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1.0 Introduction

VOLUME 1 - RESPONSE TO
COMMENTS DOCUMENT

1.0

1.1

INTRODUCTION

The City of Half Moon Bay (City) prepared a Draft Environmental Impact
Report (Draft EIR) for the Hyatt Place project (project), pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code
Section 21000 et seq.). The Draft EIR was released for public review on July
15, 2022, for a 60-day circulation period. During this time, paper copies of the
Draft EIR were available at the City of Half Moon Bay Community
Development Department office and the City of Half Moon Bay Library. The
document is also available online at https://www.half-moon-
bay.ca.us/652/Project-Proposal-for-Hyatt

One hundred and three comment letters were received by the City on the
Draft EIR. This Response to Comments document responds to those written
comments and provides clarification to the text in the Draft EIR as necessary.

PURPOSE OF THIS DOCUMENT

Per CEQA, the City is required to consult with public agencies with
jurisdiction related to the project and provide the general public an
opportunity to review and comment on the Draft EIR. As the lead agency, the
City is also required to address comments received during circulation that
raise issues with the environmental analysis.

This document includes responses to 90 comment letters submitted during
the 60-day public review period from July 15, 2022, to September 13, 2022.
This document also describes appropriate changes, additions, clarifications,
or correction to the information presented in the Draft EIR. Responses and
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revisions in this document are intended to substantiate and confirm or clarify
analyses presented in the Draft EIR.

This document does not raise new significant environmental impacts. No
substantial increase in the severity of an earlier identified impact has resulted
from responding to comments.

Comments that express opinions about the merits of the project or project
alternatives, project economics, or aspects of project design that do not have
the potential to result in physical effects on the environment are not
comments on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis in the
EIR; therefore, no response is required in this document. These comments
are noted, and are part of the administrative record, and will be provided to
the decisionmakers and considered during the project approval process.

As described in greater detail later in this chapter, the following terms will be
used throughout this document and defined as follows:

e “Original Project” refers to the project as described in the Draft EIR;

o “Alternative 2” refers to one of the alternatives originally analyzed in
the Draft EIR;

¢ “Modified Alternative 2” and “Proposed Project” refers to Alternative 2
with maodifications. This is now the Proposed Project that will be
considered for approval; and

» “Project’ is used generically — not pertaining specifically to either the
Original Project or Modified Alternative 2 (the Proposed Project).

Together, the Draft EIR and this Response to Comments document constitute
the Final EIR for the project. Accordingly, the Final EIR is provided for
consideration and certification by the City.

PROJECT OVERVIEW

The Original Project described in the Draft EIR is a proposed hotel with up to
129 guest rooms and ancillary features on a 5-acre project site in the city.
The Draft EIR analyzed the implementation of the Original Project, as well as
three project alternatives: No Project, Alternative 1; Reduced Intensity,
Alternative 2; and Multi-Family Residential, Alternative 3. Following circulation
of the Draft EIR, the applicant submitted revised plans to the City indicating
that Alternative 2 (with revisions), is now the Proposed Project that would be
considered for approval. This Proposed Project is described in the Final EIR
as Modified Alternative 2. See Section 1.3, Revision to Alternative 2, for
further description of how Modified Alternative 2 differs from Alternative 2 as
described in the Draft EIR. See Section 1.5, Summary Comparison, for
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further description of how Modified Alternative 2 (the Proposed Project)
differs from the Original Project.

The project site is zoned Planned Unit Development (PUD)/Commercial, and
the General Plan land use designation is Commercial — General. However,
the Half Moon Bay Local Coastal Land Use Plan (LCLUP) update indicates
that the site is proposed to be rezoned to Commercial — General (CG) as part
of the future implementation of the LCLUP. The CG zoning standards are
used as an appropriate guide for this site because they are consistent with
the LCLUP land use designation and can also be accommodated by the PUD
zoning.

Surrounding zoning includes General Commercial to the north (C-G; auto
dealership) followed by two-family residential (R-2), PUD and Public Service
(P-S; fire district facilities) to the east, open space, and PUD to the south and
west, and single-family residential (R-1 B-1) to the northwest.

The Original Project includes the construction of a 90,784 square-foot hotel,
with varying heights of up to 35 feet. The hotel would include up to 129 guest
rooms and supporting facilities such as a board room, lobby and lounge area,
swimming pool, fitness area, and a meeting room/multipurpose room. Up to
148 parking spaces would be provided, with at least 129 parking spaces
dedicated for hotel guests and additional parking spaces for employee use.

As described in Section 3.3, Project Objectives in the Draft EIR, the City’s
primary project objectives for the Original Project are as follows:

= |Implement the California Coastal Act, including protecting coastal
resources such as wetlands and providing coastal zone priority uses
such as restaurants and accommodations geared towards visitors,
especially lower cost coastal access provisions including lower cost
accommodations on or off-site and/or public access and recreation
benefits such as airport shuttles, bicycle rentals, or trail connections.
Conform with the Local Coastal Program, including promotion of
bicycle and pedestrian trails, such as along SR-1 and the Downtown
area.
= Enhance Half Moon Bay’s southern Downtown gateway to the City by:
o Providing connectivity to local trails and the downtown core
o Supporting the City’s plans to highlight access to Main Street,
Historic Downtown, and the commercial core
o Providing a development that is aesthetically pleasing by
balancing the urban landscape with natural elements of the
coast
o Integrating the artisanal culture of the City into the design
theme of the development and the project site
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o Enhancing access to and patronage of the adjacent theater
Be designed as contextually appropriate for the City of Half Moon Bay
and provide compatibility with both the Downtown and the adjacent
residential neighborhood with building massing reflective of the City’s
traditional development and scale and providing maintenance of
adequate views.
Be designed to be compatible with and enhance the aesthetic of the
south entry to the city.
Be served by existing public infrastructure including water supply,
sewer, and roadway capacity and through on-site provision of green
infrastructure for storm water management.
Support Downtown vitality, central core focus and the City’s economic
development goals.
Meet the demand for branded and reasonably affordable hotel rooms
to support Half Moon Bay’s growing local tourist and agribusiness
economies.
Establish a higher level of use on an underused parcel in the City’s
downtown core area.
Support the local job market by providing new employment
opportunities.
Provide an opportunity for the City to increase revenue stream.

The project applicant’s objectives for the project are as follows:

Develop a mid-range hotel to fill a gap in the market.

Provide a conference and wedding venue primarily for hotel guests.
Provide service sector employment opportunities for Half Moon Bay
residents.

Provide public recreational opportunities through a multi-use bicycle
and pedestrian path, which will become part of the City’s circulation
plan.

Provide shuttle transportation for hotel guests to beaches, harbor
points of interest and downtown areas.

Create a destination at the southern end of Main Street which will
indirectly support the existing retail, hospitality, restaurants, and
entertainment venues in the downtown area.

Encourage pedestrian use of the southern portion of Main Street by
providing infrastructure improvements including installing a curb,
gutters, sidewalk, and landscaping between Seymour Street and the
SR-1/Main Street intersection.

While housing, and specifically affordable housing, are City priorities, this site
has been designated for commercial land use for many years through the
previous L.C. Smith Estate Planned Development designation and associated
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PUD (Planned Unit Development) zoning. The updated LCLUP continued the
intent-of the former Planned Development designation by redesignating the
site for the Commercial-General Land Use. While that designation allows for
residential and/or mixed-use development, the site’s location and orientation
serve as the southern commercial gateway to Downtown Half Moon Bay. The
City also recently lost a hotel, when the 52-room Coastside Inn was
purchased by San Mateo County and converted to a homeless shelter; and
thus, the continued land use focus for this property has been to maintain
adequate visitor serving commercial uses that align with the California
Coastal Act (Government Code Section 51201(c). The California Coastal Act
prioritizes coastal access and recreation, and the project includes amenities
such as bicycle rentals to support coastal access and recreation in Half Moon
Bay as well as on-site pedestrian pathways where none currently exist.

Implementation of the project would not result in any land use inconsistencies
with the Half Moon Bay LCLUP or Zoning Code, because the proposed hotel
is consistent with the LCLUP land use designation and its intended rezoning
to the Commercial-General district.

Under CEQA, a significant impact on the environment is defined as “a
substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical
conditions within the area affected by a project including land, air, water,
minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic
significance.”

Based on the analysis completed for the Draft EIR, the Original Project would
result in impacts in several resource areas that would be considered
significant without the implementation of mitigation measures. However, each
of these impacts would be avoided or reduced to a less-than-significant level
with the implementation of mitigation measures or standard conditions of
approval, except for impacts to aesthetic resources, including impacts to
scenic vistas, scenic resources, and to the overall visual character of the
area. These impacts to aesthetics resources are considered significant and
unavoidable and are described further in Section 2.2.3, Significant and
Unavoidable Impacts, of the Draft EIR.

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the Draft EIR
compares the impacts of the alternatives to the impacts of the Original Project
(Chapter 5.0, Alternatives Analysis of the Draft EIR). The primary purpose of
Chapter 5.0 is to provide decision makers and the public with a range of
reasonable project alternatives that could feasibly attain most of the basic
project objectives while avoiding or substantially lessening any of the Original
Project’s significant adverse environmental effects. Under Alternative 1, the
project site would remain in its current state and there would be no
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development of a hotel or bike path. The existing undeveloped field on the
site would remain as is. Modified Alternative 2, includes a smaller hotel than
the Original Project with fewer rooms and a residential component. The Multi-
family Residential Alternative, Alternative 3, would involve the construction of
residential units at the project site rather than a hotel. Please see Chapter
5.0, Alternatives Analysis, in! for full descriptions of each Alternative?.

REVISION TO ALTERNATIVE 2

Following circulation of the Draft EIR, the applicant submitted revised plans to
the City indicating that Alternative 2 (with revisions) is now the Proposed
Project that would be considered for approval. This Proposed Project is
described in the Final EIR as “Modified Alternative 2” and it is the Reduced
Intensity alternative. Modified Alternative 2 would meet the same objectives
met by the Original Project. In some cases, Modified Alternative 2 would
achieve the City’s primary project objectives to a greater degree than the
Original Project that was analyzed in the Draft EIR. This is further described
in Chapter 3.0, EIR Text Revisions, of this Final EIR.

The main differences between Alternative 2 and Maodified Alternative 2 (the
Proposed Project) are as follows:

Modified Alternative 2 would reduce the hotel square footage from 66,783
in the Alternative 2 to 66,268 square feet.

Modified Alternative 2 would include a four-lot parcel map allowing for
future development of up to 16 units on four lots (Lots 1-4), compared to
eight smaller lots in Alternative 2. Further, Lots 1-4 as proposed under
Modified Alternative 2 are set further back (50 feet) from SR-1, in contrast
to the lots proposed in Alternative 2.

Modified Alternative 2 would increase the space between the two hotel
buildings from 16 feet in Alternative 2 to 32 feet. To accommodate this
additional spacing, the lot line adjustment between the hotel and
automobile dealership parcels would add 0.451 acres to the dealership
compared to 0.61 acres in Alternative 2, which would create a 4.57- acre
hotel site compared to 4.41 acres in Alternative 2.

2 Please see the text revisions to Draft EIR Chapter 5.0, Alternatives, in Chapter 3.0, EIR Text
Revisions, of this Final EIR for a detailed description of Modified Alternative 2.
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For Modified Alternative 2, minor adjustments as presented for Alternative
2 to the parking lot layout and drive aisles were made to better
accommodate service vehicles.

Alternative 2 would have resulted in a new parcel fully within the 50-foot
buffer for wetlands buffer for a designated Environmentally Sensitive
Habitat Area (ESHA). By comparison, Modified Alternative 2 conforms
with LCLUP Policy 6-57 because all proposed parcels can be developed
without encroachment into an ESHA or being located within the 50-foot
ESHA buffer.

In comparison to Alternative 2, Modified Alternative 2 provides a detailed
proposal for how the Proposed Project will address mitigation for the
conversion of agricultural land through payment of in-lieu fees in
accordance with the Half Moon Bay LCLUP.

In comparison to Alternative 2, Modified Alternative 2 provides a detailed
proposal for how the Proposed Project will address the provision of lower-
cost visitor accommodations with a combination of lower-cost rooms and
no-cost visitor-serving amenities available to the public in accordance
with the Half Moon Bay LCLUP.

As described above, Modified Alternative 2 would reduce impacts, better
meet project objectives, and improve consistency with policy requirements,
as compared to the Alternative 2. Refer to Appendix 3.0-A, Attachment to EIR
Text Revisions, of this Final EIR, for a full description of Modified Alternative
2.

MODIFIED ALTERNATIVE 2

Both qualitative and quantitative analyses were completed for Alternative 2.
As part of the Final EIR, the analysis for Alternative 2 was updated to reflect
the analysis for Modified Alternative 2 and is documented as EIR text
revisions. Please see Appendix 3.0-A, Attachment to EIR text Revisions,
specifically Section 5.5.2, Reduced Intensity, Modified Alternative 2 for the
detailed analysis of the Proposed Project. Based on this analysis, the
resource analyses would be the same as those previously presented for Draft
EIR Alternative 2, with the exception of the aesthetic resources impact
analysis. Modified Alternative 2 would have reduced aesthetics impacts
compared to Alternative 2 and as compared to the Original Project, as
described below.

1-7 August 2024



Half Moon Bay Hyatt Place Project
1.0 Introduction Final EIR

Aesthetics

Figures 5-8 through 5-11 have been updated to reflect the design of
Modified Alternative 2, specifically the reduction of the overall massing of
the Original Project and increase in building setbacks from SR-1 and
Main Street. The decrease in size and scale of the buildings would reduce
view blockage compared to both the Original Project and Alternative 2.

The view from the southern Downtown gateway intersection of SR-1 and
Higgins Canyon Road (Viewpoint 2) provides a view of an open field, and
of the protected ridgeline view. The ridgeline represents both a scenic
vista and a scenic resource, per the LCLUP. As shown in Figure 5-9
(Appendix 3.0-A of the Final EIR) Modified Alternative 2 would not
interfere with the long-range views of the ridgeline for Viewpoint 2 (same
as the Original Project).

Previous analysis presented in the Draft EIR indicated that it may have
been possible that Alternative 2 would interfere with a ridgeline view from
areas adjacent to Viewpoint 2. Further consideration indicates that, given
the speed of vehicles traveling on SR-1, such an interference would be
fleeting. Further, the reduced massing proposed with Modified Alternative
2 would not block as much of this view as the Original Project.

The analysis has been updated to explain that Modified Alternative 2 would
reduce the size and scale of the hotel, reducing significant impacts to
aesthetic resources as compared to the Original Project. The reduced
building massing would be more reflective of traditional development and
scale within the city and would help to maintain adequate views of the
surrounding landscape, and lessen views blocked by the Original Project.
The reduced massing, combined with the increased setbacks, open space,
and natural landscaping proposed under Modified Alternative 2, would
enhance the aesthetics of the City’s southern Downtown gateway. The
Viewpoint 2 photo simulation (Figure 5-9) demonstrates that Modified
Alternative 2 will not introduce such interferences with the ridgeline view.

As shown in Appendix 3.0-A, Attachment to EIR text Revisions, of this Final
EIR, Modified Alternative 2 is identified as the environmentally superior
alternative because it would reduce significant impacts of the Original Project
as identified in the Draft EIR, and would better align with both the City’s and
project applicant’s primary project objectives, goals, and policies.

Given the above and as demonstrated in Appendix 3.0-A, Attachment to EIR
text Revisions, of this Final EIR, the alterations made to Modified Alternative
2 would not result any new impacts or substantial increase in the severity of
impacts that were not previously identified in the Draft EIR. Further, Modified
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Alternative 2 is not substantially different from Alternative 2, which was
previously analyzed in the Draft EIR, because the changes are limited to
reduced square footage, a slightly longer breezeway between buildings, an
adjusted parcel map for the proposed subdivision north of Seymour Street,
and improved approaches to policy consistency with the Half Moon Bay
LCLUP. These changes do not constitute “significant new information,” which
would require recirculation of the Draft EIR. “Significant new information” is
defined in Section 15088.5(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines as follows.

e A new significant environmental impact would result from the project
or from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.

e A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact
would result unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the
impact to a level of insignificance.

e Afeasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably
different from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the
environmental impacts of the project, but the project’s proponents
decline to adopt it.

o The DEIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and
conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were
precluded.

None of these circumstances defined in State CEQA Guidelines Section
15088.5(a) apply. In response to comments received during public review,
minor revisions and clarifications have been made to the document which do
not change the conclusions of the Draft EIR regarding the project’s potential
environmental impacts and required mitigation. Revisions and clarifications
have also been made to identify the changes to Alternative 2 that have
resulted in Modified Alternative 2, which is now the Proposed Project. As
defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, minor revisions and
clarifications to the document — which are shown in strikeout/underline format
— do not represent “significant new information” and, therefore, recirculation
of the Draft EIR is not warranted. No new significant environmental impacts
would occur from these modifications, and similarly, no substantial increase
in the severity of environmental impacts would occur.

In the one impact area where significant and unavoidable impacts exist,
Modified Alternative 2 would reduce the severity of the impact. In contrast to
the Original Project, Modified Alternative 2 has a less-than-significant impact
to protected scenic vistas and scenic resources within a scenic corridor that
are available from Viewpoints 3, unlike the Original Project, which would have
a significant and unavoidable impact at this viewpoint; therefore, the impacts
are reduced (not increased), and recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required.
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SUMMARY COMPARISON OF THE

ORIGINAL PROJECT AND MODIFIED
ALTERNATIVE 2

The following table summarizes the key differences between the Original
Project and Modified Alternative 2.

Table 1-1: Key Project Features

Project Component

Original Project

Modified Alternative 2

Hotel size, description

90,784 square feet
129 rooms
Five buildings

Max building height: Three stories
and 35 feet

66,268 square feet
102 rooms
Three buildings

Max building height: Three stories
and 35 feet

Hotel features

148 parking spaces
Bicycle rentals
Lobby and guest services

2,700 square feet of meeting
rooms/conference center space

Fitness area

Swimming pool

108 parking spaces
Bicycle rentals
Lobby and guest services

1,210 square feet of meeting
rooms/conference center space

Building frontage

60% of the length of the project
site

53% of the length of the project site

Residential uses

None

Up to 16 units on 1.15 acres on
Seymour Street

Setbacks from sensitive
resources

100’ wetland buffer on hotel site

100’ wetland buffer on hotel site

50’ wetland buffer on residential site

Summary of Significant
and Unavoidable
Impacts

Degrade existing visual character
Impacts to scenic vista

Impacts to scenic resources

Degrade existing visual character

Open space

39% of the hotel site

44% of the hotel site

August 2024
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ELEMENTS OF THE FINAL EIR

CEQA Guidelines Section 15132 require a Final EIR to consist of the
following elements:

a) The Draft EIR or a revision of the Draft EIR.

b) Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either
verbatim or in summary.

c) Alist of persons, organizations, and public agencies that commented on
the Draft EIR.

d) The responses of the lead agency to significant environmental points
raised in the review and consultation process.

e) Any other information added by the lead agency.

The following components of this Response to Comments document, in
combination with the Draft EIR, constitute the Final EIR for the project:

= Chapter 1.0, Introduction. This chapter presents the purpose of this
document, provides an overview of the Original Project and Modified
Alternative 2 (the Proposed Project), and describes the elements of
the Final EIR.

= Chapter 2.0, Response to Comments. This chapter contains copies of
the written comments received on the Draft EIR, “Topical Responses”
that have been prepared to address common issues or themes
identified in a number of the written comments, and individual
responses to the comments.

= Chapter 3.0, EIR Text Revisions. This chapter contains text changes
to the Draft EIR that reflect additions, corrections, and clarifications
resulting from preparing responses to comments on the Draft EIR
and/or staff-initiated changes. Draft EIR Section 5.5.2 that fully
describes Modified Alternative 2, is included as Appendix 3.0-A to this
chapter. These EIR text revisions are incorporated into the Draft EIR
as part of the Final EIR.

Chapter 4.0, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. Pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15097, this chapter contains the Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program (MMRP) for the project. The MMRP includes all proposed
mitigation measures, the party responsible for implementation, the party
responsible for monitoring, the timing of the mitigation, and the monitoring action
to ensure compliance.
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

2.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter lists the agencies, organizations and individuals who submitted comments
on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR), provides copies of the comments
received, and responds to those comments. As required by the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), these responses address comments on environmental issues
submitted during the review period on the Draft EIR and the disposition of significant
environmental issues raised (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15088.5(c), PRC
21091(d)(2)(B)). The City of Half Moon Bay (City) has addressed commenters’ concerns
and suggestions regarding the adequacy and accuracy of the Draft EIR as well as
providing responses to all comments raising significant environmental issues prior to
consideration of the Final EIR for certification (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15088.5(a)
and (c), 15132(d), 15204(a)).

The purposes of reviewing a Draft EIR should be focused on the sufficiency of the
document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and
ways in which the significant environmental effects of the project might be avoided or
mitigated (CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)). For this document, the following
conventions are used where the text of the Draft EIR has been revised in response to a
comment or concern: text added to the Draft EIR is shown in underline, and text deleted
from the Draft EIR is shown in strikethrough. These text changes also appear in Chapter
3.0, EIR Text Revisions.

In some cases, multiple comments were received on the Draft EIR that raised the same
issue. Rather than repeat responses to such comments, this Chapter provides
comprehensive Topical Responses in Subsection 2.3.1, Topical Responses. Individual
responses to comments are provided in Subsection 2.3.2, Public Comments.

As described in Chapter 1.0, following circulation of the Draft EIR, the applicant
submitted revised plans to the City indicating that Alternative 2 (with revisions), is now
the Proposed Project that would be considered for approval. This Proposed Project is
described in the Final EIR as “Modified Alternative 2”.

This chapter, responds to comments on the Draft EIR, including comments on the
Original Project as analyzed in the Draft EIR. In addition, and where appropriate, the
responses also discuss Modified Alternative 2 to help with the understanding of how
Modified Alternative 2 reduces the intensity of the Original Project.
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For the purposes of this Final EIR, the following terms will be used and defined as
follows:

“Original Project” refers to the project as described in the Draft EIR;

o “Alternative 2” refers to one of the alternatives originally analyzed in the Draft
EIR;

¢ “Modified Alternative 2” and “Proposed Project” refers to Alternative 2 with
modifications. This is now the Proposed Project that will be considered for
approval; and

e “Project” is used generically — not pertaining specifically to either the Original

Project or Modified Alternative 2 (the Proposed Project).

2.2 LIST OF COMMENTERS

The City received 90 comment letters on the Draft EIR. Table 2-1 lists the public
agencies, businesses, individuals, and public meeting attendees that provided a
comment on the Draft EIR.

Table 2-1Index of Comments

Number Commenter Date Received
Agencies

A-1 California Department of Transportation 9/06/2022

A-2 California Coastal Commission 9/09/2022

A-3 Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District 9/12/2022

Businesses and Organizations

B-1 The Paper Crane 9/13/2022
Individuals

C-1 Melvin Mello Jr. 9/13/2022
C-2 Ken King 8/02/2022
C-3 Virginia M Turezyn 7/30/2022
C-4 Roberta Gelt 7/29/2022
C-5 Michael W. Adler 7/29/2022
C-6 Marita Leth 7/28/2022
C-7 Diana Roberts Mitchell 7/28/2022
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Number Commenter Date Received
C-8 Rick Southern 7/26/2022
C-9 Dave Schorr 7/27/2022
C-10 David Schorr 7/26/2022
C-11 Laura Alster-Martin 8/17/2022
C-12 Patricia Chimienti 8/17/2022
C-13 Graham Hurrell 8/17/2022
C-14 Rita Pickering 8/16/2022
C-15 Sara Nebeling 8/16/2022
C-16 T.J. Martin 8/16/2022
C-17 Patricia Chimienti 8/15/2022
C-18 Nancy Rapp 8/14/2022
C-19 Elizabeth Haning 8/14/2022
C-20 Carol Spear 8/14/2022
C-21 Robert Sweetow 8/12/2022
C-22 C.A. Young 8/11/2022
C-23 Carlysle Ann Young 8/10/2022
C-24 Denise Rundle 8/23/2022
C-25 Dave Schorr 8/22/2022
C-26 Larry Hebb 8/21/2022
C-27 Hiroshi Menjo 8/18/2022
C-28 Matt Davis 8/18/2022
C-29 Melissa Lamb 8/18/2022
C-30 Laura Fine 8/18/2022
C-31 Paul Mc Gregor 9/13/2022
C-32 Connie Alice Hungate 9/13/2022
C-33 Larry Gandelman 9/13/2022
C-34 Irma Morawietz 9/13/2022

2-3

August 2024



2.0 Response to Comments

Half Moon Bay Hyatt Place Project
Final EIR

Number Commenter Date Received
C-35 T Mendez 9/13/2022
C-36 Barry Franklin 9/13/2022
C-37 Jennifer Lee Segale 9/13/2022
C-38 Debbie Daugherty 9/13/2022
C-39 Laura Dunston 9/13/2022
C-40 Margaret, Robert, and Amber Stow 9/13/2022
C-41 Kathena Evelon 9/13/2022
C-42 Katheryn Murdock 9/13/2022
C-43 Melissa L. 9/12/2022
C-44 Jill and Wayne Impink 9/12/2022
C-45 Laurie Dunston 9/12/2022
C-46 Scott Forest 9/12/2022
C-47 Sean Win-Yepez 9/12/2022
C-48 Randy Kearns 9/12/2022
C-49 Jeff Corbett 9/12/2022
C-50 Rita Pickering 9/12/2022
C-51 George Muteff 9/11/2022
C-52 Michael Minasi 9/10/2022
C-53 Jay 9/09/2022
C-54 Jan Gray 9/09/2022
C-55 Jack King 9/09/2022
C-56 Terry Andreotti 9/08/2022
C-57 Tom Carey 9/08/2022
C-58 Tim Norris-Buzzini 9/08/2022
C-59 Kim Cabassi 9/08/2022
C-60 Barbara LaVey 9/07/2022
C-61 Carol Carolan 9/07/2022
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Number Commenter Date Received
C-62 Ingrid Lee no date
C-63 Mimi and David Pasternak 9/06/2022
C-64 Nichole Metz 9/03/2022
C-65 Jim and Teri Mercurio 9/03/2022
C-66 Denise Rundle 8/30/2022
C-67 Rocquelle Spencer 8/27/2022
C-68 Suzanne Bergin 8/25/2022
C-69 Mimi and David Pasternak 8/08/2022
C-70 David Schorr no date
C-71 Brian Holt 8/09/2022
C-72 Dennis Kleinbach 8/09/2022
C-73 Mimi and David Pasternak 8/09/2022
C-74 David Schorr 8/22/2022
C-75 Rick Southern 8/08/2022
C-76 David Schorr 8/08/2022
C-77 Robert Moody 9/01/2022
C-78 Beverley Ashcraft 8/26/2022
C-79 Donna Dexter 9/06/2022
C-80 Susan Morasci 9/06/2022
C-81 Hazel Joanes 9/13/2022
C-82 Chad Pometta 9/13/2022
C-83 David Schorr 9/13/2022
City
D-1 Margaret Gossett 9/13/2022
Public Meeting
E-1 Main Street Park 8/31/2022
E-2 Half Moon Bay Planning Commission 8/09/2022

Source: Circlepoint, 2024
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2.3 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

An alpha-numeric indicator was assigned to each comment letter. The alpha indicator
describes the commenter’s affiliation (i.e., A = regional agency, B = organization, C =
individual, D = city, and E = public meeting) and the numeric indicator reflects the order
in which the comment letter is addressed. Each individual comment (within a comment
letter) is numbered to correspond to the alpha-numeric indicator (i.e., A-1.1, A-1.2, A-1.3,
etc.). Accordingly, each response within this chapter corresponds to comment letter’s
alpha-numeric indicator. For example, Letter A-1, Comment A-1.1 is addressed in
response A-1.1.

2.3.1 TOPICAL RESPONSES

Topical Response 1: Traffic

Several comments concern traffic impacts associated with construction and operation of
the project. This topical response clarifies conclusions of the Draft EIR, and addresses
comments related to the existing conditions scenario, and vehicle miles traveled (VMT)
and trip generation concerns.

Existing Conditions Scenario

Several commenters stated that the traffic analysis did not account for weekend peak
period conditions or for traffic conditions during events or holidays. The discussion below
clarifies the assumptions and conditions relied upon for the Existing Conditions scenario
used in the analysis to evaluate project impacts.

As discussed in Section 4.15 (page 4.15-6 of the Draft EIR), existing traffic patterns in
the project area were determined and analyzed in the Traffic Impact Study (TIS)
prepared for the Original Project (see Appendix H of the Draft EIR). As described in
Appendix H, Existing Conditions (page 16 of the Draft EIR), the Existing Conditions
scenario provides a description of current operation based on existing traffic volumes
during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak periods as well as weekend midday peak
period. Traffic volume data representative of the typical weekday was collected on May
8, 2019, while local schools were in session. Because special events of varying sizes
typically occur every Saturday, counts for the weekend period were conducted during
two Saturdays, May 11, 2019, and June 1, 2019, and the higher of the two was applied
in the analysis. The weekday and weekend counts represent typical conditions because
they were conducted on days with clear weather and reflect typical local, regional and
visitor travel activity. As explained in Section 4.15, Transportation and Traffic (page 4.15-
6 of the Draft EIR), the traffic impact analysis used pre-pandemic data as the existing
conditions baseline because it is considered more representative of typical traffic
conditions than traffic conditions during the pandemic, which would have been
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uninformative for purposes of analyzing the impacts of the Original Project, as described
in Draft EIR Chapter 3.0, Project Description.

Standard professional practice for traffic studies should reflect typical conditions
experienced by most users on most days. Therefore, conducting a study during varying
traffic conditions (such as during inclement weather, holidays, or unusually large events)
should be avoided because it is not representative of typical conditions since these
events are temporary and periodic. It is explained that special events occur on a regular
basis in Half Moon Bay and surrounding areas, including special events held on May 11,
2019, and June 1, 2019 (the days when weekend period traffic counting was conducted
for this study). All traffic counts used in this study were compared to other available data
sources in terms of consistency and peaking characteristics and found to be similar,
thereby validating the Draft EIR.

Trip Generation and Vehicle Miles Traveled

Trip Generation During Construction and Operation

The amount of traffic predicted to enter and exit the site of a project is referred to as the
project’s trip generation. Several commenters stated that trip generation during
construction period and operation of the project would significantly impact or exacerbate
existing traffic conditions.

Construction

Construction at the project site would be temporary and would be conducted in a single
phase (Chapter 3.0, Project Description). Prior to the start of construction activities, the
contractor will prepare and formally submit a detailed construction management plan for
City approval. The construction management plan will indicate the days and times of
construction, the duration of the construction activity, where workers will park, truck haul
routes, the number and type of trucks that will access the site during each construction
activity, and other details. The City will require that adequate access for all transportation
modes, specifically emergency vehicles, be maintained during construction. Therefore,
the existing traffic network would not be significantly affected during construction.

Operation

As described in Section 4.15, Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR, three
categories of trips were used to evaluate Original Project-generated VMT (employee
trips, guest trips to and from the airport, and local guest trips). Local guest trips refer to
the trips a guest would make once they have arrived at the hotel. The average local
guest trip was determined to be four miles once they have arrived at the hotel. The
number of local guest trips was estimated based on the number of round trips for 129
rooms with an average occupancy of 77 percent and an average of 2.5 days per stay.
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Guest trips to and from the airport were determined using the average distance traveled
between the project site and the two nearest commercial airports (San Francisco
International Airport and Norman Y. Mineta San Jose International Airport). For the
purposes of this analysis, the 29 mile per guest estimate is reasonable, because guests
would travel to and from the airport by a variety of modes including carpooling, driving
alone, rideshare service, taxicab service, and/or shuttle, some of which would reduce the
per person VMT due to the consolidation of vehicles used.

As explained in the Draft EIR, the project applicant intends to hire staff comprised mostly
of City residents. Doing so would potentially reduce trip generation estimates because a
portion of the staff would be able to walk or bicycle to and from the hotel. The project
applicant cannot ensure that only City residents would be hired, however, and to provide
a conservative approach the standard trip generation rates were applied with no trip
reduction factor for employees within walking or biking distance.

The project’s operating conditions during the weekday a.m. (7:00 — 9:00 a.m.), p.m.
(4:00 — 6:00 p.m.), and Saturday midday (12:00 p.m. — 2:00 p.m.) peak periods were
evaluated to capture the highest potential impacts for the project as well as the highest
volumes on the local transportation network. The morning peak (a.m. peak) hour reflects
conditions during the home-to-work commute as well as the school morning drop-off
period; the evening peak (p.m. peak) hour typically reflects the highest level of
congestion during the homeward bound commute; and the Saturday midday peak
represents the period of highest volumes occurring on a weekend attributable to
recreational or leisure trips. See Table 4.15-8 of the Draft EIR for the total trip distribution
assumptions for the Original Project.

Vehicles Miles Traveled

Several commenters also stated that implementation of the Original Project would lead
to increased VMT.

The City of Half Moon Bay has not yet adopted a standard of significance for evaluating
VMT. Therefore, the analysis in the Draft EIR was informed by guidance provided by the
California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR), in the publication
Transportation Impacts (SB 743) CEQA Guidelines Update and Technical Advisory,
2018 (OPR Technical Advisory). The OPR Technical Advisory includes suggested VMT
significance thresholds for residential, employment, and retail uses, but does not
address hotels or other visitor-based land uses. For the purposes of this analysis, and
consistent with the guidance in the OPR Technical Advisory, a project (including the
implementation of Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures), that
generates at least 15 percent less VMT than the Original Project’s unmitigated VMT,
would have a less-than-significant impact.

As stated in Appendix H, Traffic Impact Assessment of the Draft EIR, the TDM measures
will be applied during construction and operation of the Original Project to reduce single-
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occupancy vehicle trips, parking demand, and total VMT through use of alternative
modes of transportation and more efficiently planned trips. The TDM measure for guests
includes Airport/Coastal Shuttle implementation, parking price incentive, bike sharing
program, transportation information. Additional TDM measures would be applied for
employee programs, including bicycle parking, parking pricing and cash-out, ride
matching, priority parking, guaranteed ride home programs, transportation coordinator,
and performance monitors. See Table 4.15-5 of the Draft EIR for the unmitigated VMT
summary for the Original Project.

As shown in Table 4.15-6 of the Draft EIR, overall hotel VMT is expected to be reduced
by 15.4 percent using the set of the TDM strategies. Mitigation Measure TRA-1 would be
implemented to ensure adherence to the TDM measures. Furthermore, the designated
hotel Transportation Coordinator shall provide a copy of the TDM to the City Manager
and Traffic Engineer annually.

As shown in Table 4.15-7 of the Draft EIR, the Original Project is expected to generate
an average of 575 new trips per day, including 44 trips during the a.m. peak period, 46
during the p.m. peak period, and 93 during the weekend peak period. The associated
VMT from this increase in traffic would be approximately 5,002 VMT prior to mitigation.
With implementation of the TDM" as part of the Original Project, VMT would be reduced
by 15.4 percent, meeting the OPR Technical Advisory’s threshold for a less than
significant impact.

In conclusion and as stated in the Draft EIR, VMT levels would be reduced by 15.4
percent through adherence to the TDM measures. Therefore, implementation of the
Original Project would not result in a substantial increase in VMT.

Topical Response 2: Aesthetics

Several comments concern the Original Project’s aesthetic impacts. This topical
response addresses aesthetic impacts both broadly in terms of context and specifically
in response to comments received. The response includes the following sections:

Protected Visual Resources

Consistency with the Local Coastal Program and Municipal Code

CEQA Thresholds

Special Considerations: Southern Gateway to Downtown and Wavecrest

Each area of concern is addressed in this topical response.

' Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program is a set of strategies intended to help address the
transportation-related impacts of new development by requiring projects to provide features and amenities
that will foster a better pedestrian/bicycle environment, support transit, and make it easier and more
appealing for residents, employees, and visitors to use alternatives to driving or driving alone. See Section
4.15, Page 4.15-28 of the Draft EIR for more information on TDM.
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Following the circulation of the Draft EIR, the applicant submitted revised plans
containing modifications to Alternative 2. Alternative 2 has accordingly been renamed
“Modified Alternative 2” in this Final EIR. Modified Alternative 2 is now the project under
consideration for approval. Modified Alternative 2 is referenced in this topical response.
For more information about Modified Alternative 2, see also Topical Response 5
(Modified Alternative 2) and the text revisions in Appendix 3.0-A, Attachment to EIR Text
Revisions, of this Final EIR.

Protected Visual Resources:

As described in Section 4.1 (page 4.1-22 of the Draft EIR), Aesthetics, Original Project
buildout has the potential to impact protected visual resources, including long-range
views of upland slopes and ridgelines to the north and east of the project site (Impact
AES-1).

The Local Coastal Land Use Plan (pages 9-15 and 9-16 of the Draft EIR) identifies both
scenic and visual resource areas which, for the project site, are the “Town Boulevard
Corridor” and “upland slopes.” The Town Boulevard Corridor includes SR-1, which abuts
the project site. Upland slopes are located east of the project site. The Original Project’s
potential impact on aesthetics has been evaluated with respect to the Town Boulevard
Corridor and upland slope protection requirements of the Local Coastal Program as
discussed in the next section, “Consistency with the Local Coastal Program and
Municipal Code.”

Other visual resource areas designated in the Local Coastal Land Use Plan do not apply
to the project site for the reasons below:

e Scenic Coastal Access Routes: The site is not on a designated coastal access
route.

e Broad Ocean Views: Ocean views are not available from the project site and
development of the site will not block any broad ocean views. It is notable that in
other locations along SR-1, broad ocean views are available and subject to
policies aimed at preserving the visual quality and public enjoyment of these
vistas.

e California Coastal Trail: The Coastal Trail is located more than one-half mile west
of the project site.

e Beaches and Shoreline: The site is on the east side of SR-1 and not adjacent to
the beach or shoreline.

e Significant Plant Communities. The site does not contain significant plant
communities as described in this section. Wetlands adjacent to the site in the
SR-1 right-of-way will be retained and a wetland buffer will be established and
planted with appropriate plant materials. The Original Project will not impact an
existing significant plant community, and it will establish a significant plant
community.

e Open Space Conservation Areas: The site is not designated as an open space
conservation area. In addition, the wetlands in the SR-1 right-of-way adjacent to
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the project site will be retained and a conservation buffer will be established on
the project site, thereby improving the function and appearance of the wetlands.

o Heritage Downtown: The site is located in South Downtown, not in Heritage
Downtown.

e Substantially Undeveloped Planned Developments: While the site had been a
Planned Development prior to the update of the Land Use Plan in 2020, this
criterion is no longer applicable.

o Parks: The site does not and will not include a park. It is adjacent to the City’s
gateway signage and plantings and provides a significant setback from these
features. The Original Project’s aesthetic relationship to the Southern Gateway to
Downtown is discussed in detail at the end of this topical response. Project
buildout will also provide future public access along the multi-use pathway;
however, this is a new amenity enabled by the project and is not a park.

Consistency with the Local Coastal Program and Municipal Code

As described in the Draft EIR, the Original Project’s potential aesthetic impacts have
been assessed for consistency with the Local Coastal Program, including Local Coastal
Land Use Plan policies and Municipal Code §18.37 (Visual Resource Protection
Standards), as well as Municipal Code §14.37 (Architectural, Landscape and Site Plan
Review). As identified in the previous section, applicable visual resources are the Town
Boulevard Corridor and upland slopes.

Local Coastal Land Use Plan: Policies 9-1 (Scenic and Visual Resource Areas), 9-2
(Scenic Resource Protection), 9-3 (Visual Quality), 9-5 (Visual Impact Evaluation), 9-6
(Site Planning and Design for New Development), 9-8 (Land Divisions), 9-12 (Town
Boulevard Scenic Corridor), 9-23 (Upland Slopes and Ridgelines), 9-30 (Dark Night
Skies), and 9-31 (Lighting Plan Review) in Chapter 9 of the Local Coastal Land Use
Plan, Scenic and Visual Resources, are applicable to this project. Each policy is
presented below followed by a statement regarding Original Project consistency with that
policy. As previously presented in the Draft EIR, the Original Project conflicts with
Policies 9-12 and 9-23 due to visual intrusion into the ridgeline of the Santa Cruz
Mountain foothills when the project is viewed from SR-1, which is defined as a protected
visual resource in the Land Use Plan. The Original Project will not conflict with the other
applicable Land Use Plan policies as explained in the Draft EIR and further described
below.

