings between Pilarcitos Creek and Frenchmans Creek where 
there is a breeding pond at the Caltrans wetland mitigation site near the sewer 
treatment plant at the end of Bev Cunha Country Road.  
 
San Francisco Garter Snake 
The federally‐ and state‐listed endangered San Francisco garter snake (SFGS, 
Thamnophis sirtalis tetrataenia) is one of eleven recognized subspecies of the common 
garter snake (Thamnophis sirtalis). The San Francisco garter snake is endemic to the San 
Francisco Peninsula and is known only from San Mateo County, California. Historically, 
the SFGS was found from approximately the San Francisco County line south along the 
eastern and western bases of the Santa Cruz Mountains to at least upper Crystal Springs 
Reservoir and along the Coast south to Ano Nuevo Point. Because much of its range lies 
within an intensively urbanized area, the subspecies is primarily threatened by urban 
development, freeway and road construction, trampling, and  loss and alteration of 
suitable habitat.  
 
San Francisco garter snakes are observed most often in the vicinity of standing water, 
including ponds, lakes, marshes and sloughs. However, temporary ponds and other 
seasonal water bodies are also utilized. Emergent and bankside vegetation such as 
cattail (Typha sp.), bulrush (Scirpus sp.) and spike rush (Juncus sp.) are preferred cover. 
The interface between stream and pond habitats and grasslands is used for basking, and 
nearby dense vegetation of water often provides escape cover. San Francisco garter 
snakes remain close to areas of standing water with significant emergent vegetation, 
but essential breeding habitat for the species also includes open grassy uplands and 
shallow marshland with adequate emergent vegetation and the presence of both Pacific 
tree frog and California red‐legged frog (McGinnis 1984). The species also uses the dens 
of burrowing mammals as winter hibernacula and as cover much of the year (Larsen 
1994).   
 
The only known sightings of SFGS in Half Moon Bay are of an individual that was found  
near the mouth of Pilarcitos Creek during environmental review of the Coastal Trail 
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around 1990, and of another individual found along Pilarcitos Creek near downtown 
Half Moon Bay in June of 2004. The species occurs in the Pilarcitos Creek watershed 
near Crystal Springs Reservoir, and many herpetologists suspect the species may occur 
along Pilarcitos Creek between Half Moon Bay and Crystal Springs within areas that have 
not been surveyed. Due to the preferred habitat types of SFGS, the project area would 
be considered a habitat suitable to support the species. 
 
Grasshopper Sparrow  
Grasshopper Sparrow (Ammodramus savannarum) occurs in grasslands across North 
America and ranges from southern Canada to as far south as Ecuador. Grasshopper 
Sparrows are common only in the Great Plains, but numbers are in decline due to loss of 
habitat, conversion of pasture to row crops, and fire suppression. Grasshopper Sparrows 
in California prefer moderately open, short to middle‐height grassland habitats with 
scattered shrubs (Shuford and Gardali 2008). In California, agricultural and urban 
development has fragmented habitats within the range of the species, and Grasshopper 
Sparrow has been designated in the state as a species of special concern. Suitable 
habitat for Grasshopper Sparrow can be found throughout the mosaic of grassland, 
wetland and coastal scrub habitats on the ocean bluffs between Kelly Avenue and 
Redondo Beach Road, including the area of the Project Site. Although they have been 
observed in the area West of Railroad Avenue, nesting has not been documented 
(Alvaro Jaramillo, personal communication 2018). 
 
Bryant’s Savannah Sparrow 
Bryant’s Savannah Sparrow (Passerculus sandwichensis alaudinus) is an  endemic 
subspecies  of the widespread Savannah Sparrow that is designated as a species of 
special concern in California primarily due to its limited range. Bryant’s Savannah 
Sparrow is restricted to a narrow coastal strip between Humboldt Bay and  Morro Bay, 
with a population center around the San Francisco Bay. This sparrow occupies low 
tidally influenced habitats, adjacent ruderal areas, moist grasslands within and just 
above the fog belt, and, infrequently, drier grasslands. Loss and degradation of coastal 
marshes and grasslands with the range of the species have reduced available habitat 
and caused local extirpations. Bryant’s Savannah Sparrow is a California‐designated 
species of special concern. Bryant’s Savannah Sparrow has been documented as a 
breeding species in the mosaic of blufftop grasslands and wetlands between Kelly 
Avenue on the north and Redondo Beach Road on the south, including areas of the 
Project Site (Alvaro Jaramillo, personal communication 2018). 
 
Special Status Plant Species. A Special status plant species include: (i) species that are 
listed or proposed for listing as threatened or endangered under the federal 
Endangered Species Act; (ii) species that are listed, or proposed for listing by the state of 
California as threatened or endangered under the California Endangered Species Act; 
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(iii) plants considered by the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) to be rare, 
threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere; and (iv) plant species that meet 
the definition of rare or endangered under CEQA. 
 
Although there is a high percentage of non‐native vegetation on the Project Site, the 
Coastal Terrace Prairie and Coastal Freshwater Marsh habitats include a number of 
native species, and these habitats on the site support known populations of special 
status plants. Special status plant species found on the Half Moon Bay bluffs and also 
within the Project Site are Choris’s popcornflower (Plagiobothrys chorisianus var. 
chorisianus) and perennial goldfields (Lasthenia californica ssp. macrantha). 
 
Choris’s popcornflower  
Choris’s popcornflower (Plagiobothrys chorisianus var. chorisianus) is an annual dicot 
native and endemic to California. The species is known from coastal prairie, chaparral, 
northern coastal scrub and wetland/riparian habitats, but almost always occurs under 
natural conditions in wetlands. Choris’s popcornflower is known from populations in 
Alameda, Santa Cruz, San Mateo, and San Francisco Counties. The species is listed by the 
California Native Plant Society (CNPS) on list 1B.2 (species considered to be rare, 
threatened or endangered in California and elsewhere). Reports in the CNDDB show 
that Choris’s popcornflower occurs within wetlands scattered throughout various 
locations on the ocean bluff in Half Moon Bay, including the Project Site. The mapped 
locations of Choris’s popcornflower on the Project Site within in CNDDB are shown in 
Figure 9. The areas mapped in Figure 9 encompass the maximum known distribution of 
the plants on the Project Site as the exact boundary of the populations vary from year to 
year. 
 
Perennial goldfields 
 Perennial goldfields (Lasthenia californica ssp. macrantha) is an annual dicot that is 
native and near‐endemic to California (found only slightly beyond California borders). 
The species is known from primarily from Coastal scrub habitats but occasionally occurs 
in wetlands. The species has been recorded in San Luis Obispo, San Mateo, Marin, 
Sonoma, and Mendocino Counties. The species is listed by the California Native Plant 
Society (CNPS) on list 1B.2 (species considered to be rare, threatened or endangered in 
California and elsewhere). Perennial goldfields are known from Central Coast Scrub and 
pockets of wetlands scattered throughout various locations on the ocean bluff in Half 
Moon Bay, usually close to the edge of the coastal bluffs. Reports in the CNDDB show 
that perennial goldfields is known from the Project Site in areas at the edge of the 
coastal bluff near the Coastal Trail. The mapped locations of Choris’s popcornflower on 
the Project Site within in CNDDB are shown in Figure 9. The areas mapped in Figure 9 
encompass the maximum known distribution of the plants on the Project Site as the 
exact boundary of the populations vary from year to year. 
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4.2.5  Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas  
 
ESHAs are defined in Section 30107.5 of the Coastal Act as “any area in which plant or 
animal life or their habitats are either rare or especially valuable because of their special 
nature or role in an ecosystem and which could be easily disturbed or degraded by 
human activities and developments.” Areas that would be defined as an ESHA are 
present within the Project Site. ESHAs within the Project Site include the Marine 
Environment (areas on the beach), the Sea Cliffs, Coastal Terrace Prairie, all wetlands on 
the Project Site, and the known mapped locations of Choris’s popcornflower and 
perennial goldfields. A map showing the location of potential ESHAs on the Project Site 
is shown in Figure 10. 
 
Although breeding habitats for federally‐listed CRLF and SFGS are not present, the 
Project Site constitutes potential dispersal habitat for either species and the entire site 
could be considered a potential ESHA for this resource as well. The entire Project Site 
also provides suitable nesting habitat for Bryant’s Savannah Sparrow and Grasshopper 
Sparrow, two bird species considered as state species of special concern. In addition, the 
entire Project Site is part of a regionally important habitat for wintering populations of 
birds of prey.  
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5.0 BIOLOGICAL EVALUATION  

5.1  Sensitive Habitats  

ESHAs, as defined by Section 30107.5 of the Coastal Act are present on the Project Site 
and must be accommodated and protected for any recreational development to be 
considered by the City of Half Moon Bay at this time for the area. The City is not 
considering any active recreation improvements in conflict with ESHA protection. ESHAs 
or Potential ESHAs within the Project Site include the Marine Environment (areas on the 
beach), the Sea Cliffs, all wetlands on the Project Site, the Coastal Terrace Prairie along 
the bluff edge (combination of grassland, scrub and wetlands), and the known mapped 
locations of Choris’s popcornflower and perennial goldfields. Although breeding habitats 
for federally‐listed CRLF and SFGS are not present, the Project Site constitutes potential 
dispersal habitat for either species and the entire site could be considered a potential 
ESHA for this resource as well. Potential ESHAs would require further site‐specific study 
to make a final determination of constitution of ESHA. The entire Project Site also 
provides suitable nesting habitat for Bryant’s Savannah Sparrow and Grasshopper 
Sparrow, two bird species considered as state species of special concern. In addition, the 
entire Project Site is part of a regionally important habitat for wintering populations of 
birds of prey. 
 
Examples of the kinds of improvements being contemplated by the City of Half Moon 
Bay include improvements to the parking area at the end of Poplar Street, access down 
the ocean bluff to the beach near the parking lot, improvements to the bike path along 
Poplar Street between Railroad Avenue and the parking area along the top of the ocean 
bluff, and a possible relocation of the Coastal Trail to the east by 100 to 150 feet to 
circumvent and/or accommodate anticipated blufftop erosion that has the potential to 
compromise the Coastal Trail in its current location. 
 
Although the intent of the City in design of recreational improvements is to avoid ESHAs 
and biologically important areas to the maximum extent possible, ESHAs or potential 
ESHAs are scattered throughout the site and it may not be possible to achieve total 
avoidance of such areas. The California Coastal Act and the City’s LCP generally prohibit 
development that would adversely impact ESHA and requires that impacts to ESHAs be 
minimized to the maximum extent feasible and mitigated where avoidance is not 
possible. Permitted uses within ESHAs and their buffer areas include resource‐
dependent uses, education and research, trails and scenic overlooks on public lands, 
and fish and wildlife management.  
 
Marine Environment/Sea Cliffs and Bluffs. The only contemplated improvements that 
could impact ESHA in the form of the Marine Environment (i.e., the beach) or Sea Cliffs 
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and Bluffs would be any improvement for pedestrian access from the area of the 
existing parking lot down to the beach area. Coastal dependent and related recreational 
uses, such as the Coastal Trail and beach accessways, are permitted priority uses within 
areas of bluffs and sea‐cliffs. Existing access is present, and the design of any improved 
beach access could minimize impact to ESHA by limiting any improvements as much as 
possible to the existing footprint of the existing access, as well as to stabilize or at least 
minimize human‐caused erosion due to inadequate vertical access.  
 

Design Consideration #1: Design any new beach access to minimize impacts to 
ESHA by limiting any improvements as much as possible to the existing footprint 
of the existing access, or so as to be a longer‐term sustainable design.  

 
Coastal Freshwater Marsh/Wetlands. Improvements or any expansion of the existing 
parking area could encroach into areas of wetland. Other improvements of a linear 
nature (improvements to the bike lane adjacent to Poplar Street or, more importantly, a 
relocation of the Coastal Trail to an alignment further inland) have the potential to 
conflict with the location of existing wetlands and also with ESHA associated with the 
Coastal Terrace Prairie that runs along the top of the bluff for a distance of up to 300 
feet inland. Any improvements to the parking area, bike lane or relocation of the Coastal 
Trail has the potential for impacts to CRLF and SFGS, and the development of a 
mitigation plan related to protection of these species would be necessary (see Section 
5.3). 
 