Policy 9-1. Scenic and Visual Resource Areas. Identify and protect scenic and visual
resource areas in Half Moon Bay, including but not limited to the scenic corridors,
natural resource areas, and built environment resources as defined in this chapter
and designated on Figure 9-1.

Consistency: Figure 9-1 (Scenic and Visual Resource Areas) shows the location of
visual resource areas, including upland slopes, none of which occur in the Town

Center or on the project site. Policies limiting development on upland slopes do not
apply to this project because no development on upland slopes is proposed. Other
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policies better address development at lower elevations for the protection of upland
slopes.

Policy 9-2. Scenic Resource Protection. New development shall be sited and
designed to protect views to and along the ocean, to minimize the alteration of
natural landform, to be visually compatible with the character of its setting, and,
where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas.

Consistency: The Original Project does not block views to or along the ocean
because such views are not available from the project site; the Original Project will
be developed on a relatively flat site and therefore would not alter a natural landform;
the siting, massing, and architectural treatments of the Original Project are in scale
with newer development in the South Downtown portion of the Town Center and
include materials and building forms compatible with existing architectural structures
such as board and batten siding, dormers, and weathered siding reminiscent of
agricultural buildings such as barns. Nevertheless, the Original Project is inconsistent
with Policy 9-2, as it would affect views of the ridgeline and upland slopes, which are
natural landforms protected under this policy (see text changes in Chapter 3.0, EIR
Text Revisions).

Policy 9-3. Visual Quality. Preserve and enhance the unique visual quality that
contributes to Half Moon Bay'’s coastal and small-town character, including its open,
expansive views from the coastal terrace to the beaches, bluffs, ocean, and upland
slopes.

Consistency: For the project site, views of the upland slopes are relevant.
Implementation of this policy for preserving views of the upland slopes is further
defined in Policies 9-12 and 9-23.

Policy 9-5. Visual Impact Evaluation. Where any development is proposed within a
scenic and visual resource area, including as designated on Figure 9-1, a site-
specific visual impact evaluation shall be required and may include visual
simulations, story poles, and/or other means of visual assessment as appropriate
based on the type and location of development.

Consistency: Design review by the Architectural Advisory Committee and the
Planning Commission was undertaken at several sessions, including at a noticed
and well-attended joint study session on June 29, 2021.

Policy 9-6. Site Planning and Design for New Development. Require new
development to be subject to design review to ensure it is sited and designed to
protect public views of scenic and visual resource areas and to be visually
compatible with the character of the surrounding area. Measures to be considered
may include, but are not limited to the following:

a. Siting development in the least visible portion of the site;
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b. Breaking up the mass of new structures;

c. Designing structures to blend into the surrounding natural landscape;
d. Restricting building maximum size and height;

e. Clustering or distributing development;

f. Incorporating landscape elements and screening; and

g. Conformance with any adopted design guidelines.

Consistency: The project’s site planning and design includes several of the elements
presented in Policy 9-6 including deep setbacks, development broken up into
multiple buildings, use of weathered and coastal compatible siding and roofing,
conformance with height and building size limits for the land use designation, use of
the landscape elements compatible with the wetlands on the west side of the project
and consistent with the town’s streetscape pattern on the east side of the site.

Policy 9-8. Land Divisions. Require land divisions, including lot line adjustments, to
be designed in a manner that minimizes impacts to visual resources. Measures for
minimizing visual impacts include the following:

a. Clustering the building sites to minimize site disturbance and maximize open
space;

b. Prohibiting land divisions and adjustments that would create lots with
insufficient space for development, including to avoid the need for fuel
modification, without impacting visual resources;

c. Requiring new land divisions to provide sufficient park and open space areas;
d. Prohibiting creation of new building sites above the 160-foot contour line within
City limits;

e. Minimizing the length and impermeability of access roads and driveways;

f. Using shared or abutting driveways to access development on adjacent lots,
where appropriate;

g. Reducing the maximum allowable density in steeply sloping and visually
sensitive areas; and

h. Revegetating graded building pad areas, if any, with native plants.

Consistency: Consistent with parts a and c, the site plan maximizes open space on
the south and west sides of the property including space for public use; consistent
with part b, the project does not include subdivisions that will impact fuel
modification; consistent with parts d and g, the site is not located on a slope or above
the 160-foot contour line; consistent with parts e and f, driveways are limited to those
necessary to access and service the site; and consistent with part h, the site will
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include significant native plantings as part of the wetland conservation and
landscaping plan.

Policy 9-12. Town Boulevard Scenic Corridor. Require that new development in
close proximity to or easily visible from the Town Boulevard scenic corridor, including
Highways 1 and 92:

a. Protects views of visual resource areas as seen from the Town Boulevard,
including views to the ocean, upland slopes (i.e. minimizes intrusions into the
ridgeline), and the historic Johnston House;

b. Incorporates design standards such as screening of commercial parking areas
and landscaping provisions; and

c. Is visually compatible with the surrounding land and development.

Update the IP with additional standards for new development along the Town
Boulevard based on additional study of the scenic corridor. Assessment should, at a
minimum, consider views of visual resource areas from the perspective of existing
and potential development along the Town Boulevard and identify scenic segments
along Highway 1 and 92, including views of the ridgelines and other visual resource
areas. Development standards should address, at a minimum, appropriate building
heights and setbacks, longest wall lines, minimum space between buildings, and
streetscape design.

Consistency: The Draft EIR identified that the Original Projectconflicted with part “a”
of Policy 9-12 in that the project would intrude into views of the ridgeline. Two
Viewpoints, 2 and 3, simulate northbound views from SR-1 across the project site
toward the hillsides to the north and east. From Viewpoint 3, the Original Project is
shown to intrude into the view of the ridgeline. The Original Project did not conflict
with any other parts of Policy 9-12 in that it did not block views to the ocean or the
Johnston House, the parking lot would be screened by landscaping, and visual
compatibility would be maintained with the surrounding land development as
previously described with respect to Policy 9-6. Modified Alternative 2, is smaller
than the Original Project and does not intrude into the ridgeline as presented in
Viewpoints 2 and 3.

Policy 9-23. Upland Slopes and Ridgelines. Protect broad views of upland slopes,
prominent ridgelines and other intervening ridgelines as viewed from scenic corridors
and the beach and shoreline through the following means:

a. Prohibiting new development above the 160-foot contour line and on slopes
greater than 30 percent, including grading and subdivisions but excluding public
trails and critical facilities or public infrastructure that cannot be located
elsewhere;
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b. Ensuring new development below the 160-foot contour line is sited and
designed to minimize intrusions into the ridgeline through the application of
appropriate height and setback restrictions; and

c. Establishing standards for the Town Boulevard, other streetscapes, and large-
scale landscaping projects to highlight and frame, but not block, views of visual
resource areas.

Consistency: The Draft EIR identified that the Original Project would intrude into
views of the ridgeline as previously discussed for Policy 9-12, above, which conflicts
with part “b” of Policy 9-23. The Original Project would be consistent with part “a” of
Policy 9-23 because the project site is located below the 160-foot contour line and is
relatively flat. While part “c” of Policy 9-23 is not site specific or directly applicable to
this project, the Original Project design uses landscaping and setbacks to reduce
blockage of views of the ridgeline. Modified Alternative 2, which is smaller than the
Original Project, does not intrude into the ridgeline as presented in Viewpoints 2 and
3.

Policy 9-30. Dark Night Skies. Protect dark night skies as part of Half Moon Bay’s
scenic and visual character by preventing light pollution from development. Avoid
impacts from exterior lighting on dark night skies, sensitive habitat areas, and
agricultural operations by:

a. Limiting exterior lighting to low-intensity fixtures that are shielded, down-cast,
and concealed so that the light source is not directly visible from public viewing
areas, with the exception of traffic lights, navigational lights, and other similar
safety lighting;

b. Limiting installation and use of high-intensity perimeter lighting and lighting for
sports fields, other private recreational facilities, or public facilities in scenic
areas, with the exception of safety lighting provided that any high-intensity
lighting is down-cast, shielded, and minimizes spillover; and

c¢. Reducing light pollution from greenhouses as a condition of approval for new
development through shielding and other practices that minimize light spillover.

Consistency: The Draft EIR evaluates the Original Project’s exterior lighting for light and
glare impacts. The Original Project incorporates dark skies compatible light fixtures as
required by part “a” of Policy 9-30. Parts “b” and “c” are not applicable to the Original
Project because it does not include high-intensity field lighting or a greenhouse. The
Original Project does include a swimming pool located in a greenhouse light structure;
however, it would not be brightly lit overnight like a greenhouse. Modified Alternative 2,
which is now the Proposed Project, does not include the swimming pool component of

the Original Project analyzed in the Draft EIR.
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Policy 9-31. Lighting Plan Review. Require submittal of lighting plans with
applications for new development, including subdivisions, for review of lighting
characteristics.

Consistency: Lighting plan review with the building permit plans, which is a standard
requirement of the building permit submittal, will ensure conformance with this policy, as
well as with Policy 9-30.

Municipal Code: The project was evaluated for consistency with Municipal Code
sections that regulate aesthetics. These sections are §18.37 (Visual Resource
Protection Standards), which is part of the certified Local Coastal Program; and §14.37
(Architectural, Landscape and Site Plan Review), which is not part of the Local Coastal
Program. These sections contain standards for scenic corridors, upland slopes, and
design review, as summarized below:

e Scenic Corridors: The Municipal Code indicates that SR-1 is to be treated as a
visual resource area, even if it is not a State-designated scenic highway, as
shown in the visual resource area map in the Local Coastal Land Use Plan
(§18.37.020.A.1). As presented above, the Land Use Plan includes SR-1 as part
of the Town Boulevard Corridor which is a protected visual resource. Thus, the
Draft EIR considered all “Highway One Corridor” standards in the zoning
ordinance, §18.37.030 (Scenic Corridor Standards) to be potentially applicable,
although many of these standards address ocean views. For this site, the Scenic
Corridor Standards require setbacks from SR-1, screening parking lots with
landscaping, landscaping that establishes scenic gateways, and no off-premises
advertising. The Original Project design is consistent with these requirements.

e Upland Slopes: Although the site is flat and well below the 160-foot contour and
therefore the Original Project does not involve developing an upland slope
pursuant to §18.37.020.B, upland slope standards were considered, including
§18.37.035.C: “Structures shall be sited to not intrude or project above the ridge
line skyline as seen from Highways One and 92.” That evaluation determined
that the project would have an impact as described above for Policies 9-12 and
9-23 because of a visual intrusion into the ridgeline as viewed from SR-1.

¢ Architectural, Landscape and Site Plan Review: §14.37 establishes the City’s
design review process and states the design considerations that must be used as
part of that process. Both the Original project and Modified Alternative 2 have
undergone design review by the City’s Architectural Advisory Committee and
Planning Commission and will be subject to Design Review and Architectural
approval prior to construction.

Policy and Code Implementation: Some commenters questioned how the Local
Coastal Program policies and visual resource protection standards were implemented in
evaluating the Original Project’s impact on views of the hillsides. These comments also
suggest that the Original Project’s aesthetic impact is not limited to its visual intrusion of
views of the ridgeline from SR-1, but rather of the hills in general and from other
locations than those defined as visual resource areas in the Local Coastal Program.
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There are no formal definitions in the certified Local Coastal Land Use Plan,
Implementation Plan (including the Subdivision and Zoning Ordinance), or within the
Municipal Code for the following terms: “hillsides,” “upland slopes,” or “ridgelines.” The
same or similar terms are used in the Local Coastal Land Use Plan (especially Chapter
9. Visual Resources) and the Zoning Code. Despite the lack of adopted definitions, Local
Coastal Land Use Plan narrative and policies help define the intended use of these
terms and set the framework for controlling development on hillsides and prohibiting it
above the 160-foot contour line.

e Local Coastal Land Use Plan, page 9-16: The Natural Resources section of
Chapter 9, under the heading “Upland Slopes,” states that the City’s longstanding
policy has “effectively kept development below the 160-foot contour line” which
has created “a scenic backdrop that contributes greatly to the overall visual
quality.” Then it refers to these “mostly undeveloped upland slopes, including the
hillsides and ridgelines” as “upland slopes” that “provide context and visually
frame many of the other scenic resources in the area.”

e Local Coastal Land Use Plan, p. 9-19: Similar language occurs in the introduction
to the Chapter 9 Scenic and Visual Resources policies: “emphasizing
preservation of upland slope and ridgeline views . . . The LUP retains long-
standing policies to keep development below the 160-foot contour line on
hillsides and requires lower-scale building height along . . . view corridors.”

To implement these policies, the Local Coastal Land Use Plan Development Standards
policies call for the following processes to be completed:

e Policy 9-5 (Visual Impact Evaluation) requires an evaluation that may include
visual simulations and story poles. Visual simulations were developed for and
presented in the Draft EIR, and story poles have been provided on the project
site.

e Policy 9-6 (Site Planning and Design for New Development) calls for “design
review.” Design review by the Architectural Advisory Committee and the Planning
Commission has taken place and project design and project design features
were previously discussed above with respect to consistency with this policy.

e Policy 9-8 (Land Divisions), part d, prohibits “creation of new building sites above
the 160-foot contour line,” which is not proposed as part of the Original Project.

Scenic Corridor Policies 9-12 and 9-23, previously discussed, provide the specific
guidance that visual resource protection of upland slopes consists of minimization of
intrusions into the ridgeline, see below with bold emphasis added:

e Policy 9-12 (Town Center Boulevard Scenic Corridor), requires “new
development in close proximity to or easily visible from the Town Boulevard
scenic corridor” to “protect views of visual resource areas as seen from Town
Boulevard, including views to . . . upland slopes (i.e., minimizes intrusions into
the ridgeline) . . .”

e Policy 9-23 (Upland Slopes and Ridgelines) confirms this interpretation.

o Part a prohibits “new development above the 160-foot contour.”
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o Part b requires ensuring that “new development below the 160-foot
contour line is sited and designed to minimize intrusions into the
ridgeline.”

o Part c requires the establishment of standards for the Town Boulevard “to
highlight and frame, but not block, views of visual resource areas.” This
requirement acknowledges that the visibility of new development is
anticipated but needs to be managed through standards.

The regulations in the Zoning Ordinance, which serves as part of the Implementation
Plan for the certified Local Coastal Program, are consistent with the Local Coastal Land
Use Plan policies for this matter. Municipal Code Chapter 18.37, Visual Resource
Protection Standards, provides the following additional references to visual resource
protection of hillsides and/or upland slopes:

e §18.37.020.A.1 (Visual Resource Areas), defines Highway One “in those areas
shown on the visual resources overlay map in the city’s local coastal program
land use plan.” This is a reference to Figure 9.1 in the Local Coastal Land Use
Plan.

e §18.37.020.B (Upland Slopes) describes “upland slopes” as “[s]cenic hillsides
which are visible from Highway One . . . as indicated on the visual resources
overlay map. These areas occur include [sic] hillside areas above the one
hundred sixty-foot elevation contour line which are located . . .” in specific areas
listed in parts 1-4. Again, this is a reference to Figure 9.1 in the Local Coastal
Land Use Plan. As previously explained, no such upland slopes occur on the
project site.

e §18.37.030 (Scenic Corridor Standards) requires public views within and from
scenic corridors to be “protected and enhanced” according to standards listed in
parts A-E. Most of the standards refer to “ocean views” and some refer to views
of “scenic coastal areas.”

e §18.37.030.B.5 “low height above natural grade” is favored “unless a greater
height would not obstruct public views.” As discussed in the discussion of the
Local Coastal Land Use Plan policies, above, and in 18.37.035, below,
obstruction of public views of hills is measured by obstruction of views of the
ridgeline.

e §18.37.035 (Upland Slope Standards), part C, requires that “[s]tructures shall
be sited so as not to intrude or project above the ridge line skyline as seen
from Highways One and 92.” This section is consistent with Local Coastal
Program Policies 9-12 and 9-23 that protection of views of upland slopes is
measured by intrusion into the view of the ridgeline.

Some comments also referred to the evaluation of visual resource impacts associated
with a prior project (fire training tower) in 2016, noting that the City’s approval of that
structure had been appealed to the Coastal Commission due primarily to aesthetic
concerns related to view blockage of upland slopes. At that time, the Coastal
Commission provided guidance for considering such visual impacts. Its guidance
informed the 2020 update to the Local Coastal Land Use Plan, which had not yet been
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adopted. Thus, that past project is part of the context of Land Use Plan policy
development, and it was taken into account when the current LCLUP policies that apply
to this project were adopted.

In conclusion, applicable policies and standards from the certified Local Coastal
Program consistently state that impacts on a scenic resource involving views of hillsides
and/or upland slopes are determined by whether the Original Project would block views
of the upland slopes to the extent that it intrudes into the ridgeline. The analysis in this
EIR is consistent with past practice and with the certified language in the 2020 Local
Coastal Program.

CEQA Thresholds

The Proposed Project would create changes to the visual character of the site, and the
analysis in the Draft EIR focuses on whether the Proposed Project will exceed the
applicable CEQA thresholds.

Project Impacts: For this project, the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Environmental
Checklist (“CEQA checklist”) and the Local Coastal Program establish thresholds for
evaluating impacts on aesthetics. The analysis in the EIR is based on the CEQA
checklist in Section 1.a) - .d), Aesthetics, which require responses concerning whether
the project would:

1. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

2. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a State scenic highway?

3. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings?

4. Create a new source of substantial light or glare, which would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area?

Questions 1 and 2: For the first two questions, the analysis was based on the project’s
consistency with the Local Coastal Program. A scenic resource is defined by the Local
Coastal Program as any area or feature, natural or man-made, that significantly
contributes to the visual appeal and aesthetic quality of the coastal environment. As
previously stated, the Original Project conflicts with Policies 9-12 and 9-23 due to the
visual intrusion into the ridgeline of the Santa Cruz Mountain foothills, which is defined
as a protected visual resource in the Land Use Plan, when the project is viewed from
SR-1. This was demonstrated with the use of visual simulations (Viewpoints 2 and 3)
wherein an impact was demonstrated for one of the viewpoints. Thus, the Draft EIR
identified that the Original Project would have a significant and unavoidable impact in
response to the first two questions; although with respect to the second question, it
should be noted that the City took a conservative approach by identifying this as an
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impact because the Original Project would not physically damage any protected visual
resources, rather, it intrudes on a view of one of them, specifically the ridgeline.

Question 3: For the third question, the assessment considered the current condition of
the relatively large undeveloped site, which had previously been in agricultural use, in
comparison to the new development and found that the change would be significant,
especially based on the input of concerned community members, that there would be a
substantial degradation of the quality of the site and its surroundings. The Draft EIR
identified that the Original Project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact for
this criteria.

Question 4: Based on the nighttime lighting study and the requirement to implement
Land Use Plan Policies 9-30 and 9-31, no impact was found for question 4.

Design Considerations and Alternatives: Numerous design approaches were
undertaken to reduce the Original Project’s visual impacts. The third story of the lodging
buildings consists of a dormer roof form to reduce the bulk of the top floor. The Original
Project’s buildings step down in height from the north end of the site toward the southern
gateway corner to maintain openness and are deeply setback from SR-1 to reduce
visual intrusion into the ridgeline of the hills to the east. Despite these design
considerations, views of the ridgelines would be obstructed as viewed from northbound
SR-1 approaching the project site from the south. There are no other feasible measures
that would reduce the impact to the scenic vistas given the mass and scale of the
Original Project.

Following the circulation of the Draft EIR, the applicant submitted revised plans
containing modifications to Alternative 2. Alternative 2 has accordingly been renamed
“Modified Alternative 2” in the Final EIR. Modified Alternative 2 continues to be the
Reduced Intensity alternative and is the applicant’s Proposed Project. Modified
Alternative 2 would reduce degradation of existing visual character or quality of the site
and its surroundings due to blockage of views compared to the Original Project, and as
described in the text revisions to Chapter 5.0, Alternatives, Modified Alternative 2 would
substantially reduce the aesthetic impacts associated with the Original Project. The
protected view of the ridgeline (available from Viewpoints 2 and 3) would not be
obstructed by the structures associated with Modified Alternative 2.

Special Considerations: Southern Gateway to Downtown and Wavecrest

Southern Gateway: Several comments concerned the Original Project’s visual impact
on the gateway into Downtown south of the project site. The southern entrance to
Downtown, located at the intersection of SR-1/South Main Street/Higgins Canyon Road
at the southern tip of the project site, is a gateway that marks the southern entrance into
Downtown Half Moon Bay from SR-1. The City’s new gateway signage and landscaping
associated with the recently installed traffic signal at SR-1/South Main Street/Higgins
Canyon Road are located at the southern edge of the project site. The project site is a
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transition point from a relatively rural land use context to the south to the developed
Downtown to the north. As such, it is a primary objective of the City that the project be
designed to be contextually appropriate for this important location. Consistent with
zoning and to maintain visual openness at this intersection, the hotel would have a
significant setback from this intersection as well as from SR-1 along its entire length.
These setbacks would preserve the character of the existing openness at the gateway
location while also facilitating the transition from the rural land uses to the developed
Downtown. Compatibility with Downtown development would result from compliance with
zoning controls for height, setbacks, and massing as well as from architectural design
approaches including massing the third floors within dormers and use of cladding
materials that appear weathered and blend with the coastal setting. The hotel design,
including the site plan, setbacks, massing, architectural design, and materials, was
reviewed by the Half Moon Bay Architectural Advisory Committee. Neither the Original
Project nor Modified Alternative 2 impose an environmental impact on the southern
gateway.

Wavecrest: Additional comments concerned the project’s visual impact on the
Wavecrest area west of the project site. The Draft EIR explains that the view from Main
Street across the project site and SR-1 to Wavecrest provides a view of an open field,
and not the coastal views available from the western side of Wavecrest. Neither the
Original Project nor Modified Alternative 2 blocks views of Wavecrest from SR-1. Views
of Wavecrest from Main Street are not protected views pursuant to the City’s certified
Local Coastal Program.

Topical Response 3: Water and Hydrology

Several comments concern water scarcity and increased water usage generated by
implementation of the project. As discussed in Section 4.16, Utilities and Service
Systems (page 4.16-2 of the Draft EIR), the Coastside County Water District (CWD)
would provide potable water to the project site. The Coastside CWD’s water supply
comes from multiple sources, which include the Pilarcitos Reservoir, Upper Crystal
Springs Reservoir, Pilarcitos Creek, Denniston Creek, and groundwater from the Airport
Subbasin. The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission owns and operates Pilarcitos
Reservoir and Upper Crystal Springs Reservoir. Pilarcitos Creek Infiltration Wells,
Denniston Creek, and groundwater from the airport subbasin are owned and operated
by Coastside CWD. These sources yield an average of 756 million gallons of water
annually. Coastside CWD purchases approximately 73 percent of its water supply
annually from the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission.

The Coastside CWD has determined that it has enough water to supply operation of the
project and reasonably foreseeable future development during normal dry, and multiple
dry years (i.e., drought periods). Coastside CWD has also determined that
implementation of the project would not require the relocation or construction of new or
expanded water facilities to supply the project site with potable water. Coastside CWD’s
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service area produced 622 million gallons of water in 2021 and has sufficient resources
to produce 1,000 million gallons of water annually in normal water years. The 2020
Urban Water Management Plan projects water usage for hotels as 25 million gallons
(mg) per year.? The median rate of water use for hotels is 102 gallons per room per
day.?® Therefore, operation of the Original Project would use 4.8 million gallons of water
annually. It is also notable that the water demand modeling in the LCLUP used 200
gallons per room per day for hotel uses to be conservative in its water demand analysis.
That analysis assumed that an additional 200 hotel rooms would be developed during
the 2040 planning horizon; therefore, the Original Project would fit within the LCLUP’s
2040 buildout projection. Original Project water demand would result in approximately a
1 percent increase in total demand, which would not require the construction of new or
expanded water facilities.

In addition, the Original Project will comply with HMB LCLUP Policy 3-25: Water
Conservation Measures through measures such as drought tolerant plantings.
Landscaping on the west side of the site consists of wetlands restoration and native
plantings which will require very limited irrigation. All landscaping will be reviewed for
compliance with the Water Efficiency Landscape Ordinance.

Water consumption would need to be reduced during multiple dry years to meet water
demand requirements, however, depending on the severity of the water shortage. Water
reduction measures would be put in place for the project by the water district during
periods of water shortage.

Commenters also expressed concerns regarding impacts associated with stormwater
runoff. As discussed in Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality (page 4.10-19 of the
Draft EIR), construction activities would be subject to a National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination Discharge System (NPDES) General Construction Permit, issued by the
Regional Water Quality Control Board, which would contain water quality control
requirements. These requirements include the implementation of a Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan to identify potential pollutant sources and prescribe best management
practices (BMPs) that would be used to avoid impacts to surface water or groundwater
quality during construction.

Project operation would be subject to post-construction provisions of the C.3 Stormwater
Technical Guidance Manual for the NPDES permit, requiring incorporation of source
control design elements to prevent pollutants from entering stormwater. Maintenance

2 Coastside County Water District, 2020. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan. Available:
https://www.coastsidewater.org/reports _and_studies/2020-Urban-Water-Management-Plan.pdf. Accessed:
July 2024

3 Energy Star, 2016. Water Use Tracking. Available:
https://www.energystar.gov/sites/default/files/buildings/tools/DataTrends Water 20121002.pdf. Accessed:
July 2024.
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agreements, such as parking lot sweeping and catch basin cleaning, as well as storm
drain signs and stenciling, would be required under NPDES permit conditions. The
Original Project design would include a dual treatment system of self-retaining
landscape areas and bio retention areas along the west side of the project site. This
treatment would prevent polluted stormwater from entering wetlands, degrading surface
water quality, or negatively impacting groundwater quality.

The Sewer Authority Mid-Coastside (SAM) has determined there is sufficient wastewater
treatment capacity to accommodate the implementation of the project. Project operation
would use less than 1 percent of the SAM Plant’'s maximum daily capacity.

Topical Response 4: Emergency Access and Traffic Safety

Emergency Access

Several comments concern project interference with emergency access, specifically for
fire fighters.

As discussed in Section 4.15, Transportation and Traffic (page 4.15-42 of the Draft EIR),
the internal roadway system at the project site has been designed with the assistance of
traffic engineers to ensure safe and efficient circulation and will comply with all modern
standards of the Fire Code and other applicable ordinances and regulations. Emergency
vehicle access is proposed to be located at the south end of the project site, and an
emergency egress is planned along a paved alley between the auto dealership and SR-
1 which would exit as a right-turn only onto eastbound Seymour Street. As such, the
impact to emergency access would be less than significant for both the Original Project
and Modified Alternative 2.

In addition, as described below, the design of both the Original Project and Modified
Alternative 2 would be consistent with state and local policies, regulations, and plans
related to emergency access and traffic safety.

State

Emergency Response

The State has authorized the Office of Emergency Services to prepare a Standard
Emergency Management System program, which sets forth measures by which a
jurisdiction should handle emergency disasters. Non-compliance with the State
Emergency Management Systems could result in the State withholding disaster relief
from the non-complying jurisdiction in the event of an emergency disaster. See Section
4.14, Public Services and Recreation (page 4.14-8 of the Draft EIR) for more information
on state and local safety codes. Neither the Original Project nor Modified Alternative 2
would interfere with State Emergency Management Systems.
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California Fire Code

The California Fire Code contains regulations relating to construction and maintenance
of buildings and the use of premises. Fire hazards are addressed mainly through the
application of the State Fire Code that addresses access, including roads, and
vegetation removal in high fire hazard areas, fire hydrants, automatic sprinkler systems,
fire alarm systems, fire and explosion hazards safety, and many other general and
specialized fire safety requirements. See Section 4.14, Public Services and Recreation
(page 4-14-7 of the Draft EIR), for more information on state and local safety codes.

The Project design meets the requirements of the California Fire Code. Construction
activities would adhere to the regulations and neither the Original Project nor Modified
Alternative 2 would interfere with emergency access.

California Occupational Safety and Health Administration

The California Occupational Safety and Health Administration has established minimum
standards for fire suppression and emergency medical services. The standards apply to
the handling of highly combustible materials, fire hose sizing requirements, access
roads, and the testing, maintenance, and use of all firefighting and emergency medical
equipment. See Section 4.14, Public Services and Recreation (page 4.14-7 of the Draft
EIR), for more information on state and local safety codes.

Neither the Original Project nor Modified Alternative 2 would interfere with standards
established by the California Occupational Safety and Health Administration

Local

Half Moon Bay LCLUP Policy 2-2 states that “To the maximum extent practicable, limit
future access along Highway 1 and SR-92 to signalized intersections located in
accordance with adopted traffic improvements exercising flexibility to reflect changes in
conditions and mobility needs over time. Access to existing properties will be modified
and consolidated at these designated locations when possible. Additional signalization of
the existing intersections along Highway 1 will be considered if warranted and necessary
to provide safe and convenient access to and egress from established residential
neighborhoods and commercial districts.”

Vehicle access to the project site would be provided via three driveways: two driveways
on South Main Street and one emergency vehicle access driveway on Seymour Street.

Traffic Safety

Commenters also stated that the Original Project will result in increased traffic leading to
increased accidents and interference with emergency evacuation from the city,
especially in the event of a wildfire. Commenters also raised concerns about the Original
Project interfering with emergency response time.
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The amount of traffic predicted to enter and exit a site is referred to as the project’s trip
generation. The Original Project is expected to generate an average of 575 trips per day,
including 44 trips during the a.m. peak hour, 46 during the p.m. peak hour and 93 during
the weekend peak hour; these new trips represent the increase in traffic associated with
the Original Project. These estimates are based on the assumption that none of the hotel
staff will walk or bike to the hotel. The actual number of trips could be less than
estimated, however, because the project applicant intends to hire staff comprised mostly
of local residents, a portion of whom would be able to walk or ride a bicycle to and from
the hotel.

As explained in Appendix H, Traffic Impact Study, of the Draft EIR, the trip distribution
pattern used to allocate new project trips to the street network was determined by field
observations of the project site, traffic count data, as well as based on assumptions
applied in a similar hotel development. With the addition of project-related traffic to the
Background Condition traffic volumes (includes Existing Condition traffic plus the
forecast traffic demand/volumes due to local and regional growth for the near-term
condition), all of the study intersections would continue to operate at acceptable levels of
service, with the exception of SR-1/Seymour Street. Here, under the p.m. and weekend
peak hours, the stop-controlled Seymour Street approach at the intersection of SR-
1/Seymour Street would operate at an unacceptable level of service (LOS) F with or
without the addition of project-generated vehicle trips. Both the Original Project and
Modified Alternative 2’s trip contribution would result in a less-than-significant impact at
this intersection because the resulting traffic volumes, including project-related trips,
would not satisfy the peak hour volume to warrant the installation of traffic signals.
Furthermore, instead of waiting to make a left turn at an uncontrolled intersection, drivers
would have the option to turn left at the new signal at Higgins Canyon Road and South
Main Street, which provides a safer option.

As explained above and in Appendix 3.0-A, Attachment to EIR Text Revisions, to this
Final EIR, neither the Original Project nor Modified Alternative 2 would interfere with any
adopted State Emergency Management Systems. Section 4.14, Public Services and
Recreation (page 4.14-17 to 4.14-18 of the Draft EIR), discusses that the Original
Project would not interfere with an emergency response plan or evacuation route.
Furthermore, the Coastside Patrol Bureau does not foresee any interference that the
Original Project could have on emergency response, plans, or evacuation routes*.

Topical Response 5: Modified Alternative 2

Several comments concern Alternative 2, Reduced Intensity Alternative, described in
Chapter 5.0, Alternatives of the Draft EIR. This Response is intended to clarify the

4 Riddell, John, Deputy Fire Marshall. Coastside Fire Protection District. Personal Communication. July
2019.
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design and features included in Alternative 2, further describe some of the analysis
conducted for Alternative 2, and explain that Alternative 2 has been revised and is now
referred to as Modified Alternative 2.

As described in the Draft EIR, Alternative 2 consisted of a smaller hotel with fewer rooms
than the Original Project plus a residential component. Following circulation of the Draft
EIR, the applicant submitted revised plans to the City indicating that Alternative 2 (with
revisions), is now the Proposed Project that would be considered for approval. This
Proposed Project is described in the Final EIR as “Modified Alternative 2.

The main differences between Alternative 2 and Modified Alternative 2 are as follows:

e Modified Alternative 2 would reduce the hotel square footage from 66,783 in
Alternative 2 to 66,268 square feet.

e Modified Alternative 2 would include a four-lot parcel map allowing for future
development of up to 16 units on four lots (Lots 1-4), compared to smaller lots in
Alternative 2.

¢ Modified Alternative 2 would increase the space between the two hotel buildings
from 16 feet in Alternative 2 to 32 feet. To accommodate this additional spacing,
the lot line adjustment between the hotel and automobile dealership parcels
would add 0.451 acres to the dealership compared to 0.61 acres in Alternative 2,
which would create a 4.57-acre hotel site compared to 4.41 acres in Alternative
2.

e For Modified Alternative 2, minor adjustments as presented for Alternative 2 to
the parking lot layout and drive aisles were made to better accommodate service
vehicles.

e Alternative 2 would have resulted in a new parcel fully within the wetlands buffer.
By comparison, Modified Alternative 2 conforms with LCLUP Policy 6-57
because all proposed parcels can be developed without encroachment into
environmentally sensitive habitat area (ESHA) designated area or a required
ESHA buffer.

e In comparison to Alternative 2, Modified Alternative 2 provides a detailed
proposal for how this alternative will address mitigation for the conversion of
agricultural land through payment of in-lieu fees in accordance with the Half
Moon Bay LCLUP.

¢ In comparison to Alternative 2, Modified Alternative 2 provides a detailed
proposal for how this alternative will address the provision of lower-cost visitor
accommodations with a combination of lower-cost rooms and no-cost visitor-
serving amenities available to the public in accordance with the Half Moon Bay
LCLUP.

For a more detailed description of the revisions included in Modified Alternative 2, please
see Appendix 3.0-A, Attachment to EIR Text Revisions, of this Final EIR.
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Modified Alternative 2 involves the construction of a 66,268 square-foot, 102-room hotel
on the project site, a four-lot parcel map allowing for development of up to 16 dwelling
units along Seymour Street, and the expansion of the existing car dealership parking lot.
The development of 16 dwelling units would be consistent with growth accounted for in
the City’s LCLUP. As proposed by the developer, the property would be subdivided, and
the first lot to develop would include up to four units. Therefore, Modified Alternative 2
would support implementation of the City’s housing goals in Chapter 2, Development, of
the LCLUP.

While housing, and specifically affordable housing, are City priorities, this hotel site has
been designated for commercial land use for many years through the previous L.C.
Smith Estate Planned Development designation and associated PUD (Planned Unit
Development) zoning. The updated LCLUP continued the intent of the former Planned
Development designation by redesignating the site for the Commercial-General Land
Use. While that designation allows for residential and/or mixed-use development, the
site’s location and orientation serve as the southern commercial gateway to Downtown
Half Moon Bay. The City also recently lost a hotel, when the 52-room Coastside Inn was
purchased by San Mateo County and converted to a homeless shelter; and thus, the
continued land use focus for this property has been to maintain adequate visitor-serving
commercial uses which aligns with the California Coastal Act (Government Code Section
51201(c). The California Coastal Act prioritizes coastal access and recreation, and in
addition to providing visitor accommodations, both the Original Project and Modified
Alternative 2 include amenities such as bicycle rentals to support coastal access and
recreation in Half Moon Bay.

Modified Alternative 2 would require a lot line adjustment on the 5.02-acre parcel, adding
0.45 acres to the auto dealership for expanded parking and using the remaining 4.57
acres for the hotel and open space. Adding 0.45 acres to the dealership allows for the
creation of a parcel map dividing the 1.15-acre parcel on the north side of Seymour
Street into four lots. The project applicant owns the 1.15-acre parcel and proposes that it
be used for future residential development. This 1.15-acre parcel is designated as
residential — medium density in the LCLUP, and the site is zoned for residential
development in the R-2 (Two Family Residential) Zoning District. The existing use of the
1.15-acre parcel, as overflow parking for the dealership, is in conflict with the parcel’s
land use designation and zoning. However, residential development under Modified
Alternative 2 would be consistent with the parcel’s land use designation and zoning.

Neither implementation of the Original Project nor Modified Alternative 2 would result in
inconsistencies with the Half Moon Bay LCLUP or Zoning Code, because the proposed
hotel is consistent with the LCLUP land use designation and its intended rezoning to the
Commercial-General district. As explained above and in the Final EIR, Text Revisions to
Draft EIR Chapter 5.0, Modified Alternative 2 would have less-than-significant impacts
related to land use, similar to the Original Project.
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Modified Alternative 2 would meet the same objectives met by the Original Project. In
some cases, Modified Alternative 2 would achieve the City’s primary project objectives to
a greater degree than the Original Project as described in the text revisions Chapter 5.0,
Alternatives, of the Draft EIR.

The overall size of the hotel buildings would be reduced under Modified Alternative 2
(from 90,784 square feet to 66,268 square feet). Forty-four percent of the project site
would be dedicated to open space under Modified Alternative 2, which is more open
space than proposed as part of the Original Project. Dedicated open space would
include bioretention areas using soil and plant-based filtration (i.e., green infrastructure)
to naturally process stormwater runoff. This area would also include native plants and
grasses. This dedicated open space and natural landscaping would support the City’s
and project applicant’s objective of providing a development that is aesthetically pleasing
by balancing the urban landscape with natural elements of the coast. Modified
Alternative 2 would reduce the size and scale of the hotel proposed as part of the
Original Project, reducing significant impacts to aesthetic resources, as compared to the
Original Project. The reduced building massing would be more reflective of traditional
development and scale within the city and would help to maintain adequate views of the
surrounding landscape. The reduced massing combined with the increased setbacks,
open space, and natural landscaping proposed under Modified Alternative 2 would
enhance the aesthetic of the City’s southern Downtown gateway.

However, the project site is located adjacent to SR-1. Although this section of SR-1 is
not officially designated as a scenic highway, the City considers it as a visual area
subject to regulations applicable to a scenic corridor, and specifically relies upon Policy
9-12 in the 2020 certified LCLUP. Policy 9-12 also would be applicable to Modified
Alternative 2, because Policy 9-12 requires new development in close proximity to or
easily visible from the Town Boulevard scenic corridor, including SR-1 and SR-92, to
incorporate specified design standards (i.e., screening of commercial parking areas, and
landscaping provisions).

Given the above, Modified Alternative 2 would support the City’s and project applicant’s
primary project objectives for aesthetic resources and design to a greater degree than
the Original Project.

Topical Response 6: Cumulative Impacts

Several comments concern cumulative impacts. CEQA defines cumulative impacts as
two or more individual effects that, when evaluated together, are considerable or
compound or increase other environmental impacts (CEQA Guidelines 15355). Under
CEQA, when a project would contribute to a cumulatively significant impact, an
environmental impact report (EIR) must discuss whether the project’s incremental effect
is “cumulatively considerable,” where cumulatively considerable means that the project’s
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incremental effect is significant when viewed in the context of past, present, and
reasonably probable future projects.

When the combined cumulative impact associated with the project’s incremental effect
and the effects of other projects are not significant, the EIR will briefly indicate why the
cumulative impact is not significant and is not discussed in further detail in the EIR. A
lead agency shall identify facts and analysis supporting its conclusion that the
cumulative impact is less than significant (CEQA Guidelines 15130(a)(2)). Other projects
in the Half Moon Bay area include past and planned residential, commercial, and
infrastructure development projects. See Section 4.0, Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation
Measures, of the Draft EIR, for the full list of cumulative projects within Half Moon Bay.

Traffic

Upon the addition of project-generated traffic to the anticipated cumulative volumes, all
the study intersections for the project would continue to operate at acceptable levels of
service (D or better) as the cumulative No Project condition, with the exceptions of SR-
1/North Main Street and SR-1/Seymour Street. Cumulative (2040) traffic volumes are
shown in Figure 4.15-8. Also see Topic Response 4, Emergency Access and Traffic
Safety, which further explains that impacts on such access and safety were evaluated
and not found to be significant.

Although the intersection of SR-1/North Main Street would operate at LOS F during the
weekend peak hour, this is not considered a significant impact because it would not
satisfy the threshold criterion of the San Mateo County Congestion Management
Program, The average control delay would increase by 2.6 seconds compared to the
cumulative No Project condition, which is less than the four-second threshold that
indicates a significant impact. Under the p.m. and weekend peak hours, the stop-
controlled Seymour Street approach at the intersection of SR-1/Seymour Street would
operate at an unacceptable LOS F with or without the addition of project-generated
vehicle trips. Both the Original Project and Modified Alternative 2’s trip contribution would
result in a less-than-significant impact at this intersection. Also, under these conditions,
the peak hour volume would not be sufficient enough to warrant the installation of traffic
signals. Both the Original Project and Modified Alternative 2’s trip contribution would
result in a less-than-significant impact at this intersection. Therefore, neither the Original
Project nor Modified Alternative 2, in conjunction with past, present, and foreseeable
projects, would result in a cumulative impact.

Neither the Original Project nor Modified Alternative 2’scontribution would result in a
less-than-significant impact to VMT. Therefore, in conjunction with past, present, and
foreseeable projects, neither the Original Project nor Modified Alternative 2 would result
in a cumulative impact in regard to VMT. See Section 4.15, Transportation and Traffic
(page 4.15-42 of the Draft EIR), EIR for more information on cumulative traffic impacts.
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Cumulative plus Original Project traffic volumes are shown in Figure 4.15-9 (page 4.15-
45 of the Draft EIR). The comparison between Cumulative No Project and Cumulative
plus Project operating conditions are shown in Table 4.15-13 (page 4.15-46 of the Draft
EIR). Also, a comparison of the Existing with Project and Cumulative with Project
condition is included in Table 4.15-14 (page 4.17-47 of the Draft EIR). As shown in Table
4.15-13 and Table 4.15-14, intersections at LOS F occur with or without the project.

Given the above, neither the Original Project nor Modified Alternative 2, together with the
projects in Table 4.0-1 (Chapter 4.0, Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, page
4.0-6 of the Draft EIR), would result in a cumulative impact related to traffic.

Aesthetics

As explained in Section 4.1.5 Cumulative Impacts, of the Draft EIR, the recent, current,
and foreseeable future projects listed in Chapter 4.0, Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation
Measures could cumulatively impact the Half Moon Bay’s scenic quality in the following
ways:

o Loss of visual resources within a state scenic highway

¢ Loss of scenic vistas, such as hillsides, open space, and coastal viewsheds
Inconsistency with Half Moon Bay'’s visual character

Degradation of the visual quality of public views of the site and its surroundings

The description of the project design is consistent with the requirements for
developments within 200 yards of a scenic highway. Consideration was given to building
massing, materials, site planning, and setbacks to avoid and minimize adverse impacts
when viewed from public areas. This includes minimizing encroachments on hillside and
ridgeline views, scenic corridors, and surrounding areas. Despite these efforts, it was
determined that the Original Project would still make a cumulatively considerable
contribution to the degradation of established viewsheds, or other scenic vistas
especially the long-range views of hillsides and ridgelines in Half Moon Bay.

Development on these parcels is consistent with the buildout of the LCLUP. The project
is in a developed area, bounded by SR-1 and Main Street. Benefits of the project include
proximity to other major commercial developments and the Downtown District. Some
architectural elements of the structures (e.g., the wood-like cladding, barn-form roofs,
and the “greenhouse” approach to the swimming pool/fitness building) of the Original
Project aim to reflect historic Half Moon Bay. The Original Project also incorporates
extensive open space, providing a buffer and transition zone between less intensive land
uses and densely developed commercial districts.

Project design was developed with the intention of reflecting components of the visual
character and visual quality of the project site’s surroundings to preserve the heritage
and character of the city. Most existing visual resources would not be affected by project
implementation. Resources such as trees and landscaping would be replaced and
enhanced upon project completion. Notwithstanding the design and setbacks required of
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the Original Project, it would contribute to a cumulative impact on aesthetics and visual
resources due to the permanence of the site aesthetics and obstruction of hillsides and
ridgelines views from SR-1. See Chapter 5.0, Alternatives, for information regarding
aesthetics impacts related to Modified Alternative 2.

Topical Response 7: LCLUP and Zoning of the Hyatt site

For historical context about the property's land use designation and related zoning, the
commentor is encouraged to review the following pages of the LCLUP, which provide a
summary of the past premises for establishing PDs and the reasons that numerous PD
designations were “retired” and redesignated in the 2020 LCLUP update due to changed
circumstances. These discussions are provided in LCLUP Chapter 1 (Introduction and
Framework), pages 1-20 through 1-23, and in Chapter 2 (Development), pages 2-12, 2-
25, and 2-26. The property is also located within the designated South Downtown
portion of the Town Center. A foundation of the LCLUP is to concentrate development in
the Town Center area. Discussions about the Town Center are provided in LCLUP
Chapter 1, page 1-42; Chapter 2, pages 2-15 through 2-17 as well as policies 2-4
Sustainable Land Use Pattern, 2-30 Town Center Planning, 2-31 Town Center Water
Connections, 2-38 South Downtown Main Street Uses; and Chapter 3 (Public Works)
Policy 3-4 Town Center Infrastructure.

The former PD designation required that the PD was to be developed consistent with C-
G zoning but with a few additional design considerations, including a gateway treatment
at the south end of the property to support the southern entrance to Downtown at SR-1
and South Main Street, and specified setbacks from Main Street and SR-1. Since this
property was originally designated PD, the gateway has been fully implemented.

Furthermore, although not pertinent to the analysis in the Draft EIR, the Original Project
differs from the former PD in the following ways that are more protective of the
environment. Due to the presence of mapped wetlands, the project’s SR-1 setbacks far
exceed the setbacks specified by the 1996 LCLUP (30 feet from the property line along
SR-1, 15 feet from the property line along Main Street, and 10 feet from the entry
feature). The proposed setbacks from Main Street also exceed the former L. C. Smith
Planned Development designation, referred to in the old LCLUP as a “modified General
Commercial designation,” which is a direct reference to the Commercial-General Land
Use Designation and the Commercial-General zoning district. Commercial-General
zoning requires 25-foot front yard setbacks (applies to both the SR-1 and Main Street
frontages) and 10-foot setbacks for rear or side yards (applies to the northern property
line). The former L. C. Smith PD also required that at least 20 percent of the gross site
area be set aside for common and public open space. As currently proposed, the
approximately five-acre site will include two acres that cannot be developed due to the
presence of wetlands and associated buffers. This area will also include a multi-use path
for public use within the wetland buffer, as is an allowed Coastal Act and LCP use for
such areas. Common open space for hotel use is also included. The total open space to
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be provided by the Original Project is approximately 85,000 square feet, or 39 percent of
the gross site area. The L. C. Smith designation had a 35-foot height limit, and the
Commercial-General zoning district has a 36-foot height limit, which is only a one-foot
height difference.

LCLUP Policy 1-2 Coastal Resource Protection Policies states: "In advance of updating
the Implementation Plan for conformance with the policies of the 2020 Land Use Plan,
the policies of the Land Use Plan shall provide the standard of review for any proposed
new development, including where these policies are more protective of ESHA and other
coastal resources and maximize public access as consistent with the Coastal Act." The
proposal, in following its new land use designation and associated LCLUP policies, is
more protective of ESHA than a project that would have met the requirements of the
former L. C. Smith Estate PD. The Original Project would also provide coastal access
that currently does not exist. 2020 LCLUP policy implementation results in a project form
that would be more protective of other coastal resources, including visual resources,
than would have been required by the former PD designation. Policy 1-2, as adopted,
anticipates the situation of trailing adoption of Implementation Plan (Zoning) updates.

The City does not have any agreements with the property owner or the developer
requiring the property to be rezoned. Rather, the City conducted a long and public
LCLUP update process during which numerous public discussions about retiring the L.C.
Smith Estate PD, as well as other PDs in the former LCLUP, were vetted. The City put
forth through the LCLUP process clear intent to rezone the property, with or without this
project. In Appendix A of the LCLUP, “Land Use Plan Implementation,” Table A-1 Zoning
Map Amendments, includes the L. C. Smith Estate PD property to be rezoned to C-G on
page A-7.

In conclusion, neither the Original Project nor Modified Alternative 2 would conflict with
the Coastal Act, LCLUP, or zoning, and neither requires approval of a zoning
amendment.

2.3.2 PUBLIC COMMENTS

This subsection addresses public comments. A copy of each comment letter is provided
followed by the response.

Agency Comments
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Comment Letter: A-1, California Department of Transportation
CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY GAVIN NEWSOM, GOVERNOR
California Department of Transportation c , P
DISTRICT 4 t
OFFICE OF REGIONAL AND COMMUNITY PLANNING Gltrans

A-1.1

P.O. BOX 23660, MS-10D | OAKLAND, CA 94623-0660
www.dot.ca.gov

September 6, 2022 SCH #: 2018032059
GTS #: 04-SM-2022-00448
GTS ID: 27080
Co/Rt/Pm: SM/1/27.804

Jill Ekas, Community Development Director
501 Main Street
Half Moon Bay, CA 94019

Re: Half Moon Bay Hyatt Place Project + Draft Environmental Impact Review (DEIR)
Dear Jill Ekas:

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the
environmental review process for the Half Moon Bay Hyatt Place Project. We are
committed to ensuring that impacts to the State's multimodal transportation system
and to our natural environment are identified and mitigated to support a safe,
sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system. The following comments
are based on our review of the July 2022 DEIR.

Project Understanding

The project includes a proposed hotel with up to 129 guest rooms and ancillary
features (bicycle rentals) on a 5-acre project site in the City of Half Moon Bay (City),
San Mateo County (County). A surface parking lot for hotel guests and employees is
proposed along the northern and eastern sides of the site. The guest rooms and
ancillary features would be situated generally easterly on the site in a north south
direction. The western portion of the site would be maintained as open space,
comprising up to 39 percent of the project site. The construction of roads, ufilities,
amenities (pool, fitness center, etc.), and ancillary services associated with the hotel
are considered as a part of the project. The project is near Highway 1.

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) and Operations Analysis

Per the DEIR, this project is found to have a less-than-significant VMT impact with
mitigation through a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program, including
an Airport Guest TDM measure that calls for an *Airport/Coastal Shuttle'. However, it is
unclear whether the airport/coastal shuttle would be able to meet guest demand and
be financially feasible. Based on Table 4.15-6, with 79 daily airport guest frips at 29 miles
per guest, the VMT reduction was only reduced by 378 — which equates to ~13 guest

“Provide asafe and relicble transportation network that serves dll people and respects the environment”
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A-11
Cont.

A-1.2

A-13

A-1.4

Jill Ekas, Director
September 6, 2022
Page 2

trips using the shuttle daily. This measure indicates it may function as a tourist shuttle as
well, Guests who choose not to get arental car at the cirport may opt to use
Ridehsharing such as Uber or Lyft, which equates to similar VMT as renting a car. If this is
found to be true after TDM monitoring, it may be necessary to find other means to
mitigate project-generated VMT,

Regarding the local guest trips, the local guest trip length was calculated at four miles
(the length of the City of Half Moon Bay). Calfrans requests clarification about the
number of local guest trips. It is more likely that this project will appeal to regional
guests from the North, East and South Bay areq, rather than locals who live less than
four miles from this proposed hotel.

For State Transportation Network (STN) operations andalysis, please include the
infersections of SR-1/SR-92 and SR-22/Main Street in the transportation study
intersections. Because 40% of the trips generated from the Project will be to/from the
East via SR 92 and 48% will be to/from the North via SR-1, these intersections should be
included as study intersections and not a study segment.

Since the study intersections are closely spaced together, analysis of the study
intersections should be conducted using Synchro/Sim-Traffic software. Performing the
analysis alone in Synchro will only give you the results of the intersections as isolated
intersections. Any gueue spilloack from upstream interse ctions will not be included
with just Synchro and would not give us a proper indication of the traffic conditions
within the study area. Andalysis of the 95% queues reported should come from the Sim-
Traffic report and be included in the Appendix.

Additiondally, all scencarios (Existing, Existing plus Project, Background, Background plus
Project, Cumulative, Cumulative plus Project) should include 95% queues and
available storage capacities to determine if queues are spilling back into upstream
intersections. This should be done for dll the study intersections legs and per
movement within those legs.

Where 95% queues are found to exceed storage limits and/or spill to upstream
intersections with Project, mitigation measures need to be provided to reduce its
impact on State facilities.

Since study intersection #8 (SR-1/S. Main S$t.) is a stop-controlled intersection, include
the worse gpproach in Table 4.15-10, 4.15-11, 4.15-13, 4.15-14. This was done for Table
4.15-9 (Existing plus Project), but not for the additional scenario tables.

Tables 4.15-9, 4.15-10, 4.15-11, 4.15-13, 4.15-14 should include 95% queues and storage
capacities per direction per movement. Since AM peak, PM peak and Weekend
Peak may all have different peck directions, operations for one direction could be

“Provide a safe and reliable tfransportation network that serves all people and respects the environment”
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Jill Ekas, Director
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Page 3

A-1 4 | significantly worse than the other off-peak direction of the intersection. Seeing these
Cont metrics per direction per movement gives us a better understanding of the
| transportation operations at the intersections.

Mitigation Strategies

With the enactment of Senate Bill (SB) 743, Caltrans is focused on maximizing efficient
development patterns, innovative travel demand reduction strategies, and
multimodal improvements. For more information on how Caltrans assesses
Transportation Impact Studies, plecse review Caltrans’ Transportation Impact Study
Guide (link).

A-1.5 | To further mitigate this project’s VMT impacts, Caltrans strongly supports the
construction of the Class Bike Il lane and recommends fair share contributions. In
Appendix H: Traffic Impact Study, the Executive Summary states that a Class i bike
lane will connect South Main Street and Seymore Street. Other project documents
mention a Class | Multi-Modal path, rather than a Class Il. However, the Half Moon Bay
Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan (2019) calls for a Class |l bike lane on Main Street
proper, in addition to a Class | dlong Highway 1. Caltrans strongly supports the
construction of this Class Il bike lane on Main Street, in addition to the proposed Class |
within the 100-foot wetlands buffer. This would further achieve Half Moon Bay's stated
vision for active transportation and support Caltrans’ vision for a unified multi-modal
active transportation network accessible to all users.

Furthermore, Caltrans supports and encourages the TDM measure that proposes
reduced nightly rates/parking rates for guests/employees without private vehicles, and
the on-site bike share service complete with bicycle helmets and locks free of charge.
As noted, these offerings will be most effective only if they are advertised prominently,
often, and communicated in advance.

Using a combination of these strategies that are appropriate to the project and the
site, these can reduce VMIT, adlong with related impacts on the environment and State
facilities. TDM programs should be documented with annual monitoring reports by a
TDM coordinator to demonstrate effectiveness. If the project does not achieve the
VMT reduction goals, the reports should dlso include next steps to take to achieve
those targets.

Please reach out to Caltrans for further information albout TDM measures and a
toolbox for implementing these measures in land use projects. Additiondlly, refer to the
Cadlifornia Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) Handbook for Analyzing
CGreenhouse Gas Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerdbilities, and
Advancing Health and Equity (link).

“Provide a safe and reliable tfransportation network that serves all people and respects the environment”
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A1.7

A-1.8

Jill Ekas, Director
September 6, 2022
Page 4

Lead Agency

As the Lead Agency, the City of Half Moon Bay is responsible for all project mitigation,
including any needed improvements to the STN. The project’s fair share contribution,
financing, scheduling, implementation responsibilities and lead agency monitoring
should be fully discussed for all proposed mitigation measures,

Equitable Access

If any Caltrans facilities are impacted by the project, those facilities must meet
American Disabilities Act (ADA) Standards after project completion. As well, the
project must maintain bicycle and pedestrian access during construction. These
access considerations support Caltrans’ equity mission to provide a safe, sustainable,
and equitable transportation network for all users.

Encroachment Permit

Please be advised that any permanent work or temporary traffic control that
encroaches onto Caltrans’ Right of Way (ROW) requires a Caltrans-issued
encroachment permit. As part of the encroachment permit submittal process, you
may be asked by the Office of Encroachment Permits to submit a completed
encroachment permit application package, digital set of plans clearly delineating
Caltrans’ ROW, digital copy of signed, dated and stamped (include stamp expiration
date) traffic control plans, this comment letter, your response to the comment letter,
and where applicable, the following items: new or amended Maintenance
Agreement (MA), approved Design Standard Decision Document (DSDD), approved
encroachment exception request, and/or adirspace lease agreement. Your
application package may be emciled to D4Permits@dot.ca.qov.

Please note that Cdltrans is in the process of implementing an online, automated, and
milestone-based Caltrans Encroachment Permit System (CEPS) to replace the current
permit application submittal process with a fully electronic system, including online
payments. The new system is expected to be available during 2022. To obtain
information about the most current encroachment permit process and to download
the pemit application, please visit https://dot.ca.gov/programs/traffic-
operations/ep/applications.

“Provide a safe and reliable tfransportation network that serves all people and respects the environment”
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Thank you again for including Caltrans in the environmental review process. Should
you have any gquestions regarding this letter, or for future notifications and requests for
review of new projects, please email LDR-D4@dot.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

/Mak_

MARK LEONG
District Branch Chief
Local Development Review

c: State Clearinghouse

“Provide a safe and reliable tfransportation network that serves all people and respects the environment”
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Response to Commenter Letter A-1: California Department of
Transportation

A-1.1 The project would include a TDM program, which is described in Appendix H,
Traffic Impact Study (pages 35 through 38 of the Draft EIR). The TDM will have the
performance continually monitored and adjusted as necessary to ensure its success.
Mitigation Measure TRA-1, in Section 4.15, Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR,
requires the ongoing monitoring of the TDM measures with a designated hotel
Transportation Coordinator who will provide an annual report to the city allowing for
adjustment and improvement as the measures are implemented to mitigate the project
generated VMT.

As described in Section 4.15, Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR, three
categories of trips that were used to evaluate Original Project generated VMT (employee
trips, guest trips to and from the airport, and local guest trips). Local guest trips refer to
the trips that a guest would make once they have arrived at the hotel. The average local
guest trip was determined to be four miles. The number of local guest trips was
estimated based on the number of round trips for 129 rooms with an average occupancy
of 77 percent and an average of 2.5 days per stay. Guest trips to and from the airport
were determined using the average distance traveled between the project site and the
two nearest commercial airports (SFO and SJC). For the purposes of this analysis, the
29 miles per guest estimate is reasonable because guests would travel to and from the
airport in several ways, including carpooling, driving alone, rideshare service, and/or
shuttle.

A-1.2 The intersections of SR-1/SR-92 and SR-92/Main Street are included as study
intersections #1 and #2 in Section 4.15, Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR. The
intersection level of service results at these intersections are listed in Tables 4.15-9,
4.15-10, 4.15-11, 4.15-13 and 4.15-14 of the Draft EIR.

A-1.3 The level of service analysis was conducted using Synchro analysis software and
is consistent with both County of San Mateo Traffic Impact Study requirements and
C/CAG Transportation Impact Analysis Policy. Evaluation of traffic operational effects
associated with queue lengths at intersections is not a required element of a CEQA
transportation impacts analysis, however, but is included in the Draft EIR for
informational purposes because it is required by City policy (LCLUP Policy 3-38 Level of
Service).

A-1.4 See response to Comment A-1.3. The intersection of SR-1/South Main Street is
no longer stop-controlled because it was signalized in 2021.
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As explained above, the level of service analysis was conducted using Synchro analysis
software and is consistent with both County of San Mateo Traffic Impact Study
requirements and C/CAG Transportation Impact Analysis Policy. Further, it is noted that
the evaluation of traffic operational effects associated with queue lengths at intersections
is not a required element of the CEQA evaluation process and as such is not included in
Hyatt Place Project Draft EIR.

Therefore, it is not appropriate to show the worst approach results at signalized
intersections and does not need to be added to Tables 4.15-10, 4.15-11, 4.15-13, 4.15-
14.

A-1.5 The city appreciates recommendations from Caltrans regarding multi-modal
circulation and TDM strategies.

As shown in Figure 4.15-3 in Section 4.15, Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR,
the City has identified and recommended implementation of a Class Il Bike Lane
adjacent to the project site along Main Street. This recommendation was identified in the
Half Moon Bay Final Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan (2019). The recommended Class II
Bike Lane is a separate endeavor and is not proposed as part of the Hyatt Place Project.
The Half Moon Bay Hyatt Place Project does include a Class | Multi-Modal path which
would be located between SR-1 and the hotel buildings. The bicycle path would be
generally parallel with SR-1 and connect South Main Street with Seymour Street and
would be a segment in the future Eastside Parallel Trail. The City has also hired an
urban design firm to lead a streetscape master plan project for Main Street. Downtown
routing for the Class Il Bike Lane will be determined throughout that project.

Please see Response to Comment A-1.1 for a discussion of the TDM program suite.

A-1.6 A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) was prepared to ensure
that mitigation measures included in the Draft EIR are enforceable as conditions of
approval. The MMRP includes a description of implementation and timing, monitoring
responsibility, and verification of implementation of all mitigation measures that are
adopted at the time of project approval. The City has adopted development impact fees
that are intended to fund capital improvement projects with project contributions based
on land use and scaled to project size. The City’s fees will apply to the approved project.

A-1.7 The project site does not currently include any bicycle or pedestrian facilities, and
no bicycle/pedestrian access would be affected during construction. The new sidewalk
along Main Street and enhanced bicycle and pedestrian access would meet ADA
Standards and ultimately further the goals of ADA.
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A-1.8 Construction work will comply with the Caltrans encroachment permit process.
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Comment Letter A-2, California Coastal Commission

STATE OF CALIFORMIA — NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY GAVIN NEWSOM, GOV ERNOR

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

MORTHCENTRAL COAST DISTRICT
455 MARKET STREET, SUITE 300
SAN FRANCISCO,CA 94105

FPHOMNE: (415) 804-5260

FAX: (415) 804-5400

WWEB: VWAV COASTAL CA GOV

September 9, 2022

Hyatt Place EIR

ATTN: Jill Ekas

City of Half Moon Bay

Community Development Department

501 Main Street, Half Moon Bay, CA 94019

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Half Moon Bay Hyatt Place
Project

Dear Ms. Ekas:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above-referenced Draft Environmental
Impact Report {(DEIR) for the Half Moon Bay Hyatt Place Project located at the southern
entrance to downtown Half Moon Bay along State Route 1. The proposed project
includes the construction of a 90,784 square-foot hotel on a 5-acre parcel and would
include up to 129 guest rooms as well as supporting facilities including a board room,
lobby and lounge area, swimming pool, fithess area, and a meeting room/multipurpose
room. Up to 148 parking spaces would be provided, with at least 129 parking spaces
dedicated for hotel guests. The hotel would be varying heights, up to a maximum of 35
feet. The western portion of the property is proposed to be maintained as an open
space area with the addition of an off-street bike path.

Since publication of the DEIR, the applicant has made clear that they wish to pursue
Alternative 2, “Reduced Intensity” project (reduces the square footage of the structures
from 90,784 square feet to 66,784 square feet, reduces the number of rooms to 102,
reduces the length of the property from 608 feet to 452 feet, and includes other
“reduced intensity” reductions and alterations in height, landscaping, and amenities; in
addition requires lot line adjustment on the 5.02-acre parcel, adding 0.61 acres to an
adjacent parcel containing an auto dealership and using the resulting 4.41 acres for the
reduced-size hote, which will createadditionnal parking for the dealership, allowing for
the creation of an 8-lot subdivision in a 1.15-acre parcel that is currently being used as
dealership parking), as laid out in the DEIR in Section £.5.2. This decision was made
upon consultation with City staff and upon further feedback provided through public
hearings and at some point in the future may allow for affordable housing.

Since it is Staff's understanding that the applicant is now pursuing Project Alternative 2
of the Draft EIR, the comments below are intended to address the potential impacts of
this alternative, not of the original project.
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Half Moon Bay Hyatt Place Project DEIR Comments (September 9, 2022)
Page 2

A-21

A-22

. Subdivision in Wetland Buffers. In Alternative 2 of the draft EIR, the applicant

states that if the 1.15-acre site was subdivided as proposed, it would result in a
new parcel that falls within the 100-foot buffer required by the LCP for the
identified seasonal wetlands. Mitigation Measure BIO-4a on page 5-31 proposes
a revised subdivision to keep parcels from intruding into the 100-foot buffer.
However, given the size constraints and shape of the parcel as illustrated in
Figure 5-1, it is difficult to see how the subdivision would be revised to
accommodate the required 100-foot buffer. Please provide more details on how
this subdivision would be planned, including a preliminary site layout of the
subdivision that accommodates this buffer.

. Conversion of Agricultural Land. The 5.02-acre site was previously used as

agricultural land, but according to a review of historic aerial imagery performed
by the applicant has not been actively used for agricultural activities since 2013.
The project site is also sited within the “Town Center” area as designated by the
certified Half Moon Bay Local Coastal Plan-Land Use Plan (LCP-LUP). The
“Town Center” is an area of high residential and commercial density described in
Chapter 2 of the LUP as an area where future development should be
concentrated. As such, the LCP permits the conversion of agricultural land within
the “Town Center”, with Policy 4-9 “Conversion of Prime and Non-Prime
Agricultural Land” stating:

“Conversion of prime and non-prime agricultural land within the Town Center
shall be permitted for anticipated urban development....”

However, Policy 4-9 is supplemented by Policy 4-10 “Mitigation for Conversion of
Agricultural Lands” which requirees mitigation for agricultural land conversion as
follows (emphasis added):

“All conversions of prime and non-prime agricuitural lands to a new non-
agricultural use, excluding farmworker housing, agricultural compatible uses, and
supplemental uses as defined in this chapter such as habitat restoration and
recreation, shall be mitigated at a ratio to be established based on the quality of
agricultural lands converted, their location, and other relevant factors as
evaluated in a report prepared by a qualified professional for the City’s review
and approval. Methods for mitigation may include but are not limited to
establishing agricultural conservation easements, soil restoration, orin lieu fees
in partnership with land trust and conservation agencies. Protection or restoration
of agricultural lands within city limits is preferred; followed by lands within the
coastal zone of unincorporated San Mateo County and finally by other coastal
zone areas.”

Therefore, the City should require a report prepared by a qualified professional
and approved by the City that assesses and recommends appropriate mitigation,
and ratios for the same, for the loss of the 5.02 acres of agricultural land. Any
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recommendations for mitigation should then be incorporated into the City’s
required permit conditions for the proposed project.

Visual Impact. The proposed development has several impacts to visual
resources in the area. The project site is adjacent to Highway 1, which is not
officially designated as a scenic corridor in the LUP, but is described in the LUP
as providing “a large share of the visual impression of the City.” In addition,
Highway 1 contains long-range views of the ridgelines north and east of the
project location. As a result, the DEIR states that the City has expressed intent to
treat Highway 1 corridor as a visual resource area. In addition, the project is
located at the southern entrance of the City of Half Moon Bay and is essentially
the gateway to the downtown area. Therefore the project has a greater potential
to impact the character of the surrounding area and the first impressions of the
City. The selection of Alternative 2 addresses many of these concerns by
increasing the setbacks from Highway 1, the Southern Gateway, and Main
Street, both reducing the impact to the view of the ridgelines from Highway 1,
and the view of the proposed hotel from the southern entrance to the City. In
addition, based on communication with the applicant, and from the option
presented in the August 9%, 2022 Half Moon Bay Planning Commission Meeting
by the project architect, Staff understands that the applicant intends to further
break up the building massing, roughly doubling the space between the two
proposed buildings to further reduce the impact on view lines inland from
Highway 1. Staff is supportive of the selection of Alternative 2 and the planned
design changes. Per LUP Policy 9-6 “Site Planning and Design for New
Development”, please ensure that the development is sited and designed to
protect and be visually compatible with the character of the surrounding area,
particularly with respect to the view from the southern entrance of Half Moon Bay
as shown in Viewpoint 2 in Figure 5-9 of the DEIR.

. Lower-cost Visitor Serving Accommodation. LUP Policy 5-71, “Inclusion of

Lower-Cost Accommodations” states:

“Require new development of higher-cost accommodations and/or new
development that would fail to provide lower cost accommodations on land where
that use is allowed and suitable to provide lower-cost accommodations (e.g. a
lower-cost bank of rooms in a hotel, a hostel, campground, cabins, etc.). The
lower-cost accommodations may be provided as listed in order of priority as
follows: on-site, off-site, or through payment of an in-lieu fee fund to support
establishment of new lower-cost accommodations in the coastal zone. The
provision of lower-cost accommodations shall equate to 15 to 25 percent of the
number of approved high-cost accommodations in consideration of the price
range of the proposed lodging options and provision by the development of other
low-cost public access and recreation benefits such as airport shuttles, bicycle
rentals, or trail connections. Require full replacement of any existing low-cost
rooms proposed for conversion to high-cost rooms.”
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As such, please ensure lower-cost visitor-serving accommodation is incorporated
into the project design and provide the analysis that establishes the final
provision of accommodation. This analysis should include the reasoning behind
determining the final percentage of accommodation provided (between 15 and 25
percent), and the process behind determining the final cost of the rooms provided
as lower-cost accommodation. Staff have been in communication with the
applicant on this process and are happy to provide additional support if needed.

. Tribal Consultation. The DEIR makes several recommendations regarding the

protection of potential archeological and cultural resources. In addition, the
Coastal Act and LUP also require adequate Tribal Consultation for projects with
potential to impact such resources. Per the Commission’s Tribal Consultation
Policy (TCP) adopted August 8, 2018, the Commission has committed to early
and effective communication with the Tribes and Tribal Nations of California. A
copy of the Commission’s TCP may be found on the Commission’s website at
https://www.coastal.ca.gov/env-justice/tribal-consultation/. The City should
require the project applicant to reach out and coordinate with tribes who may be
culturally connected to the project area, in order to address any concerns the
tribes may have regarding the proposal. Please let Commission Staff know if you
would like a list of tribes with potential cultural connections to the project area.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR for this project, and for
continuing to coordinate closely with Commission staff. Please do not hesitate to
contact me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Feter Benhon

Peter Benham

Coastal Planner

North Central Coast District
California Coastal Commission

cc: State CEQA Clearinghouse (SCH # 2018032059)
Greg Jamison, RGJC South, LLC, Half Moon Bay, CA (Applicant)
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Response to Commenter Letter A-2: California Coastal Commission

A-2.1 Figure 5-1 in Draft EIR Chapter 5.0, Alternatives, includes a conceptual layout
for development of the subdivision included in Alternatives 2 and 3. Following circulation
of the Draft EIR, the applicant submitted revised plans to the City indicating that
Alternative 2 (with revisions), is now the Proposed Project that would be considered for
approval. This Proposed Project is described in the Final EIR as Modified Alternative 2.
Modified Alternative 2 conforms with LCLUP Policy 6-57 because all proposed parcels
can be developed without encroachment into a designated ESHA area or a required
ESHA buffer. Please see Topical Response 5, Modified Alternative 2 regarding
modifications to wetland buffers.

A-2.2 Chapter 4.2, Agricultural Resources, of the Draft EIR provides a discussion of the
Original Project's consistency with LCLUP Policy 4-10. The approximately 5-acre project
site is mapped for Prime Soils for San Mateo County (Figure 4.2-1). Approximately 2
acres of the site are or would be devoted to wetlands, wetland buffers, and/or restoration
in association with wetlands. The Original Project is therefore required to compensate for
the loss of about three acres of prime agricultural soils which can be accomplished
through a variety of ways. The applicant has provided a detailed proposal for how
Modified Alternative 2 will address mitigation for the conversion of agricultural land
through payment of in-lieu fees in accordance with the Half Moon Bay LCLUP Policy 4-
10.

Based on the limited size of the parcel and its isolated context, a Land Evaluation and
Site Assessment (LESA) was prepared as part of the Draft EIR to make determinations
of the potential significance of a project’s conversion of agricultural lands. Based on the
LESA worksheet (Appendix B), the parcel scored a 36. LESA scores of 39 or less are
“not considered significant.” The Original Project is aligned with the California Coastal
Act (CCA) and would not be considered significant using the California Agricultural LESA
Model; therefore, the Original Project would have a less than significant impact to the
conversion of existing agricultural lands.

The loss of prime agricultural soils, however, within Half Moon Bay and San Mateo
County is considered a significant cumulative impact because it would result in loss of a
non-renewable resource when considering the development of the project in conjunction
with other projects. Consistent with Policy 4-10, the project applicant will mitigate for the
loss of prime soils by supporting the San Mateo Resource Conservation District or other
City approved means of providing agricultural land protections or soils restoration. Policy
4-10 states that all conversions of prime and non-prime agricultural lands to a new non-
agricultural use, excluding farmworker housing, agricultural compatible uses, and
supplemental uses as defined in the Half Moon Bay Local Coastal Land Use Plan such
as habitat restoration and recreation, shall be mitigated at a ratio to be established
based on the quality of agricultural lands converted, their location, and other relevant
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factors as evaluated in a report prepared by a qualified professional for the City’s review
and approval. Methods for mitigation may include but are not limited to establishing
agricultural conservation easements, soil restoration, or in lieu fees in partnership with
land trust and conservation agencies. Protection or restoration of agricultural lands
within city limits is preferred; followed by lands within the coastal zone of unincorporated
San Mateo County and finally by other coastal zone areas. Therefore, the loss of 3.05
acres of prime agricultural soils associated with the Original Project is not a considerable
contribution to a significant cumulative impact to loss of agricultural uses and prime soils
for the City and San Mateo County coastal agricultural operations.

A-2.3 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding impacts to scenic
segments of Highway 1 and LCLUP consistencies.

Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 were designed to minimize aesthetic and visual impacts
associated with the Original Project. Both Alternatives would reduce the overall massing
of the Original Project, and substantially increase building setbacks from the southern
gateway, Main Street, and SR-1. Following circulation of the Draft EIR, the applicant
submitted revised plans to the City indicating that Alternative 2 (with revisions), is now
the Proposed Project that would be considered for approval. This Proposed Project is
described in the Final EIR as Modified Alternative 2. Modified Alternative 2 would reduce
degradation of existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings due to
view blockage compared to the Original Project. Please see Topical Response 5,
Modified Alternative 2 regarding visual impacts.

A-2.4 The Original Project was found to be consistent with LCLUP Policy 5-71 (See
Chapter 4.13, Population and Housing, Table 4.13.3). The proposed hotel would offer
new accommodations and would not replace any existing low-cost rooms. The Original
Project is providing bicycle rentals and a new trail segment. City permitting will review
the project’s provision of public benefits to ensure compliance with this policy in
collaboration with the California Coastal Commission staff. In comparison to Alternative
2, Modified Alternative 2 provides a detailed proposal for how this alternative will
address the provision of lower-cost visitor accommodations with a combination of lower-
cost rooms and no-cost visitor-serving amenities available to the public in accordance
with the Half Moon Bay LCLUP Policy 5-71.

A-2.5 As described in Section 4.5, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR, several
outreach efforts were undertaken in an effort to solicit feedback from tribes. The Native
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) was contacted on July 20, 2017, by email to
request information on known Native American traditional or cultural properties within the
project site, and to request a listing of individuals or groups with cultural affiliation to the
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project site. The NAHC Sacred Lands File (SLF) results came back negative, indicating
that there are no tribal and cultural resources in the project vicinity. Included in the
NAHC response was a list of Native American contacts that the NAHC recommended to
contact for further information, as required by CEQA Section 21080.3.1. On August 2,
2017, letters were sent to the listed tribal members of the Ohlone/Costanoan. Bay
Miwok, Plain Miwok and Patwin Tribes requesting information on traditional or cultural
properties within the project site. Follow up phone calls were made to the Native
American contacts on August 14, 2017, and August 25, 2017. Two contacts from the
Ohlone/Costanoan Tribe requested that a Native American monitor be present during
earthmoving (see Mitigation Measure CUL-1). Andy Galvan, on behalf of the Ohlone
Indian Tribe, had no concerns at this point in the project. Messages were left for Anne
Marie Sayers, and the message box for Rosemary Cambra was full. A summary of this
correspondence can be found in Table 4.5-2.
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Comment Letter A-3, Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District

MIDPENINSULA REGIONAL

OPEN SPACE

FROM 50 TO FOREVER: CARING FOR THE LAND THAT CARES FOR US

By creating Midpen 50 years ago, our community prioritized clean air and water, healthy habitats
for diverse native plants and animals, ecosystems that are resilient to the effects of our changing
climate, and places for people to connect with nature — that’s what Midpen provides in perpetuity.

Celebrate with us all year long at openspace.org/so-years!

September 12, 2022

City of Half Moon Bay Community Development Department
ATTN: Jill Ekas
501 Main Street, Half Moon Bay, CA 94019

Email: HyattHote|@hmbcity.com

SUBJECT: File Number: 2018032059, Draft Environmental Impact Report
Location: Half Moon Bay (APN 065-012-030)

Dear Ms. Ekas,

On behalf of the Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District (District), | appreciate the opportunity to
comment on the proposed Hyatt hotel development project (Project) located in Half Moon Bay (File No.
2018032059} and associated draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR}, which is circulating for public review
and comment until September 13,2022,

The District owns and manages nearly 65,000 acres of open space land in the Santa Cruz Mountains
region. Our mission for the San Mateo County coastside area is:

To acquire and preserve in perpetuity open space iand and agricultural land of regional significance, protect
and restore the natural environment, preserve rural choracter, encourage viable agricultural use of land
resources, and provide opportunities for ecologically sensitive public enjoyment and education.

The project site is located just over three miles from the Purisima Creek Redwoods Open Space Preserve and
less than half a mile from the future Johnston Ranch property, located south of Main Street and east of
Highway 1. As part of our mission, we strive for preserving the rural character of the San Mateo coastside
area, where scenic resources like viewsheds are important to protect. Overall, the proposed project would
bring additional visitors to the coastside community, where existing and planned District open space
preserves and trails will provide nearby open space and recreational amenities that visitors and guests of the
new hotel development would be able to access and enjoy in the future.

The District would therefore like to provide the following comments on the proposed project and draft EIR.
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CEQA Draft Environmental Impact Report:

1) Aesthetics
The draft EIR states that the project will have significant, unavoidable impacts to aesthetics as it
relates to obstructing scenic views of the upland slope hills and ridgelines from the surrounding
area as well as from State Route 1 (Highway 1). Highway 1 is a locally designated scenic corridor
and development of the proposed project would impact the protected long range ridgeline views
from this scenic corridor, as identified in the City of Half Moon Bay’s Local Coastal Program and
Land Use Plan.

The District recommends the planting of native vegetation in the area surrounding the proposed
project to screen views of the hotel from both Highway 1 and the nearby Naomi Partridge Trail on
the west side of Highway 1, which provide the most direct views of the project site. Given the
location of the site along a local scenic corridor and its proximity to surrounding open space lands,
vegetation should be carefully selected, ensuring that the species are locally native to prevent the
further spread of invasive or exotic plants. The District further recommends thatany new
plantings be arranged in a natural and clustered arrangement to prevent a "manicured" and
unnatural look that is characteristic of linear row plantings.

A-31

At the August 9, 2022 Planning Commission meeting for the City of Half Moon Bay, a suggestion
was made by the project consultant to further investigate additional building separation in the
Alternative 2 site plan by expanding the “Glazed Connector” to create a 32-foot separation
between the buildings instead of a 16-foot separation. The District supports this effort to provide
greater separation between the buildings to mitigate impacts to views from the project, which
should be further analyzed in the EIR. Given the District’s mission, we respectfully request that
the project further evaluate alternative designs to reduce the impact to the scenic view shed to
the greatest extent possible.

2) Wetlands and Biological Resources
Seasonal wetlands are located within the project site and could potentially be visited by two
special-status species: the California red-legged frog and the San Francisco garter snake. Although
these species are not anticipated to occur within the project site, the District agrees with the
recommended mitigation measures to prevent potential impacts to these species, including a pre-
construction survey, worker environmental awareness program, exclusion barriers, biological
monitoring, and prevention of entrapment. These mitigation measures should be implemented
regardless of the selected development scenario. The project will also include a 100-foot buffer
between the wetlands and a majority of the developed area. The project should maximize the
distance between the onsite wetlands and developed area to the greatest extent possible to
avoid any potential impacts to existing plant species and to wildlife that may visit the onsite
wetlands.

A-3.2

The District recommends the use of native, local tree species in place of the non-native New
Zealand Christmas trees and strawberry trees proposed to be planted along the Main Street
entrance of the site. The District requests that no invasive species be planted onsite, including any
ornamental plants and landscaping elements. Information regarding alternatives to invasive
species is provided by the organization Plant Right (https://plantright.org/) and can be found at
https://plantright.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/10/2019-PlantRight_Plant-List.pdf. Construction

and grading for the project could result in the proliferation of invasive plants at the site and,
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A-3.2
Cont.