One option for expansion of the existing parking lot would be to expand the lot within 
City‐owned property to the east of the existing lot. A review of Figure 8 indicating the 
location of wetlands as defined by HBG in a preliminary wetland delineation, shows that 
the area immediately east of the existing parking lot is almost entirely wetland. 
Expansion of the parking to the east of the existing lot would require fill in wetlands. 
Such fill in wetlands for an expanded parking lot would require significant encroachment 
into a wetland area that would be considered as an ESHA according to the California 
Coastal Act and the City’s LCP. Such fill in wetlands would aslo require a Section 404 
permit from the Corps and Section 401 water quality certification or Waste Discharge 
Requirements from the SFBRWQCB. To avoid wetland impacts, alternate parking lot 
expansion locations that do not contain wetlands should be considered. The area to the 
south of the existing parking lot contains the closed Half Moon Bay landfill, which is 
owned and maintained by the County of San Mateo. Studies of the contents of the 
landfill and best methods for capping would need to occur prior to any improvements in 
this area.  
 

Design Consideration #2: If recreational plans of the City for the Project Area 
include expansion of the existing parking lot, alternative locations for expansion 
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of the lot should be considered to avoid expansion into a wetland area that 
would be potentially considered as an ESHA under the Coastal Act and the City’s 
LCP. An alternative would be to enter into negotiations with the owner of the 
adjacent property to the south (the old landfill property owned by the County of 
San Mateo) to determine the feasibility of parking lot expansion into that area 
(an area that does not appear to contain wetlands). 

 
Based on the results of the preliminary wetland delineation conducted by HBG for this 
report (see Figure 8), it can be seen that construction associated with the Coastal Trail 
has a high probability of impacting wetlands. However, it is difficult to know for certain 
exactly where encroachment into wetlands would occur or to what extent, or how a 
detailed design would be able to avoid such encroachments, until a detailed delineation 
of wetlands is prepared according to Army Corps and California Coastal Act criteria.  
 

Design Consideration #3: Prepare a detailed wetland delineation of the property 
to determine precise boundaries of wetlands at the site that potentially satisfy 
criteria for regulation as wetlands/waters of the U.S. or waters of the State of 
California (including wetlands defined by the California Coastal Act).  

 
Once a detailed wetland delineation has been prepared, an alignment for any new 
infrastructure, including a relocated Coastal Trail, can be developed that either avoids 
wetlands or that minimizes impacts to wetland habitats to the maximum extent 
possible. Based on the preliminary wetland map as seen in Figure 8, total avoidance of 
wetlands may not be possible. Once avoidance of the maximum extent of wetlands has 
been demonstrated, further minimization of wetland impacts can be achieved by 
placing the Coastal Trail on a boardwalk created by establishing decking supported by 
footings. Such decking would preclude permanent impacts of filling wetlands, and would 
allow some wetland functions to continue as water flow could be maintained beneath 
the trail and movement of small animals (small mammals, reptiles or amphibians) could 
be maintained. 
 

Design Consideration #4:  Based on the detailed wetland delineation, define 
placement of proposed recreational features in such a way as to maximize 
avoidance of wetlands.  
 
Design Consideration #5:  Once an alignment for the relocated Coastal Trail with 
the least impact to wetlands has been defined, consider additional means to 
achieve minimization of wetlands impacts through the use of a boardwalk 
created by establishing decking supported by footings in wetland areas or 
through other measures that preserve some wetland functions.  
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Design Consideration #6:  If design of recreational improvements cannot achieve 
complete avoidance of wetlands, the City should apply for any permits necessary 
to comply with state or federal regulations pertaining to protection of wetlands. 
Such permits may include the Coastal Development Permit, a Section 404 
wetland fill permit from the San Francisco District of the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, and Section 401 water quality certification or Waste Discharge 
Requirements from the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board. 
Such permit applications would need to include an impact evaluation and may 
require a wetland mitigation plan to ensure that no net loss of acreage or 
functions and values to these areas occurs.  
 

Although all aquatic habitats on the Project Site were mapped as wetlands, there are 
five drainages that traverse the site from east to west and that eventually drain down 
the Sea Cliff and onto the beach and the Pacific Ocean. All five of these drainages are 
vegetated with wetland vegetation. All five would also likely be considered as a 
streambed with a bed and bank that would be subject to the California Fish and Game 
Code Section 1602 jurisdiction of CDFW. The current alignment of the Coastal Trail 
passes over the drainages at four culverted crossings. Any new crossing of these 
drainages could require permits from the Corps and SFBRWQCB as described above, and  
also a 1602 Lake and Streambed Notification from CDFW. 
 

Design Consideration #7:  If possible, design the alignment of the relocated 
Coastal Trail to pass over the five drainages using existing culverted crossings. If 
relocation of the Coastal Trail requires that new culverted crossings be 
established, use arched culverts where feasible to minimize impacts. The City 
should obtain necessary permits for such crossings from the San Francisco 
District of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, SFBRWQCB and CDFW.  

 
Coastal Terrace Prairie. The current alignment of the Coastal Trail traverses the edge of 
the blufftop within an area completely located within the Coastal Terrace Prairie 
habitat, which is concentrated in areas closest to the bluff edge. If the Coastal Trail were 
to be relocated further inland, it is likely that Coastal Terrace Prairie habitat would be 
impacted by trail construction. As the native vegetation in the Coastal Terrace Prairie is 
concentrated in areas near the bluff edge and the existing Coastal Trail, it is entirely 
possible that a new trail alignment approximately 100 feet inland would result in less 
impacts to the native vegetation comprising this habitat type than found with the 
current alignment. Relocation of the trail too far inland has the potential to cause 
fragmentation of an important winter raptor foraging area (see Section 5.2).  
 
The relocation of the Coastal Trail to a point further inland creates an opportunity to 
restore the area of the existing alignment of the Coastal Trail by removal of the existing 
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paved trail and replanting the area with seeds of native Coastal Terrace Prairie species. 
The net amount of paved surface associated with the Coastal Trail will not increase due 
to the relocation of the trail as long as the amount of construction area is limited to the 
minimum amount necessary and pavement associated with the prior Coastal Trail in the 
existing location is removed during the construction process and the area is replanted 
with local, native species. Degradation of the Coastal Terrace Prairie habitat from off‐
trail access by users of the Coastal Trail could be reduced by establishing a fence (e.g., 
split rail) on either side of the Coastal Trail that would restrict pedestrian access to 
natural areas beyond the Trail and limit access to the bluff edge through a series of 
overlooks access by short trails off of the Coastal Trail. Any revegetation or restoration 
efforts after removal of the existing Coastal Trail should include revegetation of areas 
along the bluff edge degraded by excessive pedestrian access.  
 

Design Consideration #8: Consider an alignment for a relocated Coastal Trail that 
avoids habitat impacts to the maximum extent possible while providing a 
sufficient buffer from erosion areas and a user‐friendly design. Such a trail 
alignment could swing away from the current alignment to avoid key areas of 
erosion encroaching near the trail (especially in areas of erosion gullies) and use 
one of many informal pedestrian paths that can be found in the vacant field. 
Many of these informal paths are perpendicular to the coastline and would be of 
limited use, but some are parallel to the coastline and could be incorporated into 
the alignment of a relocated Coastal Trail to limit new impacts to the Coastal 
Terrace Prairie habitat. 
 
Design Consideration #9: Vegetation removal and ground disturbance 
associated with the construction and paving of a relocated Coastal Trail should 
be limited to the minimum amount necessary for the new trial.  
 
Design Consideration #10: The paving for the existing trail should be removed 
and the area of the old trail near the edge of the blufftop should be restored to 
original grade, treated for erosion control using best management practices, and 
replanted with seeds of local, native Coastal Terrace Prairie species. 
 
Design Consideration #11: Any development plan for recreational improvements 
proposed by the City (especially along the Coastal Trail) should include 
development and implementation of a revegetation and restoration plan for the 
Project Area. The revegetation and restoration plan should include 
recommendations for full restoration of the project area, including the location 
of the old Coastal Trail after its removal, areas along the bluff edge degraded by 
excessive pedestrian usage, and areas in need of invasive plant removal. The 
alignment of the old Coastal Trail should be treated as per Design Consideration 
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#9, and revegetation efforts of that area should include restoration of areas of 
the Coastal Terrace Prairie along the top of the bluff that have been degraded by 
excessive use by pedestrians. Native seed mix should include native Coastal 
Terrace Prairie species (including Choris’s popcornflower and perennial 
goldfields (see Section 5.3, Special Status Plant Species). The restoration plan 
should include recommendations for invasive plant removal (throughout the 
Project Area, if possible) to prevent the area from becoming overrun with 
unwanted species such as bristly ox‐tongue (Helminthotheca echioides), bird’s‐
foot trefoil (Lotus corniculatus), or yellow glandweed (Parentucellia viscosa).  
 
Design Consideration #12: A relocated Coastal Trail should include split rail or 
other fencing on either side of the trail to restrict pedestrian access into 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas. Interpretive signage should be placed at 
regular intervals along the trail explaining the nature of the significant natural 
resource areas along the Coastal Trail. Access to the bluff edge could be 
arranged using short trail segments, also with split rail fencing on either side of 
the trail, extending to several overlooks.  

5.2  Animal Populations 

Project construction would occur in an area with potential Environmentally Sensitive 
Habitat Areas (EHSAs) that are important for wildlife, including special status species as 
addressed in Section 5.3. Loss of vegetation associated with construction activity, most 
notably reconstruction of the Coastal Trail to a new inland location from the current 
alignment, would result in disruption of existing wildlife. Some bird roosting, nesting, 
and foraging areas within the various vegetated habitats will be eliminated. Some 
reptiles, amphibians and small mammals adapted the urban habitats within this 
disturbed site may be temporarily displaced to similar habitats nearby capable of 
accommodating these species.  
 
Winter Raptor Foraging Area. The Project Site and surrounding area is a well‐
documented foraging area for wintering raptor species (birds of prey). The current 
alignment of the Coastal Trail along the edge of the blufftop leaves a large, mostly 
undisturbed foraging area for birds of prey and other species within the area west of 
Railroad Avenue. The current use of the Coastal Trail near the bluff edge does not seem 
to be an impediment to use of the vacant field as a winter foraging area for raptor 
species, nor does the less intensive use of informal trails running through the field to the 
Coastal Trail from the Alsace‐Lorraine neighborhood east of Railroad Avenue. It is 
anticipated that the number of users of the Coastal Trail will remain fairly constant even 
after relocation so disturbances in the foraging habitat resulting from the number of 
people using the area would not change. However, moving the Coastal Trail towards the 
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middle of the vacant field could result in an increase in trail users within raptor foraging 
areas that could result in fragmentation of the winter raptor habitat. Relocation of the 
trail 100 to 150 feet would not likely create significant disturbances by trail users within 
the raptor foraging habitat area as the Coastal Trail would still be fairly close to the 
blufftop edge. Relocation of the Coastal Trail to an alignment at least 300 feet further 
inland in an attempt to avoid the Coastal Terrace Prairie habitat that extends from the 
top of bluff to about 300 feet inland would cause the relocated trail to be constructed at 
a location more to the middle of the field where trail users could cause disturbances to 
the winter populations of foraging raptor species and result in fragmentation of the 
habitat used by these species.  
 

Design Consideration #13: Do not attempt to establish a relocated Coastal Trail 
at an inland location that would allow complete avoidance of the Coastal Terrace 
Prairie habitat. A trail located to avoid the Coastal Terrace Prairie would need to 
be established at least 300 feet from the bluff edge, which would fragment a 
regionally important winter raptor foraging area.  