A-3.3

A-3.4

3)

4)

therefore, the District also requests that management or removal of invasive weeds be included
as a mitigation measure for all disturbed areas in addition to the areas located within the avoided
wetland.

Multimodal Access

The District supports the project’s bicycle and pedestrian trail that will run parallel to Highway 1.
This bike and pedestrian access would provide important connections from the site to other bike
and pedestrian pathways and trails in Half Moon Bay and encourage non-vehicular modes of
transportation for guests and visitors of the hotel. The District supports providing public bike and
pedestrian access through the project site and recommends that signage be included to indicate
that the pathway is a public access route. Bike and pedestrian pathways at the site should be
designed to encourage public use and incorporated into every development alternative discussed
in the EIR. The District is also supportive of the on-site bicycle rental and airport shuttle services,
which would also encourage non-vehicular transportation for hotel users as well as reduce vehicle
congestion at and around the site.

Nearby District Open Space and Recreational Uses
The District is in the process of acquiring a new property in the vicinity of the project site, referred
to as the Johnston Ranch property . This property is located less than half a mile east of the

project site and, once opened to the public, will generate greater visitation of hikers, bicyclists,
and equestrians in the vicinity of the project site. The District’s vision for public access at the
Johnston Ranch Property will include a future loop trail near the Johnston House, as well as
provide the first opportunity for public access to the adjacent Miramontes Ridge Open Space
Preserve and connections to existing trails in the adjacent Burleigh Murray Ranch State Park.
Purisima Creek Redwoods Open Space Preserve is also located just over three miles from the
project site and is a frequently visited preserve by residents of Half Moon Bay and from around
the San Francisco Bay Area. These regional open space areas are especially popular given their
close proximity to communities such as downtown Half Moon Bay and other coastal areas.

Although Purisima Creek Redwoods currently provides a limited number of vehicle parking for
trail users and the existing parking area at Johnston Ranch which is envisioned to provide future
trailhead parking area may also have limited parking, it is likely that parking areas will reach
capacity during peak visitation (such as weekends and summers) such that non-vehicular modes
of transportation are highly encouraged and supported by the District to access these preserves.
In addition, the District is developing a Multimodal Access Study for the Purisima Creek
Redwoods Preserve, which will recommend the implementation of various transportation
demand management strategies that aim to eventually reduce vehicular and parking congestion
and better manage visitation at this preserve. Therefore, the EIR should consider the potential
impacts of the project on the current and planned recreational uses at the District’s preserves in
anticipation of a likely increase in recreational activities and visitors near the project. The EIR
should also consider the impacts of the project on a future increase in multimodal circulation
through and around the site and ensure that the EIR will address any traffic congestion associated
with the hotel development on nearby roadways, such as Highway 1 and Higgins Canyon Road,
that may pose potential circulation and safety issues for visitor access to the Johnston Ranch
property, which currently provides public parking, picnic tables and restrooms, and access for the
historic Johnston Ranch house. The EIR should also consider multimodal access connections from
the project’s proposed bike and pedestrian improvements to the Johnston Ranch property.
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We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this Project. Should you have any questions about this letter,
please contact Planner Brittany Wheatman at (650) 772-3646, or bwheatman®openspace.org,

Sincerely,

(W

Jane F. Mark, AICP
Planning Manager

CC: Ana Ruiz, General Manager
Susanna Chan, Assistant General Manager
Midpen Board of Directors
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Response to Commenter Letter A-3: Midpeninsula Regional Open Space
District

A-3.1 Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding impacts to scenic
views, vistas, and corridors.

Regarding landscaping and site amenities, as described in Section 3.0, Project
Description, of the Draft EIR, a Class | multi-use path is proposed to be constructed from
the southern boundary of the project site and connect to Seymour Street to the north.
Park benches and educational signage describing features of the area would be installed
along the multi-use path. Landscaping east of the multi-use path would contain native
plantings and bioswales designed to integrate with the wetlands. This area would include
a walking path comprised of pervious surface materials which would provide connections
to the bicycle and pedestrian path and provide access allowing for maintenance of this
area. Implementation of the project’s landscape plan would enhance the scenic quality of
the project site from surrounding viewpoints, including from the Naomi Partridge Trail
and from SR-1.

Following circulation of the Draft EIR, the applicant submitted revised plans to the City
indicating that Alternative 2 (with revisions), is now the Proposed Project that would be
considered for approval. This Proposed Project is described in the Final EIR as Modified
Alternative 2. Modified Alternative 2 conforms with LCLUP Policy 6-57 because all
proposed parcels can be developed without encroachment into a designated ESHA area
or a required ESHA buffer. Please see Topical Response 5, Modified Alternative 2
regarding modifications to planned wetland buffers.

A-3.2 The District's support of Mitigation Measures for the California red-legged frog
and San Francisco garter snake is noted, which apply to all the alternatives as well as
the Original Project.

As described in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR, the design of the
Original Project avoids the wetlands on site by the incorporation of a 1.95-acre buffer
between the new structures along the western side of the site plan. Mitigation Measure
BlO-2a and 2b, would be implemented to avoid impacts to wetlands, by establishing
permanent 100-foot buffers between developed components of the Original Project,
other than uses allowed in wetland buffers (e.g. wetland restoration, green infrastructure,
and public access pathways), and the identified jurisdictional wetland areas. Temporary
ground disturbance during project construction, including for the establishment of the
wetland restoration area would occur but will require oversight by the project biologist
with respect to plan review and monitoring if needed. This oversight, in compliance with
LCLUP Policy 6-8, will be ensured through the implementation of mitigation measures
MM BIO-1a-1e, which are designed to protect wetlands from significant disruption.
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To achieve the goal of restoration of wetland habitat functions, the City will consult an
invasive species list to ensure compliance with LCLUP Policy 6-92, which prohibits
planting such species before approving landscape plant materials. Furthermore, in the
final review of the planting plan, staff will ensure that the plan includes only species
suited to the coastal climate, which are then also carefully reviewed for potential impacts
on the surrounding utilities and structures. The landscape concepts to the west side are
wetland and native oriented. The landscape concepts to the east side are related to the
development of Main Street. According to the Impact BIO-4, of the Draft EIR, heritage
trees, located on Main Street, if permitted for removal must be replaced on a one-for-one
basis with a minimum 24-inch box specimen tree that is approved by the Community
Development Department. The District's recommendation for native tree plantings is
noted. Pursuant to Standard Condition BIO-4, the percent cover of non-native species
and invasive plant species with a Cal-IPC Inventory rating of High will not exceed 5
percent at any time during the 5-year monitoring period, respectively.

A-3.3 The District's support of the proposed Multi-Modal path is noted. A Multi-Modal
path is included in the design for each development Alternative considered in Chapter
5.0, Alternatives of the Draft EIR.

A-3.4 As described in Section 4.14, Public Services and Recreation, of the Draft EIR,
local and regional planning documents along with independent research on relevant
regional parks or recreational facilities were used to guide the project’s impact analysis.
The Johnston Ranch property was not described in cited planning documents or
discovered during independent research of relevant regional parks, and therefore was
not known or considered in the project-level or cumulative analysis of the project's
impacts to recreational facilities. However, the analysis conducted for the project
considered foreseeable future projects. As explained in Section 4.14, Public Services
and Recreation, future impacts on park facilities would be partially mitigated through the
collection of park facilities fees for most new residential development and the provision
of parkland as allowed under the Quimby Act and the City’s policies. Additionally, the
Original Project would comply with policies of the General Plan intended to improve
connections between existing and planned bicycle and pedestrian trails. Please Chapter
3.0, Text Revisions of the Final EIR for inclusion of the Johnston Ranch Property and the
Multimodal Access Study for the Purisima Creek Redwoods Preserve.

Regarding vehicular congestion, the Draft EIR evaluated the change in intersection and
roadway levels of service within the study area including SR-1 and the SR-1/South Main
Street intersection. The Original Project would also include the construction of new
sidewalks and pedestrian pathways in the immediate vicinity of the site including a
portion of the area between the Johnston Ranch property and the project site. Hotel
guests may choose to walk or ride a bike to the property since the Johnston Ranch is
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within a relatively short distance (1,800 feet) of the proposed hotel. Multimodal
transportation modes in the study area are discussed in Appendix H, Traffic Impact
Study, and Section 4.15.1, and pages 4.15-24, 4.15-25, 4.15-27 of the Draft EIR.
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Business and Organization Comments
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B-1.1

Comment Letter B-1, The Paper Crane

Public Comment - Post 08/09/22 Planning Commission Meeting
Hyatt Hotel Project
August 25, 2022 —September 13, 2022

From: The Paper Crane

Date: Tuesday 09/13/2022 9:26 AM

To: HyattHotel

Subject: Opposed to current Hyatt Place project proposal

Dear Members of the Hyatt Place Planning Committee:

As owner and operators of The Paper Crane, we would like to express our
concerns about the Hyatt Place project. The scale and design of the
proposed hotel are not in keeping with our historic Main Street, and
would not create an inviting southern gateway to Half Moon Bay's
downtown. The project creates guest lodgings that do not appear to be in
demand, places additional strain on the infrastructure and roads, and
creates jobs when there is already insufficient affordable housing in

Half Moon Bay.
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Public Comment - Post 08/09/22 Planning Commission Meeting
Hyatt Hotel Project
August 25, 2022 —-September 13, 2022

Though the hotel would provide guest lodgings within walking distance of
downtown businesses, this is true only in a literal sense. From comments
we hear from our customers, we suspect that few visitors are willing to
walk close to a mile in order to shop and eat downtown, and then return
to the hotel carrying full shopping bags. Most will drive the nine

blocks and park downtown, just as they would from any other local hotel.

B-1.2

Half Moon Bay has no shortage of lodgings, luxury or otherwise; as of a
2019 study, hotel occupancy stands at only 65%. The city needs more
affordable housing for the people who currently work at local hotels and
other service businesses. The Paper Crane endorses the Alternative 2
Plan in the EIR which would use the land for 20 units of residential
housing, in an area of our city where there is a critical need for it,

and which is along existing public transit corridors. We oppose the
current planned hotel project.

Thank you for this opportunity to express our views and endorse the
Alternative 2 Plan. We appreciate your attention to our concerns and
your efforts to meet the needs of the community as well as of the land
owner/ developer.

B-1.3

Sincerely,

Margaret, Robert, and Amber Stow
The Paper Crane
Half Moon Bay, CA 94019
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Response to Commenter Letter B-1: The Paper Crane

B-1.1 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding the project design and
visual character. Additionally, please see Topical Response 5, Modified Alternative 2,
regarding the housing portion of that alternative.

As described in Chapter 4.13, Population and Housing, the Original Project is consistent
with LCLUP Policy 5-70, which requires that project proponents consider the carrying
capacity of the coast, visitor demand over a range of affordability levels for various
accommaodation types, and consistency with the LCP, including all applicable LCLUP
policies, before approving any new overnight accommodation development proposals.
Table 4.13-3, Project Consistency with Relevant General Plan Policies, states that the
project site located south of SR-92 is along a span of SR-1 where a 52-room hotel was
recently converted to a homeless shelter. Past studies indicate that there is adequate
visitor demand on the coast to support the proposed hotel. The Chamber of Commerce
cites an average occupancy rate of 60 percent and a need for conference facilities that
can support midweek hotel demand which is off-peak from the high weekend demand.s

B-1.2 As stated in Appendix H, Traffic Impact Study, of the Draft EIR, the TDM
measures will be applied during construction and operation of the Original Project in
order to reduce single-occupancy vehicle trips, parking demand, and total VMT through
use of alternative modes of transportation and more efficiently planned trips. As part of
the TDM measures, guests will be provided with information regarding transportation
options to the hotel which can help encourage guests to consider non-auto or rideshare
options. Information regarding the availability of shuttle service to the hotel and lower
room rates for guests without cars would be highlighted to guests.

B-1.3 As described in Section 3.0, Project Description of the Draft EIR, the Original
Project would be consistent with the City’s project objective of meeting demand for
branded and reasonably affordable hotel rooms to support Half Moon Bay’s growing
local tourist and agribusiness economies. Past studies indicate that there is adequate
visitor demand on the coast to support the project. Furthermore, the Chamber of
Commerce has also found a need for conference facilities to support mid-week hotel
use, which is off-peak from the high weekend demand. The proposed hotel would be
mid-range, featuring more amenities than a budget hotel, but would be lower in cost than
a luxury hotel.

5 Half Moon Bay, 2023. Hotel Business Improvement District 2023. Available: https://www.half-moon-
bay.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/57 15/Hotel-BID-City-Presentation?bidld=. Accessed: July 2024.
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Please also see Topical Response 5, Modified Alternative 2. Notably, Alternative 2 and
Modified Alternative 2, as described in this Final EIR, both include a hotel project and a
residential component on a 1.15-acre site north of Seymour Street. Modified Alternative
2 also provides a detailed proposal for how this alternative will address the provision of
lower-cost visitor accommodations with a combination of lower-cost rooms and no-cost
visitor-serving amenities available to the public in accordance with the Half Moon Bay
LCLUP Policy 5-71.
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Comment Letter: C-1, Melvin Mello Jr.
September 6, 2022 AY
B
ALF MOON
Hyatt Place EIR cy OF H
ATTN: Jill Ekas
ity of Half Moon Bay gEp 132022
Community Development Director
501 Main Street \VED
Half Moon Bay, CA 94019 RECE
Re Hyatt Place EIR
Dear Ms. Ekas and City of Half Moon Bay:
| am writing this letter in support of the plans for the Hyatt Place Hotel on the south end of Main Street
in Half Moon Bay. As a life long resident | believe that adding a new hotel near to the downtown area
would be a great asset to the Main Street merchants and commumty as a whole. In addition to nrnvidine
C-11 additional Iodglng to tounst it would also serve to bring more jObS and dollars to the community via

tourism, dining and shopping in town.

The addition of the hotel would also bring new sidewalks and paths to the south end of Main Street, which
have been needed for some time. Giving people a safe and attainable area to walk down Main Street.

The property owners have spent the last 6 years putting a great amount of time and research has been
put into this project and foresee it adding a great benefit to our community -

Sincerely,

el Wity

Melvin Mello, Jr -
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Response to Commenter Letter C-1: Melvin Mello Jr.

C-1.1 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.
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C-2.1

C-2.2

Comment Letter: C-2, Ken King
Ken King - Tue 8/2/2022 5:29 PM
Dear Ms. Ekas,

I've followed the history of this project since it was proposed years back, but have withheld an opinion so long
as it was a moving work in progress, and, of course, as a former Half Moon Bay Planning Commissioner, I
hoped for the best. Now that it’s coming together and ready to present to the public in its nearly-finalized
details, I conclude it is an extremely odd building to place at the southern gateway to our quaint and charming
city. Beside being noticeably out of character with our downtown, it appears to violate the parts of the LUP’s
visual resource code’s spirit of protecting hillside views on Highway 1, whether that be for local residents,
commuters, recreation seekers, or tourists. It may meet its technical height requirements by some few inches,
but that’s just playing a game through excision and elision of the code’s intended purpose stated clearly in that
document, which is to preserve the character of our city and it’s views, hillsides, as well as oceanic.

It is my opinion, and that of others I know, that the project fails in this regard, and should be seriously
amended, or importantly, cancelled in favor of a more fitting project for this keystone setting.

Sincerely,
Ken King

633 Terrace Ave
HMB, CA 94019
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Response to Commenter Letter C-2: Ken King

C-2.1 As explained in Table 4.1.1 in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, the
Original Project would be inconsistent with LCLUP Policy 9-23, which serves to protect
broad views of upland slopes, prominent ridgelines, and other intervening ridgelines as
viewed from scenic corridors. This assessment is also related to LCLUP Policy 9-12,
which establishes view protections from the Town Boulevard. This was identified as an
impact despite incorporation of the following design elements into the Original Project:

¢ Massing of the proposed 2- to 3-story high buildings is reduced with a dormer
roof form and downward stepping the height towards the southern gateway
corner at the South Main Street intersection with SR-1.

e Substantial setbacks from SR-1 reduce visual intrusions into the ridgeline from
the SR-1 view including a sizable buffer of at least 100 feet between the
proposed structures and SR-1 to avoid impacts to wetlands.

As concluded in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, implementation of the Original
Project would still obstruct long range views of the ridgeline, and the Draft EIR found that
there is no other feasible measure that would reduce this impact to a less-than-
significant level given the mass and scale of the Original Project. Therefore, this impact
is considered significant and unavoidable. Modified Alternative 2 would reduce
degradation of existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings due to
view blockage compared to the Original Project. Please see Topical Response 5,
Modified Alternative 2 for further discussions regarding aesthetic impacts and LCLUP
policy consistency.

C-2.2 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.
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C-3.1

Comment Letter: C-3, Virginia M Turezyn

Virginia M Turezyn - Sat 7/30/2022 1:09 AM

Hi Jill,

One thought regarding the proposed hotel. The plans keep changing so I'm not sure if a pool is still
planned. If so, perhaps the owner could be asked if there could be use by the HMB community at certain
times on Tuesday, Wednesdays and/or Thursdays (lighter occupancy periods). I know there have been fund
raisers for a Community Pool and since I do not think sufficient funds have been raised this could be a
benefit to the community and help lessen some of the resistance to any new development project.

The Ritz parking for locals is working nicely now that the issue has been resolved. Having these resorts
provide some amenities for local use could mitigate some of the adverse perspectives regarding their
operations.

The smaller hotel and potential for additional housing stock seems reasonable.

Kind regards,

Virginia
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Response to Commenter Letter C-3: Virginia M Turezyn

C-3.1 The Original Project would include up to 129 guest rooms and supporting
facilities such as a board room, lobby and lounge area, swimming pool, fithess area, and
a meeting room/multipurpose room. Making hotel amenities available to the surrounding
community is outside the scope of consideration of the EIR, but is noted and will be
provided to decisionmakers through the publication of this Final EIR. Following
circulation of the Draft EIR, the applicant submitted revised plans to the City indicating
that Alternative 2 (with revisions), is now the Proposed Project that would be considered
for approval. This Proposed Project is described in the Final EIR as Modified Alternative
2. Due to the decreased size of the project, Modified Alternative 2, the project now under
consideration, does not have a swimming pool.
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Comment Letter: C-4, Roberta Gelt

Roberta forward to City Staff on Friday, July 29, 2022 8:34PM
From: Roberta Gelt

Date: July 17, 2022 at 10:38:04 PM PDT
To: Dave S
Subject: Re: Hyatt

On Sun, Jul 17, 2022 at 12:26 PM Roberta Gelt <regmft@gmail.com> wrote:

Dave thanks for continuing to lead the fight against this ridiculous development. Another huge hotel in HMB is
neither needed nor wanted by locals. I cannot count the number of new hotels, motels and inns that have been
C-4.1| built here over the 40 years since I've moved here. They have changed the atmosphere and the quaintness of the
town of HMB and the rest of the coastside. They have brought more people to the coast, people who want to
change it more and make it like the area from which they just moved. There are no longer beautiful hills to hike
since they are now filled with houses; the big open fields are now filled with large grocery stores, Burger King and
McDonalds. The small town feel is slowly fading away (well maybe not so slowly) and the addition of this Hyatt
Hotel will open the area to more and more developments. These are not factual reasons that the hotel should not
be built, more emotional ones, but ones that matter to those of us who have lived here for years and years.

The area in which the hotel is supposed to be built is an area that is a haven for hawks and herons but this is not
why the tourists come to the coast. They come for the stores and restaurants which bring money to the coast, thus
C-4.2 the reason the developers want the hotels to be built, not for the enhancement of the area for the locals but for the
money the tourists will bring in. I am adamantly against this development. I'm sad for the generations to come. At
least I got to experience some of the rural feel of the coast although not all. Hopefully by the time this has been
built I will have moved on, as many already have to escape the "progress" coming here.

Thanks
Roberta Gelt
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Response to Commenter Letter C-4: Roberta Gelt
C-4.1 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for a description of visual character.

As described in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, changes to the project site
would be consistent with the developed nature of Downtown, although the buildings
would be significantly larger and present longer facades than existing development
patterns throughout Downtown and in the immediate neighborhood. To address this, the
Original Project would incorporate high quality design elements, landscaping, and
screening techniques. With incorporation of these design features, the Original Project
was found to be consistent with LCLUP Policy 9-6, which requires new development to
be visually compatible with the character of its setting. The building design incorporates
natural colors and materials to be visually compatible with the SR-1 setting because the
site is located near open fields to the south and west, and foothills can be seen to the
east. The Original Project mass is broken up into multiple structures and building design
and materials were selected to be visually compatible with agricultural building forms,
colors, and rough textures. Landscape elements align the two sides of the Original
Project to the context of each side of the site. However, the visual quality of the project
site as seen from public viewpoints is conservatively considered to be adversely affected
by the Original Project (Impact AES-3, page 4.1-30 of the Draft EIR) as well as Modified
Alternative 2. These conclusions are based on special circumstances related to both the
site, including its location, shape, visibility, and gateway location; and the proposed
development, including its relatively long facades and larger building forms than typically
found in the city.

C-4.2 As described in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR, several
species of common nesting birds were observed and might nest on the site, but no
special-status bird species or raptors are expected to nest on the project site. Due to its
small size and the predominantly non-native vegetation that dominates the project site,
the site does not provide high-quality habitat for migratory birds in comparison to more
natural areas with native trees and vegetation to the east and west. However, it is
possible that nests may be discovered prior to or during construction. Mitigation Measure
BIO-1f, as stated on page 4.4-26 of the Draft EIR, would avoid and/or minimize any
impacts to bird species.
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Comment Letter C-5, Michael W. Adler
Michael Adler - Fri 7/29/2022 11:52 PM

Dear MS Ekas,
T'm offering my comments regarding the proposed hotel development at the south portal
entry to Main Street.

By way of background. I've been a licensed contractor for now close to fifty years. My work
has taken me from New York City, Dallas, Los Angeles, and, since 1978, the Bay Area. I've
been engaged in the construction of literally millions of square feet of office space, about 6,000
multi-family living units - apartments and condominiums, office buildings, parking
structures, historic renovations, and adaptive reuse projects. While my CV might suggest 'm
automatically a proponent of any development nothing could be further from the truth. Fifty
years has given me what I believe is a keen and critical eye as to what is good development,
what is good for a community. As a now 23 year resident of Half Moon Bay I've more thana
vested interest in seeing good development in my very own back yard.

T've reviewed the draft EIR report as well as the concept drawings for the project. I viewed the
story poles erected at the site. My conclusion is this is a good development for our city and
our community.

A few points in no particular order:

. Aesthetic Impacts to Corridor and Highway views.

From the east to the west along 92 one meanders through rural and agricultural vistas only to
crest 92 at the entry to Half Moon Bay and be greeted with a mobile home park, strip mall
like retail, commercial properties, and more of the same as you approach Route 1. Hardly an
inviting aesthetic worthy of our communal aspirations. One finds the same with the arrival
from the north along the Route 1 corridor, just more of it and now including tacky motels. By
C-5.1 | contrast the Hyatt project is tastefully set back from the highway, at an appropriate scale of
height and a tasteful articulation of facade. I see this project as an enhancement to an
otherwise nondescript southern entry portal. That it hides the hideous fire department
asphalt and faux building training center is just a grand bonus.

. Gateway Impact
I believe my comments in the first bullet point speak to gateway impacts.

. Small Town Aesthetic

While I would argue that, sadly, between the aforementioned corridors and bland monolithic
projects such as the Coastside Adult Day Health Center, our “small town aesthetic” is a myth.
C-5.2 | However, the Hyatt project, by contrast, is redemptive in that its design is evocative of what
we strive for. [ have every confidence that the rigorous planning approval process will,
through this lens, work with the project sponsor to assure that the scale, the articulation, the
material selections will continue to be that enhancement to our community that the
preliminary documents evoke.
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C-5.3

C-54

C-5.5

C-5.6

. Appropriateness of a Hotel on this Site

Entirely appropriate and needed. This neatly fits the market between the tony Ritz and the strip mall
motels. I do not believe we have a hoteling option, with amenities, that fits this market. Further,
following the lead of Pasta Moon, this helps to extend the active street scape of our community. It
extends the Main Street economic corridor to the south.

. Transportation and Traffic

Our traffic problems are weekends and holidays, folks from “over the hill” who enjoy our beautiful
coast. I believe the dominant issue is these are mostly day visitors - arrive in the morning, departing in
the late afternoon or evening. As opposed to increasing traffic this project provides a needed and
economically attractive alternative for day visitors to convert to weekend visitors, reducing traffic and
increasing the per-person economic investment in Half Moon Bay.

. Stormwater Impacts, Light and Glare, Geology, Soils, Artifacts

These are what I will call red herring concerns. Between the state and code mandated requirements,
the planning Conditions of Approval, the Building Department review and approval of Permit
Documents and the rigorous and documented course of construction inspection and testing process,
these concerns are wholly mitigated.

. Jobs

This project will generate 1,000s of person hours of good paying construction jobs. It will then create a
sustained employment opportunity ranging from entry level positions to mid and executive level
positions. This we need.

There are a few things I ask the project sponsor and the Planning Process consider. That the project be all
electric. That there be a significant amount of photovoltaic electrical generation. That there be ample day-

C-5.7| one EV charging stations. That there be added capacity, amperage and below grade conduits, for future EV
charging expansion. That there be a mandate for a careful review to introduce sustainable materials and
wherever feasible locally sourced materials.

Sincerely,

Michael W. Adler
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Response to Commenter Letter C-5: Michael W. Adler

C-5.1 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR. Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding visual impacts and
community character.

C-5.2 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR. Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding visual impacts and
community character.

C-5.3 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.

C-5.4 Please see Topical Response 1, Traffic, of the EIR for a description of
transportation and traffic.

C-5.5 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.

C-5.6 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.

C-5.7 As stated in Section 4.7, Energy, of the Draft EIR, the Original Project would be
constructed to employ various energy-saving designs such as EV charging stations and
rooftop solar panels.
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C-6.1

C-6.2

C-6.3

Comment Letter C-6, Marita Leth

Marita Leth - Thu 7/28/2022 8:01 PM
To HMB Planning Commission:

The proposed project to build a Hyatt Hotel between Hwy 1 and Main Street at the south
end of Half Moon Bay is a concern to many residents for several reasons. The visual impact
on the environment and increased traffic congestion especially on weekends will be
significant and needs careful consideration.

First of all what is the current demand for hotel rooms in Half Moon Bay? What is the
occupancy rate now compared to before the pandemic? The trend now is less conferences
and more zoom meetings which will impact hotel demand.

Recently two hotels in Half Moon Bay were listed for sale, one was transformed to a
homeless shelter. If these hotels had been fully occupied they most likely would still be in
business.

The location of the proposed Hyatt is not an ideal location for a hotel. It is situated between
a very busy highway and Main street. Tourists generally want to be at the beach or
downtown. This location requires a car to get to these attractions and will further add to
traffic congestion. If the location is not desirable it will negatively impact occupancy.

Thank you for giving this project the attention it deserves.

Marita Leth

August 2024
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Response to Commenter Letter C-6: Marita Leth

C-6.1 Please see Topical Response 1, Traffic, regarding traffic impacts and Topical
Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding visual impacts.

C-6.2 Please see response to comment B-1.1 regarding visitor demand.

C-6.3 Please see Topical Response 1, Traffic, of the Draft EIR for a description of
transportation and traffic impacts. Additionally, please refer to Chapter 5, Alternatives, of
the Draft EIR, which includes a discussion of alternative site locations that were
considered but rejected and why the proposed location was selected.
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Comment Letter C-7, Diana Roberts Mitchell

Diana Roberts Mitchell - Thu 7/28/2022 1:51 AM

Everyone I talk to is opposed to a Hyatt Hotel. You will ruin the main reason people
C-7.1| want to come here - small town atmosphere with local business owners.
Diana Mitchell
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Response to Commenter Letter C-7: Diana Roberts Mitchell

C-7.1 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding character and aesthetic
impacts. This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental
analysis in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the
publication of this Final EIR.

2-75 August 2024



Half Moon Bay Hyatt Place Project

2.0 Response to Comments Final EIR

C-8.1

Comment Letter C-8, Rick Southern

Rick Southern - Tue 7/26/2022 11:54 PM

My name is Rick Southern. I have been a resident of the coast since 1998 and currently
live in Miramar.

I am a moderate, neither pro or anti-development. I like to think I have good common
sense.

Reading the EIR and looking at the HMB's carefully constructed planning documents
intended to protect the nature and small town character of the city specifically against
projects like this, I wanted to register my opposition to the project. Not only is it
inconsistent with these goals, but seems to specifically violate certain tenets relating to
size, height, view obstruction and environmental harmony.

This so much feels like a smaller scale Dunes project where a developer is going to
benefit at the expense of the members of the community who don't need further
infrastructure challenges. I would expect, like Dunes, if you polled your constituents,
90% would be opposed.

Thank you for hearing me out,
Rick
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Response to Commenter Letter C-8: Rick Southern

C-8.1 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding aesthetic impacts and
policy consistency with the LCLUP.
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C-9.1

C-9.2

C-9.3

Comment Letter C-9, Dave Schorr

From: Dave S

Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 7:07 AM
To: Jill Ekas

Subject: Hyatt - Suggestion/request

Dear Ms Ekas;
An observation, and a request regarding public education about the Hyatt project:

WHAT:
When the story poles are redone by the applicant, please place prominent explanatory
signage about the function of the story poles at the perimeter of the parcel.

WHY:

I've spoken with a good number of people, and a consistent impression and response is the
perception that the story poles mean the project is a done deal, and is moving forward, and
therefore nothing can be done about it, public comment is not necessary or effective.
("Resistance is futile.")

ISSUES:

I understand the challenges in public outreach, public education as to the planning process,
and getting public input. But the issue identified above, if nothing else, highlights the
importance of the issue of visual impact/visual resources. People believe what they see. And
the presence of story poles to most people tells them that a project is about to get built.

Speaking among staff, applicant, consultants, planning commission, and a small number of
members of the public who understand the process, is really an outlier sample. I believe
that an effective and necessary way to both reach and educate the public about this project
specifically, and about the planning process in general would be to have some signage/
notice boards - perhaps similar to what one sees during political campaign seasons —
explaining what the story poles mean, and what they don't mean.

It would be vitally important that these informational kiosks/billboards/whatever used very
simple, plain English (and Spanish?) explanation. The jargon and lingo of the planning
community is impenetrable and abstract to most people.

While I believe this is a useful and valuable approach to take, here's one big challenge with
it:
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C-9.3
Cont.

The main visual impact and impression of the proposed project is while driving in a motor
vehicle north or south bound on Highway 1. Ideally, education of the public, both resident
and visitor, would be aimed at the greatest number of people. But any explaining texton a
sign, to be impactful and readable while driving, seems challenging. So, I'm not sure of the
answer to this dilemma, but it does seem that additional public outreach and education on
this point is important. There are no sidewalks or bicycle pathways on the eastern side of
Highway 1 that would allow people safe opportunity to read any information posted in that
orientation.

I'm happy to discuss this further, and brainstorm ways to increase public awareness,
education, and input. If the quandary of informative and readable signage visible to motorists
cannot be resolved, at the very least, posting information at the north and south ends of the
subject parcel on Main Street could be a good partial solution, and much better than nothing.
Perhaps that Caltrans changeable message sign is not such a bad idea - just kidding.

Thanks,

Dave Schorr
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Response to Commenter Letter C-9: Dave Schorr

C-9.1 The story poles will be kept at the project site in order to provide the public with
massing context for the project. Signage is posted to explain the story poles’ purpose.
The Applicant will adjust the story poles to show the massing and scale of Modified
Alternative 2 in advance of future public hearing(s).

C-9.2 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding visual impacts.

C-9.3 The City has conducted public outreach efforts in the form of the Notice of
Preparation to solicit comments on the scope of the Draft EIR, which included contact
information for comments and questions regarding the Original Project. A Planning
Commission meeting was held on August 9, 2022 to receive public comments on the
Draft EIR and the Original Project. An information session for the public was also held at
the Main Street Park Community Room, on August 31, 2022. The intent of this meeting
was to provide information on the project and solicit comments.

Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding story poles.
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C-10.1

C-10.2

C-10.3

C-104

Comment Letter C-10, David Schorr

David Schorr - City received July 25, 2022 and spoke at the July 26 Planning
Commission Meeting —

Public comment from David Schorr, HMB resident. 26/07/2022 to Planning
Commission

I am commenting tonight on the Hyatt hotel proposal and draft EIR largely because the
project applicant, simply put, has not paid attention to feedback that he has been given
in the past. Public comment as far back as 2017, at an architectural advisory committee
meeting in July 2020, a joint study session of AAC and planning commission in
September 2021, all revealed significant problems with respect to project size and
massing, and here we are nearly a year later, with the applicant presenting the exact
same oversized project that we saw last September. He desperately wants you to ignore
the elephant in the room, the size, massing and negative visual impact of this project.
But that is not possible.

It has been noted before, and is noted again in the sections of city code entered into the
public record again tonight, that this project is clearly and plainly inconsistent with
upwards of a dozen regulatory constraints on the size of development on this particular
parcel. I specifically request that these points of inconsistency be a topic of robust
discussion at the upcoming study session August 9.

I am frankly baffled that the applicant has not chosen some other way of profitably
developing this parcel which does not significantly and unavoidably encroach on
legally protected visual resources, the views of the hills.

As proposed, whether at 102 or 129 guest rooms, the project runs afoul of so many
portions of city code that I don’t see any way for planning commission to approve it in
its current form. In addition to the many sections of city code noted, I would also like
to add the following passages extracted from the LCLUP, Ch 3, p 36:

“The small-town character is a leading draw for coastal visitors. Upscaling
infrastructure to accommodate visitors and growth will be at cross purposes with
maintaining the desirability of this area that visitors seek.”

Concisely and eloquently stated, that is game, set, and match. This project is
inconsistent with the development guidelines for the city.

Additionally, from the Policies section of the LCLUP, section 3-36, regarding traffic
and circulation: “To the extent feasible, limit the approval of new higher trip generating
development”. This is clearly a “higher trip generating development”.

There are valid concerns about additional water use in time of drought, traffic, impact
on emergency vehicle response time, and other concerns, but from a regulatory
standpoint, itis the glaring, acknowledged and unambiguous encroachment upon
protected visual resources where this project is clearly inconsistent and cannot be
allowed as currently designed.

2-81 August 2024



Half Moon Bay Hyatt Place Project

2.0 Response to Comments Final EIR

C-10.4 | Once visual resources are gone, they cannot be mitigated, replaced, moved, or

Cont.

recreated.

Bottom line, what we have here is very simple — the desire of one individual to
develop a parcel and make himself some money, versus the character, appeal,
appearance and functioning of our town, for our 12,000 City residents, the 28,000
people who live on the coastside, and the 3 million people who visit our town every
year specifically to experience it’s scenic beauty. The decision on how to proceed is in
your hands, how to apply City code for the benefit of many, rather than for the benefit
of one.
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Response to Commenter Letter C-10: David Schorr

C-10.1 In accordance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines
Section 15201, the project has undergone a lengthy and iterative design process
wherein feedback from the community was taken into consideration. In response to
agency public feedback and in accordance with CEQA to identify alternatives that
minimize project impacts, a reduced intensity alternative, Alternative 2, was developed
which would reduce the overall massing of the project and address the need for
additional housing in the city. Following circulation of the Draft EIR, the applicant
submitted revised plans to the City indicating that Alternative 2 (with revisions), is now
the Proposed Project that would be considered for approval. This Proposed Project is
described in the Final EIR as Modified Alternative 2. Modified Alternative 2 would reduce
degradation of existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings due to
view blockage compared to the Original Project, and as described in the text revisions to
Chapter 5.0, Alternatives, Modified Alternative 2 would substantially reduce the aesthetic
impacts associated with the Original Project (Appendix 3.0-A, Attachment to EIR Text
Revisions, of the Final EIR). The protected view of the ridgeline (available from
Viewpoint 3) would not be obstructed by the structures associated with Modified
Alternative 2 as compared to the Original Project due to the reduction in overall massing
of the structures at the project site, improving views from surround viewsheds.

Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, and Topical Response 5, Modified
Alternative 2 for a description of land use and visual character.

C-10.2 Please see response to comment C-4.1 regarding visual character.

The project would be subject to design review by the City, which would ensure
consistency with the "small-town character" references in the LCLUP.

As a point of clarification, the reference to LCLUP in Public Works Chapter 3, page 36 of
the Draft EIR, is related to transportation impacts and discusses how the City attracts
visitors which contributes to traffic.

For potential concerns regarding changes visual character of the site, please see Topical
Response 2, Aesthetics, which discusses consistencies with the LCLUP, specifically
Policy 9-3 regarding “small-town character.” See also Topical Response 1, Traffic,
regarding traffic impacts.

C-10.3 Please see Topical Response 1, Traffic, regarding traffic impacts.

C-10.4 For discussion of visual impacts please, see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics.
Please see Topical Response 3, Water and Hydrology, and Topical Response 4,
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Emergency Access and Traffic Safety, regarding water supply and emergency safety
impacts.
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Comment Letter C-11, Laura Alster-Martin

From
Date: August 17,2022 2:45 PM

To: hyatthotel

I am against the construction of the Hyatt Hotel. I think our town has enough Hotels,
Motels, Innis and Bed & Breakfasts. The Hyatt would be detrimental to the occupancy rates
of all these existing businesses, most of which are far more in keeping with our ‘small town
C-11.1 | charm’. Please note, I am not associated with any of them.

While I do believe HMB could use some middle income housing in town for people like me,
retirees who had lived here for 30+ years, what I've seen of the current duplex development
is more disruptive to down town than we should be allowing. 3 stories, including
underground or low level parking is the tallest we should consider.

Thank you,
~Laura Alster-Martin
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Response to Commenter Letter C-11: Laura Alster-Martin

C-11.1 Please see response to comment B-1.1 regarding visitor demand and visual
character. This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental
analysis in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the
publication of this Final EIR.
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C-12.1

C-12.2

C-12.3

C-124

C-125

C-12.6

Comment Letter C-12, Patricia Chimienti
FROM: Patricia Chimienti
Date: August 17,2022 11:29 AM
To: hyatthotel

Please add this also to the official record.

Hello my name is Pat Chimienti and I have lived in HMB since 1989. The land my house is
located on was purchased back in 1984. It took 5 long years to build my home. The City of
HMB at the time only allowed one builder J.L. Johnson to construct houses in the Miramontes
tract. He turned out to be a crook.

Several years ago I learned of the Wavecrest Project, it was advertised as a new Middle School
to replace the older Cunha School located on Kelly Avenue in HMB. Seems the school was
only part of a big industrial park that would house a large retail outlet like Walmart! Can you
imagine what would have happened to Main Street if this project was approved by the city
council. I am so glad that many neighbors, including me, stood up and complained and finally
got the project stopped.

And now it seems another developers group the R G J C South LLC which is part of the James
Ford Dealership in HMB, is trying to get a motel built on a narrow strip of land at the
southernmost end of Main Street.

Back in June 24, 2000 a Half Moon Gateway Sculpture by Sharon Mayers was erected to draw
the eye to the entrance of downtown Half Moon Bay where the Wavecrest view corridor was
protected and open, where the tree lined street and the lower income housing was inviting.

Now the City is putting in another intersection light at the entrance to Main Street from Hwy.
1. I was told by the City that it is not related to the Hyatt project, but an intersection light is
one thing, but the large decorative cement wall and dirt piles on either side of Main Street’s
entrance tells me otherwise. It looks like a lead into a new ‘housing development’.

The Half Moon Gateway Sculpture is hidden behind the northern cement blockade, why do I
have a feeling that this will become the first victim of the Hyatt Project?

The second victim are the homes along the end stretch of Main Street. They will lose the view
corridor to the Pacific Ocean, through the Wavecrest open fields. What they will see from
their homes will be a parking lot and the back wall of a long motel with parked cars, waste bins
and lights to keep the parking lit at night. They will also never see another sunset over the
Pacific.

DOES HMB REALLY NEED ANOTHER MOTEL. I got on my phone and googled hotels/
motels near HMB. I got 15!

I put up the information sites pics for each. I noticed that some had ‘discounted’ prices,
because of the pandemic motels have not been open for customers. I also know that when the
sun shines on the weekends HMB fills up with tourists. BUT realize this that the majority of
tourists do not stay over night, unless of course it is during the Pumpkin Festival Weekend,
yeah, one weekend a year. Half Moon Bay does not need another motel.
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C-12.6
Cont.

C-12.7

C-12.8

C-12.9

C-12.10

C-12.11

The last two hotels I listed are San Benito house which built around 1910. It was just
renovated when it had an unexpected fire. It will take a year to fix. The Holiday Inn
Express could not make it in Half Moon Bay. It was renamed the Coastsider and that too
now is defunct. The pandemic is the reason the City turned it into a temporary homeless
shelter.

On another note, this Hyatt project is located really close to the FIRE DEPARTMENT.
These dedicated individuals are always training and preparing for what ever emergency
comes their way and with this very dry weather in California now it most likely will cause
the following to disrupt any Hyatt guests.

Truth is Half moon Bay doesn’t need another motel/hotel!

This Hyatt project, to me, shows as a “lead in project” for another big development that
just happens to also be a part of the faceless LLC doing the Hyatt.

That project concerns the “unsold car lot” across Seymour Street from the original James
Ford dealership. On that lot is only one story pole erected next to the ‘unsold’ cars.

This lot was an extension to the dealership approved by the city council back in 1998. Back
then, there was a concern about the lot flooding by the other occupant of the area whose
house had experienced it during large downpours.

There was also a concern about the ‘ugly’ look of a parking lot, and the planting of trees
and covers was discussed to hide the lot.

But the parking lot was approved even though there was much negative debate against it.

Commissioner Don Heinz said of the extension, “Parked cars don’t cause noise and aren’t
bad neighbors.” But now it is projected to become duplexes. Is the LLC trying to pull
profit from their two land purchases?

The one story pole is misleading, there should be 8 story pole erections on the lot to show
the actual impact of the duplex development of 16-24 units!

These duplexes are not “low income” housing units, however there are a few (4-6 units)
designated as “affordable”. Affordable to whom? The first buyer possibly but those could
be resold for any price.

This duplex community will be very tight, crowded will require parking lots and lighting.
And will increase the population of that alright close and tight neighborhoods Allowing
this Hyatt hotel is just the start!

Stop the Hyatt Hotel project. And stop the duplex project. They are both bad ideas.
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Response to Commenter Letter C-12: Patricia Chimienti

C-12.1 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.

C-12.2 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.

C-12.3 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.

C-12.4 The sculpture was replaced by the SR-1 signalization project at the intersection
of South Main Street and Higgins Canyon Road. The City replaced the sculpture with
new landscaping and gateway signage independently of this application.

C-12.5 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding impacts to views of open
spaces and view corridors.

C-12.6 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.

C-12.7 As discussed in Section 4.12, Noise and Vibration, of the Draft EIR, the Original
Project is not expected to substantially increase ambient noise levels surrounding the
project site. The ambient measurements made for the Original Project indicate that
existing noise levels at the noise-sensitive receptors located in the project vicinity
exceed 60 dBA (decibel) community noise level.

C-12.8 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.
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C-12.9 Landscaping on the east side of the property (i.e., near the proposed parking lot)
would consist of ornamental trees, shrubs, vines and groundcovers. Street trees would
be generally retained, and parking lot trees would be dispersed to provide filtered shade
and a canopy throughout the lot. Some tree removals would be necessary to
accommodate the development.

C-12.10 The story poles that were erected at the project site were intended to provide
the community with a visual sense of the scale and massing of the project. The lot would
be subdivided to facilitate future construction allowing for the project applicant, via a
parcel map, to create four lots. The lots would be developed subject to coastal
development permit review and the R-2 zoning regulations. These zoning requirements
are applicable to the adjacent large neighborhood area bounded by Seymour Street on
the south, SR-1 on the west, the north side of Myrtle Street to the north, and up to the
lots fronting Main Street to the east that are zoned for mixed-use. In consideration of the
zoning and existing development context, the future residential development would
result in a more visually compatible development form than the existing surface auto
dealership parking lot.

Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding story poles and visual impacts.

C-12.11 Please see Appendix 3.0-A, Attachment to EIR Text Revisions, of the Final
EIR for a description of Modified Alternative 2. As part of Modified Alternative 2, the
applicant proposes up to 16 residential units on four lots on the north side of Seymour
Street. Any lighting associated with the residential development would be required to
comply with the City’s LCLUP dark night skies Policies 9-30 and 9-31.
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Comment Letter C-13, Graham Hurrell
From: Graham Hurrell
Date: August 17, 2022 9:59 AM
To: hyatthotel
Dear City Council,

First let me thank you for the tireless (and often thankless) work you do for our city. T am
constantly impressed by your willingness to serve and listen to the community.
As always you want to hear from the community you serve .. so here goes ..

I am particularly troubled by the application for a new hotel on open space next to James
C-13.1| Ford. There are regulations about available views and this large building will undoubtedly
block established views at this end of the town. Also architecturally it will be an eyesore!

Do we have details about occupancy rates for existing hotels? My understanding is that these
C-13.2 | other options are never full. Also there are many opportunities to stay in Airbnb these days as
well as hotels .. all of which fund council via taxes.

Other factors to consider ...

C-13.3 | Other factors to consider ...

« Traffic is bad enough already and we are not getting another access road to HMB anytime
soon relying on Route 1 and 92 for the foreseeable future.

» Water is a scarce resource, and hotels consume more per head than residents. When

C-134 you’re on holiday, restraint is not often a goal!

I hope we can agree and say 'no' to this new development.

Thanks and regards,
Graham Hurrell
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Response to Commenter Letter C-13: Graham Hurrell

C-13.1 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for a description of visual character.

C-13.2 Please see comment response B-1.1 regarding visual character and visitor
demand.

C-13.3 Please see Topical Response 1, Traffic, regarding traffic impacts.

C-13.4 Please see Topical Response 3, Water and Hydrology, regarding water supply
impacts.
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Comment Letter C-14, Rita Pickering

From: Rita Pickering
Date: August 16, 2022 9:08 PM

To: Hyatthotel

Please! No more hotels! Half moon Bay is getting to crowded!! Traffic is unbearable,
C-14.1| crowds are suffocating, don't the locals get any consideration here or is it always about
the tourists.
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Response to Commenter Letter C-14: Rita Pickering

C-14.1 Please see Topical Response 1, Traffic, regarding traffic impacts.
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Comment Letter C-15, Sara Nebeling

From: Sara Nebeling
Date: August 16, 2022 12:49 PM

To: Hyatthotel I really disagree with all the new development going on around HMB. We have
gridlocked roads already, and our water situation is pretty dire already. No amount of income

C-15.1| for the city is worth it if we all have to cut back on water drastically at some point, which surely
will happen. Of course you already know that if there were to be a disaster of any kind we
would all be stuck here, not able to get out. Hate to even think of that scenario. Please please
consider the quality of life and safety of current residents before approving more
development!!

Sara Nebeling, Half Moon Bay
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Response to Commenter Letter C-15: Sara Nebeling

C-15.1 Please see Topical Response 4, Emergency Access and Traffic Safety,
regarding emergency access safety concerns, Topical Response 3, Hydrology and
Water Resources, regarding water supply impacts, and Topical Response 1, Traffic,
regarding project related trip generation and traffic impacts.
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FROM: T.J. Martin Comment Letter C-16, T.J. Martin
Date: August 16, 2022 6:46 PM

To:Hyatthotel

Hi,

As a homeowner of Half Moon Bay, I am writing to express my opposition for the Hyatt
Hotel project for the following reasons:

« Irreparable harm to the character of that stretch of the the Half Moon Bay Highway 1
corridor

C-16.1

C-16.2 | eIncreased traffic to Highway 1 and local roads

« Obstruction of the mountain views

C-16.3
o Unnecessary, considering there are an abundance of hotels with meeting spaces already

in Half Moon Bay

I understand that the City will benefit from additional revenues from this project, but we
need to introspectively decide which type of community we are and which type of
community we want to become. Both residents and visitors are drawn to Half Moon Bay
specifically to avoid the debacle of over development so prevalent throughout the Bay
Area and proceeding with this project is just another step in the slow malaise of over
development in an area not physically designed to handle influxes of people.

Thank you for your consideration.

Thomas Martin

C-16.4

2-97 August 2024



Half Moon Bay Hyatt Place Project
2.0 Response to Comments Final EIR

Response to Commenter Letter C-16: T.J. Martin

C-16.1 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding visual character.

C-16.2 Please see Topical Response 1, Traffic, regarding project related trip generation
and traffic impacts.

C-16.3 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding visual impacts.

C-16.4 The LCP and the LCLUP provide guidance for sustainable growth and
development in the city. As described in Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning, the
Original Project is consistent with allowable uses in the LCLUP. The project site is
designated as a Commercial - General, which supports a variety of commercial activities
including downtown retail, service and office uses, shopping centers, visitor-serving
facilities, health care, health care, and live-work spaces. As a commercial hotel, the
project would meet visitor-serving needs for maximizing coastal access while remaining
consistent with requirements for protecting coastal resources and environmental
sustainability.
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From: Patricia Chimienti Comment Letter C-17, Patricia Chimienti

Date: August 15,2022 7235 PM
To hyatthotel

=171

C-17.2

C-17.3

The picture above is another large apartment/condominium cormplex that is being built already
in HMB. We must not allow many of this type of developrnent in our small town. This
development got pushed through, but the 8 condos on he end of Main Street should not be
allowed Please watch this & minute video that [ want added to the official record and reviewed by
the council during deliberations at this YouTube link https//youtu.be/RloA958mepY Regarding
the Hyatt Hotel project. HME does not need another motel as there are over 15 in the area, but
the Big part of this project is the 8 buildings for up to 16-24 duplex units that are also planned to
bebuilt in that sarme location. The deadline for written corrments is Tuesday September 13, 2022
by 500 PM at City Hall or via email at hyatthotel@hmbcity.com. So, this is my email and video
to please be added to the official record concerning these projects, All around the Peninsula like
in Belmont, Redwood City, Foster City and San Mateo there seems to be an excessive armnount of
LARGE APARTMENT/CCNDOMINIUNM COMPLEXES being built and now it is starting in
HMEI!

HMB has only two roadways in and out of town and with this excessive buildout will cause the
population to increase substantially. Every weekend Hwy 1 and 92 basically become parking lots
twice a day with traffic either entering or trying to leave HIMB.

Aside from tog HME is known for its wide open spaces and beantiful view corridors, these large
developments will surely harm this.
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Also, city water for HMB is basically from local privately owned groundwater wells and with
the additional population especially, during this drought period, will lower the water levels!
Being so close to the ocean this could cause salt water intrusion problems to wells! Since
coming here and finally being able to move into my home in 1989, there have been attempts
to build out this town. The first along the Ocean Shore railroad right of way, between Kelly
and Poplar Avenues, which would have opened up the ‘privately owned' lots between the
C-17.4 | ailroad right of way, and the Francis State Beach.

Then, of course, the attempted WAVE CREST development. Remember the promised NEW
middle school? What wasn't mentioned was the large retail outlet that was to be built there.
We all thought it would be WalMart, that would have crippled 'downtown' HMB
permanently! Wavecrest is across the freeway from where the HYATT Project and the
Ford's group condos are planned.

It will not be many years at all, until Ford's group will be closing their ICE car retail shop, as
the EV revolution is starting. I feel that this condominium and Hyatt motel is a way for the
Ford's group to make money before having to close up shop!

Please do not allow this unnecessary build out of half moon bay!

C-17.5

August 2024 2-100



Half Moon Bay Hyatt Place Project
Final EIR 2.0 Response to Comments

Response to Commenter Letter C-17: Patricia Chimienti

C-17.1 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.

C-17.2 Please see Topical Response 1, Traffic, of the Draft EIR for a description of
transportation and traffic.

C-17.3 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding impacts to views of open
spaces and view corridors.

C-17.4 As stated in Section 4.16.2, Existing Conditions, of the Draft EIR, Coastside
CWD serves as the urban water retailer for Half Moon Bay. The Coastwide CWD obtains
water from multiple sources (Pilarcitos Reservoir, Upper Crystal Springs Reservoir,
Pilarcitos Creek, Denniston Creek, and groundwater from the Airport Subbasin), and
buys water from the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission annually. The Coastwide
CWD operates eight groundwater wells in the Denniston Well Field, known as the Half
Moon Bay Terrace groundwater basin. However, the basin supplies limited water for
domestic and municipal uses. Currently, a groundwater management plan has not been
developed for the Half Moon Bay Terrace groundwater basin because the basin has
been determined to be very low priority. Please see Topical Response 3, Water and
Hydrology, for a description of water resources.

C-17.5 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.
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Comment Letter C-18, Nancy Rapp

FROM: Nancy Rapp
Date: August 14,2022 9:46 PM

To: hyatthotel

To whom it may concern:

I oppose the building of the Hyatt Hotel.

I oppose the building of the building of the duplex assortment.
Nancy Rapp

C-18.1
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Response to Commenter Letter C-18: Nancy Rapp

C-18.1 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.
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C-19.1

Comment Letter C-19, Elizabeth Haning

From: Elizabeth Haning
Date: August 14, 8:57 PM

TO: Hyatt Hotel Email

Another motel..hotel. do we need this. Housing is needed. can we grow and maintain the
charming character of our town? We already have a difficult traffic situation. Maybe
infrastructure first ...more roads or more lanes..on the egress roads we have....and then think
about a hotel if needed. I guess the downtown merchants might be in favor..That,s
understandable. E. Haning

August 2024
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Response to Commenter Letter C-19: Elizabeth Haning

C-19.1 Please see Topical Response 1, Traffic, regarding transportation and traffic.
Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding visual character.
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C-20.1

C-20.2

C-20.3 |

C-20.4 |

C-20.5

C-20.6

Cc-20.7|

C-20.8

Comment Letter C-20, Carol Spear
CAROL SPEAR
August 14, 2022
To HMB City Council
I would like to make comment regarding the proposed building of a Hyatt Hotel and more
condos in HMB. I am a long term resident since 1997 and enjoy living in HMB, I chose the
coastal town specifically because it was a small city and more rural than places on the
Peninsula. I have the following concerns about building the proposed hotel and condos;

1. Open land being removed
2. Increased traffic (which has got steadily worse over the years)

3. With increased traffic comes potential for increased accidents (HWY 94 closures as most
people don’t seem to know how to drive bends)

4. Increase use of our water (locally sourced)
5. Increase use of electricity (we already have too many outages compared to years ago)

6. Why build next to fire department?? I travel a lot and would never book at a hotel by a fire
station because of potential noise

7. Has there been a study on how many hotel rooms are currently being used per day — and
how many people have been unable to get rooms because of 100% occupancy?

8. Who are the proposed customers for this hotel? Most people just come for a day or weekend
so it will have low occupancy for most of the week

9. Why build condos near route 1 ?- it will be noisy

10. If they are built they should be for low income people and the sales price/rental prices be
capped. Also have a percentage that must go to HMB residents

I appreciate your time reading my email and taking into considerations my concerns.

Carol Spear
HMB resident

August 2024
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Response to Commenter Letter C-20: Carol Spear

C-20.1 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding impacts to views of open
spaces preservation.

C-20.2 Please see Topical Response 1, Traffic, and Topical Response 4, Emergency
Access and Traffic Safety, regarding traffic and traffic safety impacts related to the
project.

C-20.3 Please see Topical Response 3, Water and Hydrology, regarding water supply
impacts.

C-20.4 As discussed in Section 4.7, Energy, of the Draft EIR, the Original Project is not
anticipated to substantially increase the use of energy in the City of Half Moon Bay. The
Original Project would comply with all requirements related to energy usage including
California's Energy Efficiency Standards for New Buildings, Title 24, and California’s
Renewable Energy Portfolio Standard Program. Project implementation would
incorporate several sustainability elements in an effort to reduce wasteful energy
consumption. Mitigation intended to reduce energy consumption includes energy
efficient design features of the Original Project, such as on-site EV charging stations and
high-efficiency lighting throughout the site. The Original Project would also install glass
solar panels on the roof, which would generate approximately three percent of the
electricity used on-site.

Additionally, project construction would not increase demands on the electric power
network during peak and base period demand periods, as construction energy demands
would be largely associated with equipment and transportation fuels. Based on the total
project energy usage outlined in Section 4.7, Energy, of the Draft EIR, the Original
Project’s estimated energy demand in 2022 (9,528 MMBtu, which converts to
approximately 3 GWh) represents an extremely small fraction, 0.00075 percent of the
regional energy use.

C-20.5 As discussed in Section 4.12, Noise and Vibration, of the Draft EIR, the Original
Project is not expected to substantially increase the ambient noise levels surrounding
the project site. This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental
analysis in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the
publication of this Final EIR.

C-20.6 Please see response to comment B-1.1 regarding visitor demand.
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C-20.7 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.

C-20.8 As discussed in the text revisions to Chapter 5.0, Alternatives, Modified
Alternative 2 would include up to four units of housing on Lot 1. Please see Topical
Response 5, Modified Alternative 2 for a description of Proposed Project development
regarding the development of up to 16 residential units on four lots. The remainder of
Lots 2-4 would be developed in the future as the auto dealership parking lot is converted
over time, with the remaining residential development of up to 12 units.
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Comment Letter C-21, Robert Sweetow

FROM: Robert Sweetow
Date: August 12,2022 1:44 PM

TO:Jill Ekas

Dear Ms. Ekas,

I watched the zoom conference on the Hyatt Hotel proposal with great interest this week. I was
very impressed with your unbiased report on this proposal. I did not provide my own comments
as I felt they would be redundant to the other excellent comments that were made. I simply want
to reiterate a couple of what [ believe were the most important points.

Ist is the fact that while each of the objections to this proposal may not stand on their stand on
their own or violate existing codes, the cumulative effect of all of these issues (environmental,
C-21.1 | visual, abundance of existing hotels and B and Bs etc.) is quite significant. In particular, I wish to
call attention to the fact that the proposed location is literally at the southern gateway of Half
Moon Bay.

Given the residents’ desire to maintain our small town uniqueness, the exceedingly typical, dull
C-21.2 | design of the hotel, and blockade of the mountain views is antithetical to this concept. I do hope
you will share this email with the planning commission.

Thank you,
Robert Sweetow
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Response to Commenter Letter C-21: Robert Sweetow

C-21.1 Please see the policy consistency tables that are provided in each environmental
resource topic section of the Draft EIR. Please see Topical Response 6, Cumulative
Impacts, regarding cumulative impacts. Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics,
regarding impacts to visual quality and compatibility with the southern gateway. This is
not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis in the EIR but
is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of this Final EIR.

C-21.2 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding impacts on scenic views
and visual character. This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the
environmental analysis in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers
through the publication of this Final EIR.
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C-221

Comment Letter C-22, C.A. Young

From: Cid Young Date: August 11, 2022 at 2:23 AM PDT

To: Jill Ekas

Thank you.

This afternoon, Hwy One was closed due to a head-on (DUI suspected) collision, which
highlights my concerns about a far more major incident than a traffic collision involving
only two cars, but which closed Highway One from 4:30 PM to almost 7:15PM on a
weekday, due to the need for a Life Flight Helicopter dispatched to the scene and back to
Stanford.

Once again, locals safety is impacted by more and more visitors in Cars, so having a
robust Emergency Safety Plan is very important.

-C.A. Young
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Response to Commenter Letter C-22: C.A. Young

C-22.1 Please see Topical Response 4, Emergency Access and Traffic Safety,
regarding emergency access safety impacts related to the project.
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Comment Letter C-23, Carlysle Ann Young

From: Cid Young Date: August 10, 2022 at 2:17:37 PMPDT

To:Jill Ekas Subject: Last night’s Planning Meeting for proposed Hyatt Hotel

Hello Jill,

Thank you for conducting the Planning Commission meeting regarding the proposed Hyatt
Hotel at the Southern Gateway of the City of Half Moon Bay.

My concern is mainly about inadequate local infrastructure, water rates and consumption,
views, traffic and emergency evacuation measures (especially on a day when the Coast is full of
road-clogging visitors who might not know how to safely evacuate in the case of a natural
disaster such as Tsunami or Fire) and the possible chaos that could ensue.

C-23.1

So, my question that | do not believe was answered last night is: Does the City of Half Moon Bay
now have an updated General Plan and a robust Safety Element in place? (At my last inquiry it
was still “in the works”.) If so, could you please provide me the link to said “safety element” or
recent general plan, to review,? [ fear that should there ever be a need for an Emergency
Evacuation coordinated with CalFire, the CHP and the SMC Sheriff’s Office, the City will not be
at the ready. So, could you please forward the Safety Plans at your earliest convenience?
(Thanks).

C-232

Itis NOT simply the proposed 102 room hotel, but the possible lack of Safety Planning plus the
CUMULATIVE traffic that will be produced from adding more and more Coastal visitor-
serving attractions such as: Tunitas Creek Beach (60 planned parking spots in the Parking lot)
the proposed 50 spots & 7 tent campsites at the Harbor Village RV Park, the New Pump-track in
Quarry Park now open, but with additional parking still in the works, the proposed Dunes Beach
Project, the Cypress Ridge 71 units planned by MidPen Housing in Moss Beach (with a planned
138 on-site parking spots for an estimated 200 residents) and not to mention all the proposed
housing (high density affordable homes) as detailed in the recent 2022 Planning meeting for the
state-mandated Housing Element for Half Moon Bay in the coming next 10 years. I do admit
there is a longing for the “quaint” and charming” small town feel to return to the Coastside as it
was when | moved here in 1988,

C-233

Tam a member of CERT for Seal Cove in Moss Beach, and | follow the CFPD meetings regularly
but, the general MidCoast emergency evacuation “plans” are always pretty vague.

During their meetings I have asked if there is a designated MidCoast Emergency Shelter and |
was told there is not. (1 do know that during the fires of 2000 the Half Moon Bay High School
was designated as such for the evacuees displaced from Pescadero and the South Coast, but we
locals were also asked to not use Hwy One south of Half Moon Bay due to the need for
emergency crews and large animal evacuations to get through. However, I doubt if Half Moon
C-23.4 | Bay could even accommodate their own population at said High School in the event of a dire
emergency.

In addition, since then, the new US Census now reports that the combined unincorporated
population (11,740) of the MidCoast (Moss Beach) 3,436), Montara (2,833), & El Granada
(5,471) is nearly equal to that of Half Moon Bay (11,795) so, by adding more and more visitor-
serving buildings to your City, one might expect that will further impair everyone’s chance to
escape a conflagration or another climate-induce storm event like on Dec, 14th, 2021 when the
Pilarcitos Creek overflowed onto Hwy 92, Carter Park, the City’s 20+ acre Corporation Yard at
880 Stone Pine Road, and nearly flooded our joint powers authority Sewer Plant, which could
have resulted in fines by the EPA to all Coastside rate payers.
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C-234
Cont.

C-23.5

C-23.6

I hope there is a Safety Element in your updated General Plan, or, if not, you really should urge
the City to get on it, as they promised to do two years ago.

With a deficient Storm Water infrastructure system, it concerns me that the City keeps putting
off the important things and rather spends valuable time on approving Developer’s new
Projects. As mentioned regarding the City Budget, in the HMB Review: “ The city also reviewed
the five-year Capital Improvement Project list that identified 67 projects and programs to be
completed in the coming years for an estimated cost of $110 million, though $70 million worth
of them remain unfunded. City engineer Maziar Bozorginia said one of the key projects for next
fiscal year is upgrading the city’s stormwater management plan in light of the heavy rainfall and
flooding last winter. The last stormwater study was completed in 2016.

“I think our revenue stream will hopefully continue to recover,” Council-member Robert
Brownstone said. “It’s nice to see that we’re looking again at bringing up the pace of our capital
improvements and infrastructure.”

It may seem that 1 am being critical, but I do admit that ] am concerned about adding more
buildings when the infrastructure is so lacking, under-funded or continually being put off.
Especially the additional sewage, and traffic that will be created, with #HMBGRIDLOCK and a
Sewer Plant Lawsuit appeal being ignored.

Sincerely,
Carlysle Ann Young

August 2024
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Response to Commenter Letter C-23: Carlysle Ann Young

C-23.1 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding impacts to scenic views.
Please see Topical Response 3, Water and Hydrology, regarding water supply impacts.
Please see Topical Response 4, Safety, regarding emergency access safety related to
the project.

C-23.2 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.

C-23.3 Please see Topical Response 6, Cumulative Impacts, regarding cumulative traffic
impacts.

C-23.4 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.

C-23.5 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.

C-23.6 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.
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C-241

C-24.2

C-24.3

C-24.4

Comment Letter C-24, Denise Rundle

FROM: Denise Rundle
Date: August 23, 2022 12:05 PM

TO: HyattHotel To HMB Planning Commission,

I am against the building of any hotel or motels. Half moon bay cannot fill the hotels we have
now and the B&B’s are suffering. A huge commercial conglomerate Hotel such at the Hyatt
will first of all look aweful!! Whatever is built they now looks like quite honestly crap. Our
infrastructure cannot handle the traffic flow now? What are you thinking? It will be an eye
soar. It will hinder hillside views. I don’t believe parking it’s going to be a mess. That field
across the road is supposed to be all POST. I worked very hard on the creation and
maintenance of the dog park. For the longest time HMB would have nothing to do with it.
We raised money for the fence we finally got no potable running water. So water bottles
should sit in the sun to kill any pathogens. Yet the “Master plan” will enlarge? That means it
will encumber the POST land no one was allow to walk thru in hopes of revitalizing the
habitats. Now it doesn’t matter? Who is really paying for this? Hyatt? Don’t want it.

HMB needs a commercial moratorium on building. Commercial. And large homes over
20,000 sq ft. No solid high fenced compounds. Keep your eyes on the sea cliff and on the sea
cliff homes bought by LLCs.

The more difficult to buy and move here the more desirable the more tourism. That’s what
you need to concentrate on.

Forget about Hyatt and more on please. Tourism and State Beaches. Start with thst mess at
1850 Cabrillo highway. They are holding Rave Parties. D] music, no biz lic. No permits. Not
lic from ABC. No permits for assembly. Nothing. I went to county clerk Current owner just
ignores the Coastal Commission. Why don’t sheriff shut them down? It’s illegal. It’s
dangerous. Charter buses drop off people. There are no dates or schedule I can find yet. I
have a person checking Dark Web for info Start there and make it a proper state beach.
There you have it. The 2 ends of town making a mess. Clean it up.

If you have any questions, please call me 415-860-7240.

Thank you, Denise Bernardini Rundle
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Response to Commenter Letter C-24: Denise Rundle

C-24.1 Please see Topical Response 1, Traffic, regarding project-related trip generation
and traffic impacts. Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding impacts on
visual quality.

As stated in Section 4.15, Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR, evaluation of
parking impacts is not required under CEQA. However, the City will be evaluating
parking as part of the application review process, and a parking discussion is available in
Appendix H, Traffic Impact Study, of the Draft EIR. Additionally, Section 3.2, Project
Components, of the Draft EIR, states that the Original Project would include 148 parking
spaces, which is greater than either the Half Moon Bay requirement (146 spaces) or the
projected parking demand (128 spaces).

Following circulation of the Draft EIR, the applicant submitted revised plans to the City
indicating that Alternative 2 (with revisions), is now the Proposed Project that would be
considered for approval. This Proposed Project is described in the Final EIR as Modified
Alternative 2The Original Project as evaluated in the EIR is not changed. Modified
Alternative 2 includes a 102-room hotel and 108 parking spaces, which is greater than
the Half Moon Bay requirement.

C-24.2 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.

C-24.3 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.

C-24.4 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.
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Comment Letter C-25, Dave Schorr

FROM: Dave Schorr
Date: August 22, 2022 2:44 PM

TO: HyattHotel

Hello - Following up on this request from Aug 8 for eyeball height delineation - I am on a
C-25.1|very tight timeline to complete comments on the Draft EIR, and this clarification would be

appreciated.

Thank you!
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Response to Commenter Letter C-25: Dave Schorr

C-25.1 The existing condition and simulation photos, provided by Square One, were
taken from standing eye level or approximately 48"-56" from grade for each viewpoint.
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C-26.1

C-26.2

Comment Letter C-26, Larry Hebb
FROM: Larry Hebb

Date: August 21, 2022 2:26 PM

TO: HyattHotel

Jill:

Thank you and the City of Half Moon Bay for the opportunity to provide public comment
on the proposed Hyatt Place Hotel and review the draft EIR.

I am writing in support of Alternative #2, the 102 room version which was discussed. The
reduced size of the project, greater set-backs and enablement of the eight duplex units along
Seymour Street are meaningful improvements and go a long way to addressing impacts of
the project.

One suggestion to further improve Alternative #2 is to require that the South Building (two
story) have an elevation of more than two feet lower than the three story North Building
(proposed 34" maximum -vs- 36' maximum) to further reduce the loss of ridgeline sight lines
from westerly and southerly views.

I would be a user of this property and this use would not lead to increased traffic on 92/1/
Main Street. In my work, we frequently have out of town guests who are in the Bay Area for
several days, visiting offices and clients in both San Francisco and on the Peninsula. A Hyatt
Place hotel would allow me to have them stay in HMB with me driving them from the City
one evening and to the Peninsula the next morning on a vehicle trip which would happen
anyway. The City would benefit with the additional Transit Occupancy Tax currently going
to Cities over-the-hill without an added traffic burden.

Very best,
Larry Hebb
Half Moon Bay

August 2024
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Response to Commenter Letter C-26: Larry Hebb

C-26.1 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics for a description of the design
considerations made in an effort to reduce the aesthetic impacts associated with the
Original Project and Topical Response 5, Modified Alternative 2, which is now the project
under consideration for approval.

C-26.2 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.
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C-271

Comment Letter C-27, Hiroshi Menjo

FROM: Hiroshi Menjo
Date: August 18, 2022 6:51 PM

TO: HyattHotel

Adding more apartments and condos is suicidal for Half Moon Bay. That will deteriorate
the positive reputation of HMB, and will damage its brand and value. No one wins by
such developments. I am against it. Hiroshi Menjo 995 Siskiyou Dr. Menlo Park, CA
94025

August 2024
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Response to Commenter Letter C-27: Hiroshi Menjo

C-27.1 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.
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Comment Letter C-28, Matt Davis

FROM: Matt Davis
Date: August 18, 2022 6:51 PM

TO: HyattHotel

Hi, I just thought I would send this message to give my support to the hotel project. It's

private property, so the question of whether or not we have "too many hotels/motels in
C-28.1|town" shouldn't be a deciding factor to me. That would be the owners business. I feel like

our southern entrance to Main street is currently ugly. I think a nice new building, which

would most likely be taken care of, would look better than what we have now.

Thank you,

Matthew Davis

Alcatraz Ave.

Resident of Half Moon Bay
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Response to Commenter Letter C-28: Matt Davis

C-28.1 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.
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Comment Letter C-29, Melissa Lamb

FROM: Melissa Lamb
Date: August 18, 2022 1:39 PM

TO: HyattHotel

C-29.1 We do NOT need another hotel in hmb. The drain of resources would harm residents and
lead to even more traffic.
Sincerely
Melissa Lamb
HMB resident
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Response to Commenter Letter C-29: Melissa Lamb

C-29.1 Please see Topical Response 1, Traffic, regarding traffic impacts. This is not a
comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis in the EIR but is
noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of this Final EIR.
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Comment Letter C-30, Laura Fine
FROM: Laura Fine

Date: August 18, 2022 10:54 AM

TO: HyattHotel

Dear Half Moon Bay,

Our family has resided in HMB for over 5 years and urge committee members to vote no to
the Hyatt HMB construction.

‘We appreciate our neighbors’ video https://youtu.be/RIoA9S8mcpY

and think it would be valuable to view prior to decision making.

In addition, the field across from the proposed structure is protected land that serves as a bird
C-30.1 ] and wildlife sanctuary. Undoubtedly, a hotel with tourists will compromise the space
(especially when the mustard blooms for crowds trying to take photos).

We’ve enjoyed the small town feel but have also felt the pressure with excess gridlock traffic; it
C-30.2 | worries our family that in the event of an emergency the one lane roads on highways 1 & 92

will be blocked.

Please think long term and preserve the beauty of Half Moon Bay by voting against building
these structures across from the fire station/car dealership/refuge.

Thank you,
Laura Fine
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Response to Commenter Letter C-30: Laura Fine

C-30.1 The project would not impact the open space located west of the project site
across SR-1. In addition, as discussed in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft
EIR, the project site does not provide high-quality habitat for migratory birds due to its
small size and the predominantly non-native vegetation that dominates the project site,
in comparison to more natural areas with native trees and vegetation to the east and
west. Migratory birds flying over or along the coastline may use the site as a stopover
site for refueling and deposition of fat reserves to continue migration, but they are
expected to do so in small numbers due to the marginal habitat quality.

C-30.2 Please see Topical Response 1, Traffic, regarding project-related trip generation
and traffic impacts. Please see Topical Response 4, Emergency Access and Traffic
Safety, regarding impacts on traffic and emergency access safety related to the project.
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C-31.1

C-31.2

Comment Letter C-31, Paul Mc Gregor

From: Paul Mc Gregor
Date: Tuesday 09/13/2022 4:49 PM

To: HyattHotel

Subject: Hyatt Hotel

Good afternoon Jill, I am writing today in support of Greg Jamison's Hyatt hotel. He has been working
on this project for over six years and has come along way. Through the cities and neighbors input this has
become a better project.

Not only does it bring jobs To the community, it also cuts down traffic for these particular jobs. You have
to take into consideration the Main Street housing project that P'm sure the majority of people would love
to have the chance to work right across the street from where they live. The project benefits the
community in many aspects.. It is the gateway at the south end of town. Which drastically needs
improvement. I believe this will improve the southern gateway. With the bike trails, And the dedicated
wetlands. This is a win-win for the city of half Moon Bay.

All the features in this hotel is something that future developers should aspire to. Again with the cities
input and all the neighbors this has become a better project. There have been concerns about blocking
ridge top views. With the project being pushed back as far as it is to the east it has opened up a lot of the
ridge top views. I drive north every day and look at the story polls and I don’t see what the big fuss is all
about. Also going south, I don’t see any problems with the height of the building. In my opinion this is a
win-win for the city, TOT taxes, open space, saving wetlands, bicycle trails, improvement of main street.
There’s too much to name for all of the positive impacts.

I completely support this project, and please allow Mr. Jamison to move forward.

Sincerely Paul W Mc Gregor

August 2024
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Response to Commenter Letter C-31: Paul Mc Gregor

C-31.1 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.

C-31.2 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.
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C-32.1

Comment Letter C-32, Connie Alice Hungate

From: ConnieAlice Hungate
Date: Tuesday 09/13/2022 4:35 PM

To: HyattHotel

Subject: traffic concerns around Hyatt project

Hi,

I'm concerned that the traffic analysis was conducted in 2019. I think weekend traffic conditions
have changed considerably post-pandemic. I'd love to see some analysis on a nice fall weekend
or summer weekend to understand the impact of the project on traffic.

Thank you!
ConnieAlice

"This condition does not include project-generated traffic volumes. Traffic volume data
representative of the typical weekday was collected on May 8, 2019, while local schools were in
session. Since there are typically special events of varying sizes occurring every Saturday, counts
for the weekend period were conducted over two Saturdays, May 11, 2019, and June 1, 2019,
and the higher of the two was applied in the analysis."
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Response to Commenter Letter C-32: Connie Alice Hungate

C-32.1 Please see Topical Response 1, Traffic, regarding impacts related to traffic.

2-133 August 2024



Half Moon Bay Hyatt Place Project

2.0 Response to Comments Final EIR

C-33.1

Comment Letter C-33, Larry Gandelman

From: Larry Gandelman
Date: Tuesday 09/13/2022 4:26 PM

To: HyattHotel

Subject: A Vote of Support

To Whom It May Concern:

I want to offer my sincere Letter of Support for the Hyatt Hotel project in Half Moon Bay.
As someone who lived in HMB for 30+ years, raised my children in the community, was
active with Half Moon Bay High School Boosters, raised money for a variety of local causes
and is very interested in seeing our Main Street Merchants thrive, I implore the City to move
forward with the “approval” of this project. The Jamison Family have been pillars of the
HMB Community and Greg Jamison has been more than receptive and accommodating in
revising the hotel plans on several occasions to adopt the feedback received at great personal
expense.

HMB needs a Southern Gateway that draws “people in” versus speeding down Highway 1 to
the north without exploring the “charm” of our Main Street. This project has been under
“consideration” for over six (6) long years. It is time for the City of Half Moon Bay to take
“affirmative” steps to make the Hyatt Place Hotel a reality. Traffic has always been an issue
in our community. When living in HMB this has been “understood” yesterday, today and
tomorrow. The beauty of coastside living is “worth” making the necessary adjustments to
plan accordingly when known traffic patterns are “in play”.

I urge the Planning Commission to move forward and approve this much needed and highly
desirable project.

Sincerely,
Lawrence M. Gandelman

August 2024

2-134



Half Moon Bay Hyatt Place Project
Final EIR 2.0 Response to Comments

Response to Commenter Letter C-33: Larry Gandelman

C-33.1 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.
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C-341

C-34.2

C-343

C-34.4 |

C-345 |

Comment Letter C-34, Irma Morawietz

From: Irma Morawietz
Date: Tuesday 09/13/2022 3:03 PM

To: HyattHotel

Subject: Hyatt-Hotel Comments

I’m writing about the Hyatt-Hotel and it not being a good fit for our community. I have lived in
Half Moon Bay for 26 years and I have seen many changes and never have I seen any concern
for our increased traffic. We use to have bad traffic only during Pumpkin Festival and Dream
Machines. Now, heavy and stopped traffic is a regular occurrence on most weekends.

There are only two ways in and out of Half Moon Bay and in an emergency, the only way out
would be with a helicopter. I am a CERT Block Captain and we have been practicing evacuation

during an Earthquake or Fire. We would be not be able to leave the area,

We don’t need another hotel, full occupancy never happens. I worked in the hotels, motels and
inns for 30 yearsas a LMT.

The Hotel would have a negative affect on our resources by blocking views of our beautiful hills
from being seen when entering the city.

Parking is another overtaxed resource that I am concerned would be negatively impacted by
hotel guest and staff.

Access to safety resources is another concern. The hotel will be built next
to Half Moon Bay Fire Station, this will hinder access for firefighters.

Thank you, Irma Morawietz

August 2024
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Response to Commenter Letter C-34: Irma Morawietz

C-34.1 Please see Topical Response 1, Traffic, regarding traffic impacts.

C-34.2 Please see Topical Response 4, Emergency Access and Traffic Safety,
regarding impacts on traffic safety, emergency access, and emergency response.

C-34.3 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding impacts on scenic views.

C-34.4 Please see Topical Response 1, Traffic, regarding project-related trip generation
and traffic impacts. Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding impacts on
visual quality.

As stated in Section 4.15, Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR, evaluation of
parking impacts is not required under CEQA. However, the City will be evaluating
parking as part of the application review process, and a parking discussion is available in
Appendix H, Traffic Impact Study, of the Draft EIR. Section 3.2, Project Components, of
the Draft EIR, states that the Original Project would include 148 parking spaces, which is
greater than either the Half Moon Bay requirement (146 spaces) or the projected parking
demand (128 spaces). Modified Alternative 2 would include 108 spaces for a 102-room
hotel.

Following circulation of the Draft EIR, the applicant submitted revised plans to the City
indicating that Alternative 2 (with revisions), is now the Proposed Project that would be
considered for approval. This Proposed Project is described in the Final EIR as Modified
Alternative 2.

C-34.5 Please see Topical Response 4, Emergency Access and Traffic Safety,
regarding impacts on emergency response.
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Comment Letter C-35, T Mendez

From: T Mendes
Date: Tuesday 09/13/2022 3:03 PM

To: HyattHotel

C-35.1| [ want to see the hotel come to Half Moon Bay. I think it would be a good idea. TM
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Response to Commenter Letter C-35: T Mendez

C-35.1 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.
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Comment Letter C-36, Barry Franklin

From: Barry Franklin
Date: Tuesday 09/13/2022 2:03 PM

To: HyattHotel

Subject: T oppose the Hyatt project

To whom it may concern,

While I applaud investors and business owners, I feel that the city of Half Moon Bay is unable to handle

another hotel, especially in this location. I believe it will create more of a traffic nightmare for the area and
C-36.1|local population. It is virtually impossible to leave HMB now on weekends which is setting us up for a

horrible situation in an emergency. We have more traffic than we can currently handle.

Basically I'm opposing the project on grounds of traffic and emergency management.