 
Design Consideration #14: Implement Design Consideration #8 related to trail 
alignment, #9 related to limiting vegetation removal, #9 and #10 to remove the 
existing  paved trail near the edge of the blufftop and restore and revegetate the 
area of the old trail, #11 to implement a revegetation and restoration plan 
including removal of invasive species, and #12 to limit access to sensitive habitat 
areas, all of which will be advantageous to preservation and enhancement of 
habitat for wintering raptors in the Project Area. 
 

Nesting Birds. Nesting bird species protected by the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
and/or California Fish and Game Code could be impacted during project construction. 
The removal of shrubs, grasses and other vegetation during the February 1 to August 31 
breeding season for nesting birds could result in mortality of nesting avian species if 
they are present. Many species of raptors (birds of prey) are sensitive to human 
incursion and construction activities, and it is necessary to ensure that nesting raptor 
species are not present in the vicinity of construction sites.  
 

Design Consideration #15: If feasible, construction work for recreational 
improvements should take place outside of the February 1 to August 31 breeding 
window for nesting birds. If construction is to be conducted during the breeding 
season, a qualified biologist should conduct a pre‐construction breeding bird 
survey in areas of suitable habitat within 15 days prior to the onset of 
construction activity. If bird nests are found, appropriate buffer zones should be 
established around all active nests to protect nesting adults and their young 
from construction disturbance. In general, CDFW recommends a 250‐foot 
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construction exclusion zone around the nests of active passerine songbirds 
during the breeding season, and a 500‐foot buffer for nesting raptors. Buffer 
zones should be maintained until it can be documented that either the nest has 
failed or the young have fledged.  

 
Water Quality. Grading, placement of fill material and other ground‐disturbing activities 
associated with construction could promote erosion and allow elevated levels of 
sediment to wash into nearby aquatic areas downstream, resulting in potential indirect 
impacts to fish and wildlife resources. Construction activities on the project site would 
involve disturbance and exposure of soils through grading and removal of vegetative 
cover, installation of infrastructure, and other activities. These activities would result in 
exposure of soil to runoff, potentially causing erosion and entrainment of sediment in 
the runoff. If not managed properly, the runoff could cause elevated levels of 
contaminants and increased sedimentation and turbidity in surface waters beyond the 
borders of the Project Site, resulting in degradation of water quality of downstream 
water bodies. However, the requirement for the implementation of a Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), with identification of proper construction 
techniques and Best Management Practices (BMPs) will minimize adverse effects 
associated with these activities. BMPs will include installation of silt fence and straw 
wattles at appropriate locations along the work area to protect nearby aquatic areas 
from increased sedimentation. Furthermore, standard techniques to control 
contaminants in stormwater such as oil and grease traps will be employed to mitigate 
water quality concerns, especially associated with any improvements to the parking 
area at the west end of Poplar Street.   

 
Design Consideration #16: Best Management Practices and all requirements as 
detailed in the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan shall be implemented to 
control erosion and migration of sediments off‐site. Implementation of water 
quality controls shall be consistent with the BMP requirements in the most 
recent version of the California Stormwater Quality Association Stormwater Best 
Management Handbook‐Construction. In addition, vegetation shall only be 
cleared from the permitted construction footprint. Areas cleared of vegetation, 
pavement, or other substrates shall be stabilized as quickly as possible to 
prevent erosion and runoff. 

5.3  Special Status Species 

 
California Red‐legged Frog and San Francisco Garter Snake. Breeding habitat for CRLF 
and SFGS does not occur on the Project Site, but the Project Site provides suitable 
dispersal habitat for either species. Work associated with access to the beach at the end 
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of Poplar Street would not impact either species, but work around the parking lot and, 
most notably construction associated with relocation of the Coastal Trail to a point 
inland from its current location would require grading and soil disturbance that could 
harm an individual of either species if present.  
 

Design Consideration #17: Implement Design Consideration #8 related to trail 
alignment, #9 related to limiting vegetation removal, #9 and #10 to remove the 
existing  paved trail near the edge of the blufftop and restore and revegetate the 
area of the old trail, #11 to implement a revegetation and restoration plan 
including removal of invasive species, and #12 to limit access to sensitive habitat 
areas, all of which will be advantageous to preservation and enhancement of 
habitat for CRLF and SFGS in the Project Area. 

 
Design Consideration #18: The City should implement a construction plan to 
protect federally‐listed CRLF and SFGS during construction that includes the 
following elements:  
 

o Construction Timing. All construction work involving vegetation removal 
or ground disturbance should be conducted during the dry season 
between April 15 and October 15 when CRLF and SFGS are least likely to 
be dispersing across the landscape. 

 
o Preconstruction Surveys. Prior to initiation of any construction on the 

blufftop requiring vegetation clearing or ground disturbance of any kind, 
a qualified biologist should conduct preconstruction surveys for California 
red‐legged frogs and San Francisco garter snakes. One night‐time survey 
and one day‐time survey should be conducted. The night‐time survey 
should be conducted the night before work begins, followed by the day‐
time survey the morning before work begins. If a CRLF or SFGS is found, 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the CDFW will be notified 
immediately.  

 
o Exclusion Fencing. Once preconstruction surveys are completed and it is 

known with certainty that CRLF and SFGS are not present with 
construction work areas, the work area should be protected with 
exclusion fencing to ensure that individuals of CRLF or SFGS do not 
wander into the work area during the construction period. Exclusion 
fencing should consist of a properly installed silt fence with stakes facing 
toward the work area so reptiles and amphibians cannot use the stakes 
to make their way over the fence.  
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o Worker Training. All workers involved in the clearing of vegetation or 
other construction should participate in a training session led by a 
qualified biologist prior to initiation of work. This training session should 
include information on the ecology and identification of CRLF and SFGS, 
information related to the Endangered Species Act and penalties 
associated with harm done to an individual of a listed species, and the 
need to stop work and inform the on‐site biologist in the event of a 
potential sighting. 

 
o Biological Construction Monitoring. Even if preconstruction surveys are 

negative, a qualified biologist should remain on‐site during all work 
involving vegetation clearing and ground disturbance to help ensure that 
no CRLF or SFGS are harmed. The biological monitor will check the 
integrity of the exclusion fence, search for CRLF or SFGS that may have 
wandered into the work area, and monitor construction to ensure 
impacts to the species do not occur. If a CRLF or SFGS is found on the site 
within the work area, a biologist with a proper take permit from the 
USFWS may move the individual out of harm’s way, otherwise 
construction should be halted until the individual has left the project area 
of its own volition.  

 
Grasshopper Sparrow and Bryant’s Savannah Sparrow. Both of these sparrows are 
California‐designated species of special concern that have the potential to nest on the 
Project Site. Construction work resulting in removal of an active nest for either these 
species would result in direct impacts to these species and work conducted in close 
proximity to an active nest could result in indirect impacts from nest disturbance. 
 

Design Consideration #19: Implement Design Consideration #8 related to trail 
alignment, #9 related to limiting vegetation removal, #9 and #10 to remove the 
existing  paved trail near the edge of the blufftop and restore and revegetate the 
area of the old trail, #11 to implement a revegetation and restoration plan 
including removal of invasive species, and #12 to limit access to sensitive habitat 
areas, all of which will be advantageous to preservation and enhancement of 
habitat for Grasshopper Sparrow and Bryant’s Savannah Sparrow in the Project 
Area. 
 
Design Consideration #20: Bird nesting surveys required prior to construction 
work involving vegetation removal or ground disturbance as required in Design 
Consideration #15 should include a provision to search for nests of these two 
California‐designated species of special concern. If nests are found, buffer zones 
around the nest should be established and maintained as described in Design 
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Consideration #15.  
 

Special Status Plant Species. A relocated Coastal Trail to an alignment further inland to 
avoid areas of soil erosion along the edge of the blufftop would likely impacts areas 
known to be occupied by populations of either the Choris’s popcornflower or perennial 
goldfields (both CNPS list 1B.2 species).  
 

Design Consideration #21: Areas of known populations of Choris’s 
popcornflower or perennial goldfields as mapped in Figure 10 (representing the 
maximum area where plants could occur given year‐to‐year variation in 
population locations) should be avoided to the extent possible in planning for 
the alignment of a relocated Coastal Trail. 

 
Design Consideration #22: Implement Design Consideration #8 related to trail 
alignment, #9 related to limiting vegetation removal, #9 and #10 to remove the 
existing  paved trail near the edge of the blufftop and restore and revegetate the 
area of the old trail, #11 to implement a revegetation and restoration plan, 
including revegetation with a native seed mix to include seeds of Choris’s 
popcornflower and perennial goldfields and removal of invasive species, and #12 
to limit access to sensitive habitat areas, all of which will be advantageous to 
preservation and enhancement of populations of Choris’s popcornflower and 
perennial goldfields in the Project Area. 

   

302



 
 

© 2018 Huffman‐Broadway Group, Inc. 

M:\HMB Poplar\Poplar Gateways Bio Report\Poplar Gateways Bio Report 9‐4‐18.docx            45 

 

6.0 REFERENCES 

 
Baldwin, B.G., D.H. Goldman, D.J. Keil, R. Patterson, and T.J. Rosatti, editors.  2012.  The 

Jepson Manual.  Vascular Plants of California, Second Edition, Thoroughly Revised 
and Expanded.  University of California Press, Berkeley, California. 

 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife. 1994. A Field Guide to Lake and Streambed 

Alteration Agreements, Section 1600‐1607 California Fish and Game Code. 1994.   
 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife. 2010. List of Vegetation Alliances and 

Associations. Vegetation Classification and Mapping Program. September. 
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/vegcamp/natural_comm_list.asp.  

 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife. 2013. State and Federally Listed Endangered, 

Threatened, and Rare Plants of California. 
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/pdfs/TEPlants.pdf.  

 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife. 2018. Special Animals List for State of 

California produced by Biogeographic Data Branch, California Natural Diversity 
Database, California Department of Fish and Wildlife.  List dated August 2018.  
Current as of August 2018. 

 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife.  2018.  Natural Heritage Division, Natural 

Diversity Data Base for the Half Moon Bay Quadrangle Map and surrounding areas, 
May 2018. 

 
California Native Plant Society, Rare Plant Program. 2018. Inventory of Rare and 

Endangered Plants (online edition, v8‐03). California Native Plant Society, 
Sacramento, CA. Website http://www.rareplants.cnps.org . 

Cowardin, Lewis M., Virginia Carter, Francis C. Golet and Edward T. LaRoe.  1979.  
Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the United States, for Office of 
Biological Services, Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Department of the Interior. 

 
Ebird. 2018. An online database of bird distribution and abundance (web application). 

eBird, Ithaca, New York. Abailable: http://www.ebrid.org 
 
Half Moon Bay, City of. 1993. Half Moon Bay Local Coastal Program. 
 

303



 
 

© 2018 Huffman‐Broadway Group, Inc. 

M:\HMB Poplar\Poplar Gateways Bio Report\Poplar Gateways Bio Report 9‐4‐18.docx            46 

Larsen, Sheila S. 1994. Life history aspects of the San Francisco garter snake at 
the Millbrae habitat site. Master’s Thesis. California State University, 
Hayward. 105 pp. 

 
Mayer, E. Kenneth and William F. Laudenslayer, Jr., (Eds.).  1988.  A Guide to Wildlife 

Habitats of California. 
 
McGinnis, Samuel M. 1984.  The distribution and feeding habitat requirements of the 

San Francisco Garter Snake (Thamnophis sirtalis tetrataenia). Final Report for 
California Department of Fish and Game Interagency Agreements C‐673 and C‐1376.  

 
Metropolus, P.J. 2006. A checklist of the birds of San Mateo County, California. Sequoia 

Audubon Society. Dated April, 2006. 
 
National Geographic Society. 2017. Field Guide to North American Birds. Seventh 

edition. National Geographic Society. Washington, D.C. 
 
Reed, P.B., Jr. 1988.  National List of Plant Species That Occur in Wetlands: National 

Summary. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Washington, D.C.  Biol. Rpt. 88(24).  244pp. 
 