Best,
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Response to Commenter Letter C-36: Barry Franklin

C-36.1 Please see Topical Response 1, Traffic, regarding traffic impacts and Topical
Response 4, Emergency Access and Traffic Safety, regarding traffic safety and
emergency response.
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Comment Letter C-37, Jennifer Lee Segale

From: Jennifer Lee Segale
Date: Tuesday 09/13/2022 1:12 PM

To: HyattHotel

Subject: Hyatt

Hello,

As a lifelong resident and business owner in HMB, I wanted to voice my opinion on the Hyatt project. I
C-37.1 [respectfully do not support this project on any level and think it would be a horrible idea for the town, the

southern entrance into the town, and for the surrounding sensitive wildlife.

Thank you, Jenn Segale
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Response to Commenter Letter C-37: Jennifer Lee Segale

C-37.1 Please see Section 4.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR, which identifies
existing biological resources on and surrounding the project site and potential impacts to
sensitive biological resources, outlines standard conditions of project approval, and
proposes mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant impacts.
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C-38.1

C-38.2

C-38.3

C-38-4

C-38.5

C-38.6

From: Debbie Daugherty

To: HyattHotel
Subject: Hyatt Hotel Pro
Dear HMB City,
There are many concerns about this project that many citizens of HMB, my husband, and I have in
regards to to this project moving forward.

rere a y plenty of hotels in our city, that aren’t bein
capacity.
Why would people want to stay at a hotel, with the fire engines and paramedics sirens going off at all
times of the day and night?

This project is violation of our City Code and Policies regarding protection of our visual resources,
such as coastal hills.

The negative impact in regards to traffic will only add to grid lock that we have in our downtown,
not to mention on highways 1, and 92. We do not have the ability to manage what we already have in

huge problem especially with the heat waves that are being generated by climate change.

Currently we are water rationing, if we are asking people to reserve water, why would we add to this
current issue which is also being impacted by climate change?

As a downtown resident for over 35 years, our town used to have slow growth laws, which seem like
they have been thrown out the door. The excessive building of projects that are not needed and that
are putting more stress on our infrastructure, that is difficult considering we are being majorly
impacted by climate change.

Our focus should be on building affordable housing for those who work in our community.
In closing we feel this project should not go forward.

Thank you,

Debra Daugherty

Comments specifically referencing the hotel project in violation of City Code and Policies regarding
protection of visual resources (the coastal hills) will be most effective, but any thoughts on negative
impacts of the Hyatt (water, energy, traffic, etc) are all good to get on record.
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Response to Commenter Letter C-38: Debbie Daugherty

C-38.1 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for a description of the applicable
LCLUP policies and provisions of the Municipal Code, including the Zoning Ordinance,
pertaining to visual resources.

C-38.2 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, impacts to visual resources and
consistency with associated City policies.

C-38.3 Please see Topical Response 1, Traffic, regarding traffic congestion concerns.

C-38.4 Please see Topical Response 3, Water and Hydrology, regarding water supply.

C-38.5 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.

C-38.6 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.
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Comment Letter C-39, Laura Dunston

From: Laurie Dunston
Date: Tuesday 09/13/2022 10:42 AM
To: HyattHotel

Subject: Visual monster

It has been brought to my attention that the size and impact of the proposed hotel is a violation of the
city code and impact on our visual resources.

I do not understand why this project has not been rejected.
Thank you

Laurie Dunston

August 2024
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Response to Commenter Letter C-39: Laura Dunston

C-39.1 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, impacts to visual resources and
consistency with associated City policies.
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C-401

C-40.2

C-40.3

Comment Letter C-40, Margaret, Robert, and Amber Stow

From: The Paper Crane

Date: Tuesday 09/13/2022 9:26 AM

To: HyattHotel

Subject: Opposed to current Hyatt Place project proposal

Dear Members of the Hyatt Place Planning Committee:

As owner and operators of The Paper Crane, we would like to express our concerns about the
Hyatt Place project. The scale and design of the proposed hotel are not in keeping with our
historic Main Street, and would not create an inviting southern gateway to Half Moon Bay's
downtown. The project creates guest lodgings that do not appear to be in demand, places
additional strain on the infrastructure and roads, and creates jobs when there is already
insufficient affordable housing in Half Moon Bay.

Though the hotel would provide guest lodgings within walking distance of downtown
businesses, this is true only in a literal sense. From comments we hear from our customers, we
suspect that few visitors are willing to walk close to a mile in order to shop and eat downtown,
and then return to the hotel carrying full shopping bags. Most will drive the nine blocks and
park downtown, just as they would from any other local hotel.

Half Moon Bay has no shortage of lodgings, luxury or otherwise; as of a 2019 study, hotel
occupancy stands at only 65%. The city needs more affordable housing for the people who
currently work at local hotels and other service businesses. The Paper Crane endorses the
Alternative 2 Plan in the EIR which would use the land for 20 units of residential housing, in an
area of our city where there is a critical need for it, and which is along existing public transit
corridors. We oppose the current planned hotel project.

Thank you for this opportunity to express our views and endorse the Alternative 2 Plan. We
appreciate your attention to our concerns and your efforts to meet the needs of the community
as well as of the land owner/ developer.

Sincerely, Margaret, Robert, and Amber Stow
The Paper Crane
Half Moon Bay, CA 94019
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Response to Commenter Letter C-40: Margaret, Robert, and Amber Stow

C-40.1 through C-40.3  This comment letter is duplicative of Comment Letter B-1,
submitted by the organization, The Paper Crane. Please refer to responses provided in
comment responses B-1.1 to B-1.3.
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C-411

C-41.2

C-41.3

Comment Letter C-41, Kathena Evelon

From: Kathena Avelon
Date: Tuesday 09/13/2022 8:40 AM

To: HyattHotel

Subject: Hyatt Hotel negative impact

I am a resident of Half Moon Bay. I am alarmed that during these years of severe drought the city
would consider opening yet another Hotel in yet another location. Residents have already been
asked to cut back on water use in every way that they can. We don’t have the water resource to
support this massive project.

Traffic impact is another issue. Most residents like myself refrain from going anywhere on the
weekends due to visiting traffic. We have only two routes on and off the coast here. Another hotel
will invite that traffic to linger throughout the week. More traffic signals and roundabouts will
slow traffic 7 days a week instead of the weekend clog that we now face.

In addition to water and traffic, big hotels like big box stores obscure the beauty of our coastline
and destroy the charm and beauty that draw so many to this refuge that nature has created.

Please do not allow this Hyatt project to move forward. Respectfully yours, Kathena Avelon
Resident of HMB
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Response to Commenter Letter C-41: Kathena Evelon

C-41.1 Please see Topical Response 3, Water and Hydrology, regarding water supply
impacts.

C-41.2 Please see Topical Response 1, Traffic, regarding traffic impacts.

C-41.3 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding impacts to visual
resources.
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Comment Letter C-42, Katheryn Murdock

From: kathryn murdock

Date: Tuesday 09/13/2022 5:49 AM

To: HyattHotel

Subject: Hyatt Hotel

More high - end not needed.
C-421 | Destroying everyone's beneficial views of the hills.
C-42 2 | Too much water usage
C-423 | More low paying jobs not needed
C-424 | Would add to the already horrendous traffic problems
C-42 .5 | Needed are establishments for those who already live here

kathryn Murdock
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Response to Commenter Letter C-42: Katheryn Murdock

C-42.1 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding impacts to views of the
hills.

C-42.2 Please see Topical Response 3, Water and Hydrology, regarding water supply
impacts.

C42.3 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.

C-42.4 Please see Topical Response 1, Traffic, regarding traffic impacts.

C-42.5 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.
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C-43.1

Comment Letter C-43, Melissa L.

From: Melissa L
Date: Monday September 12, 2022 10:28 PM

To: HyattHotel

Subject: Comments on Hyatt Hotel

Dear Planning Commissioners,

Thank you for taking the time to hear from residents about the proposed Hyatt Hotel. I
have enjoyed reading the EIR and public comments posted to the website. HMB is not
immune to issues with change and growth that affect communities everywhere. These
changes are never perfect and can sometimes be completely detrimental to an area. After
careful review, I believe the Hyatt Hotel is a well-thought-out, beneficial addition to our
community.

I appreciate the updates to the design that were made in response to residents’ concerns.
Instead of a car dealership, a beautiful hotel will be the entrance to our southern gateway.
Bike rentals will minimize the impact on road congestion. The upscale brand and
location help ensure that guests are supporting our downtown businesses. 'm also
pleased with the local employment opportunities. Hyatt is a top company to work for
with excellent benefits and career development opportunities. Secure employment and
paths to upward mobility help individuals and communities.

I whole-heartedly agree that we need a major transportation overhaul to support both
residents and increased visitor growth. But delaying or preventing the Hyatt proposal will
not solve our traffic problems and could leave us open to a worse development further
down the line. The Hyatt Hotel is good for Half Moon Bay.

Thank you.
Melissa L.
Half Moon Bay, CA
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2-154



Half Moon Bay Hyatt Place Project
Final EIR 2.0 Response to Comments

Response to Commenter Letter C-43: Melissa L.

C-43.1 Please see Topical Response 1, Traffic, regarding traffic impacts. This is not a
comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis in the EIR but is
noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of this Final EIR.
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Comment Letter C-44, Jill and Wayne Impink

From: Jill Impink
Date: Monday September 12, 2022 8:52 PM

To: HyattHotel
Subject: In favor
To whom it may concern, On behalf of myself, and my husband, we would like to to say we are

C-44 1| in favor of the new proposed Hyatt hotel. We both feel it will help revitalize the downtown Main

Street area, and would be a nice addition to the south end of town!
Thank you,

Jill and Wayne Impink
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Response to Commenter Letter C-44: Jill and Wayne Impink

C-44.1 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.
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C-451

Comment Letter C-45, Laurie Dunston

From: Laurie Dunston
Date: Monday September 12, 2022 7:32 PM

To: HyattHotel

Subject: Visual monster

I'm trying to visualize the proposed hotel, I measured the new library’s width It also is
about 35 high The hotel will be two & a third libraries wide on the piece of land. We in
Half Moon Bay will have to live with that visual block every single day. I hope against
hope that building is not approved. Half moon Bay has a charm to it and a building
meant for El Camino Real is very disharmonious.

Thank you
Laurie Dunston
Half Moon Bay resident

August 2024
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Response to Commenter Letter C-45: Laurie Dunston

C-45.1 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics and Topical Response 5, Modified
Alternative 2, regarding impacts to visual resources and size and massing of the project
and alternatives. As described in Topical Response 5, Modified Alternative 2 would
reduce the overall size and massing of the project, thereby reducing visual impacts when
compared to the Original Project.
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C-46.1

C-46.2

C-46.3

Comment Letter C-46, Scott Forrest

From: SCOTT FORREST

Date: Monday September 12, 2022 7:13 PM

To: HyattHotel

Subject: Hyatt Hotel comments

I'm writing you to express my concerns regarding the Hyatt Hotel project. While I have a number
of concerns, for this comment, I am focusing on the two most important to me.

One is the impact on traffic on the coast, which already is literally intolerable for many coastal
residents leading to an exodus of many longtime members of our community. The Planning
Commission must take traffic into account and offer mitigation efforts that will hopefully prove
effective enough that this project avoids becoming a negative impact on our community and on
the coastal resource that serves our visitors from the greater Bay Area and beyond.

The second is the preservation of our visual resources such as views of coastal hills. T understand
that the Hyatt project may seek to violate City Code and Policies regarding protection of our
visual resources. I strongly oppose any such waver. I would like to remind the Planning
Commission that once lost, such visual resources are unlikely to ever be recovered. Such loss
diminishes the value of the coast as a recreational resource not just for residents but also for the
tens of thousands of visitors to the coast seeking respite in exactly this sort of threatened resource.

Excessive traffic poses a similar diminishment to resident and visitors alike. At some point, adding
resources such as the Hyatt project meant to enhance the experience for coastal visitors becomes a
net negative when it’s adverse impacts are allowed to spread unchecked.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Scott Forrest,
Costal resident since 1966.

August 2024
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Response to Commenter Letter C-46: Scott Forrest

C-46.1 Please see Topical Response 1, Traffic, regarding traffic impacts. The
transportation demand management (TDM) program measures, as described in
Appendix H, Traffic Impact Study, of the Draft EIR, requires the TDM program measures
to be monitored for effectiveness and adjusted as necessary. Mitigation Measure TRA-1
in Section 4.15, Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR, states that the TDM
program measures shall be monitored by surveys on an annual basis and adjusted as
needed to mitigate project-generated VMT. In response to comments received on the
Draft EIR, Chapter 3.0, EIR Text Revisions, Mitigation Measure TRA-1 has been
modified and clarifies the requirement to implement a TDM plan with a mode-share VMT
reduction commitment of 15 percent and ongoing monitoring.

C-46.2 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding impacts to visual
resources.

C-46.3 Please see Topical Response 1, Traffic, for a description regarding traffic
impacts.
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C-471

C-47.2

C-47.3

Comment Letter C-47, Sean Win-Yepez

From: Sean Win-Yépez
Date: Monday September 12, 2022 5:38 PM

To: HyattHotel

Subject: Questions for HMB Hyatt project

Dear HMB Planning committee:

Writing on behalf of the Yepez family that owns/dwells at 888 Third Ave, 339 Poplar St,
and 332 Myrtle St. We love it here and want to preserve the coast for future generations.
A few questions that we'd like to ask as the council evaluates the proposal:

1) Would our city's power grid be able to reliably support another 129 units with air
conditioning during increasingly warm evenings? The power grids over the hill have been
experiencing substantial blackouts. Hotel rooms typically have AC and high power needs,
and guests are not incentivized to obey flex alerts since they do not pay for power.

2) Have the environmental/wildlife impacts of additional waste generation been evaluated?
There are many deer and other animals in the fields and hills nearby the proposed site. For
now, these animals tend to stay in the fields and hills. However, would these animals be
attracted to the hotel? This could spill over to the downtown and nearby roadways posing a
danger to wildlife and motorists.

3) Have the roadway impacts been evaluated for the additional traffic? Road congestion in
recent weeks on weekend evenings has been extreme. Maps applications estimated 25-50
minutes to drive from Poplar St @ Highway 1 to Hwyl/Hwy 92, just 0.9 mile. How would
the additional traffic from hotel guests be circulated through Main St and Hwy 12 Would
we need stop lights along main street for the additional ~129 cars/day?

Thanks for your help to maintain our city. Qur preference is for no further hotel
development, but we understand that there are other stakeholders and ask that existing
homes and businesses continue to be well supported.

Best regards,

Sean Yepez & Family

August 2024
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Response to Commenter Letter C-47: Sean Win-Yepez

C-47.1 As discussed in Section 4.7, Energy, of the Draft EIR, the project is not
anticipated to substantially increase the use of energy in the City of Half Moon Bay. The
project would comply with all requirements related to energy usage including California's
Energy Efficiency Standards for New Buildings, Title 24, and California’s Renewable
Energy Portfolio Standard Program. Project implementation would incorporate several
sustainability elements to reduce wasteful energy consumption. Mitigation intended to
reduce energy consumption includes energy efficient design features of the project, such
as on-site EV charging stations and high-efficiency lighting throughout the site. The
project would also install glass solar panels on the roof, which would generate
approximately three percent of the electricity used on-site.

Project construction would not increase demands on the electric power network during
peak and base period demand periods, as construction energy demands would be
largely associated with equipment and transportation fuels. Based on the total project
energy usage shown in Section 4.7, Energy, of the Draft EIR, the Original Project’s
estimated energy demand in 2022 (9,528 MMBtu, which converts to approximately 3
GWh) represents an extremely small fraction, 0.00075 percent of the regional energy
use. The energy use for Modified Alternative 2, the Proposed Project, would also result
in a less than significant impact.

C-47.2 As explained in Subsection 4.4.2, Existing Conditions, of Section 4.4, Biological
Resources, of the Draft EIR, the project site currently provides limited habitat for wildlife
movement, given the density of development within the project region and presence of
SR-1 and Main Street. Thus, the site does not provide a valuable wildlife movement
corridor through Half Moon Bay. In addition, waste at the project site would be managed
appropriately by hotel staff during operation in compliance with the City’s Municipal Code
(Chapter 18.31, Recycling and Trash Management). The construction activity will comply
with the Construction and Debris Waste Management Plan that is required to be
submitted to the City as part of the building permitting process.

C-47.3 Please see comment response C-46.1 regarding traffic impacts.

2-163 August 2024



Half Moon Bay Hyatt Place Project

2.0 Response to Comments Final EIR

C-48.1

Comment Letter 48, Randy Kearns

From: Randy Kearns
Date: September 12, 2022 5:05 PM

To: HyattHotel

Subject: Hyatt Project

September 12, 2022

RE: New Hyatt Hotel / HMB

To whom it may concern:

As frequent visitors to Half Moon Bay, we are very excited to welcome the new Hyatt Place
Hotel to the area. We would love to see something mid-range in price yet being a very nice
place to stay.

As of late, because of the lack of places to stay, our visits have been shortened to only one
day visits. Our hotel choices right now are either very expensive or overpriced for the value
received. Due to not being able to spend the night, our opportunity to dine in HMB is
pretty much non-existent because of the travel time and traffic going back home.

We believe that creating more local jobs, supporting local businesses, providing housing
and all the while preserving the Wetlands, improving Main Street, the bike and walking
paths would only be a positive addition to the HMB community.

We are in favor of this project for Half Moon Bay and look forward to being able to spend
more time there.

Respectfully,
The Kearns

August 2024
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Response to Commenter Letter C-48: Randy Kearns

C-48.1 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.
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C-49.1

C-49.2

Comment Letter C-49, Jeff Corbett

From: Corbett, Jeff
Date: September 12, 2022 3:53 PM

To: HyattHotel

Subject: statement in opposition to proposed Hyatt hotel — Corbett

September 11, 2022

Dear city of Half Moon Bay Planning Commission, City of Half Moon Bay City Council,
California Coastal Commission and whomever else this transmission may concern,

Regarding construction of a new Hyatt Hotel at the South end of Main St in Half Moon
Bay, I and many like-minded townsfolk who are less inclined to speak up have several
strong objections to the proposed project:

1. Water resources - current estimates indicate that the Colorado River watershed is in
dire condition. Although the Colorado River watershed does not immediately impact the
San Francisco Bay Area per se, even the most simplistic projections indicate a larger,
regional water shortage and human transmigration ripple effects are short range in time
and evident in nature. Similar studies show that human migration from the California
Central Valley to the Coastal Regions due to increased temperatures in the interior are
immanent. Given on-going drought conditions that are likely to persist for the
indeterminant future over the entire Western Region of the North American continent,
the imbalance between water demands and water supply will continue to tip to the
demand side with severe shortages on the supply side. These conditions make it easy to
conclude for even the most simplistic of mind that construction of new discretionary
venues such as hotels and golf courses is not the most prudent course of action, rather
altogether irresponsible in nature. A rudimentary educated guess would conclude the
proposed Hyatt project falls in this category.

2. Energy — The recent heat wave that swept across the Western United States (arguably
global) placed strain on our regional power generation sources and power transmission
systems. Similar to the Water Resources argument outlined above, it does not take a
trained analyst to recognize that additional societal ‘luxury’ items such as California
coastal hotels (e.g. the proposed Hyatt project) would serve to add additional strain to the
power grid. Furthermore, as we are steadily reminded by the experts, electric automobiles
and electric home appliances, although currently popular in certain government agency
circles, simply serve to delay inevitable complications with carbon emissions on the order
of (a few at best) years and in the short term threaten to stress the power grid beyond
capacity. So let us not be fooled by false claims of zero-carbon emission facilities — the
energy and the energy transmission must come from somewhere and these facilities
require carbon-based source at their root to fabricate,maintain and operate. Once again it
is not difficult to conclude that construction of the proposed Hyatt hotel would only
further exacerbate the problem at this critical juncture in human history.
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3. Traffic- Touching on more mundane topics, having lived in Half Moon Bay for
the past 33 years it is clear that traffic congestion has escalated exponentially in time.
North/South weekend traffic on Highway 1 North of Highway 92 has become
untenable for residents living North of Highway 92 to the extent they often postpone
weekend trips into town. Where I live South of Highway 92 (near the proposed hotel
construction site) traffic conditions have thickened from a situation where one could
literally ‘roll’ a stop sign merging out of Arletta Park onto Highway 1 to conditions
C-49.3 | where one either waits up to 5 minutes to find an opening or must turn Southbound
on Highway 1 and subsequently make an additional left across oncoming traffic and
then turn around in order to merge North on Highway 1. On a given weekend traffic
backs all the way up to Redondo Road and beyond and ‘cut-through’ traffic
consisting of impatient and often inebriated drivers through the Arletta Park
neighborhood can persist 9 or 10 at night. A quick glance at a road map indicates
that the proposed Hyatt hotel construction falls just at a critical junction where the
additional traffic load would increase the traffic problems in arguably non-linear
ways.

4. Solid waste — Although I am not current on the state of the Ox Mountain landfill
my cursory understanding is that the facility is nearing capacity and not in need of
additional input generated by an additional coastside hotel. Once again it would
C-49.4 | seem to the casual observer that building such a facility would not only be
irresponsible from the point of view of adding more pollution and waste. This would
also be inconsiderate and disrespectful towards the citizens of Half Moon Bay who
critically rely on this critical infrastructure facility.

5. Sewer capacity — Once again I am not an expert on the sewer capacity for the Half
Moon Bay area and un-incorporated regions to the North, but having read the Half
Moon Bay Review consistently for over 3 decades I am aware of the on-going sewer
capacity problems. These include future impacts of additional housing in-fill and
spill during storm events. It would be wise for the Planning Commission to take a
long view of the impacts of the proposed hotel along along with all other projects on
the planning horizon as an integrated quantity to see where the situation leads us.
The same can be said regarding water, power, traffic and other infrastructure needs.

C-495

6. Economy — Although in my view, at this point in time, ecological considerations
should be placed ahead of human accoutrements, any argument that the proposed
hotel will stimulate the local economy should be considered with care. As we have
seen in thecase of the Ritz-Carlton, construction and maintenance jobs often go to
workers living outside of the Half Moon Bay area and the City budget soon balloons
C-49.6 | future estimates to incorporate the new revenue source leading only to new, larger
and more complex budgetary problems. Concerning the rally cry ‘South Gateway to
Half Moon Bay’ this is at best rubbish put forth by the law firms, architecture firms,
financial interests and a few Main Street business establishments. A better term
might well be ‘South Blockage to Half Moon Bay’ causing otherwise interested
travelers stuck in traffic to leave town asap never to return with associated lost
revenue to the City. As is typical for large capital projects of this sort, the brunt of the
pain falls squarely on the shoulders of innocent citizens.
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C-497

C-49.8

C-499

c-49.10

View corridor — Simply stated and as HMB City officials are acutely aware the proposed
Hyatt project violates critical view corridor ordinances.

8. Wetlands - although irrigation measures have already been put in place to drain off
storm water the proposed site historically is knee-deep in runoff during even modest
storms. Removing this valuable source of fresh water to the adjacent open space to the
West will likely have unintended consequences for Coastal Wildlife.

9. Human Infrastructure — The proposed hotel will add additional strain to police, fire,
garbage collection, postal and emergency response as well as impede flow of transport
to and from places of public education and public amenities such as Library and Town
Hall.

10. General - My experience speaking with residents in Arletta Park, Ocean Colony and
Alsace Lorraine is that, in general, other than a few scattered personal economic
interests, residents including North and South of Half Moon Bay - DO NOT WANT -
repeat - DO NOT WANT - and are - OPPOSED TO - construction of the proposed
Hyatt Hotel altogether. Most do not speak up out of fear of public speaking, fear of
reprisal or lack of awareness of the full consequence to their comfortable standard of
living the project threatens to violate.

Thank you for your time and providing the opportunity for public input,
Jeff Corbett

Homeowner
Half Moon Bay, CA 94019

August 2024

2-168



Half Moon Bay Hyatt Place Project
Final EIR 2.0 Response to Comments

Response to Commenter Letter C-49: Jeff Corbett

C-49.1 Please see Topical Response 3, Water and Hydrology, regarding water supply
impacts. The project does not include a golf course.

C-49.2 As discussed in Section 4.7, Energy, of the Draft EIR, the neither the Original
Project nor Modified Alternative 2 is anticipated to substantially increase the use of
energy in the City of Half Moon Bay. Both would comply with all requirements related to
energy usage including California's Energy Efficiency Standards for New Buildings, Title
24, and California’s Renewable Energy Portfolio Standard Program. Project
implementation would incorporate several sustainability elements to reduce wasteful
energy consumption. Mitigation intended to reduce energy consumption includes energy
efficient design features of the project, such as on-site EV charging stations and high-
efficiency lighting throughout the site. The project would also install glass solar panels on
the roof, which would generate approximately three percent of the electricity used on-
site.

Project construction would not increase demands on the electric power network during
peak and base period demand periods, as construction energy demands would be
largely associated with equipment and transportation fuels. Based on the total energy
usage of the Original Project, stated in Section 4.7, Energy, of the Draft EIR, the
project’s estimated energy demand in 2022 (9,528 MMBtu, which converts to
approximately 3 GWh) represents an extremely small fraction, 0.00075 percent of the
regional energy use.

C-49.3 Please see Topical Response 1, Traffic, regarding traffic impacts.

C-49.4 Republic Services directs all of the solid waste collected in Half Moon Bay to the
Ox Mountain Landfill in Corinda, which is a permitted Class Ill disposal facility that
accepts only non-hazardous waste. The landfill currently occupies 191 acres, has a
permitted capacity of 60,500,000 cubic yards, and a maximum daily intake of 3,598 tons.
As of 2024, the remaining capacity of the Ox Mountain Landfill estimated at 22,180,000
cubic yards." As discussed in Section 4.16, Utilities and Services Systems, of the Draft
EIR, the neither the Original Project nor Modified Alternative 2 would generate an
amount of solid waste that would exceed the capacity of Ox Mountain Landfill.

' CalRecycle, 2024. SWIS Facility/Site Activity Details, Corinda Los Trancos Landfills (Ox Mountain).
Available: https://www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/SolidWaste/SiteActivity/Details/1561?sitelD=3223. Accessed: July
2024.
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According to CalRecycle, the State agency that oversees the state’s waste
management, recycling, and waste reduction programs, hotels in California produce
between 2 to 4 pounds of solid waste per room per day?. At this rate, operations of the
Original Project (129 rooms) would produce 516 pounds of solid waste per day, adding
less than .01 percent to the 3,598 tons of solid waste the Ox Mountain Landfill accepts
daily. Some of the waste generated by project operation would be diverted to green
waste and recycling. Because of this waste diversion, project operation would produce
an even smaller amount of waste, and there would be adequate landfill capacity for the
project. Section 4.16, Utilities and Service Systems, of the Draft EIR, states that the
project design and operation would also comply with the City’s Municipal Code (Chapter
18.31) requirements regarding the accessibility of the site for waste collection. Modified
Alternative 2, the Proposed Project, will have 102 rooms and therefore generate less
waste from the hotel, but with the future 16 residential units generating waste as well.
Under either circumstance, the impact is less than significant.

C-49.5 As discussed in Section 4.16, Utilities and Service Systems, of the Draft EIR,
adequate infrastructure is available to serve the project. Water, sewer, and
circulation/transportation system capacity were evaluated in the build-out studies for the
recently certified LCLUP. The City’s wastewater collection system includes
approximately 35 miles of gravity sewer pipe and 1.5 miles of force main pipeline, as
well as three lift stations. The City’s system conveys approximately 1 MGD of average
dry weather flow to the Sewer Authority Mid-Coastside (SAM) wastewater treatment
plant. SAM’s wastewater treatment infrastructure currently has sufficient wastewater
capacity for project operation, and the agency has not identified a need for new
expanded wastewater facilities. For additional information about stormwater events (i.e.,
wet weather flow), see comment response E-2.16.

As discussed in Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR,
construction activities would be subject to a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
Discharge System (NPDES) Permit, issued by the Regional Water Quality Control
Board, which would contain water quality control requirements. These requirements
include the implementation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan to identify
potential pollutant sources and prescribe best management practices (BMPs) to avoid
impacts to surface water or groundwater quality during construction. Project operation
would be subject to a post-construction NPDES Permit and Provision C.3 requirements,

2 CalRecycle, 2019. Estimate Solid Waste Generation Rates. Available:
https://www?2.calrecycle.ca.gov/WasteCharacterization/General/Rates. Accessed: January2022.
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requiring incorporation of source control design elements to prevent pollutants from
entering stormwater.

PG&E acknowledged that it will be ready for full electrification of new and existing
buildings in Half Moon Bay by 2045. The project would be consistent with Title 24
standards to be energy efficient and would provide a solar panel/photo voltaic (PV)
system to provide some of its own energy.

Regarding traffic impacts, see Topical Response 1, Traffic, and regarding water supply
impacts, see Topical Response 3, Water and Hydrology.

C-49.6 The EIR analyzes impacts as directed by CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, and
uses thresholds of significance consistent with the Environmental Checklist in CEQA
Guidelines Appendix G. The EIR does not analyze issues that do not involve the
potential for a physical effect on the environment, such as stimulating the local economy.

Please see Topical Response 1, Traffic, regarding traffic impacts.

C-49.7 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding visual impacts, including
the view corridor.

C-49.8 As discussed in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR, the design of
the project avoids known wetlands on site by incorporating a 1.95-acre wetland and
associated 100-foot wetland buffer between the edge of the delineated wetland and the
hotel. The proposed wetland buffer is depicted in the project site plan in Chapter 3.0,
Project Description of the Draft EIR. The project would also be required to comply with
the standards in LCLUP Policy 6-43: Standards in Wetlands and Wetland Buffer Zones,
as conditions of project approval.

The project applicant would also implement Mitigation Measure BIO-2a (MM BIO-2a)
and Mitigation Measure BIO-2b (MM BIO-2b) to further ensure that the project would not
impact any jurisdictional wetlands. MM BIO-2a would require all jurisdictional wetlands
and Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHAs) claimed by the California Coastal
Commission to be avoided to the extent feasible. This includes direct loss and indirect
water quality impacts that could occur due to adjacent development. MM BIO-2b would
compensate for lost wetlands by restoring avoided wetlands at a ratio of 4:1.

C-49.9 Regarding impacts on police and fire services and emergency access, please
see Section 4.15, Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR and Topical Response 4,
Emergency Access and Traffic Safety. Evaluation of project impacts to postal services is
not required under CEQA, however, as stated above, traffic impacts are analyzed in
Section 4.15 of the Draft EIR, and are also discussed in Topical Response 1, Traffic.
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Regarding project-related impacts to utilities, such as solid waste capacity, please see
Section 4.16, Utilities and Service Systems, of the Draft EIR. Regarding impacts to
public services such police services, fire protection services, schools and libraries, see
Section 4.14, Public Services and Recreation, of the Draft EIR.

C-49.10 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental
analysis in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the
publication of this Final EIR.
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Comment Letter C-50, Rita Pickering
From: Rita Pickering
Sent: Mon 09/12/2022 1:03 PM
To: HyattHotel Subject: Hyatt Place EIR
C-30.1 | We are concerned about traffic, sewage, water usage, and blocking scenic corridors.

Halfmoon Bay is supposed to be going so called green, another hotel is not needed.

Perhaps we could do something that wouldn't be so impactful and actually benefits the
local community, like a nice public swimming pool and park!!!
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Response to Commenter Letter C-50: Rita Pickering

C-50.1 Please see Topical Response 1, Traffic, regarding traffic impacts, Topical
Response 3, Water and Hydrology, regarding water supply and wastewater capacity
Impacts, and Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding visual impacts and LCLUP
policies. Comments regarding the design of the project are not comments on the
adequacy or content of the environmental analysis in the EIR but are noted and will be
provided to decisionmakers through the publication of this Final EIR.
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Comment Letter C-51, George Muteff

From: George Muteff
Sent: Sun 09/11/2022 6:11 PM

To: HyattHotel Subject: Hyatt Place EIR

Attn: Jill Ekas

In reviewing the project DEIR, I'd like to address a few of points.

Looking at the Staff Report, dated 08/09/22, page 4 of 10 notes Alternative 2. This is, in
my opinion, the preferred project (for reasons stated in report).

C-51.1 | I appreciate the applicant’s project reduction. I also appreciate the design slope of the
structures, from south to north. As this is the southern gateway, it should be attractive —
and 1 believe the adjustments to the original project embraces that point.

From the LCLUP, 9-23.b, speaks to “minimizing intrusions into the ridgeline”. It
appears to me that has been accomplished with Alternative 2. The only way that the
applicant can eliminate all intrusions would be to have no project, and I believe that
would be a mistake based on the benefits this project provides and supports; starting
with visitor serving (commercial).

C-51.2

This project will also contribute to HMB’s TOT revenue, while guests enjoy all the

benfits HMB has to offer. It supports the community. In addition, this project falls into
C-51.3 « »

the “town center” from LCLUP.

George Muteff
Half Moon Bay, CA 94019
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Response to Commenter Letter C-51: George Muteff

C-51.1 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.

C-51.2 As described in Chapter 5, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR, Alternative 2 would
reduce the size and scale of the hotel proposed as part of the project, reducing
significant impacts to scenic vistas and scenic resources, as compared to the Original
Project. Modified Alternative 2 would be consistent with LCLUP Policy 9-23, because the
protected view of the ridgeline (available from Viewpoint 3) would not be obstructed by
the structures associated with Modified Alternative 2. Also see Topical Response 2,
Aesthetics, Topical Response 5, Modified Alternative 2.

C-51.3 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.
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Comment Letter C-52, Michael Minasi

From: Michael Minasi
Sent: Sat 09/10/2022 6:25 PM

To: HyattHotel Subject: Hyatt Hotel Project

Attent jill ekas, I live in the apartments near by. I think it would be a great idea to
bring this hotel into the community. It gives everyone a opportunity to get a job, to
bring tourist attention for incoming money for the city, perfect location for views,
and more. I am for this hotel and think it will be a big step into the future and to the
community.

C-52.1
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Response to Commenter Letter C-52: Michael Minasi

C-52.1 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.

August 2024 2-178



Half Moon Bay Hyatt Place Project
Final EIR 2.0 Response to Comments

Comment Letter C-53, Jay

From: Jay
Sent: Friday, 09/09/22 7:58 PM

To: HyattHotel Subject: Hyatt Place Hotel

Attn: Jill Ekas, City of Half Moon Bay

I wanted to state my unequivocal support for the future construction of the new Hyatt Place
Hotel. I live in the Bay Area and like many others take weekend drives to this beautiful seaside
location. I frequently come here for golf, beach weather and of course the world-famous Half
Moon Bay Art and Pumpkin Festival. According to Wikipedia one of the oldest and largest
local festivals in California. Anyone who makes this trip knows what the traffic situation is like
on any weekend. Many times, I would welcome the ability to stay overnight and enjoy coastal
life but there are not enough locally available hotels. I could stay at the Ritz-Carlton but
frankly $756/night is a little over my price range. I want something affordable and close to
downtown where I can enjoy the fine local cuisine.

C-53.1

Hyatt Hotels have more than 16 million members. As a member of World of Hyatt they offer
me a variety of ways to earn and redeem points for hotel stays. What a great place to use my
points. Having a local Hyatt Hotel would be excellent revenue opportunity for the Transient
Occupancy Tax (TOT) collected by the city.

I could go on and on, but I think you can see my support for this project, and I know I'm not
alone with others saying “let’s get it done”

Thank you,

Jay
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Response to Commenter Letter C-53: Jay

C-53.1 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.
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Comment Letter C-54, Jan Gray

From: Gray, Jan
Sent: Friday, September 9, 2022 1:02 PM

To: Jill Ekas Subject: Jamison's Hyatt Project

I am speaking in favor of Jamison's Hyatt Project at the south end of Main Street at Hwy 1. This

parcel represents the gateway to our town, one that should offer dining and lodging choices.

After years of studies, plans, revisions and more revisions, the Plan seems to fit in well with our
C-54.1 | seaside environment, and certainly conforms to all current zoning rules and regulations. The

developer is to applauded for investing so much time, talent and money in our Coastside.

It's a worthy project, one that enlivens the southern entrance to town; one that will offer choices to

our visitors and locals alike.

Jan Gray
Half Moon Bay CA 94019
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Response to Commenter Letter C-54: Jan Gray

C-54.1 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.
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Comment Letter C-55, Jack King
From: JACK KING

Sent: Fri 09/09/2022 11:59 AM

To: HyattHotel

Subject: Hyatt Place Hotel Ms. Ekas My family and I have lived in Half Moon Bay for over forty
years and have always enjoyed the openness of the coast. I believe the proposed Hyatt Place Hotel
with its architecture and landscaping will be an added dimension to the southern part of Half
Moon Bay. The added support for our local restaurants and small businesses along with added
revenue for the city is a positive addition to the city. My personal view is that Half Moon Bay is
lacking hotel space during critical times during the year! I've had several occasions in the past
that hotel space is unavailable. This is definitely something the city needs and the location
couldn’t be better!

C-55.1

Thank you for your consideration!

Jack E. King
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Response to Commenter Letter C-55: Jack King

C-55.1 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.

August 2024 2-184



Half Moon Bay Hyatt Place Project

Final EIR 2.0 Response to Comments
Comment Letter C-56,Terry Andreotti

From: Terry Andreotti
Sent: Thurs 09/08/2022 7:11 PM
To: HyattHotel
Subject: Proposed Hyatt Place Hotel
Attn: Jill Ekas
Hello,
I just want to say we are in support of the proposed Hyatt Place Hotel. I believe it will help

C-56.1 support our businesses and farms in Half Moon Bay. We have a lot of people that just pass

through town. If they have the opportunity to stay the night this will create more revenues
for our businesses. I like the location of the hotel downtown as it makes it easier for visitors
to get around and keeps cars off the road. This project is good for our community.

Thank you,

Dino and Terry Andreotti
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Response to Commenter Letter C-56: Terry Andreotti

C-56.1 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.
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C-57.1

Comment Letter C-57, Tom Carey

From: Tom Carey
Sent: Thurs 09/08/2022 1:27 PM

To: HyattHotel

Subject: <no subject>

Dear City of Half Moon Bay:

This letter is to state my 100 percent support of the Proposed Hyatt Place Hotel to be
located in South Gateway of City of Half Moon Bay, CA.

I have followed this application for over 6 years and have found the recent changes the
applicant has made to the application to be highly satisfactory and have enabled this
project to be one of the best developments- the City will ever produce.

This development creates good local paying jobs which the city desperately needs. It
will help support local shops and business and restaurants as it will provide a much
needed midrange hotel for visitors to our community to shop and spend money in. The
Hyatt Place is a name brand Hotel which the Coastside doesn’t have except for the Ritz
Carlton. The Ritz charges 700 to 900 a night which makes it unfordable to most visitors
and locals. I have stayed in this brand of Hyatt Place all over the state and have found
them very clean and reasonably priced as do many of my friends and workers.

This project provides for 2 acres of open space . It will have walking and bike paths
which the community and visitors to our Coastside will use. It will have bike rentals
which the community Desperately needs. This new structure opens up the South
Gateway to the city. The design of the structure beautifies the opening to the city we
love and cherish.

The Hyatt Place will be collecting an Transient Occupancy Tax in the estimated
amount of 1 million dollars($1,000.000.00). This is money that can be used for senior
services, athletic fields, community events, and etc. each and every year.

My family and I have owned property in the city and its sphere before it was
incorporated into a city- some 75 plus years. I have lived here the last 5 and own vacant
land near and close to this project. I find that this development improves the city
financially and internally and improves the value of property in the city. More so, the
developer is a family that lives on the Coastside and one that breathes the daily grind of
life here in Half Moon Bay.

In ending this Hyatt Place will add to the vitality and long standing validity of the town
in which my family have grown to admire.

Please move this project forward. It is sorely needed.

Sincerely,
Thomas J. Carey
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Response to Commenter Letter C-57: Tom Carey

C-57.1 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.
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Comment Letter C-58, Tim Norris-Buzzini

From: Tim Norris-Buzzini
Sent: Thurs 09/08/2022 11:54 AM

To: HyattHotel

Subject: Hyatt Place EIR

Attention: Jill Ekas

In regard to the proposed Hyatt Place hotel I would like to provide comments in support. I live in
the Central Valley and visit the City of Half Moon Bay periodically with my family. We usually
limit these visits to day trips as accommodations either are out of our price range (Ritz-Carlton) or
not always available. I've stayed many times at Hyatt hotels and find it a good value with respect to
price and quality.

I think this hotel would be a great addition to the downtown area. I like to visit the shops and
restaurants along Main Street. It would make it more convenient as they would be within walking
C-58.1 |distance. We also enjoy the coastal trails, which this location would give us easy access to. We
prefer to stay in Half Moon Bay at least one night without having to do a round trip drive,
especially on the weekends. We are looking forward to this new hotel in downtown Half Moon
Bay.