Reed, Porter B.  1988.  National List of Plant Species that Occur in Wetlands: California 

(Region O). 
 
Reid, Fiona A.  2006.  Mammals of North America.  Peterson Field Guides.  Fourth 

Edition. Houghton Mifflin Co., Boston. 
 
Sawyer, J. O. and T. Keeler‐Wolf.  2009.  A Manual of California Vegetation.  Second 

Edition.  In cooperation with The Nature Conservancy and the California Department 
of Fish and Game.  California Native Plant Society.  Sacramento, California. 

 
Shuford, W.D., and Gardali, T. editors. 2008. California Bird Species of Special Concern: a 

ranked assessment of species, subspecies, and distinct populations of birds of 
immediate conservation concern in California. Studies of Western Birds 1. Western 
Field Ornithologists, Camalillo, California and California Septement of Fish and 
Game, Sacramento. 

 
Sibley, David A.  2014.  The Sibley Guide to Birds. Second Edition.  National Audubon 

Society. Chanticleer Press, Inc.  New York, N.Y. 624 pp. 
 
Stebbins, R.C. 2003.  Western Reptiles and Amphibians.  Peterson Field Guides.  

Houghton Mifflin Co., Boston.  Third edition. 
304



 
 

© 2018 Huffman‐Broadway Group, Inc. 

M:\HMB Poplar\Poplar Gateways Bio Report\Poplar Gateways Bio Report 9‐4‐18.docx            47 

 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 2008. Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers 

Wetland Delineation Manual: Arid West Region (Version 2.0), ed. J. S. Wakeley, R. W. 
Lichvar, and C. V. Noble. ERDC/EL TR‐08‐28. Vicksburg, MS: U.S. Army Engineer 
Research and Development Center.  

 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  1987.  Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual, 

Technical Report Y‐87‐1.  Prepared by the Environmental Laboratory, Department of 
the Army, Waterways Experiment Station, Vicksburg, Miss. 

 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service [NRCS]). 2018. 

Web Soil Survey, San Mateo County. Natural Cooperative Soil Survey. May 2018.  
 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 2018. National Wetlands Inventory Wetlands Mapper. 

Available at https://www.fes.gov/wetlands/data/Mapper.html.  
 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 2015. Listings and occurrences for California. Federally 

listed threatened and endangered plant and animal species in California. 
http://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/pub/stateListingAndOccurrenceIndividual.jsp?state
=CA  

 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 2014. Species proposed for listing in California based on 

published population data.  
http://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/pub/stateListingIndividual.jsp?state=CA&status=pro
posed. 

 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 2014. Candidate species in California based on published 

population data.  
http://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/pub/stateListingIndividual.jsp?state=CA&status=can
didate. 

 
Zeiner , D.C., W.F. Laudenslayer, Jr., K.E. Mayer, and M. White.  1990a .  California’s 

Wildlife, Volume I.  Amphibians and Reptiles.  State of California, the Resources 
Agency, Department of Fish and Game, Sacramento, California. 

 
Zeiner, D.C., W.F. Laudenslayer, Jr., K.E. Mayer, and M. White.  1990b.  California’s 

Wildlife, Volume II: Birds.  State of California, the Resources Agency, Department of 
Fish and Game, Sacramento, California. 

 

305



 
 

© 2018 Huffman‐Broadway Group, Inc. 

M:\HMB Poplar\Poplar Gateways Bio Report\Poplar Gateways Bio Report 9‐4‐18.docx            48 

Zeiner, D.C., W.F. Laudenslayer, Jr., K.E. Mayer, and M. White.  1990c.  California’s 
Wildlife, Volume III: Mammals.  State of California, the Resources Agency, 
Department of Fish and Game, Sacramento, California. 

306



 
 

© 2018 Huffman‐Broadway Group, Inc. 
M:\HMB Poplar\Poplar Gateways Bio Report\Poplar Gateways Bio Report 9‐4‐18.docx 

   

 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT 1. 
 

Figures 
 

 
Figure 1.  Project Site Location Map 
Figure 2.   USGS Topographic Map of the Project Area 
Figure 3.  Aerial Image of the Project Site  
Figure 4.   NRCS Soil Map of the Project Site 
Figure 5.   FEMA Map of 100‐year Floodplain 
Figure 6.  National Wetlands Inventory Map of Wetlands in the Project Area 
Figure 7.   Map of Vegetation Communities at the Project Site 
Figure 8.   Preliminary Map of Wetlands Potentially Subject to California 

Coastal Act Jurisdiction  
Figure 9.   Special Status Species Information from the CNDDB 
Figure 10.   Potential Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHAs) on the 

Project Site 
   

307



Content may not reflect National Geographic's current map policy. Sources:
National Geographic, Esri, DeLorme, HERE, UNEP-WCMC, USGS, NASA,
ESA, METI, NRCAN, GEBCO, NOAA, increment P Corp.

Figure 1.  Project Site Location Map

0 1 2 30.5 Miles

Legend
Project Site

Preliminary Biological Evaluation for City-Owned Parcel West of Railroad Avenue
City of Half Moon Bay, San Mateo County, California

Huffman-Broadway Group, Inc.
ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATORY CONSULTANTS

Project
Site

308



Figure 2.  USGS Topographic Map of the Project Area
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Figure 3.  Aerial Image of the Project Site 
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Figure 4.  NRCS Soil Map of the Project Site
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Figure 6.  National Wetlands Inventory Map of Wetlands 
in the Project Area
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Figure 7.  Map of Project Site Habitats 
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Figure 10.  Potential Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHAs) 
on the Project Site 
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Table 1.  Plant List for Project Site 
 

FAMILY  SCIENTIFIC NAME  COMMON NAME 
Agavaceae  Chlorogalum pomeridianum var. 

pomeridianum  
Soap plant/amole 

Aizoaceae  Carpobrotus chilensis  Sea fig (non‐native)

Aizoaceae  Carpobrotus edulis  Freeway iceplant (non‐native) 

Aizoaceae  Tetragonia tetragonoides  New Zealand spinach (non‐native) 

Alliaceae  Allium triquetrum  Three square onion (non‐native) 

Amaryllidaceae  Amaryllis belladonna  Naked ladies (non‐native) 

Amaryllidaceae  Narcissus pseudonarcissus  Daffodil (non‐native)

Apiaceae  Conium maculatum  Poison hemlock (non‐native) 

Apiaceae  Eryngium armatum  Coastal button celery/coyote thistle  

Apiaceae  Foeniculum vulgare  Fennel (non‐native)

Araceae  Arum italicum   Italian arum (non‐native) 

Araceae  Zantedeschia aethiopica  Calla lily (non‐native)

Asphodelaceae  Aloe maculata   Aloe 

Asteraceae  Achillea millefolium  Yarrow

Asteraceae  Ambrosia chamissonis  Beach bur

Asteraceae  Artemisia pycnocephala  Coastal sagewort

Asteraceae   Baccharis pilularis ssp. 
consanguinea  

Coyote brush

Asteraceae  Baccharis pilularis ssp. pilularis  Coyote brush (low growing)  

Asteraceae  Cirsium vulgare   Bull thistle (non‐native)

Asteraceae  Cotula coronopifolia  Brass buttons (non‐native) 

Asteraceae  Deinandra corymbosa  Coast tarweed 

Asteraceae  Delairea odorata  Cape ivy/German ivy (non‐native) 

Asteraceae  Erigeron bonariensis  Flax leaved horseweed (non‐native) 

Asteraceae  Erigeron canadensis  Horseweed

Asteraceae  Erigeron glaucus   Seaside daisy

Asteraceae  Helminthotheca echioides  Bristly ox tongue (non‐native) 

Asteraceae  Hypochaeris glabra  Smooth cat’s ear (non‐native) 

Asteraceae  Hypochaeris radicata  Rough cat’s ear (non‐native) 

Asteraceae  Lasthenia californica ssp. 
californica  

California goldfields

Asteraceae  Lasthenia californica ssp. 
macrantha  

Perennial goldfields

Asteraceae  Lasthenia minor   Coastal goldfields

Asteraceae  Madia sativa   Coast madia/coast tarweed  

Asteraceae  Matricaria discoidea  Pineapple weed/rayless chamomile (non‐
native) 

Asteraceae  Pseudognaphalium luteoalbum  Weedy cudweed (non‐native) 

Asteraceae  Pseudognaphalium stramineum  Cotton batting plant 

Asteraceae  Senecio minimus   Coastal burnweed (non‐native) 

Asteraceae  Senecio vulgaris   Common groundsel (non‐native) 

Asteraceae  Silybum marianum  Milk thistle (non‐native)
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FAMILY  SCIENTIFIC NAME  COMMON NAME 
Asteraceae  Soliva sessilis   Common soliva (non‐native) 

Asteraceae  Sonchus asper ssp. asper  Prickly sow thistle (non‐native) 

Asteraceae  Sonchus oleraceus  Common sow thistle (non‐native) 

Asteraceae  Symphyotrichum chilense  Common California aster  

Asteraceae  Tragopogon porrifolius  Salsify/oyster plant (non‐native) 

Azollaceae  Azolla filiculoides  American water fern 

Boraginaceae  Amsinckia intermedia  Common fiddleneck

Boraginaceae  Amsinckia spectabilis var. 
spectabilis  

Seaside fiddleneck

Boraginaceae  Borago officinalis  Borago (non‐native)

Boraginaceae  Plagiobothrys chorisianus var. 
chorisianus  

Choris’ popcornflower

Brassicaceae  Brassica rapa   Turnip/field mustard (non‐native) 

Brassicaceae  Cakile edentula   Sea rocket (non‐native)

Brassicaceae  Cakile maritima   European sea rocket (non‐native) 

Brassicaceae  Cardamine oligosperma  Few seeded bitter cress 

Brassicaceae  Hirschfeldia incana  Mediterranean mustard (non‐native) 

Brassicaceae  Lepidium didymum  Lesser wart cress (non‐native) 

Brassicaceae  Lepidium nitidum  Shining peppergrass 

Brassicaceae  Lepidium strictum  Wayside peppergrass 

Brassicaceae  Raphanus sativus  Radish (non‐native)

Caryophyllaceae  Cerastium glomeratum  Sticky mouse ear chickweed (non‐native)

Caryophyllaceae  Polycarpon tetraphyllum var. 
tetraphyllum  

Four leaved allseed (non‐native) 

Caryophyllaceae  Sagina decumbens ssp. 
occidentalis  

Western pearlwort

Caryophyllaceae  Silene gallica   Small flower catchfly/windmill pink (non‐
native) 

Caryophyllaceae  Spergularia macrotheca var. 
leucantha  

White sticky sand spurrey  

Caryophyllaceae  Spergularia macrotheca var. 
macrotheca  

Pink sticky sand spurrey

Caryophyllaceae  Spergularia rubra  Purple sand spurrey (non‐native) 

Chenopodiaceae  Atriplex prostrata  Fat hen/spearscale (non‐native) 

Chenopodiaceae  Chenopodium californicum  California goosefoot 

Convolvulaceae  Convolvulus arvensis  Bindweed/orchard morning glory (non‐native)

Crassulaceae  Crassula connata  Pygmy weed

Cupressaceae  Hesperocyparis macrocarpa  Monterey cypress planted 

Cyperaceae  Carex harfordii   Harford’s or Monterey sedge  

Cyperaceae  Cyperus eragrostis  Tall cyperus 

Cyperaceae  Eleocharis acicularis var. acicularis  Needle spike rush

Cyperaceae  Eleocharis macrostachya  Common spike rush 

Cyperaceae  Isolepis cernua   Low club rush 

Dipsacaceae  Dipsacus species   Teasel 

Euphorbiaceae  Euphorbia crenulata  Chinese caps

Euphorbiaceae  Euphorbia helioscopia  Wartweed  
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FAMILY  SCIENTIFIC NAME  COMMON NAME 
Euphorbiaceae  Mercurialis annua  Annual mercury (non‐native) 