Thank you for your consideration and we look forward to visiting your beautiful town again.

Tim Norris-Buzzini
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Response to Commenter Letter C-58: Tim Norris-Buzzini

C-58.1 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.
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Comment Letter C-59, Kim Cabassi

From: Kim Cabassi
Sent: Thurs 09/08/2022 10:00 AM

To: HyattHotel

Subject: Hyatt Place EIR

Hi Jill... I wanted to email you on the Proposed Hyatt Place Hotel in Half Moon Bay...
First of all, we are Hyatt members so this project is something we are very excited to see
coming to Half Moon Bay . We like to visit your area and have stayed at the Ritz Carlton
and the BestWestern, and we are so happy to see that there will be an alternative hotel in the
area. I like the fact that it is a boutique hotel with all the amenities that your town will
greatly benefit. Bringing job opportunities to your city can be nothing short of
advantageous. I love that there will be public bike paths and walking paths. The overall look
of the hotel is beautiful. We will be looking forward to one day staying here at the Hyatt
Place.

C-59.1

Thank you!!!!

Kim Cabassi, Legal Assistant to Gary C. Nelson
LAW OFFICE OF GARY C. NELSON
Modesto, CA 95354
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Response to Commenter Letter C-59: Kim Cabassi

C-59.1 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.
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Comment Letter C-60, Barbara LaVey

From: LaVey, Barbara

Sent: Wed 09/07/2022 1:57 PM

To: HyattHotel

Subject: The Hyatt Project

Good afternoon, Jill,

Just recently I was asked to review the plans for Gregory Jamison's hotel project at the south

end of main St in Half Moon Bay.

I think that having another hotel in town would be beneficial to the town for a few reasons,

especially at that location,

Firstly, I can't imagine a better use for that lot that is between Main Street and Highway 1 and

across from a Fire Station - [ couldn't imagine that it would be conducive for residential use

and the project will have visual appeal.

C-60.1

Secondly, I believe that having a hotel at the south end of Main Street will bring more
vibrancy to that end of the City; I am excited to see the evolution of this section of the
otherwise sleepier end. Imagine the people who might decide to come from over the hill to
watch a play and stay at the Hyatt!

Lastly, since Mr. Jamison is working within the zoning regulations and by the letter of the law
with regards to development, I cannot see why he shouldn't be able to build. The revenue that
will be generated, the jobs that will be created and the money that will be spent here as a result
of this project are all pluses to us all.

Thank you for your careful consideration with this project,

Barbara LaVey
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Response to Commenter Letter C-60: Barbara LaVey

C-60.1 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.
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Comment Letter C-61, Carol Carolan

From: carol carolan
Sent: Wed 09/07/2022 1:22 PM

To: HyattHotel

Subject: Hyatt Place Hotel - Half Moon Bay

Attention: Jill Ekas

This is just a brief email to state that my husband and I are in support of the construction of
C-61.1 [the proposed Hyatt Place Hotel in Half Moon Bay. Extensive planning has gone into the

proposal of this hotel and we feel it would be a positive addition to our community.

Sincerely,
Carol Carolan

Half Moon Bay, CA 94019
From: Ingrid Lee Sent: Wed 09/07/2022 9:41 AM To: HyattHotel
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Response to Commenter Letter C-61: Carol Carolan

C-61.1 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.
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Comment Letter C-62, Ingrid Lee

Dear Jill,

I am writing as a resident of Half Moon Bay regarding the project proposal for Hyatt. I am
a relatively new resident, moving here from San Francisco at the beginning of 2021. I am
deeply concerned with the number of commercial developments under consideration,
including the Hyatt project, regarding their potential impact on quality of life in Half
Moon Bay. This includes increased traffic on an already congested road in and out of Half
Moon Bay (Highway 1 and 92), trash left by tourists on the road and private property
(including my property by Venice Beach), environmental impact, illegal parking, and
other negative consequences.

C-62.1

I strongly reject this proposal, and wish to communicate this as a consideration for the
review.

Thank you,
Ingrid Lee
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Response to Commenter Letter C-62: Ingrid Lee

C-62.1 While an evaluation of litter impacts is not required under CEQA, the Draft EIR
does analyze whether the project would result in substantial deterioration of a public or
recreational facility. As described in Section 4.14, Public Services and Recreation, of the
Draft EIR, the project would not have an adverse effect associated with a substantial
physical deterioration of recreational facilities, nor would it require new or expanded
facilities.

As stated in Section 4.15, Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR, evaluation of
parking impacts is not required under CEQA. However, the City will be evaluating
parking as part of the project application process. Section 3.2, Project Components, of
the Draft EIR, states that the Original Project would include 148 parking spaces, which is
greater than either the Half Moon Bay requirement (146 spaces) or the projected parking
demand (128 spaces). As stated in Appendix H, Traffic Impact Study, of the Draft EIR,
the TDM measures will be applied during construction and operation of the project in
order to reduce single-occupancy vehicle trips, parking demand, and total VMT through
use of alternative modes of transportation and more efficiently planned trips. As part of
the TDM program measures, guests will be provided with information regarding
transportation options to the hotel which can help encourage guests to consider non-
auto or rideshare options.

Please see Topical Response 1, Traffic, regarding traffic impacts.
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Comment Letter C-63, Mimi and David Pasternak

From: Mimi and David Pasternak
Sent: Tuesday, September 6, 2022 12:18 PM

To: Jill Ekas Subject: Hyatt Development Project Proposal Ms. Ekas and Members of the
Planning Commission: I have already submitted comments, oral and written, that address
specific concerns regarding the Proposed E.LR. However, after reviewing others citizens’
statements, I would like to provide additional commentary.

You have already been flooded with requests, some analytical, some emotional, to approve or
deny the project outright, or, in the alternative, refer the application back for further analysis of
controversial issues that include: ——traffic impact (considered by consultants from a
questionable perspective other than truly peak times); and ———scenic resource protection of
“upland slopes and hillsides” (debated between the 2 sides, who differ in their perception of
precisely how much of the view will be obscured).

It is my understanding that your consideration of the E.LR. is, at this point in time, primarily
whether the proposal(s) is/are consistent with the applicable statutes, codes & regulations. If not,
your approval will be subject to reversal on administrative or judicial appeal.

More difficult is your consideration of whether the project, even if consistent with the
“objective” requirements, violates or offends important concerns relating to Half Moon Bay’s
expressed policy goal “to preserve (its) small town charm and character.”Specifically:

1) Is this proposed structure “compatible in terms of height, bulk and design with other
C-63.1 | structures and environment in the immediate area”? (City Code re: Architectural, Landscape
and Site Plan Rev,, sec. 14.37.035) Many say, myself included, that it is not.

2) Even if specific impacts are, correctly or incorrectly deemed “minor” shouldn’t you, as
stewards of our town, be concerned with the cumulative effect of ongoing impact on our
C-63.2 community from projects you have and will continue to approve? In that vein, this Labor Day
Holiday saw gridlocked traffic, not from any one source, but from the cumulative impact of
many “projects”. Likewise, I note that the trees and buildings at the South end of main street do
partially block the view, but that’s hardly a basis to ignore the cumulative impact of the
proposed Hotel on the remaining scenic corridor we enjoy.

To summarize my position: I am not an opponent of private property or development, per se.
I'm not a N.MLB.Y., having supported most of the housing and commercial development that
¢-63.3 | came long after our residence here on the Coast. What I oppose is construction that degrades
our aesthetic environment, is unnecessary for the community’s welfare, and benefits only a
narrow private interest. You should, at the very least, require further study before seriously
considering approval of this project.

Thank you for your consideration of my comments.

David Pasternak
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Response to Commenter Letter C-63: Mimi and David Pasternak

C-63.1 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for a description of visual character.

C-63.2 Please see Topical Response 6, Cumulative Impacts for discussion of cumulative
traffic impacts.

C-63.3 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding impacts to visual
resources.
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Comment Letter C-64, Nichole Metz

From: Nichole Metz
Date: Sat 9/3/2022 5:23 PM

To: HyattHotel

Subject: Hyatt Place EIR

Good Evening Jill,

I am emailing to give my opinion comments re the Hyatt Hotel. I think this will be a benefit to our
community (similar to The Ritz!). The Hyatt is going to provide locals with varying levels of jobs.
Also, opportunity for tourist to stay at accommodations on the south side of town but the price
point is much lower than The Ritz. It will also put money into the community through restaurants
and shops.

C-64.1

I think this will benefit our little coastside community tremendously!

Sincerely,

Nichole Metz | Realtor® DRE#: 02071647 - Half Moon Bay
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Response to Commenter Letter C-64: Nichole Metz

C-64.1 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.
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Comment Letter C-65, Jim and Teri Mercurio

JIM MERCURIO
Date: Sat 9/3/2022 2:59 PM

To: HyattHotel

Subject: Hyatt Hotel Project

Dear HMB Council, City Staff & Planning Commission:

I wanted to take a moment to write in support of this Hyatt Hotel project being considered in
HMB, CA.

After reviewing the EIR and even listening to several planning commission meetings myself, I
feel that the staff and commission has done a great job in not only making sure the applicant
and the project meets the necessary requirements as best one could, but also being mindful of
the size and scope of this project. Your previous comments were on point and I appreciate the
C-65.1 applicant's response in making most, if not all, of your requested adjustments.

There could have been several other iterations for land development in this space, none of
which would have been more beneficial to the City, to its residence and to visitors like myself.
There is no doubt that my family and I will appreciate having this mid-range hotel offering
that is currently being considered; allowing us to spend more quality time in downtown HMB.

Thank you in advance for your support of this project and to the community looking to visit
your great City more often.

Sincerely,
Jim & Teri Mercurio
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Response to Commenter Letter C-65: Jim and Teri Mercurio

C-65.1 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.
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C-66.1

C-66.2

C-66.3

Comment Letter C-66, Denise Rundle

From: Denise Bernardini Rundle
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 8:32 AM

To: Jill Ekas Subject: Half Moon Bay Planning Commission

Dear Jill Ekas and the other members of HMB Planning Commission. I'm contacting
you in great hope you will have time to read and consider this. My name is Denise
Rundle, myself and husband Chuck bought our first home here over 20 yrs ago. To be
exact in the Frenchmens Creek Subdivision. I'm not going to get technical or throw
EPA environmental reports at you or other statistics to sound like I know everything.
What I do know. This Hyatt Hotel thing is really bad. It’s not going to look good, quite
frankly it’s ugly. Tourist come here only for a few things. The beaches, quaint Main St
and MAYBE fresh seafood at SAMS Restaurant.

The hotel/motels & quaint B&B’s and not to mention the scattering of AirBNB’s in the
area (Coastside) have trouble now filling rooms now and before the pandemic. The
Marriott did go up at Dunes (thank you). We (HMB & entire Coastside) simple does
not have the infrastructure to accommodate more hotels, people and more
importantly vehicles.

Not just cars. But more delivery trucks, more traffic it’s just not good. I understand it
will mean more money for us. But money is not the answer to everything. I'd rather
pay more property tax and still be able to walk to the beach and watch a sunset. We
don’t really have huge events here. The ONLY event that occurs annually that people
actually drive here for is Pumpkin Festival. That one weekend is our big draw (I can
guarantee those people are not going to pay Hyatt prices for a street fair) Night of
lights and other little parades and celebrations are primarily local activities.

We do not need more hotels. We need to support our quant B&B’s that are suffering
already. Yes, the Ritz Carlton is kind of out of sight and they did a good job “hiding
it”...yet, how often are they full? The Oceania Hotel at the Harbor is suffering. That
entire project has been struggling. The restaurant keeps changing hands, now La
Castanera is in that space. The “Mall” is a joke. If they were able to get a decent anchor
store they would be doing much better and maybe less residents would have to drive
over the hill to buy something. Instead of building useless hotels, think more about an
anchor store for that little strip mall. Remember the “general store” above Cunha’s
Market? I don’t know how they did it but they literally sold everything. That’s gone.
We need 1 store that had mostly everything like a Target, something like that behind
the mall or connected someway. That’s what we need. Our Safeway is the smallest and
oldest in Safeway history. New Leaf is pricey. (We begged Trader Joe’s &Whole Foods,
but they said our population, residents were not enough to support them). That was a
long time ago, maybe Target or other grocery & merchandise store will come in. (So
Lake Tahoe had Rally’s, a grocery section, clothing section, fishing/sports section,
general merchandise) it wasn’t that large and it was awesome. Can we do something

like that at that mall?
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C-66.5

I'm sorry for rambling. I'm just trying to reach you on a human level instead of spiting
out facts. True fact is, the location is BAD. (You already wrecked the entrance hiding
our little half moon) now it’s all confusing and ugly. If you HAVE to build with Hyatt
due to promises or whatever. Change the location. Get off Cabrillo Highway. Keep the
quaint village in mind. Can they build in town near Main St. Isn’t there a lot of land/
lots East of Main St? Less rooms, 2 stories only they may getaway with 3 if it has a
Victorian or Prohibition areas look and design. Again no more then 25-30 rooms.
Even that is too many. Most people will still have a fit. But at least it won’t be in the
middle of our lovely little entrance. There has to be better places. Even the end of
Wavecrest somewhere. Hide it and not big. But I still think our infrastructure can’t
handle it. The Sheriff can’t handle the growing crime rate now. We are already

rationing evervthing Dloace don’t make thinos worse Ficure something elee gt
1au\.uujls LEVEryiing. ricasc aon t maxe uings worse. rigure someming &ise out.

Back to the drawing board?

By the way, some people are weird and get weirdly passionate about stuff like this. I
don’t know, when they don’t get their way and feel ignored they do sometimes hurtful
things. Just be careful and please please please at the very least move the eyesore
elsewhere.

Good luck, I know you can’t make everyone happy and you all have tough jobs, I
appreciate your time and efforts.

Denise Bernardini Rundle
Half Moon Bay, Ca 94019

August 2024
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Response to Commenter Letter C-66: Denise Rundle

C-66.1 This comment is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the
publication of this Final EIR. Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding
impacts to the visual character.

C-66.2 As described in Section 3.0, Project Description of the Draft EIR, the project
would be consistent with the City’s project objective of meeting demand for branded and
reasonably affordable hotel rooms to support Half Moon Bay’s growing local tourist and
agribusiness economies. Past studies indicate that there is adequate visitor demand on
the coast to support the project. The Chamber of Commerce cites an average
occupancy rate of 68 percent and has found the need for conference facilities which can
support mid-week hotel demand with is off-peak from the high weekend demand. The
proposed hotel would be mid-range, featuring more amenities than a budget hotel, but
would be lower in cost than a luxury hotel, to fill a gap in the market. Please see Topical
Response 1, Traffic, regarding traffic impacts.

C-66.3 This comment is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the
publication of this Final EIR. Please see comment response C-66.2 regarding traffic
impacts.

C-66.4 This comment is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the
publication of this Final EIR. Please see comment response C-66.2 regarding visitor
demand.

C-66.5 In addition to the No Project alternative (Alternative 1), the Draft EIR also
analyzed a Reduced Density alternative (Alternative 2) which has since been modified
(see Topical Response 5, Modified Alternative 2), and a Multi-Family Residential
alternative (Alternative 3) in Subsections 5.5.1 through 5.5.3 of the Draft EIR. CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) requires that an EIR identify any alternatives that were
considered by the Lead Agency but rejected as infeasible. The EIR must briefly explain
the reasons underlying the Lead Agency’s determination to reject an alternative. The
following factors may be used to eliminate alternatives from further consideration: (i)
failure to meet most of the basic project objectives, (ii) infeasibility, and (iii) inability to
avoid significant environmental impacts. Please see Section 5.4, Alternatives
Considered but Rejected for Further Analysis, and Section 5.4.1, Alternative Site
Locations, of the Draft EIR, for information regarding alternatives considered but rejected
for further analysis, and alternative project site locations that were considered but
rejected for further consideration.
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Crime rate is not a CEQA issue and was not analyzed in the Draft EIR. This is not a
comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis in the EIR but is
noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of this Final EIR.
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Comment Letter C-67, Rocquelle Spencer

From: Wagondrgn
Sent: Sat 8/27/2022 10:59 AM

To: HyattHotel

Subject: Hotel

As alocal I'm much in favor of this hotel. It will provide jobs for the community as well as
C-67.1|revenue for the City of Half Moon Bay. The local downtown businesses are only a short walk

away and surely will profit from the guests.

Thanks
Racquelle Spencer
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Response to Commenter Letter C-67: Racquelle Spencer

C-67.1 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.
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Comment Letter C-68, Suzanne Bergin

From: Suzanne Bergin
Sent: Thu 8/25/2022 1:12 PM

To: HyattHotel

Subject: Attn Jill Ekas Hello... Just wanted to comment on the proposed Hyatt Hotel in Half
Moon Bay, California. I am not a resident of the area but I enjoy visiting this area often and
T'm thrilled there might be the option of a hotel like this in the near future. Half Moon Bay is
a wonderful town with so much to discover in town or at the beautiful beaches, the proposed
hotel will be so beneficial to people who want to spend more then just an hour or two visiting
the area. I hope to see these plan come to fruition in the near future. The creation of jobs and
many other reason it will benefit the community while also bringing something incredibly
tasteful and comfortable for visitors coming to the beautiful Bay Area. Thank you for taking
these comments into consideration for the proposed hotel.

C-68.1

-Suzy Bergin
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Response to Commenter Letter C-68: Suzanne Bergin

C-68.1 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.
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- Original Message—— Comment Letter C-69, Mimi and David Pasternak

From: Mimi and David Pasternak
Sent: Monday, August 8, 2022 3:02 PM

To: hyatthotel@hmb-city.com; Jill Ekas _

Subject: Hyatt Developmenr Project
[CAUTION]: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Members of the Planning Commission:

Thank you for the opportunity to express my concerns regarding the Draft E.LR. that is before you
for consideration. I have resided full time on the San Mateo County Coastside for about 40 years,
and though I retain fond memories of a more pristine environment, our little town’s development
has provided benefits to me, my friends and my neighbors.

C-69.1

I have no fantasy of a return to some mythical, past golden age, and accept the inevitability and
need for some change to to meet the needs of us all, particularly the less privileged among us.

The Hyatt project, as currently proposed, whether in original or “scaled back’ form, is not a change
that would benefit the community and, as set forth in more detail below, should be reevaluated by
Staff in order to present a plan that is consonant with maintaining our small town character,
providing for the public benefit, and protecting the scenic vistas. Specifically:

1) Infrastructure concerns, including traffic, water and housing units have not been satisfactorily
C-69.2 | addressed.

——page 15-15 of the E.I.R.’s Transportation & Traffic section claims that the traffic generated by
the project would not create “traffic flow that would exceed Caltrans & local standards.” Many
would argue that Caltrans’ prior predictions and planning have hardly been stellar, and there are
particular concerns here, based on 2 factors.

First is the specific issue of the construction crews, expected to be on site for an extended period.
Those workers, many more than the 30+ post completion employees,will be further clogging
SR-1 and SR-92 during commute hours.

A second matter is what seems a disingenuous conclusion by the end traffic consultants that, while
admittedly “counterintuitive”, the effect of the increased traffic generated by the Hyatt would cause
“average delay at the intersection of SR-1 and SR-92 to decrease during the a.m. peak.”

(see Appendix H, page 27, following Table 10.) I am not a traffic engineer, but am a literate former
commuter. I just don’t get it!

2)Violation of Guidelines Concerning Visual Impairment Will Have To Be Sanctioned

There appeared to be clear acknowledgment in the Draft E.LR. of July, 2022 that both the
“original”

C-69.3 | and pared down plans for hotel construction would cause “significant and unavoidable” impacts on
the scenic views. (See Executive Summary, Table 2-1 and section 2.2.3). Those impacts are just not
subject to remediation of mitigation. Water sources and roads may be improved to correct bad
planning, but a view can not be restored.
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I suspect that some development on the site in question will, at some point be permitted and,
perhaps, even enthusiastically supported by the community. This is not such a development. If; in

C-69.4 | fact, you do want what is best for Half Moon Bay and our still (relatively) uncontested and scenic
Coastside, I urge further Staff study, including communication with the Applicant in order to come
up with a project that is palatable to us all.

Thank you for your consideration and hard work.

David J. Pasternak
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Response to Commenter Letter C-69: Mimi and David Pasternak

C-69.1 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding impacts to the visual
character and scenic vistas.

C-69.2 Construction traffic impacts were analyzed in Appendix H, Traffic Impact Study,
of the Draft EIR, and further discussed in Topical Response 1, Traffic. Prior to the start
of construction activities, the contractor will prepare and submit a detailed construction
management plan for City approval. The construction management plan will indicate the
days and times of construction, the duration of each construction activity, where workers
will park, truck haul routes, the number and type of trucks that will access the site during
each construction activity, and other details. The City will require that adequate access
for all transportation modes, especially emergency vehicles, be maintained during
construction.

The reason for decreases in average delay at an intersection when project-related
vehicle trips are added is explained on page 27 of Appendix H, Traffic Impact Study, of
the Draft EIR, which states “It should be noted that with the addition of project-related
traffic volumes, average delay at the intersection of SR-1/SR-92 would decrease during
the a.m. peak hour. While this is counter-intuitive, this occurs when trips are added to
movements that are currently underutilized or have delays that are below the
intersection average, resulting in a better balance between approaches and lower overall
average delay. The conclusion could incorrectly be drawn that the project improves
operation based on this data alone; however, it would be more appropriate to conclude
that the project trips are expected to make use of excess capacity, so drivers would
experience little, if any, change in conditions as a result of the project at these locations.”

C-69.3 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding visual impacts.

The commenter correctly notes that the project would result in a significant and
unavoidable impact on aesthetic resources, particularly scenic views. Under CEQA, a
significant and unavoidable impact on the environment is defined as an impact that
would cause a substantial adverse change in the physical environment that cannot be
avoided, even with the implementation of recommended mitigation or where no feasible
mitigation is available.

Project implementation would include project design treatments/measures to minimize
visual intrusions at the project site; however, implementation of the Original Project
would still obstruct the long-range views of the ridgeline (scenic resource) as viewed
from northbound SR-1 approaching the project site from the south. There are no other
feasible measures available to address this impact, as there is no measure that would
reduce the impacts to this scenic resource given the mass and scale of the project.
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Therefore, this Original Project impact would be considered significant and unavoidable
(Impact AES-1 and Impact AES-2).

Project design was developed with the intention of reflecting the visual character and
visual quality of the project site’s surroundings, as well as maintaining the quality of
public views to preserve the heritage and character of the city. Although the project
would incorporate high quality design elements, landscaping, and screening techniques,
the visual quality of the project site as seen from public viewpoints is conservatively
considered to be adversely affected by the project, given the circumstances of the
project site and the proposed development. Therefore, this impact is considered
significant and unavoidable (Impact AES-3).

Modified Alternative 2, the Proposed Project, will have lesser Aesthetic impacts than the
Original Project, which is described further in Topical Response 2: Aesthetics.

C-69.4 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.
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Comment Letter C-70, David Schorr

Dear Ms Ekas;

In discussion of the DEIR, a question has come up with reference to the Visual Impact
simulations.

This is an important issue, as acknowledged by the DEIR, indeed it is the crux of the issue
for this proposed project, it must be accurate. And in this, geometry matters.

Can you determine or provide info as to the height above ground level for the POV (point of
view) for the simulations in the DEIR. The average eyeball of the average human in the
average vehicle sits at about 48" (4 feet) above grade, as they transit Rt 1 approaching and
past the hotel.

C-70.1
Fromprevious work on visual simulations, it was seen that Google Earth, which feeds into
SketchUp and similar softwares, uses a POV that goes no lower than 7 feet above grade, or
84".

So, the POV used in these studies is critical to know - That difference of 3 feet, applied from
Rt 1, across the roofline of the proposed complex at 34, projected against the protected hills
in the distance, makes a significant difference in the actual visual impact. If a 7' reference
was used, the visual simulations should be re-run, adjusting for a 48" eyeball height to give
true representation of impacts, which will be worse at 48" as compared with 84"

This is purely geometry - a small change in the angle at the base of the viewpoint makes a big
difference a mile or miles in the distance, on the protected visual resources.

As the existing story poles and flag lines are now degraded and sagging, the public (and staff
and Planning Commissioner) is deprived of the opportunity to properly assess this.

Thank you for your attention to this, hopefully this can be a point of discussion at the
upcoming Study Session.

Dave Schorr
Half Moon Bay
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Response to Commenter Letter C-70: David Schorr
C-70.1 Please Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding visual impacts.

The existing condition and simulation photos in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, (pp. 4.1-25-4.1-
28) of the Draft EIR were taken approximately from grade at standing eye level (48"-56")
for each viewpoint. The photograph looking east across SR-1 was taken from the
existing bicycle path. The bicycle path is a few feet lower than the surface grade of the
roadway.

Viewpoints were selected to be representative of the most critical locations from which
the project would be seen. They were selected based on their usefulness in evaluating
existing landscapes and potential impacts on protected visual resources pursuant to the
Local Coastal Program, which includes views of upland slopes from SR-1.

Visual simulations were created for each key viewpoint to create an analytical
comparison of the existing condition and the proposed condition for the project site to
identify potential visual impacts resulting from implementation of the project.
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Comment Letter C-71, Brian Holt

From: Brian Holt_

Sent: Tuesday, August 9, 2022 9:29 AM

rocil o R, -« I
Subject: Item 1A Hyatt Place

Dear Planning Commissioners -

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the proposed Hyatt Place hotel located on
the southern end of Main Street.

Activation of the southern end of Main Street has been a long held goal of this community and has
been identified in various planning documents including the Downtown Specific Plan and the
recently adopted General Plan and Local Coastal Plan. The site of the proposed Hyatt Place hotel, in
particular, has been referred to as the "southern gateway" to Downtown Half Moon Bay. Your
continued diligence and thoughtful review of this proposal at this important site is warranted and
greatly appreciated.

C-711

The COVID-19 pandemic has increased the public's awareness of the importance of high quality and
accessible outdoor experiences. Park and open space agencies throughout the Country have reported
visitation increases anywhere from 150% to over 500%. No doubt, as the public has rediscovered
their love of the outdoors, they will continue to seek such outdoor recreation experiences. Here, on
the Coastside, we are blessed with abundant access to the outdoors. It is incumbent on us, as an
inclusive and welcoming community, to support access to the coast to all Californian's.

C-71.2

There is, and will continue to be, a growing demand for visitor serving facilities on the Coastside. We
are faced with a choice on how we accommodate this growing demand. We have recently restricted
short-term rentals in our neighborhoods to protect neighborhood character. There is significant
C-71.3 | concern about development of visitor serving uses west of Highway 1 at Dunes Beach. Identifying
appropriate locations to provide visitor serving facilities in a sustainable manner that supports our
local businesses will be key to maintaining our quality of life and small town character while
embracing an outdoor recreation based economy.

The Hyatt Place proposal located east of Highway 1 at the gateway to Downtown Half Moon Bay
seems like the appropriate location to provide visitor serving uses. And the scale of the current

S proposal feels appropriate to maximize the utility of the site without overwhelming surrounding land
uses.
B5E The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is instructive in helping decision makers identify

project impacts and to identify measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate such impacts. The thorough
Environmental Impact Report effectively addresses the issues required under CEQA.
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C-715
Cont.

C-71.6

C-711.7

C-71.8

C-71.9

Where CEQA becomes more difficult is in matters of subjectivity. Visual Resource analysis is a
prime example. While City code does provide for the protection of certain views from public
corridors, there is no way that every view from every viewpoint can be protected. So while some
will argue that views will be obstructed by the proposed project, an equal argument could be
made that views are retained from the north of the site and from the south. The project has been
modified, with significant input from the Architectural Advisory Committee and Planning
Commission, to minimize such impacts and to provide a design that is complementary with its
setting.

CEQA also fails to adequately analyze the beneficial impacts of a project. The current project site
is a fallow field. The car dealership provides the visual backdrop to our southern gateway. While
the proposed project may obstruct certain views of the eastern hills as viewed while passing the
site, the development of a highly attractive agriculturally themed hotel could be seen as a vast
visual improvement for the southern gateway. The agricultural themes support the General Plan
goals of maintaining and enhancing our communities agricultural heritage.

Further, CEQA doesn't effectively analyze the impact of doing nothing. If we fail to address the
growing demand for visitor facilities on the Coastside, we risk creating demand where the impacts
could be greater. Increased demand for short-term rentals in our neighborhoods could have a
long list of impacts and contribute to ongoing enforcement challenges. Lacking visitor serving
facilities east of Highway 1 could increase demand for such facilities west of Highway 1 in a
manner that could impact coastal views and access.

This is a major project for our community and, again, your thoughtful consideration is much
appreciated. As with any major project, there will be significant public concerns that should be
taken seriously and considered. However, the current project is the reflection of many hours of
input from the public, staff, and members of the Architectural Advisory Committee and Planning
Commission.

We should feel confident supporting a project that will welcome people to the Coastside, that
visually supports our communities agricultural heritage, that helps activate our Downtown, and

will provide an attractive entrance at our southern gateway.

Thank you,
Brian Holt

Half Moon Bay, CA

August 2024
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Response to Commenter Letter C-71: Brian Holt

C-71.1 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.

C-71.2 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.

C-71.3 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.

C-71.4 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.

C-71.5 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR. Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for a description of regarding
impacts to visual quality.

C-71.6 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.

C-71.7 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.

C-71.8 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.
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C-71.9 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.
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Comment Letter C-72, Dennis Kleinbach

From: Dennis K Kleinbach
Sent: Tuesday, August 9, 2022 9:41 PM\

To: HyattHotel <HyattHotel@hmbcity.com>
Subject: Working FOR the citizens of Half Moon Bay

On many weekends the citizens of Half Moon Bay are effectively PRISONERS IN THEIR OWN
HOMES due to the overwhelming increase in traffic of the last few years. So why would the
town now consider adding another hotel when the existing Coastside Hotels are not full?

Why would the town insist on burdening the citizens of half Moon Bay with even more

traffic?

129 Additional rooms of the proposed Hyatt Hotel means that cars will be coming to the hotel
C-72.1 | and then going to meetings or restaurants for a minimums (if not more) of 258 additional cars
on the roadways and especially on Highways 1 and 92. On top of this is the 20 plus cars---40
round trips for the staff of the hotel plus delivery vehicles means that this hotel will be
responsible for adding an additional 300 plus cars to the roads each and every day of the

week and especially on weekends.

Why would the town purposely decide to add a minimum of 300 plus additional cars per day

to the roads of Half Moon Bay when the roads are already overcrowded as we only have one to the
roads of Half Moon Bay when the roads are already overcrowded as we only have one north-south
road (Highway 1) and one west -east road (Highway 92)'

And worse yet, the Hotel chain is not even locally owned and will be managed from and by
others from outside of Half Moon Bay?

Why does the town not take the right decision and let the citizens of Half Moon Bay vote on
this issue as it will be the citizens who will bear the brunt of the additional traffic? Why
should those (the town council) who have done NOTHING to alleviate the traffic loads now
make the decision to bring in even more traffic? How is this being responsible
representatives? How is this "improving the lives" of Half Moon Bay residents? It is not!

C-72.2

1, therefore, ask that the citizens of Half Moon Bay be given the right to vote on the issue of
allowing a Hyatt Hotel (or any other hotel ) to add over 300 vehicles to the roads of Half Moon
Bay. If the citizens of Half Moon Bay think that allowing another hotel to be built will improve
their individual lives, I would like to hear how.

Dennis Kleinbach

Half Moon Bay, CA-
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Response to Commenter Letter C-72: Dennis Kleinbach

C-72.1 Please see Topical Response 1, Traffic, regarding traffic impacts.

C-72.2 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR. CEQA Guidelines Section 15002(j), requires public agencies to solicit and
respond to comments from the public and other agencies concerned with the project as
part of the environmental review process. (See also CEQA Guidelines Sections 15086,
15087, and 15088.) Please see Appendix A-1, Notice of Preparation and Scoping
Meetings, of the Draft EIR regarding public outreach for the project. Please see Topical
Response 1, Traffic, regarding impacts to traffic.
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Comment Letter C-73, Mimi and David Pasternak
From: Mimi and David Pasternak

Sent: Tuesday, August 9, 2022 1:36 PM

To: Jill Ekas

Subject: EIR re Hyatt (supplemental statement)

Hi Jill,

Thanks for forwarding my misdirected prior statement to the Commission and for your
consideration of that communication.

I would also request your review of the following.

First, a more careful proofreader than myself noted that my closing comment referred to the
still “uncontested” condition of our environment. That reference should read “uncongested.”

Second, in regard to the traffic issue, 2 matters require clarification.

——Traffic volume and flow have not yet returned to preCovid volume, and looking back to the
conditions some 3-5 years ago, there was great concern as to whether we could then deal with
the traffic volume. (As a dramatic aside, one of our neighbors went into labor on a sunny Fall
day and had to travel toward the Peninsula via Tunitas Creek Road because of congestion on

C-73.1 SR-1.

She got only as far as the Kings Mt. Firehouse, where she gave birth to a healthy baby!)

————— In assessing baseline conditions, the commute periods are important, but the major period
of congestion, in my experience, are weekend afternoons and early evenings, when day
trippers are heading home. It’s not slowing or even bumper to bumper, but gridlock, with
intrepid road warriors using Main Street as an alternate route .

And, remember, beach season is no longer coinciding with Summer vacation; we live in a year
round tourist destination.

Thank you for your consideration .
Best wishes,
David Pasternak

2-225 August 2024



Half Moon Bay Hyatt Place Project
2.0 Response to Comments Final EIR

Response to Commenter Letter C-73: Mimi and David Pasternak

C-73.1 Please see Topical Response 1, Traffic, regarding traffic impacts. The method
used to determine the existing conditions baseline is explained in Section 4.15 (page
4.15-6) of the Draft EIR and discussed further in Topical Response 1, Existing
Conditions Scenario. According to W-Trans, the transportation specialist for the project,
traffic volumes and patterns were significantly modified during the pandemic and would
not have been appropriate baselines; therefore, traffic impact analyses using pre-
pandemic data as the baseline are considered more representative of typical traffic
conditions.

As required by CEQA, the project’s potential generation of Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)
was calculated. Because the City of Half Moon Bay has not yet adopted a standard of
significance for evaluating VMT, guidance provided by the California Governor’s OPR in
the publication Transportation Impacts (SB 743) CEQA Guidelines Update and
Technical Advisory, 2018, was used.
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Comment Letter C-74, David Schorr

FROM: Dave Schorr
Date: August 22, 2022 2:44 PM

TO: HyattHotel

Hello - Following up on this request from Aug 8 for eyeball height delineation - I am on a very
C-74.1 | tight timeline to complete comments on the Draft EIR, and this clarification would be

appreciated.

Thank you!
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Response to Commenter Letter C-74: David Schorr

C-74.1 Please see comment response C-70.1 and Topical Response 2, Aesthetics,
regarding visual impacts.

August 2024 2-228



Half Moon Bay Hyatt Place Project
Final EIR 2.0 Response to Comments

Comment Letter C-75, Rick Southern

Rick Southern 08/08/2022

Hi Jill,
I am a member of a community group trying to better understand the Hyatt Hotel proposal
and would it would entail for Half Moon Bay.

In reading the city's executive summary we came upon a passage we hoped you could
clarify. The passage:

“Significant impacts and their associated mitigation measures or standard conditions are
summarized in Table 2-1. Each of the impacts described above would be avoided or reduced to
a less-than-significant level with the implementation of mitigation measures or standard
conditions of approval, expect for impacts to aesthetic resources, including impacts to scenic
vistas, scenic resources, and to the overall visual character of the area. These impacts to
aesthetics resources are considered significant and unavoidable and are described further in
Section 2.2.3, Significant and Unavoidable Impacts. "

C-75.1

This seems to say that there are significant and unavoidable aesthetic impacts. Then it seems

to say these impacts can be made insignificant with mitigation, and then, further in the body of
the document, calls them significant and unavoidable. Can you clarify what the city is saying
here?

Thank you so much for responding,
Rick
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Response to Commenter Letter C-75: Rick Southern
C-75.1 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding visual impacts.

Table 2-1, Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures, lists all of the significant
impacts of the project, feasible mitigation measures if any, and the significance
conclusion for each significant impact. As explained in Section 2.2.3, Significant
Unavoidable Impacts, of the Draft EIR, a significant and unavoidable impact is defined
as an impact that would cause a substantial adverse change in the physical environment
that cannot be avoided, even with the implementation of recommended mitigation or
where no feasible mitigation is available. For Original Project impacts such as AES-1,
AES-2 and AES-3, there are no feasible mitigation measures; therefore, these impacts
are “significant and unavoidable” as shown in Table 2-1 and further discussed and
analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.1. The impacts of Modified Alternative 2, the Proposed
Project, are discussed in Topical Response 2: Aesthetics and Topical Response 5:
Modified Alternative 2.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject: Fwd: Hyatt - elevations
Date: Monday, August 8, 2022 6:53:01 PM
Sent from my iPhone
Begin forwarded message:
From: Dave S
Date: August 8, 2022 at 6:50:26 PM PDT
To: Jill Eka
Subject: Hyatt - elevations
[CAUTION]: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
Dear Ms Ekas -
I am looking at pps 456 and 457 of the DEIR. Bldg 1 ridge height is given as
122'2", and Bldg 2 ridge height 122'9".
First, it is curious that a 2 story building is only 7" shorter than a 3 story building -
C-76.1 that maintains consistent impact on protected visual resources across the 452 foot

length of the project.

However, and my question here, is that I do not see a reference to BASE elevation
for the project, from which we can calculate total height above existing grade. I
may be missing something in the drawings, but do not see it. This seems a basic
bit of info which really should be on the drawings.

Thank you, if you can provide this one simple (but important) data point.

Dave Schorr
HMB

2] Virus-free www.avast.com
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Response to Commenter Letter C-76: David Schorr

C-76.1 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding visual impacts and story
poles.

An informational sign regarding the need for the story poles, and details of the project
were displayed alongside the story poles. For information about the elevation of the
Original Project, see Figures 3-5, 3-6, 5-2, and 5-3 of the Draft EIR.

August 2024 2-232



Half Moon Bay Hyatt Place Project
Final EIR 2.0 Response to Comments

Comment Letter C-77, Robert Moody
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Response to Commenter Letter C-77: Robert Moody

C-77.1 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding impacts to visual scenic
vistas.

C-77.2 A Traffic Assessment was performed by traffic engineering consultants W-Trans
in July 2020 and is Appendix H, Traffic Impact Study, of the Draft EIR.

C-77.3 See Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR for an analysis of impacts to wetlands.

C-77.4 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding visual quality concerns.

C-77.5 Please see comment response B-1.1 regarding visitor demand.

C-77.6 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.
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Comment Letter C-78, Beverley Ashcraft

August 26, 2022

Hyatt Place EIR

ATTN: Jill Ekas

City of Half Moon Bay

Community Development Director
501 Main Street

Half Moon Bay, CA 94019

Re Hyatt Place EIR
Dear Ms. Ekas and City of Half Moon Bay:

| am writing this letter in support of the plans for the Hyatt Place Hotel on the south end of Main Street
in Half Moon Bay. As a longtime resident and former Main Street business owner, | have seen many
changes to our coastside town and believe that adding a new hotel near to the downtown area would be
a great asset to the Main Street merchants and community as a whole. In addition to providing additional
lodging to visitors of our city, it would also serve to bring more jobs and dollars to the community via
C-78.1 | tourists staying at the hotel, dining in our restaurants or shopping in town.

The addition of the hotel would also bring new sidewalks and paths to the south end of Main Street, which
have been needed for some time. Giving people a safe and attainable area to walk down our historic
Main Street.

| believe a great amount of time and research has been put into this project and foresee it adding a great
benefit to our community.

Sincerely,

“j{ e lhy Cfayt////ﬁ/ @%%ZV“
/

Beverly Ashcraft
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Response to Commenter Letter C-78: Beverley Ashcraft

C-78.1 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.
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Comment Letter C-79, Donna Dexter

September 6, 2022

Hyatt Place EIR

ATTN: Jill Ekas

City of Half Moon Bay

Community Development Director
501 Main Street

Half Moon Bay, CA 94019

Re Hyatt Place EIR
Dear Ms. Ekas and City of Haif iMioon Bay:

| am writing this letter in support of the plans for the Hyatt Place Hotel on the south end of Main Street
in Half Moon Bay. As a longtime resident and former business owner in the city, believe that adding a
new hotel near to the downtown area would be a great asset to the Main Street merchants and
community as a whole. In addition to providing additional lodging to tourist, it would also serve to bring
C-79.1| more jobs and dollars to the community via tourism, dining and shopping in town.