Fabaceae  Acacia longifolia   Sydney golden wattle (non‐native) 

Fabaceae  Acmispon wrangelianus  Chile trefoil 

Fabaceae  Albizia lophantha  Plume acacia (non‐native) 

Fabaceae  Lotus corniculatus  Bird's foot trefoil (non‐native) 

Fabaceae  Lupinus variicolor  Lindley’s varied lupine 

Fabaceae  Medicago polymorpha  California burclover (non‐native) 

Fabaceae   Melilotus indicus  Indian melilot/sourclover (non‐native) 

Fabaceae   Trifolium angustifolium  Narrow leaved clover (non‐native) 

Fabaceae  Trifolium barbigerum  Bearded clover

Fabaceae  Trifolium campestre  Hop clover (non‐native)

Fabaceae  Trifolium fragiferum  Strawberry clover (non‐native) 

Fabaceae  Trifolium fucatum  Bull clover

Fabaceae  Trifolium glomeratum  Clustered clover (non‐native) 

Fabaceae  Trifolium subterraneum  Subterranean clover (non‐native) 

Fabaceae  Trifolium variegatum  Vargiegated clover

Fabaceae  Vicia benghalensis  Purple vetch (non‐native) 

Fabaceae  Vicia sativa ssp. nigra  Narrow leaved vetch (non‐native) 

Fabaceae  Vicia sativa ssp. sativa  Spring vetch (non‐native) 

Fabaceae  Vicia tetrasperma  Sparrow vetch (non‐native) 

Gentianaceae  Zeltnera davyi   Davy’s centaury

Geraniaceae  Erodium botrys   Ong beaked storksbill (non‐native) 

Geraniaceae  Erodium moschatum  White stemmed storksbill (non‐native) 

Geraniaceae  Geranium dissectum  Cut leaved geranium (non‐native) 

Iridaceae  Chasmanthe floribunda  African cornflag (non‐native) 

Iridaceae  Iris germanica   Bearded iris (non‐native) 

Iridaceae  Romulea rosea var. australis  Rosy sandcrocus (non‐native) 

Iridaceae  Sisyrinchium bellum  Western blue eyed grass   

Iridaceae  Watsonia marginata  Watsonia 

Juncaceae  Juncus bufonius var. bufonius  Toad rush

Juncaceae  Juncus occidentalis  Western rush

Juncaceae  Juncus patens   Spreading rush

Juncaceae  Juncus phaeocephalus var. 
phaeocephalus  

Brownheaded rush

Lamiaceae  Mentha pulegium  Pennyroyal (non‐native)

Linaceae  Linum bienne   Narrow leaved flax (non‐native) 

Lythraceae  Lythrum californicum  California loosestrife

Lythraceae  Lythrum hyssopifolia  Grass poly (non‐native)

Malvaceae  Malva nicaeensis  Bull mallow (non‐native)

Malvaceae  Malva sylvestris   High mallow (non‐native) 

Malvaceae  Sidalcea malviflora ssp. malviflora  Checkerbloom/checkermallow  

Melianthaceae  Melianthus major  Honey flower 

Montiaceae  Calandrinia ciliata  Red maids

Montiaceae  Claytonia perfoliata ssp. perfoliata  Miner’s lettuce

Myrsinaceae  Anagallis arvensis  Scarlet pimpernel (non‐native) 

Myrtaceae  Eucalyptus globulus  Blue gum (non‐native)
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FAMILY  SCIENTIFIC NAME  COMMON NAME 
Onagraceae  Camissoniopsis cheiranthifolia ssp. 

cheiranthifolia  
Beach evening primrose

Onagraceae  Epilobium brachycarpum  Panicled willow herb 

Onagraceae  Epilobium ciliatum ssp. ciliatum  Common willow herb 

Onagraceae  Epilobium ciliatum ssp. watsonii  Watson's willow herb 

Onagraceae  Epilobium densiflorum  Dense flowered willow herb  

Onagraceae   Oenothera elata ssp. hookeri  Hooker's evening primrose  

Onagraceae  Taraxia ovata   Sun cup 

Orobanchaceae  Parentucellia viscosa  Yellow glandweed (non‐native) 

Oxalidaceae  Oxalis pes  Caprae Bermuda buttercup (non‐native)

Papaveraceae   Eschscholzia californica  California poppy

Pinaceae  Pinus radiata   Monterey pine

Plantaginaceae  Callitriche marginata  California water starwort  

Plantaginaceae  Plantago coronopus  Cut leaved plantain (non‐native) 

Plantaginaceae  Plantago lanceolata  English plantain (non‐native) 

Plumbaginaceae  Armeria maritima ssp. californica  Sea pink

Poaceae  Avena barbata   Slender wild oat (non‐native) 

Poaceae  Avena fatua   Wild oat (non‐native)

Poaceae  Avena sativa   Cultivated oat (non‐native) 

Poaceae  Briza minor   Annual or small quaking grass (non‐native)

Poaceae  Bromus carinatus  California brome

Poaceae  Bromus carinatus var. carinatus  California brome  

Poaceae  Bromus diandrus  Ripgut grass (non‐native) 

Poaceae  Bromus hordeaceus  Soft chess (non‐native)

Poaceae  Bromus maritimus  Maritime brome

Poaceae  Cortaderia jubata  Jubata grass (non‐native) 

Poaceae  Cynodon dactylon  Bermuda grass (non‐native) 

Poaceae  Danthonia californica  California oat grass  

Poaceae  Distichlis spicata   Salt grass

Poaceae  Festuca bromoides  Brome fescue (non‐native) 

Poaceae  Festuca myuros   Rattail sixweeks grass (non‐native) 

Poaceae  Festuca perennis  Rye grass (non‐native)

Poaceae  Holcus lanatus   Common velvet grass (non‐native) 

Poaceae  Hordeum brachyantherum ssp. 
brachyantherum  

Northern barley

Poaceae  Hordeum marinum ssp. 
gussoneanum  

Mediterranean barley (non‐native) 

Poaceae  Hordeum murinum ssp. glaucum  Smooth barley (non‐native) 

Poaceae  Hordeum murinum ssp. leporinum  Hare barley/farmer's foxtail (non‐native)

Poaceae  Poa annua   Annual bluegrass (non‐native) 

Poaceae  Polypogon interruptus  Ditch beard grass (non‐native) 

Poaceae   Polypogon monspeliensis  Annual beard or rabbitfoot grass (non‐native)

Polemoniaceae  Navarretia squarrosa  Skunkweed

Polygonaceae  Eriogonum latifolium  Seaside wild buckwheat

Polygonaceae  Polygonum aviculare ssp. 
depressum  

Common knotweed (non‐native) 
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FAMILY  SCIENTIFIC NAME  COMMON NAME 
Polygonaceae  Rumex acetosella  Sheep sorrel (non‐native) 

Polygonaceae  Rumex crispus   Curly dock (non‐native)

Polygonaceae  Rumex pulcher   Fiddle dock (non‐native)

Polygonaceae  Rumex salicifolius  Willow dock

Polygonaceae  Rumex transitorius  Willow dock 

Ranunculaceae  Ranunculus californicus  California buttercup 

Rosaceae  Fragaria chiloensis  Beach strawberry

Salicaceae  Salix lasiolepis   Arroyo willow

Tropaeolaceae  Tropaeolum majus  Garden nasturtium (non‐native) 

Typhaceae  Typha latifolia   Broad‐leaved cattail

 
Source: Toni Corelli, botanist, Half Moon Bay, California.   
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Table 2.  Special‐Status Plants with Potential to Occur in the Vicinity of the Project Site, Half Moon Bay, California 
 

SPECIES 
STATUS 

FED/STATE/CNPS2 
HABITAT 

OCCURRENCE ON THE 
PROJECT SITE 

PLANTS 
San Mateo thorn‐mint 
(Acanthomintha duttonii) 

FE/CE/1B.1  Chaparral, valley and foothill coastal scrub, 
vernal pools.  Endemic from very uncommon 
San Mateo serpentine vertisol clays.  50‐200m. 

Not present. Suitable habitat not 
present on site. 

Blasdale’s bent grass 
(Agrostis blasdalei)  

‐/‐/1B.2  Coastal dunes, coastal bluff scrub, coastal 
prairie.  Sandy or gravelly soil close to rocks; 
often in nutrient‐poor soil with sparse 
vegetation. 5‐105m 

Not present. Suitable habitat not 
present on site. 

Franciscan onion 
(Allium peninsulare 
franciscanum) 

‐/‐/1B.2  Found in cismontane woodland and valley and 
foothill grassland in clay soils and serpentine 
on dry hillsides.  100‐300m.  

Not present. Suitable habitat not 
present on site. 

Bent‐flowered fiddleneck 
(Amsinckia lunaris) 

‐/‐/1B.2  Cismontane woodland and valley and foothill 
grassland.  50‐500m.  

Not present. Suitable habitat not 
present on site. 

Anderson’s manzanita 
(Arctostaphylos andersonii) 

‐/‐/1B.2  Broadleaved upland forest, chaparral, North 
Coast coniferous forest, open sites, redwood 
forest. 180‐800m.. 

Not present. Suitable habitat not 
present on site. 

Kings Mountain manzanita 
(Arctostaphylos regismontana) 

‐/‐/1B.2  Broadleaved upland forest, chaparral, North 
Coast coniferous forest, on granitic or 
sandstone outcrops. 305‐730m.  

Not present. Suitable habitat not 
present on site. 

Montara manzanita 
(Arctostaphylos montaraensis) 

‐/‐/1B.2  Slopes and ridges in chaparral and Coastal 
scrub. 150‐500m.  

Not present. Suitable habitat not 
present on site. 

Coastal marsh milk‐vetch 
(Astragalus pycnostachyus var. 
pycnostachyus) 

‐/‐/1B.2  Found in mesic sites in dunes or along streams 
in coastal dunes and coastal salt marshes. 0‐
30m.  

Not present. Suitable habitat not 
present on site. 
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HABITAT 

OCCURRENCE ON THE 
PROJECT SITE 

Pappose tarplant  
(Centromadia parryi ssp. parryi) 

‐‐/‐‐/1B.2  Found in mesic and often alkaline site in 
coastal prairie, meadows and seeps, coastal 
salt marsh and valley and foothill grasslands. 
2‐420m 

Not present. Suitable habitat not 
present on site. 

Points Reyes salty bird’s beak 
(Chloropyron maritimum spp. 
palustre) 

‐/‐/1B.2  Usually in coastal salt marsh with Salicornia, 
Distichlis, Jaumea, Spartina, etc.  0‐15m.   

Not present. Suitable habitat not 
present on site. 

San Francisco Bay spineflower 
(Chorizanthe cuspidata 
cuspidata) 

‐/‐/1B.1  Found on sandy soil on terraces and slopes 
within coastal bluff scrub, coastal dunes, 
coastal prairie and coastal scrub.  5‐550m.  

Not present. Suitable habitat not 
present on site. 

Franciscan thistle 
(Cirsium andrewsii) 

‐/‐/1B.2  Found in Coastal bluff scrub. Boadleafed 
upland forest, coastal prairie on ultramafic 
soils. –150m 

Not present. Suitable habitat not 
present on site. 

Fountain thistle 
(Cirsium fontinale fontinale) 

‐/‐/1B.2  Endemic to serpentine seeps in valley and 
foothill grassland and chaparral in San Mateo 
County.  90‐180m.  

Not present. Suitable habitat not 
present on site. 

San Francisco collinsia  
(Collinsia multicolor) 

FE/CE/1B.1  Found in closed‐cone coniferous forest and 
coastal scrub.  Usually on decomposed 
mudstone shale mixed with humus.  30‐250m.  

Not present. Suitable habitat not 
present on site. 

Western leatherwood  
(Dirca occidentalis) 

‐/‐/1B.2  On brushy slopes and mesic sites mostly in 
mixed evergreen and foothill woodland 
communities.  30‐550m. 

Not present. Suitable habitat not 
present on site. 

San Mateo woolly sunflower 
(Eriophyllum latilobum) 

‐/‐/1B.2  Endemic to cismontane woodland in San 
Mateo County, often on roadcuts and 
serpentine.  45‐150m.  

Not present. Suitable habitat not 
present on site. 
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Hillsborough chocolate lily 
(Fritillaria biflora ineziana) 

FE/CE/1B.1  Endemic to serpentine cismontane woodland, 
valley and foothill grassland of San Mateo 
County.   

Not present. Suitable habitat not 
present on site. 

Fragrant fritillary  
(Fritillaria liliacea) 

‐/‐/1B.1  Coastal scrub, valley and foothill grassland, 
coastal prairie, often on ultramafic soils.  3‐
410m.  

Not present. Suitable habitat not 
present on site. 

San Francisco gumplant 
(Grindelia hirsutula var. 
maritima) 

‐/‐/3.2  Coastal bluff scrub and grasslands. 15‐400m.  Not present. Suitable habitat not 
present on site. 

Short‐leaved evax 
(Hesperevax sparsiflora var. 
brevifolia) 

‐/‐/1B.2  Sandy bluffs and flats in Coastal bluff scrub, 
coastal dunes. 0‐200M.  

Not present. Suitable habitat not 
present on site. 

Marin western flax 
(Hesperolinon congestum) 

FT/CT/1B.1  Chaparral, valley and foothill grassland.  Found 
in serpentine barrens and serpentine 
grassland and chaparral.  31‐365m.  

Not present. Suitable habitat not 
present on site. 

Kellogg’s horkelia 
(Horkelia cuneata ssp. sericea) 

‐/‐/1B.1  Closed‐cone coniferous forest, coastal scrub.  
Old dunes, coastal sandhills; generally under 
200 m. 

Not present. Suitable habitat not 
present on site. 

Point Reyes horkelia 
(Horkelia marinensis) 

‐/‐/1B.2  Coastal dunes, coastal prairie and coastal 
scrub; in sandy flats and dunes of grassland or 
scrub habitats near the coast. 5‐30m.  

Not present. Suitable habitat not 
present on site. 
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Perennial goldfields  
(Lasthenia californica ssp. 
macrantha) 

‐/‐/1B.2  Coastal bluff scrub, cosatal dunes and cosatal 
scrub. 5‐520m.  

Present. This species occurs at 
the site along the edge of the 
coastal bluff within Coastal 
Prairie habitat. Guidelines for 
avoidance of populations, 
minimization of impacts, and 
restoration of degraded areas 
included herein. 

Coast yellow leptosiphon  
(Leptosiphon croceus) 

‐/‐/1B.1  Coastal bluff scrub and coastal prairie. (10‐
150m).  

Not present. Suitable habitat not 
present on site. 

Rose leptosiphon 
(Leptosiphon rosaceus)  

‐/‐/1B.1  Coastal bluff scrub. 0‐100m.  Not present. Suitable habitat not 
present on site. 

Crystal Springs lessingia 
(Lessingia arachnoidea) 

‐/‐/1B.2  Grassy slopes, roadsides in serpentine soils of 
coastal sage scrub, valley and foothill 
grassland and cismontane woodland.  60‐
200m.  

Not present. Suitable habitat not 
present on site. 

Ornduff’s meadowfoam 
(Limnanathes douglasii ssp. 
ornduffi) 

‐/‐/1B.1  Agricultural fields. Meadows nad seeps. 10‐
20m.  

Not present. Suitable habitat not 
present on site. 

Arcuate bush mallow 
(Malacothamnus arcuatus) 

‐/‐/1B.2  Found in gravelly alluvium in chaparral. 80‐
355m. 

Not present. Suitable habitat not 
present on site. 

Davidson’s bush mallow 
(Malacothamnus davidsonii) 

‐/‐/1B.2  Sandy washes in coastal scrub, riparian 
woodland and chaparral.  180‐855m.  

Not present. Suitable habitat not 
present on site. 

Marsh microseris 
(Microseris paludosa) 

‐/‐/1B.1  Closed‐cone coniferous forest, cismontane 
woodland, coastal scrub, valley and foothill 
grassland. 5‐300m. 

Not present. Suitable habitat not 
present on site. 
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Woodland woollythreads 
(Monolopiagracilens) 

‐/‐/1B.2  Chaparral, valley and foothill grasslands 
(serpentine), cismontane woodland, 
broadleaved upland forests, North Coast 
coniferous forest. Found in grassy sites in 
openings in sandy to rocky soils. Often seen on 
serpentine after burns but may have only 
weak affinity to serpentine. 100‐1200m.  

Not present. Suitable habitat not 
present on site. 

White‐rayed pentachaeta 
(Pentachaeta bellidiflora) 

FE/CE/1B.1  Mostly on soils derived from serpentine 
bedrock or open, dry rocky slopes and grassy 
areas of valley and foothill grassland. 35‐
620m. 

Not present. Suitable habitat not 
present on site. 

Choris’s popcornflower 
(Plagiobothrys chorisianus) 

‐/‐/1B.2  Grassy and moist places, coastal scrub, 
chaparral; < 100m. 

Present. This species occurs at 
the site in seasonal wetlands 
within Coastal Prairie and Non‐
naitve grassland habitat. 
Guidelines for avoidance of 
populations, minimization of 
impacts, and restoration of 
degraded areas included herein. 

Oregon polemonium 
(Polemonium carneum) 

‐/‐/2B.2  Found in Coastal prairie, coastal scrub and 
lower montane coniferous forest. 0‐1830m.  

Not present. Suitable habitat not 
present on site. 

Hickman’s cinquefoil 
(Potentilla hickmanii) 

FE/CE/1B.1  Open habitats within closed cone coniferous 
forest, coastal bluff scrub, freshwater marsh, 
meadows and seeps, wetlaneds. 10‐149m.  

Not present. Suitable habitat not 
present on site. 

Chaparral ragwort 
(Senecio aphanactis) 

‐/‐/1B.2  Known from foothill woodland and chaparral 
habitats. 15‐800m. 

Not present. Suitable habitat not 
present on site. 
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San Francisco campion 
(Silene verecunda veracunda) 

‐/‐/2B.2  Often on mudstone or shale in coastal scrub, 
valley and foothill grassland, coastal bluff 
scrub, chaparral and coastal prairie. 30‐645m. 

Not present. Suitable habitat not 
present on site. 

Saline clover 
(Trifolium depauperatum var. 
hydrophilum) 

‐/‐/1B.2  Found in mesic alkaline sites in marshes and 
swamps, valley and foothill grassland and 
vernal pools.  0‐300m.  

Not present. Suitable habitat not 
present on site. 

San Francisco owl’s clover 
(Triphysaria floribunda) 

‐/‐/1B.2  Coastal prairie, valley and foothill grassland, 
on both serpentine and non‐serpentine. 10‐
160m. 

Not present. Suitable habitat not 
present on site. 

Long‐beard lichen 
(Usnea longissima) 

‐/‐/4.3  North Coast coniferous forest, broadleaved 
upland forest. Grows in the “redwood zone” 
on a variety of trees including big leaf maple, 
oaks, ash, Douglas fir and bay.  0‐700 m in 
California.  

Not present. Suitable habitat not 
present on site. 

 
 

1. Source: California Natural Diversity Data Base, Natural Heritage Division, California Department of Fish and Wildlife for the Half Moon Bay 
7.5 Minute Quadrangle Map and surrounding areas, information dated May 2018. 

 
2. Status Codes: 
 

FE  Federal‐listed Endangered 
FT  Federal‐listed Threatened 
FPE  Federal Proposed Endangered 
FPT  Federal Proposed Threatened 
CE  California State‐listed Endangered 
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CT  California State‐listed Threatened 
CR  California Rare 
FP  California Fully Protected 
CSC  California Species of Special Concern 

 
California Rare Plant Rank 1A:  Plants presumed extirpated in California and either rare or extinct elsewhere. 
California Rare Plant Rank 1B:  Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere. 
California Rare Plant Rank 2A:  Plants presumed extirpated in California, but more common elsewhere. 
California Rare Plant Rank 2B:  Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California, but more numerous elsewhere. 
California Rare Plant Rank 3:  Plants about which more information is needed – a review list. 
California Rare Plant Rank 4:  Plants of limited distribution – a watch list. 
CNPS Threat Ranks 
0.1‐Seriously threatened in California (over 80% of occurrences threatened / high degree and immediacy of threat) 
0.2‐Moderately threatened in California (20‐80% occurrences threatened / moderate degree and immediacy of threat) 
0.3‐Not very threatened in California (<20% of occurrences threatened / low degree and immediacy of threat or no current threats known) 

 

330



Table 3.  Special Status Animal Species that Have Been Reported in the Vicinity of the Project Site, Half Moon Bay, California 
 

© 2018 Huffman‐Broadway Group, Inc. 
M:\HMB Poplar\Poplar Gateways Bio Report\Poplar Gateways Bio Report 9‐4‐18.docx     

 
SPECIES 

 
STATUS 

FED/STATE 

 
HABITAT 

 
OCCURRENCE AT THE PROJECT SITE  

Monarch Butterfly 
(Danaus plexippus) 
(Wintering sites) 

‐/CR 
 

Winter roost sites extend along the 
coast from northern Mendocino to 
Baja California. Roosts are typically 
located in wind‐protected groves of 
Eucalyptus, Monterey pine or 
Monterey cypress, with nectar and 
water sources nearby. 

Not present. No suitable habitat exists at the site 
to support an overwintering site. Nearest 
overwintering site was one in the eucalyptus 
grove within Wavecrest near the end of 
Magnolia Avenue in the early ‘90s.  

Western bumble bee 
(Bombus occidentalis) 

‐‐/‐‐  This species was once common and 
widespread, but the species has 
declined precipitously from Central 
California to Southern British 
Columbia, perhaps from disease.  

Not present. Suitable habitat not present at the 
site. 

Steelhead ‐ Central CA Coast ESU 
(Oncorhynchus mykiss) 

FT/‐‐  Well‐oxygenated streams with 
riffles; loose, silt‐free gravel 
substrate. ESU encompasses 
drainages in San Francisco and San 
Pablo Bays east to the Napa River. 

Not present. Nearest historic steelhead 
spawning stream is Pilarcitos Creek. Pilarcitos 
Creek, Frenchmans Creek and Arroyo Leon are 
designated Critical Habitat for Steelhead.  

California Red‐legged Frog  
(Rana draytonii) 

FT/CSC  Mostly in lowlands and foothills 
in/near permanent sources of deep 
water but will disperse far during 
and after rain.  Prefers shorelines 
with extensive vegetation.   

Possible. No breeding habitat at the site but 
suitable dispersal habitat is present. CRLF have 
been documented in the project vicinity at 
Wavecrest, an artificial pond at the end of 
Seymour Avenue, and in unverified reports along 
Kelly Avenue. Guidelines to avoid upland 
dispersal habitat and minimize construction 
impacts is included herein.  
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Santa Cruz black salamander 
(Aneides niger) 

‐‐/CSC  Mixed deciduous and coniferous 
woodlands and coastal grasslands in 
San Mateo, Santa Cruz and Santa 
Clara Counties. Adults are found 
under rocks, talus, and damp woody 
debris. 

Not present. Suitable habitat not present at the 
site. Nearest occurrence is at Huddart Park in 
Woodside. 

California giant salamander 
(Dicamptodon ensatus) 

‐‐/CSC  Known from wet coastal forests near 
streams and seeps from Mendocino 
County south to Monterey County 
and east to Napa County. Aquatic 
larvae are found in cold, clear 
streams, occasionally in lakes and 
ponds. Adults are found in wet 
forests under rocks and logs near 
streams and lakes.  

Not present. Suitable habitat not present at the 
site. Nearest occurrence is at the end of 
Purisima Creek Road near Purisima Creek 
Redwoods Open Space Preserve. Also known 
from the Tunitas Creek watershed southeast of 
Half Moon Bay. 
 
 
 

Western Pond Turtle  
(Emmys marmorata) 

‐/CSC  Aquatic turtle of ponds, marshes, 
rivers, streams, and irrigation 
ditches with aquatic vegetation.  
Needs basking sites and suitable 
upland habitat for egg‐laying (sandy 
banks or grassy open fields).   

Not present. Suitable habitat not present at the 
site. No known records for this species within 
Half Moon Bay.  
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San Francisco Garter Snake 
(Thamnophis sirtalis tetrataenia) 

FE/CE,CFP  Found in vicinity of freshwater 
marshes, ponds and slow moving 
streams in San Mateo County. 
Prefers dense cover and water 
depths of at least one foot.  Also 
requires uplands near aquatic 
habitats.   

Possible. No breeding habitat at the site but 
suitable dispersal habitat is present. SFGS has 
been documented within Pilarcitos Creek. 
Guidelines to avoid upland dispersal habitat and 
minimize construction impacts is included 
herein.   

Northern Harrier 
(Circus cyaneus)  
(nesting) 

‐/CSC  Coastal salt marsh and freshwater 
marsh; nests and forages in 
grasslands; nests on ground in 
shrubby vegetation, usually at marsh 
edge. 

Present in winter. Suitable winter foraging 
habitat for raptor species is found at the Project 
Site. This is a regularly occurring species at the 
Project Site and nearby Wavecrest in winter.   

White‐tailed Kite  
(Elanus caeruleus)  
(nesting) 

‐/CFP  Open grassland and agricultural 
areas throughout Central California.  

Present in winter. Suitable winter foraging 
habitat for raptor species is found at the Project 
Site. This is a regularly occurring species at the 
Project Site and nearby Wavecrest in winter.   

Sharp‐shinned Hawk 
(Accipiter striatus)  
(nesting) 

‐/WL  Breeds in ponderosa pine, black oak, 
riparian deciduous, mixed conifer, 
and Jeffrey pine habitats.  Prefers, 
but not restricted to, riparian 
habitats.  All habitats except alpine, 
open prairie, and bare desert used 
in winter. 

Present in winter. Suitable winter foraging 
habitat for raptor species is found at the Project 
Site. This is a regularly occurring species at the 
Project Site in winter.   
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Cooper’s Hawk  
(Accipiter cooperii)  
(nesting) 

‐/WL  Nests primarily in deciduous riparian 
forests; forages in open woodlands. 

Present in winter. Suitable winter foraging 
habitat for raptor species is found at the Project 
Site. This is a regularly occurring species at the 
Project Site in winter.   

Ferruginous Hawk 
(Bueto regalis)  
(Wintering) 

BCC/WL  Inhabits open country.  Winters in 
small number along California coast 
and inland valleys. 

Possible in winter. Suitable winter foraging 
habitat for this species is found at the Project 
Site. This species is observed annually over the 
coastal bluffs in Half Moon Bay and coastal San 
Mateo County.  

Swainson’s Hawk 
(Buteo swainsoni)  
(nesting) 

BCC/CT  Breeds in stands with few trees in 
juniper‐sage flats, riparian areas and 
oak savannah.  Requires suitable 
adjacent foraging areas such as 
grasslands or alfalfa or grain fields 
supporting rodent populations. 

Unlikely. Suitable foraging habitat is present at 
the site. Although rare on the coast, this species 
has been observed on the Half Moon Bay coastal 
bluffs during fall migration and the winter over 
the last couple of decades. 

Golden Eagle 
(Aquila chrysaetos)  
(nesting and wintering) 

BCC/WL,CFP  Typically frequents rolling foothills, 
mountain areas, sage‐juniper flats 
and desert. 

Unlikely. Occasionally found in Half Moon Bay in 
winter.  

American Peregrine Falcon  
(Falco peregrinus)  
(nesting) 

Delisted, 
BCC/Delisted,

CFP 

Inhabits open wetlands near cliffs, 
also occurs in some cities where 
nests on buildings and bridges. 

Possible. Species nests at Devils Slide and 
winters in the area. Occasionally found foraging 
in Half Moon Bay. 

Merlin  
(Falco columbarius)  
(wintering) 

‐/WL  Breeds in Canada, winters in a 
variety of California habitats, 
including grasslands, savannahs, 
wetlands, etc. 

Possible in winter. Suitable winter foraging 
habitat for this species is found at the Project 
Site. This species is observed annually during 
winter over the coastal bluffs in Half Moon Bay. 
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Western Snowy Plover  
(Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus) 
(nesting) 

FT,BCC/CSC  Found on sandy beaches or marine 
and estuarine shores; also salt pond 
levees and shores of large alkali 
lakes; requires sandy, gravelly or 
friable soil substrate for nesting.  
Threatened due to beachfront 
development, human disturbance, 
off‐leash dogs and other factors. 

Possible (on the beach). Nests at Half Moon Bay 
State Beach, which is designated as critical 
habitat. Also winters on beaches in the area (40 
to 60 winter at Half Moon Bay State Beach each 
winter). Species could be found on the beach 
adjacent to the site in winter. 

Marbled Murrelet 
(Brachyramphus marmoratus) 
(nesting) 

FT/CE  Nests inland along the coast from 
Eureka to Oregon border and from 
Half Moon Bay to Santa Cruz in old 
growth redwood dominated forests, 
often in Douglas fir, up to six miles 
inland. Feeds on the ocean near 
shore.  

Possible (off‐shore waters). This species breeds 
in the San Francisco Watershed in forests 
located within four miles of Half Moon Bay. 
During the breeding season foraging birds can be 
found just offshore from Half Moon Bay. 
Observed in near‐shore waters by HBG during 
field reviews at the site. 

Short‐eared Owl  
(Asio flammeus)  
(nesting) 

‐/CSC  Found in marshes, both freshwater 
and salt; lowland meadows; 
irrigated alfalfa fields. Tule 
patches/full grass needed for 
nesting and daytime seclusion.  
Nests on dry ground in a depression 
concealed in vegetation.   

Present. A population of up to five individuals 
winters annually along the coastal bluffs of the 
Project Site and Wavecrest. Wavecrest and the 
Project Site form a regionally important 
wintering site for the species in San Mateo 
County. Although the species of concern 
designation protects nesting sites, CDFW and 
CCC staff have recommended conservation of 
the Half Moon Bay coastal bluffs to protect this 
wintering site for the species. 
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Burrowing owl  
(Athene cunicularia) 

BCC/CSC  Found in open dry annual or 
perennial grasslands, deserts and 
scrublands characterized by low 
growing vegetation. This species is a 
subterranean nester, dependent 
upon burrowing mammals, most 
notably the California ground 
squirrel.   

Not present. Suitable habitat not present at the 
site mainly due to lack of ground squirrel 
burrows. This species has occurred along the 
ocean bluffs in Half Moon Bay, most recently at 
Half Moon Bay State Beach. 

Olive‐sided Flycatcher 
(Contopus cooperi) 
(nesting) 

BCC/CSC  Uncommon to common, summer 
resident in a wide variety of forest 
and woodland habitats below 2800 
meters throughout California.  
Requires large, tall trees, usually 
conifers, for nesting and roosting 
sites. 

Not present. No suitable nesting habitat is 
present at the stie. A fairly common nesting 
species in Half Moon Bay, but in areas with taller 
trees, particularly on the inland side of the City 
where taller eucalyptus and cypress occur.  
 

Loggerhead Shrike  
(Lanius ludovicianus) 

BCC/CSC  Habitat includes open areas such as 
desert, grasslands and savannah.  
Nests in thickly foliaged trees or tall 
shrubs.  Forages in open habitats, 
which contain trees, fence posts, 
utility poles, and other perches. 

Possible. Suitable winter habitat is present at the 
site. This species is sometimes observed in small 
numbers on the coastal bluffs in Half Moon Bay 
in winter and during migration.  
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Purple Martin  
(Progne subis) 

‐‐/CSC  Uses a variety of wooded, low‐
elevation habitats throughout 
California. Uses hardwood and 
hardwood‐conifer habitats as well as 
riparian habitats. Now a rare and 
local breeder on the coast and in 
interior mountain ranges. 

Unlikely. This species nests approximately four 
miles from Half Moon Bay along Skyline 
Boulevard. The birds likely forage at times near 
the mouth of Pilarcitos Creek.  
 

San Francisco Common 
Yellowthroat (Geothlypis trichas 
sinuosa) 

BCC/CSC  Requires thick continuous cover 
down to water surface for foraging; 
tall grasses, tule patches, willows for 
nesting. 

Not present. Suitable habitat not present at the 
site. Nearest breeding by this species is in 
riparian habitats at Wavecrest and near the 
mouth of Pilarcitos Creek.  

Yellow Warbler 
(Septophaga petechia)  
(Nesting) 

BCC/CSC  Breeds in deciduous riparian 
woodlands, widespread during fall 
mitigation. 

Not present. Suitable breeding habitat is not 
present at the site. The species is common in 
Half Moon Bay during fall migration. 

Grasshopper Sparrow 
(Ammodramus savannarum) 

‐‐/CSC  Found in dense grasslands, 
especially those with a variety of 
grasses and tall forbs and scattered 
shrubs for singing perches. 

Present. Suitable habitat for this species can be 
found throughout the ocean bluffs between 
Kelly Avenue and Redondo Beach Road. Has 
been observed on the site but nesting has not 
been documented. Guidelines for avoidance of 
habitat and minimization of construction 
impacts included herein.  
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Bryant’s Savannah Sparrow 
(Passerculus sandwichensis 
alaudinus) 

‐‐/CSC  Occupies low tidally influenced 
habitats, adjacent ruderal areas, 
moist grasslands within and just 
above the fog belt, and, infrequently 
drier grasslands. 

Present. Suitable habitat for this species can be 
found throughout the ocean bluffs between 
Kelly Avenue and Redondo Beach Road, 
including the area of the Project Site. Nesting 
has been documented at the site. Guidelines for 
avoidance of habitat and minimization of 
construction impacts included herein. 

Large‐billed Savannah Sparrow 
(Passerculus sandwichensis 
rostratus)  
(wintering) 

‐‐/CSC  Breeding habitat limited to open, 
low salt marsh vegetation, including 
grasses, pickleweed, etc. around the 
mouth of the Colorado River and 
adjacent coastlines of the 
uppermost Gulf of California. 
Winters along shorelines.  

Not present. Has been known to winter at Pillar 
Point Harbor. Could occur on the beach adjacent 
to the Project Site, but unlikely.  

San Francisco Dusky‐Footed 
Woodrat  
(Neotoma fuscipes annectens) 

‐/CSC  Found in forested habitats of 
moderate canopy and moderate to 
dense understory. 

Not present. No suitable habitat is present at the 
stie. More likely to occur in forested areas on 
the inland side of the City where taller 
eucalyptus and cypress occur.  

American badger  
(Taxidea taxus) 

‐/CSC  Drier open stages of most shrub, 
forest, and herbaceous habitats; 
needs sufficient food, friable soils 
and open, uncultivated ground.  

Not present. No suitable habitat is present at the 
site. Nearest documented occurrences are in the 
hills northeast of Half Moon Bay. 

Pallid bat 
Antrozous pallidus 

‐‐/CSC  Roosts primarily in oak woodland 
and ponderosa pine habitats; 
forages in open areas.  

Not present. Suitable habitat not present at the 
site. 
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Townsend’s  Big‐eared Bat 
(Corynorhinus townsendii) 

‐‐/CCT,CSC  Found in desert scrub and 
coniferous forests.  Roost in caves or 
abandoned mines and occasionally 
are found to roost in buildings. 

Not present. Suitable habitat not present at the 
site. 

 
1. Sources:  

California Department of Fish and Game. November 1990. California’s Wildlife, Volume II, Birds.  
 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Natural Heritage Division. California Natural Diversity Data Base for the 
Half Moon Bay 7.5 Minute Quadrangle Map and surrounding areas, May 2018. 
 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife. Special Animals List. July 2017.  
 
Jaramillo, Alvaro. 2016. Notes submitted to the City of Half Moon Bay regarding the General Plan Update.  
 
Sequoia Audubon Society. May 2001. San Mateo County Breeding Bird Atlas. 
 
Shuford, David W. and Thomas Gardali, editors. 2008. California Bird Species of Special Concern. Western Field 
Ornithologists and California Department of Fish and Game. 
 

 
2. Status Codes: 

FE  Federally‐listed Endangered 
FT  Federally‐listed Threatened 
FPE Federally‐proposed Endangered 
FPT Federally‐proposed Threatened 

CE  California State‐listed Endangered 
CT  California State‐listed Threatened 
CCT  Candidate California State‐listed Threatened 
CR  California Rare 
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BCC  USFWS Bird Species of Conservation Concern  FP  California Fully Protected 
CSC  CDFW Species of Special Concern 
WL   CDFW Watch List Species 
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City of Half Moon Bay - Community Development Director  
Emergency CDP:  PDP-19-024  Page 2 of 7 
March 26, 2019 

 
 

  

Local Coastal Land Use   
Plan/General Plan:   Regional Public Recreation 
 
Local Coastal  
Implementation  
Plan/Zoning:  Open Space – Passive (OS-P) 
 
Environmental  
Determination:  Statutorily exempt pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 

21080(b) and California Code of Regulations Section 15269, 
Emergency Projects. 

 
Water:    Not applicable to an emergency safety project. 
 
Sewer:  Not applicable to an emergency safety project. 
 

Right of Appeal:  This permit allows a limited amount of work to address an emergency 
situation. As such, the Emergency Coastal Development Permit is not 
appealable. A follow up Coastal Development Permit is required. When 
that permit is considered by the City, any aggrieved person may appeal 
that decision within ten (10) working days of the date of the decision. 
This site is located within the Coastal Appeal Zone; therefore, the City’s 
final action is appealable to the California Coastal Commission. 

 
BACKGROUND 
Project Description:  The span of coastal bluffs between Poplar Street and Kelly Avenue 
provides a popular public access and recreation area, with access to Poplar Beach and Francis 
State Beach as well as a segment of the California Coastal Trail. The bluffs have been actively 
eroding, caused both naturally due to wave action and storm events as well as human impacts 
from informal trails and drainage channels. A study conducted by NCE Engineering and 
Environmental Services in 2017 confirmed the unstable bluff conditions and need for trail 
retreat and drainage management in the project area. As such, the City has begun planning 
efforts for the Poplar Beach Gateways Plan to address long-term trail retreat, bluff stabilization, 
and habitat restoration along the bluffs between Poplar Street and Kelly Avenue.   
 
The recent heavy winter storm events have exacerbated this condition and further destabilized 
the bluff edge. As the informal trails lead from the formal Coastal Trail right up to the bluff edge 
in many locations, immediate action is necessary to fence these areas off and prevent the 
public from coming too close to the actively eroding bluff edge. The temporary safety fencing 
will not block public access to or along the Coastal Trail or down to Poplar Beach or Francis 
State Beach. 
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The safety fencing will remain in place until the City Engineer determines it can be removed or 
replaced with new fencing or other safety preventions. The Poplar Beach Gateways Plan, which 
is currently underway and anticipated for adoption in 2019, is considered the follow-up action 
to address long-term access and safety improvements in this project area. This plan will likely 
include a combination of trail retreat, split-rail fencing, habitat restoration areas, dedicated 
overlook points, and educational signage to protect public safety and prevent access to 
dangerous areas of high bluff erosion. 
 
Site & Surrounding Properties:  The project site is located along the bluff edge of Poplar Beach Blufftop 
Park between Poplar Street and Kelly Avenue. The site is surrounded by the California Coastal Trail, 
the beach and ocean, and the public beach parking lots for Poplar Beach and Francis State Beach.  
 
Requirements for Emergency Permits:  Municipal Code 18.20.040 B. establishes requirements for 
Emergency Coastal Development Permits. The information to be reported during the emergency, if 
possible, or to be reported fully in any case after the emergency, shall include the following: 
 

1.    The nature of the emergency; 
2.    The cause of the emergency, insofar as this can be established; 
3.    The location of the emergency; 
4.    The remedial, protective, or preventive work required to deal with the emergency; and 
5.    The circumstances during the emergency that appeared to justify the course of action 

taken, including the probable consequences of failing to take action. 
 
Granting of Emergency Permits:  Municipal Code 18.20.040 C. provides the parameters under which 
the Community Development Director may act on an Emergency CDP. Generally, the Director may act 
as quickly as deemed appropriate upon reasonable terms and conditions. In cases where public notice 
can be made, it shall be provided. In this case, public notice was provided in advance of project 
implementation through the Half Moon Bay Community eNews, a weekly email newsletter, and 
Nextdoor, an online neighborhood social network. 
 
Municipal Code 18.20.040 C. also includes the findings that must be made in order to grant an 
Emergency CDP. The findings and Community Development Director’s determinations are listed 
below: 
 

1. Finding:  An emergency exists and requires action more quickly than permitted by the 
procedures for administrative permits or for ordinary permits, and the development 
can and will be completed within thirty days unless otherwise specified by the terms of 
the permit. 
 
Director’s Determination: Due to the potential risks to public access and safety, which 
have been exacerbated by winter storm events, immediate action is warranted to 
temporarily fence off the eroding bluff edge. The emergency work began on March 22, 
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2019 and was completed within three days. The Poplar Beach Gateways Plan, which is 
currently underway and anticipated for adoption in 2019, is considered the follow-up 
action to address long-term access and safety improvements in this project area.  
 

2. Finding: Public comment on the proposed emergency action has been reviewed if time 
allows:   
 
Director’s Determination:  Public notification was provided at least 5 days prior to the 
emergency work commencement as described above. No comments have been 
received as of the date of this staff report. Public comment will be reviewed and 
considered as time allows. The City Council also received a detailed presentation by the 
City Engineer at their televised public meeting on March 19, 2019, at which Council 
acknowledged the emergency project and did not direct any other course of action 
other than to ensure that the public is well informed.   
 

3. Finding:  The work proposed would be consistent with the requirements of the coastal 
program. 

 
Director’s Determination:  The Local Coastal Program, in implementation of the 
California Coastal Act, provides guidance to ensure protection of coastal resources 
including sensitive habitat areas and public access and recreation. These primary goals 
of the City’s LCP are supported by this emergency work to prevent any impacts to public 
access and safety, as well as impacts to the sensitive bluff top and bluff edge from 
erosion caused by public access. Although the temporary safety fencing will prevent 
public access along the informal bluff edge trails, this action is necessary to prevent an 
emergency and protect public safety. These informal trails have exacerbated bluff 
erosion and allow the public to get dangerously close to the actively eroding bluff edge. 
The temporary fencing will not block public access to or along the Coastal Trail or down 
to Poplar Beach. Long-term public access and safety improvements will be addressed 
through the Poplar Gateways Plan, which will likely include a combination of split-rail 
fencing, habitat restoration areas, dedicated overlook points, and educational signage 
to protect public safety and prevent access to dangerous areas of high bluff erosion.  
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Figure 1.  Project Location  

 
 
Figure 2.  Photo of Temporary Fencing 

 

General 
Project Area 
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Figure 3. Example of Informal Trails Near Bluff Edge  

 
 
Figure 4. Example of Public Safety Concerns 

 
 
ANALYSIS  
 
Construction Impacts:  Construction will involve placement of temporary mesh fencing along 
the bluff edge. The fencing is light-weight and secured by posts with negligible impact. No 
mechanized equipment will be used. The fencing will remain in place until the City Engineer 
determines it can be removed or replaced with new fencing or other safety preventions.  
 
Biological Resources:  The project site is within a biologically sensitive area, but project impacts 
will be limited to areas of informal trails where no sensitive vegetation exists. This emergency 
project will reduce potential for further impacts to sensitive habitat areas from informal public 
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access. The Poplar Beach Gateways Plan will address habitat restoration along with long-term 
solutions for public access and safety improvements.   
 
Conformance with the Local Coastal Land Use Plan/General Plan and the Zoning Code: The 
primary purpose of the Local Coastal Land Use Plan/General Plan designation, Regional Public 
Recreation, and the Zoning designation, Open Space – Passive (OS-P), is to protect and preserve 
sensitive habitat areas and coastal recreational areas. The temporary safety fencing will reduce 
potential risks to public safety, public access and recreation, and the sensitive bluff face and 
blufftop area, thereby supporting the intent of the land use plan and zoning. 
 
Other Key Issues: The California Coastal Commission has been notified of the emergency 
situation and the intent to process an Emergency Coastal Development Permit. This staff report 
will be provided to the Coastal Commission as well as to the Half Moon Bay Planning 
Commission at their next regularly scheduled meeting on March 26, 2019 pursuant to Half 
Moon Bay Municipal Code Section 18.20.040(D). A follow-up permit will be required pursuant 
to Municipal Code Section 18.20.040(E). 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION 
The project is statutorily exempt from environmental review under the California 
Environmental Quality Act pursuant to the California Code of Regulations Section 15269, 
Emergency Projects, which states in relevant part:   
 
The following emergency project are exempt from the requirements of CEQA. […] 

(c) Specific actions necessary to prevent or mitigate an emergency. This does not include 
long-term projects undertaken for the purpose of preventing or mitigating a situation 
that has a low probability of occurrence in the short-term. 

 
Public Resources Code Section 21080(b) also exempts emergency work, as follows: 
 

(b) This division does not apply to any of the following activities: […] 
 (4) Specific actions necessary to prevent or mitigate an emergency. 

 
CONCLUSION  
Based on the above analysis, staff concludes that the proposed emergency project is consistent 
with the Zoning Ordinance and Local Coastal Program, is compatible with surrounding uses, and 
conforms to the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act.  The Community 
Development Director has approved the Emergency Coastal Development Permit based on the 
required findings as stated in this report and subject to Condition of Approval in Attachment 1. 
 
ATTACHMENTS 

1. Conditions of Approval 
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ATTACHMENT 1 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Community Development Director Emergency Coastal Development Permit 
PDP-19-024  

Poplar Beach Blufftop Park Temporary Safety Fencing 
 

A.  The following Conditions shall apply to the Emergency CDP: 

1. CONFORMANCE WITH CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL.  The permittee shall conduct the 

“Project” in full conformance with these Conditions of Approval.  

2. CONFORMANCE WITH THE MUNICIPAL CODE.  No part of this approval shall be construed 

to permit a violation of any part of the Half Moon Bay Municipal Code.   

 

B.  The following conditions shall be implemented prior to and/or during 

project implementation: 

1. SIGNED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL.  The Public Works Director shall sign the conditions 

of approval and ensure their implementation.   

2. TEMPORARY ACCESS IMPACTS. Temporary access impacts shall be limited to blockage of 

the informal trails and bluff edge on the western side of the California Coastal Trail. 

Access to the California Coastal Trail, Poplar Beach, Francis State Beach, and the 

respective public beach parking lots shall not be impaired.  

3. BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES. Any contractors working on the project shall implement 
the following best management practices to minimize potential impacts to the 
surrounding blufftop and beach habitat: 
a. During installation of the temporary fencing, equipment storage and staging areas 

shall be located such that there are no impacts to Coastal Trail access or the 
surrounding sensitive habitat areas, and such that the impacts to public parking areas 
are minimized.  

4.    CONSTRUCTION HOURS.  Construction work shall be limited to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 

6:00 p.m. Monday through Friday; 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Saturdays; and 10:00 a.m. to 

6:00 p.m. Sundays and holidays, except as expressly authorized by the City Manager in 

conformance with Section 14.40.020 of the Half Moon Bay Municipal Code.   

 5. REVEGETATION OF DISTURBED AREAS. Immediately following construction, any areas 

disturbed by temporary construction impacts shall be revegetated with a standard erosion 

control native seed mix. The native seed mix shall be locally sourced and suited to the 

conditions and habitat types of the surrounding project area.  
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