The addition of the hotel would also bring new sidewalks and paths to the south end of Main Street, which
have been needed for some time. Giving people a safe and attainable area to walk down Main Street.

They have spent the last 6 years putting a great amount of time and research has been put into this project
and foresee it adding a great benefit to our community.

Sincef:l/y,/wﬂ/ /{E/Cy&

Donna Dexter
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Response to Commenter Letter C-79: Donna Dexter

C-79.1 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.
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Comment Letter C-80, Susan Morasci

September 6, 2022

Hyatt Place EIR

ATTN: Jill Ekas

City of Half Moon Bay

Community Development Director
501 Main Street

Half Moon Bay, CA 94019

Re Hyatt Place EIR
Dear Ms. Ekas and City of Half Moon Bay:

I am writing this letter in support of the plans for the Hyatt Place Hotel on the south end of Main Street
in Half Moon Bay. As a life long resident | believe that adding a new hotel near to the downtown area
would be a great asset to the Main Street merchants and community as a whole. In addition to providing
additional lodging to tourist, it would also serve to bring more jobs and dollars to the community via

tourism, dining and shopping in town.
C-80.1
The addition of the hotel would also bring new sidewalks and paths to the south end of Main Street, which

have been needed for some time. Giving people a safe and attainable area to walk down Main Street.

The property owners have spent the last 6 years putting a great amount of time and research has been
put into this project and foresee it adding a great benefit to our community.

Sincerely,

N b
AN ZgY
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Response to Commenter Letter C-80: Susan Morasci

C-80.1 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.
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Comment Letter C-81, Hazel Joanes

Hazel Joanes

C-81.1

C-81.2

September 13, 2022

Submitted via HyvattHotel(@hmbcity.com

Jill Ekas

City of Half Moon Bay

Community Development Department
501 Main Street

Half Moon Bay, CA 94019

RE: Hyatt Place Draft Environmental Impact Report
(State Clearinghouse No. 2018032059 City File Number: PDP 072-13)

Dear Jill Ekas:

1 reviewed the Draft Environmental Tmpact Report! (DEIR) for the Hyatt Place
(Project) and respectfully submit these comments to encourage the City of Half
Moon Bay to conduct a more thorough analysis of all the Project’s potential impacts,
and identify all feasible mitigation measures to protect the public health and safety.

1 present my comments in the spirit of improving the analysis of the Project’s
environmental impacts so that the City takes the necessary steps to minimize those
environmental impacts.

I.  ACRONYMS AND DEFINITIONS

The DEIR does not mmclude a list of acronyms, abbreviations, and definitions
used in the document. To improve readability, and minimizing confusion in the
document, the DEIR should include a master list of acronyms, abbreviations, and
definitions.

II. PROJECT COMPONENTS: OPEN SPACE

The DEIR fails to define “open space” as used in the document. The term
“open space” 1s used throughout the document, but it is unclear if it is meant in the
same connotation as that which is defined in the City’s Conservation and Open
Space Element and the California Government Code.

The document is titled “ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT HALF MOON BAY HYATT PLACE
PROJECT (Volume I)” It should be cormrected to denote “DRAFT™.

August 2024
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C-81.3

C-81.4

C-815

Hazel Joanes

II. CONSTRUCTION: HAULING ROUTES

The EIR fails to disclose the locations of the disposal sites that will be used and
fails to identify the impacts on traffic circulation along SR1, Hwy 92, Main Street,
and other streets within the Town Center area associated with those disposal hauling
routes.

Also, the DEIR neglects to address impacts of hauling routes on SamTrans bus
schedules during commuting hours on work and school days and on weekends and
holidays.

IV. CONSTRUCTION: DRAINAGE

The Project would result in up to 120,000 square feet of umpervious area on site,
including the multi-use path and emergency vehicle access routes. The Project
would direct stormwater runoff from the hotel building and parking lot into
treatment areas and allowed to evaporate or percolate into the ground. However,
some stormwater would be allowed to flow overland into wetland areas, but the
DEIR fails to disclose the volume of stormwater that would flow overland, the
location of the wetlands and the environmental and safety effect the overflows
would on the wetland areas and SR1.

V. PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The City actively supported the conversion of an existing 52-room hotel located
along State Route 1 (SR1) to transitional housing for the permanently unhoused,
unsheltered, and transient populations. The DEIR does not disclose any data the
City considered in determining that a substitute hotel is needed to replace the former
52-room hotel with a 129-guest room hotel with ancillary buildings. Without
adequately analyzing whether a nationally branded hotel such as the Hyatt is the
best-suited development for the Half Moon Bay, the City cannot conclude that this
Hyatt hotel meets the City’s primary objectives. The DEIR fails to disclose the
City’s decision process and analysis in determining that the hotel meets the City’s
primary objectives. Did the City conduct a fair, equitable, and objective process to
conclude that the Project meets the City’s primary objective? How will the City
ensure that the hotel will provide access to low-cost accommodations?

The DEIR should disclose any City led evaluations (based on clear objective
criteria) confirming that the hotel meets the City’s primary objectives. The DEIR at
very least, should disclose the facts it considered in determining the need for a hotel,
disclose any ratings or scoring of each objective, define and thresholds of what is
considered “lower cost” and describe the City’s plan of action to ensure that Hyatt
brand will in-fact at all times, provide “lower cost” room rates for all room types.
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C-81.7

Hazel Joanes

VI. PROJECT DESCRIPTION: APPROVALS AND ENTITLEMENTS

The DEIR was prepared to cover all the anticipated actions associated with the
planning application PDP 072-13 for the proposed hotel facility. The approvals and
actions anticipated for the Project include a proposed change in zoning from the
current zoning as a planned unit development to commercial general. To
accommodate a future zoning change, the City would issue a use permit until the
City officially rezones Zoning District. The DEIR concludes that there are no
significant impacts to Land Use and Planning however, this finding is based on
presumption that the rezoning is predestined, and that the City would not be required
to seek public input to issue a use permit or to change the zoning. However, the
DEIR does not disclose why the City is not required to engage in a public process to
change the Local Coastal Implementation Plan which comprises the City’s zoning
and subdivision ordinance and zoning map.

The DEIR should clearly disclose why it is necessary to remove the PUD
designation and make known the underlying requirements that result in the need for
rezoning the parcel to construct the hotel building. The DEIR should also explain
any environmental benefits to the community? resulting from the rezoning and
disclose any environmental impacts associated with the rezoning of the property.

VII. SETTING, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES

The DEIR should analyze the cumulative and expected impacts of the Project’s
construction and post-construction operational effects alongside other types of
projects that are either approved or are pending approval from the City, Special
Districts, Utility Companies, County and State. At the very least, the DEIR should
analyze and disclose those foreseeable environmental and health impacts resulting
from increased truck traffic, noise, vibrations, air pollutant emissions, and
greenhouse gas emissions from the projects that the City has already approved and
are anticipated for construction near the Town Center, at local schools, and on the
adjacent residential parcels during the same time period the Project will be
constructed.

The DEIR lacks clarity on whether the hotel serves the goals of the City’s
Housing Element and fails to disclose the interaction between the City’s General
Plan and the hotel. The DEIR fails to reveal if the Project use contributes to the
City’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA). The DEIR should disclose any
inconsistencies with the goals of the City’s Housing Element and the Project.

2 The DEIR should also disclose the specific reasons the City considers this hotel propesal is an economic and environmental
beneficial project for City and explain how those benefits more significant than preserving the integrity of the LCLUP.
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Hazel Joanes

In addition to projects scheduled for construction in the unincorporated County,
the DEIR should list large residential and private commercial construction projects
such as the improvements in Ox Mountain landfill, or State and Federal projects
scheduled for construction in the vicinity and disclose the environmental cumulative
impacts of those activities and the Project’s construction.

VIII. AESTHETICS

The DEIR finds that the Project would have significant and unavoidable
cumulative impacts on aesthetic resources, however, the DEIR contains no
mitigation measures to reduce these impacts to a level of less than significant.
CEQA prohibits agencies from approving projects with significant adverse
environmental effects where there are feasible mitigation measures that would lessen
or avoid those effects. Where several measures are available to mitigate an impact,
each should be discussed and the basis for selecting a particular measure should be
identified. The City should develop mitigation in an open public process, and those
mitigation measures should be fully enforceable.

IX. VIBRATION AND NOISE

The DEIR does not adequately evaluate vibration impacts or identify reasonable
mitigation measures to minimize impacts of vibrations. The DEIR fails to address
vibration effects on sensitive receivers resulting from construction activities.

The DEIR should identify and evaluate alternative construction methods that
would result in lower vibration and noise. To mitigate vibration impacts on
sensitive receivers, at very least, the DEIR should consider locating ingress and
egress of construction equipment and heavily loaded trucks away from residential
streets, restricting the operation of large earthmoving equipment on the site to as far
away as possible from sensitive receivers or changing the sequence of construction
operations. In addition, activities that cause elevated levels of vibration could be
staggered so that multiple sources of vibration are not occurring at once. The City
could also restrict the utilization of vibratory rollers and packers and disallow
construction activities on weekends and holidays. If such mitigation measures are
not workable, as a mitigation the City might consider offering temporary living
accommodations to those persons who have high sensibilities to vibrations.

X. TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC

CEQA requires agencies to support their environmental conclusions with
“substantial evidence”. The CEQA process expects that the City develop mitigation
measures that are fully enforceable and cannot be deferred to a future time. The
DEIR does not present substantial evidence to support its conclusion that after
mitigation, the Project would have a less than significant environmental impact on
transportation and traffic. Specifically, Mitigation Measure TRA-1 does not
mitigate significant transportation impacts caused by the Project. Conducting
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Cont.

c-81.12

C-81.13

Hazel Joanes

surveys at a future date to identify the impacts of a project after the Project is
constructed is not an enforceable action that guarantee that noise impacts will be
mitigated.

The DEIR also fails to evaluate the impacts of the Project’s construction and
post-construction hotel operational activities on Kelly Ave which is a major access
point from SR1 to an elementary, a middle school, a church, the boys and girls club
regional gymnasium, a regional soccer field, several restaurants, and a weekly
farmer’s market.

The DEIR analysis is insufficient as it does not provide supporting data to
validate traffic counts and it does not evaluate peak traffic on Sundays and holidays
during the fall pumpkin season or on National and State holidays when there are
significant numbers of travelers visiting the coast for leisure and recreation. Also,
the DEIR analysis for Saturday peak traffic hours should include sufficient data to
support that Saturday peak traffic is between 12 pm to 2 pm.

XI. AIR QUALITY

The DEIR presents data which assumed that the Project would have been built in
2020. It 1s now 2022, and the Project is vet to be constructed. The Project’s daily
construction operational air emissions analysis need to be re-evaluated to reflect for
a revised construction date and schedule.

The DEIR presents data using an outdated version of the California Emissions
Estimator Model to quantify potential criteria for pollutants and greenhouse gas
(GHG). Appendix C- Air Quality & Greenhouse Gas Assessment should be revised
to incorporate data using the latest version of CalEEMod.? Additionally the DEIR
should reevaluate the number of construction working days required to complete the
Project construction in light of the labor shortages and beleaguered building supply
chain caused as a consequence of the COVID-19 pandemie. It is possible that the
project would incur a longer period for construction which would likely result in
increased air pollutants and greenhouse gas emissions.

As an additional mitigation measure during the Project’s construction phase, the
City could consider the installation of ongoing air monitoring devices to detect
levels of pollutants during the construction activities. These monitoring devices
could be placed at the Project site and at various strategic locations throughout the
adjacent residential areas. If elevated levels of pollutants are detected, the City
could identify and implement specific actions to respond and rectify the problem
with the Project applicant.

XII. CULTURAL RESOURCES

3 DEIR Appendix C: Attachment 2: CalEEMod Modeling Output and Attachment 3: EMFAC2017 Inputs for Operation
Mobile Emissions are blank sheets.
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Hazel Joanes

The DEIR identifies significant environmental impacts on cultural and tribal
resources, but the mitigation measures fall short of meaningful solutions. The
mitigation measures identified in the DEIR disregarded the consultation process in
which both the tribe and the City are to invest time and effort into seeking mutually
agreeable resolutions to preserve or mitigate impacts to a cultural place, where
feasible. The City failed to implement a thorough process to actively seek
information from affected tribes and discuss carefully, mitigation alternatives in a
manner that is mindful of all affected tribes’ cultural values.* The DEIR is
inadequate in its analysis of the impacts on tribal cultural resources as the City failed
to vigorously seek knowledge from impacted tribes.

XIII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

The DEIR finds that the Project would have no significant impact on utility and
services. CEQA requires agencies to support their environmental conclusions with
“substantial evidence” however the DEIR provides no substantial data to support its
finding. The DEIR is erroneous in finding that there are no impacts on the utilities
and service systems. The DEIR uses information received through personal
communication with a CCWD staff member. Conclusions about any environmental
impacts should rely on factual data received through official documents from the
Coastside County Water District (CCWD). On March 3, 2021, the U. S. Department
of Agriculture informed Governor Newsom that San Mateo County is considered
one of 50 counties designated as primary disaster areas due to drought conditions.
On May 11, 2021, the Board of Directors adopted Resolution 2021-02, informing
the public of a possible water shortage and requesting voluntary water
conservation.” On July 8, 2021, Governor Newsom issued a Proclamation of a State
of emergency adding the County of San Mateo, among other counties, to the list of
counties in a state of emergency due to drought. On March 24, 2022, the CCWD
declared a water shortage emergency because the ordinary demands and
requirements of water consumers cannot be satisfied without depleting the water
supply of the District to the extent that there would be insufficient water for human
consumption, sanitation, and fire protection. The CCWD enacted Ordinance No.
2022-01 to conserve the water supply of the District for the greatest public benefit
with particular regard to public health, fire protection, and domestic use, and to
conserve water by reducing and restricting nonessential water use that if continued
would constitute waste. In addition, the District implemented Stage 2 of the
District’s Water Shortage Contingency Plan. The DEIR should address any impact
of the Project’s water requirements on the CCWD water shortage.

* As called for in Assembly Bill (AB) 52 consultation process
> The Coastside Water District (CCWD) implemented Stage 1 — Water Shortage Advisory of its Water Shortage Contingency

Plan.
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C-81.15

C-81.16

Hazel Joanes

XIV. ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS: ALTERNATIVE DEVELOPMENT SCENARIOS

The DEIR is deficient in disclosing a reasonable range of alternatives. Other

potentially feasible build alternatives could be analyzed such as:

o A smaller sized hotel with lesser guest rooms, parking spaces, no pool house and
limit the buildings to one- or two-story structures.

¢ A hotel/residential/retail (50-40-10%) combination building to include a one or
two-story hotel along with one or two-story housing and retail space on the
proposed Project PUD zoned property (excluding the 1.15-acre parcel north of
Seymour Street along SR1)

XV. ALTERNATIVES ANALYZED

The DEIR evaluates only 3 alternatives, a no-project alternative, reduced
intensity, and multifamily residential and also considers a hypothetical scenario for a
future housing subdivision. The DEIR identifies that Alternative 2 would reduce the
overall massing of the Project which then would reduce the aesthetic impacts
associated with the Project. However, Alternative 2 also includes a future
subdivision allowing for future development of up to 16 dwelling units (8 duplexes),
potentially with accessory dwelling units, along Seymour Street. The DEIR should
not rely on hypothetical scenarios but only consider realistic alternatives and
disclose the impacts of the alternatives. The DEIR should provide clarification of
the following:

e If the City has predetermined approval of the Project with future housing
units and will be amending the General Plan -Housing Element to reflect
the housing

o If the future dwelling units would count towards the RHNA

o If accessory dwelling units (ADU) are applicable for multi-family
dwellings such as duplexes

e If the City has received a proposal to consider a housing project on the
1.15-acre parcel

e Clear explanation for the reasons a PUD should be rezoned to CG

o If there are existing legal agreements, Memorandum of Understandings,
or verbal communications with the property owner, whereby the City is
now bound to rezone the Project parcel
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XVL. ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

The DEIR concluded that Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 are the
environmentally superior alternatives because both would substantially reduce the
aesthetic impacts due to the reduced Project massing, increased setbacks, and
improved site plan. The DEIR states that Alternative 2 “better” aligns with the
City’s and the applicant’s primary project objectives, goals, and policies and finds
that Alternative 2 is the environmentally superior alternative. However, the DEIR
C-8117 does not present any objeptive data i_n support of the finding or present an objective

: analysis supporting the City’s assertion that Project meets the City’s primary
objectives. To validate the assertion that Alternative 2 meets the City’s objectives,
the DEIR should disclose the City’s quantitative criteria and analysis of the Project
and City’s priority objectives for each of the Project’s alternative scenarios

The DEIR also lacks evaluation and analysis on the effects of the post-
construction operational impacts of each alternative. The DEIR should disclose the
impacts resulting from increased disruptions® that would be caused by hotel visitors
traveling through adjacent neighborhoods in particular increases in noise, pedestrian
and vehicular traffic, street parking, litter, etc.

XVII. 1.15 ACRE PARCEL LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT CONFLATED WITH CEQA
PROCESS

The expansion of the Project to include a 1.15-acre parcel” via lot line
adjustment should not be approved under the Hotel CEQA process. The approvals
of a lot line adjustments, and a hotel project are separate actions that should undergo
independent approval processes. The DEIR should clarify if the CEQA process for
C-81.18 the hotel construction automatically grants approval for the lot line adjustments and
should also explain if construction of the hotel could be accomplished without the
lot line adjustment.

The DEIR should also clarify that any proposal to use this 1.15-acre parcel
involving construction of housing units that would very likely result in additional
environmental impacts and would require a separate CEQA process.

XVIII. CHANGE IN ZONING - AFFECT ON LCLUP
c-8119 The DEIR fails to disclose the effects the rezoning of 5.02-acre parcel from a

PUD to another designation would have on the powers of the LCLUP. The DEIR
should disclose whether such rezoning sets precedence for changing zonings of other

¢ Such disruptions could entail increases in truck traffic from the movement of goods and merchandise in and out of the hotel,
increases i air pollutant emissions and greenhouse gas emissions.
7 Area used by the auto dealership for extra parking.

8
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parcels that are currently designated PUD’s. Consideration of changes zoning for
this parcel location should undergo separate City public hearing process and not be
8;)8'11-1 9 merged with this CEQA process.

XIX. CONCLUSION

When implemented well, CEQA builds public trust and encourages sustainable
development that will serve the local community for years to come. The CEQA
process and the DEIR for this Project provide an opportunity for the City to fully
evaluate and disclose all potential impacts and 1dentify meaningful and enforceable
protective measures. It is with optimism that I anticipate the City will revise the
document to include full disclosure of all environmental impacts, and recirculate®
document as for public review and comment.

Sincerely,
7%?5&4 anes

Hazel Joanes

® Recirculate the document to as the Draft Environmental Impact Report.

9
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Response to Commenter Letter C-81: Hazel Joanes

C-81.1 A list of acronyms used in the Draft EIR and Final EIR is included in Chapter 3.0,
EIR Text Revisions, of the Final EIR.

C-81.2 "Open Space", as used in the Draft EIR, is consistent with the City’s LCLUP
(LCLUP, p. i-6). The LCLUP defines open space pursuant to Public Resources Code
Section 65560(h), which states that “Open-space land”™ means any parcel or area of
land or water that is devoted to an open-space use as defined in this section, and that is

designated on a local, regional, or state open-space plan as any of the following:

(1) Open space for the preservation of natural resources, including, but not limited
to, areas required for the preservation of plant and animal life, including habitat
for fish and wildlife species; areas required for ecologic and other scientific study
purposes; rivers, streams, bays, and estuaries; and coastal beaches, lakeshores,
banks of rivers and streams, and watershed lands.

(2) Open space used for the managed production of resources, including, but not
limited to, forest lands, rangeland, agricultural lands, and areas of economic
importance for the production of food or fiber; areas required for recharge of
groundwater basins; bays, estuaries, marshes, rivers, and streams that are
important for the management of commercial fisheries; and areas containing
major mineral deposits, including those in short supply.

(3) Open space for outdoor recreation, including, but not limited to, areas of
outstanding scenic, historic, and cultural value; areas particularly suited for park
and recreation purposes, including access to lakeshores, beaches, and rivers
and streams; and areas that serve as links between major recreation and open-
space reservations, including utility easements, banks of rivers and streams,
trails, and scenic highway corridors.

(4) Open space for public health and safety, including, but not limited to, areas that
require special management or regulation because of hazardous or special
conditions such as earthquake fault zones, unstable soil areas, flood plains,
watersheds, areas presenting high fire risks, areas required for the protection of
water quality and water reservoirs, and areas required for the protection and
enhancement of air quality.

(5) Open space in support of the mission of military installations that comprises
areas adjacent to military installations, military training routes, and underlying
restricted airspace that can provide additional buffer zones to military activities
and complement the resource values of the military lands.

(6) Open space for the protection of places, features, and objects described in
Sections 5097.9 and 5097.993 of the Public Resources Code.”

The LCLUP further defines several categories of open space that may be provided as
part of new development, which are listed below. The use of “open space” in the Draft
EIR is consistent with the LCLUP’s definition of “Open Space, Public”, because the open
space proposed as part of the project would be accessible to members of the public and
would preserve the wetlands along SR-1.
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Additional definitions of open space from the LCLUP relevant to various types of
development include the following:

=  Open Space, Common: Open spaces areas for common use including but not
limited to recreational areas and facilities for the use of prospective residents of a
development, such as tennis courts, golf courses, swimming pools, playgrounds,
or community gardens. Common open space does not include driveways,
parking lots, private patios and yards, or other developed areas. LCLUP, p. i-6

= Open Space, Private: Open space areas for the private use of residents of
individual units, including but not limited to patios, decks, yards, and land
permanently dedicated to open field agricultural use. LCLUP, p. i-7

= Open Space, Public: Open space areas accessible to members of the general
public, including but not limited to neighborhood and other public parks and
accessory parking lots, beaches, bike paths, hiking or equestrian trails, and vista
points. Environmentally sensitive habitat areas, green infrastructure for
stormwater management, and archaeological sites may be included in public
open space only if such areas are contiguous with or otherwise contribute to the
open space area usable by the public for passive recreation, including walking,
wildlife viewing. Public open space does not include areas which are unusable
for recreational purposes, such as private or public streets, private parking lots,
and hazardous areas such as steep slopes and bluff faces. LCLUP, p. i-7

The Half Moon Bay Zoning Code, Chapter 18.02 Definitions, provides the following
definitions for open space relevant to various types of development:

=  Open Space, Common. “Common open space” means an open space within a
residential development that is reserved for the exclusive use of residents of the
development and their guests.

= Open Space, Private. “Private open space” means a usable open space adjoining
and directly accessible to a dwelling unit, reserved for the exclusive use of residents
of the dwelling unit and their guests.

=  Open Space, Public. “Public open space” means that portion of a development site
that has been dedicated to or otherwise set aside for public access, use or benefit.

=  Open Space, Total. “Total open space” means the sum of private and public open
space.

= Open Space, Usable. “Usable open space” means outdoor or unenclosed area on
the ground, or on a balcony, deck, porch or terrace designed and accessible for
outdoor living, recreation, pedestrian access or landscaping, but excluding parking
facilities, driveways, utility or service areas, or any required front or corner side yard,
and excluding any space with a dimension of less than six feet in any horizontal
direction or an area of less than forty-eight square feet.
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Please see Chapter 3.0, EIR Text Revisions, of the Final EIR where these definitions
have been added to clarify the use of the term “open space” in the EIR.

C-81.3 As described in Chapter 3.0, Project Description of the Draft EIR, the
construction haul routes would be mostly confined to SR-1, with Main Street and Poplar
being used to access the areas between the project site and SR-1. While Main Street
would be used as an intermediate connection between the project site and SR-1, it
would not be used as a bypass for SR-1 during hauling operations. As stated on page 3-
16 of the Draft EIR, approximately 380 cubic yards of fill material would be imported to
the project site to meet the grading needs of the project. It is anticipated that anywhere
between 23 to 38 truck trips would be required to import fill material to the project site.
Truck hauling would be temporary and expected to occur over a period of 1 - 2 weeks;
therefore, there would be an average of two to four trucks each day over the two-week
period, or an average of four to eight round trips made by trucks each haul day.

Prior to the start of construction activities, the contractor will prepare and submit a
detailed construction management plan for City approval. The construction management
plan will indicate the days and times of construction, the duration of the construction
activity, where workers will park, truck haul routes, the number and type of trucks that
will access the site during each construction activity, and other details. The City will
require that adequate access for all transportation modes, especially emergency
vehicles, be maintained during construction. Please see Chapter 3.0, EIR Text
Revisions, of the Final EIR where this information has been added.

Trucks would be scheduled to make trips only during off-peak hours; this requirement
would be specified in the construction traffic management plan. The construction
management plan also specifies hours of construction, material storage locations at the
site, worker parking locations, and construction duration by construction activity. With
implementation of the approved construction traffic management plan, truck hauling
would have no impact on public transit operations.

C-81.4 As described in Chapter 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR,
implementation of the Original Project would add 120,000 square feet (2.75 acres) of
impervious surfaces where currently no impervious surfaces exist. Project design
incorporates several landscape elements that would help contain stormwater in the
event of a flood, including self-retaining stormwater treatment areas and bioretention
areas on the western side of the project site.

In addition to project design elements, Mitigation Measure BIO-2a (MM BIO-2a) and
Mitigation Measure BIO-2b (MM BIO-2b) would be implemented and will reduce potential
project impacts on wetlands to less than significant levels. MM BIO-2a would require all
jurisdictional wetlands and ESHAs identified in accordance with the California Coastal
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Commission to be avoided to the extent feasible. This includes direct loss and indirect
water quality impacts that could occur due to adjacent development. MM BIO-2b would
compensate for lost wetlands by restoring avoided wetlands at a ratio of 4:1. For the full
mitigation measure text, see Section 4.4.4 of the Draft EIR.

Additionally, as discussed in Chapter 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft
EIR, construction activities would require a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
Discharge System (NPDES) Permit, issued by the Regional Water Quality Control
Board, which would contain water quality control requirements. NPDES permit
compliance during project construction would prevent runoff from the project site from
exceeding the capacity of stormwater drainage systems and would ensure that no
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff are created. The project design includes
a dual treatment system that would receive runoff, preventing the release of polluted
stormwater and impacts on stormwater drainage system during project operation.

C-81.5 As stated in Chapter 3.0, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the Original
Project and Modified Alternative 2 would be consistent with the City’s project objective of
meeting demand for branded and reasonably affordable hotel rooms to support Half
Moon Bay’s growing local tourist and agribusiness economies. Past studies indicate that
there is adequate visitor demand on the coast to support the project. Furthermore, the
Chamber of Commerce has also found need for conference facilities which can support
mid-week hotel demand which is off-peak from the high weekend demand. The
proposed hotel would be mid-range, featuring more amenities than a budget hotel, but
would be lower in cost than a luxury hotel.

The project was found to be consistent with LCLUP Policy 5-71, which requires new
development of higher cost accommodations and/or new development that would fail to
provide lower cost accommodations on land where that use is allowed and suitable to
provide lower cost accommodations (See Table 4.13-3 in Draft EIR Section 4.13,
Population and Housing). The proposed hotel would offer new accommodations and is
not replacing any existing low-cost rooms. The project is providing bicycle rentals and a
new trail segment. If the Original Project were to be built, the City would review the
project’s contribution to public coastal access such as via reduced cost lodging and/or
in-lieu fees at the permitting stage to ensure compliance with this policy in coordination
with the Coastal Commission guidance and the City’s LCLUP Policy 5-71, which is the
standard of review for the Coastal Commission with respect to development within the
City of Half Moon Bay. Also see Topical Response 5, Modified Alternative 2. Modified
Alternative 2 provides a detailed proposal for how Modified Alternative 2 will provide
lower-cost visitor accommodations using a combination of lower-cost rooms and no-cost
visitor-serving amenities available to the public and in accordance with the requirements
of the Half Moon Bay LCLUP.

August 2024 2-254



Half Moon Bay Hyatt Place Project
Final EIR 2.0 Response to Comments

C-81.6 The project site is zoned Planned Unit Development (PUD), and the LCLUP
designation is Commercial — General. However, the LCLUP update indicates that the
site is proposed to be rezoned to Commercial — General (CG) as part of the future
implementation of the LCLUP.3 The CG zoning standards are used as an appropriate
guide for this site because they are consistent with the LCLUP land use designation and
can also be accommodated by the PUD zoning. As explained in Section 3.6, Approvals
and Entitlements (page 3-18, footnote 3 of the Draft EIR), A Use Permit would be
required until the project site is rezoned to CG. Depending on the construction schedule
for the project, a Use Permit may not be necessary for the project. Whether or not a Use
Permit or rezoning is required, either approval would be part of a public review process.
Please see Topical Response 7, LCLUP and Zoning of the Hyatt site, for more
information.

C-81.7 As discussed in Section 4.0, Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, of the
Draft EIR, CEQA requires an evaluation of a project's contribution to cumulative
environmental impacts. For this Draft EIR, the past, present, and probable future
projects within the region that could result in related or cumulative environmental
impacts, including projects outside the control of the lead agency, were considered in the
cumulative impacts analysis. Past, present, and probable future development projects
along the San Mateo County Midcoast between the Tom Lantos Tunnel to the north, the
Half Moon Bay southern city limits to the south, and the Half Moon Bay city limits to the
east are listed in Table 4.0-1 of the Draft EIR. This list incorporates relevant, reasonably
foreseeable projects that, when combined with the project, could contribute to
cumulative impacts.

With regard to the City’s Housing Element, Section 4.13, Population and Housing, states
that Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) prepared the Regional Housing
Needs Allocation (RHNA) for the previous cycle 5 2015-2022 period, which identified the
need for a total of 240 units for varying income groups by the end of 2022. The City has
completed its first draft cycle 6 Housing Element for the 2023-2031 period and submitted
it to the California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) for
review. The cycle 6 Housing Element must identify adequate sites for a RHNA of 480
units distributed amongst various income categories. The 1.15-acre site on the north
side of Seymour Street is identified as a pipeline project in the draft cycle 6 Housing
Element because it is part of an active application. The residential portion of Modified
Alternative 2 project would be consistent with the ABAG Regional Housing Needs
Determination.

3 City of Half Moon Bay Local Coastal Land Use Plan, pages 2-25 and A-7.
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For the analysis of cumulative impacts on truck traffic, noise, vibration, air pollution and
greenhouse gas emissions, see the respective chapters in the Draft EIR (4.15, 4.12,4.3
and 4.8). Topical Response 6, Cumulative Impacts, provides further discussion in
response to comments regarding cumulative impacts associated with traffic and
aesthetics.

C-81.8 According to Section 15355 of the CEQA Guidelines, cumulative impacts are
defined as “two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are
considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts.” As stated in
the CEQA Guidelines, an individual project may not have significant impacts; however,
in combination with other related projects, these cumulative effects may be considerable.
Cumulative impacts are considered by each environmental parameter and both public
and private projects are considered both in terms of timing and location.

For the purposes of this project, the analysis of cumulative impacts is based on the list of
past, present, and probable future development projects in Table 4.0-1 of the Draft EIR
which are along the San Mateo County Midcoast between the Tom Lantos Tunnel to the
north, the Half Moon Bay southern city limits to the south, and the Half Moon Bay city
limits to the east. The spatial boundary for the study of a project’s cumulative impacts
varies depending on the resource of concern. For example, impacts related to geology
and archaeological resources are generally site specific, while air quality, greenhouse
gas, and noise impacts can encompass larger areas. Most of the project’s impacts are
limited in terms of geography, and would not compound impacts from past, existing, or
future projects beyond the project area. For additional information on the cumulative
project selection process, see Chapter 4.0, Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, of
the Draft EIR.

C-81.9 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding visual impacts.
As described in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of this Draft EIR, three impacts associated with
aesthetic resources were found to be significant and unavoidable for the Original Project.

The mass and scale of the project would obstruct views of the protected ridgeline from
SR-1 that would result in significant and unavoidable impacts. The project has
incorporated screening techniques and other design considerations in an effort to
minimize aesthetic impacts. However, the visual quality of the project site as seen from
public viewpoints is conservatively considered to be adversely affected by the project.
The findings above are based on special circumstances related to both the site,
including its location, shape, visibility, and gateway location; and the proposed
development, including its relatively long facades and larger building forms than typically
found in the city.

While screening techniques could be included in the project, they would not address
interruption of long-range public views and changes in the visual quality of the site and
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surrounding areas from the permanent change associated with this scale of
development. Therefore, impacts AES-1, AES-2, and AES-3 were determined to be
significant and unavoidable. Additional mitigation measures were explored, but no
feasible measures were identified that would further reduce the of the Original Project.
The impacts of Modified Alternative 2 are described in Topical Responses 2 and 5.

C-81.10 As stated in Section 4.12, Noise and Vibration, of the Draft EIR, noise-
sensitive receptors within the project vicinity are limited to the nearby residences located
east of the project site across Main Street and north of Seymour Street, and the nearby
theater located to the east of the project site, opposite Main Street. The buildings or
structures that are occupied or used by noise-sensitive receptors are considered
sensitive structures. The highest maximum noise levels generated by project
construction would typically range from about 80 to 90 dBA Lmax at a distance of 50 feet
from the noise source. The temporary construction noise impact would be considered
significant if project construction activities exceeded 60 dBA L¢q at nearby residences or
exceeded 70 dBA L4 at nearby commercial land uses and exceeded the ambient noise
environment by 5 dBA Leq or more for a period longer than one year.

Construction activities, such as drilling, the use of jackhammers, rock drills and other
high-power or vibratory tools, and rolling stock equipment (tracked vehicles, compactors
etc.) may generate substantial vibration in the immediate vicinity. Vibration levels would
vary depending on soil conditions, construction methods, and equipment used. Because
landscaping would not be expected to require heavy equipment, all distances were
measured from the edge of the parking lot on the project site to the surrounding
buildings.

The nearest residences and the theater, which are both east of Main Street, would be 85
to 95 feet from the nearest heavy construction activity. These sensitive structures would
be exposed to vibration levels at or below 0.06 in/sec peak particle velocity (PPV). The
fire station, which would not be considered a sensitive land use, would be more than 165
feet from the nearest heavy construction activity and would be exposed to vibration
levels at or below 0.03 in/sec PPV. According to Table 4.12-3, of the Draft EIR, 0.3
in/sec PPV is the threshold at which there is a risk of damage to older residential
dwellings. Therefore, there would be no significant vibration impact due to project
construction on sensitive structures. Additionally, there are no activities expected during
project operation that would result in significant groundborne noise or groundborne
vibration levels; therefore, there would be no operational impact with respect to
groundborne noise or vibration.

Project construction is projected to last for approximately 566 working days. The “worst-
case” construction noise level is considered the hourly average noise levels for each

construction activity, assuming every piece of equipment would operate simultaneously.
Table 4.12-6 in the Draft EIR shows that hourly average noise levels during construction
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would temporarily exceed 60 dBA Leq at residential land uses and 70 dBA Leq at
commercial land uses and would exceed ambient noise levels by 5 dBA Leq or more.
Temporary construction activities would be conducted in accordance with the provisions
of the Half Moon Bay’s Municipal Code, which limits temporary construction work to
between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on weekdays, between 8:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on
Saturdays, and between 10:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on Sundays and holidays. The
construction crew is required to adhere to construction best management practices to
reduce temporary construction noise levels emanating from the site and minimize
disruption and annoyance at existing noise-sensitive receptors in the project vicinity. The
project proponent would also implement the construction best management practices in
Mitigation Measure NOI-1a, which includes measure addressing increased noise levels
at sensitive receptors, such as using dampening blankets, and locating stationary noise-
generating equipment, such as air compressors or portable power generators, as far as
possible from sensitive receptors as feasible. For a comprehensive list of applicable
measures include in Mitigation Measure NOI-2, see Section 4.2, Noise and Vibration of
the Draft EIR.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1a, described above, would reduce
construction noise levels emanating from the project site, thereby minimizing disruption
and annoyance. With the implementation of these controls, as well as the Municipal
Code limits about allowable construction hours, and considering that construction is
temporary, the impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

C-81.11 The Traffic Demand Management Plan (TDM) program measures required by
Mitigation Measure TRA-1 in Section 4.15, Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR,
would reduce the volume of project-related vehicle travel by providing or encouraging
transportation options for hotel guests and employees. The TDM program measures, as
described in Appendix H, Traffic Impact Study, of the Draft EIR, requires that the TDM
program be monitored for effectiveness and adjusted as necessary. Mitigation Measure
TRA-1, requires that the TDM program measures are to be monitored, and a monitoring
report provided to the City Manager and Traffic Engineer annually to ensure the
effectiveness of the program. If the TDM program measures are ineffective, it shall be
adjusted as needed to mitigate project-generated vehicle miles traveled (VMT).

Implementation of the TDM measures monitoring program, which consists of annual
mode split and VMT surveys is required by TRA-1, and is therefore enforceable by the
City.

The study intersections and roadways were chosen by the City Engineer in agreement
with the project’s consulting transportation engineers (W-Trans) based on the facilities
that are most likely to be potentially impacted by the project. Kelly Avenue was not
included in the study because the project is not anticipated to increase trips along this
street.
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As described in Appendix H, Traffic Impact Study, of the Draft EIR, standard
professional practice for traffic studies should reflect typical conditions experienced by
most users on most days.* Therefore, conducting a study during unusual conditions
(such as during inclement weather, holidays, or large events) should be avoided
because it is not representative of typical conditions.

A review of available Saturday traffic counts from the Performance Measurement
System (PeMS) website managed by Caltrans confirmed that the time of day with the
highest number of observed vehicles along SR-1 occurred between 12:00 p.m. and 2:00
p.m.

All traffic counts used in this study were compared to other available data sources in
terms of consistency and peaking characteristics, and found to be similar, thereby
validating their use in the Draft EIR.

In reference to the comment on future noise surveys, the commenter is referred to
Mitigation Measure NOI-1a (Construction Best Management Practices), which requires
that the project implement construction best management practices, such as installation
of noise barriers, types of engines used for construction, no idling, utilization of “quiet” air
compressors, and location of construction staging areas established at the greatest
distance between construction-related noise sources and noise-sensitive receptors
nearest to the project site. On-site checks during construction would be employed to
ensure that nuisance noise is being reduced in accordance with the noise control plan.
This is enforceable through the MMRP, which includes a description of implementation
and timing, monitoring responsibility, and verification of implementation. As explained in
Impact NOI-1, the implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1a would reduce
construction noise levels emanating from the project site, minimizing disruption and
annoyance. With the implementation of these controls, as well as the Municipal Code
limits on allowable construction hours, and considering that construction is temporary,
noise impacts of project operation would be less than significant with mitigation.

C-81.12 For the purposes of this EIR, construction of the Original Project was
estimated to begin in 2023 and last 15 months, with an estimated 566 construction
workdays. Although the Draft EIR assumes project construction would begin in 2023, a
change in this assumption would not affect the analysis or the validity of the Draft EIR,
because construction period and operational emissions would be the same, if not
reduced, due to the increased efficiency of construction and operational equipment.

The CEQA Thresholds of Significance for Climate Impacts for BAAQMD was adopted on
April 20, 2022. For the purposes of this analysis The California Emissions Estimator
Model (CalEEMod) Version 2016.3.2 was used to estimate emissions from construction

4 W-Trans, 2020. Traffic Impact Study for the Hyatt Place Hotel.
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and operation of the site assuming full build-out of the project. The project land use
types and size, and anticipated construction schedule were input to CalEEMod. An
addendum to the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Assessment was completed in
December 2021 for Reduced Intensity, Alternative 2 and Alternative 3.° The addendum
letter analyzed the emissions for Reduced Intensity, Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 using
CalEEMod model, version 2020.4.0. Since the models that were used in the previous
study were superseded with a newer version, the emissions for the project were
updated. The addendum explains that the updated modeling shows lower air quality and
GHG emissions with the project when compared to the 2020 modeling due to CalEEMod
incorporation of newer motor vehicle emission rates reflective of the State’s EMission
FACtors (EMFAC2017) model and updated building energy consumption rates.

As discussed in Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, the project would require the
implementation of Standard Condition AQ-1, which would include measures to control
dust and exhaust during construction as required by BAAQMD, and Mitigation Measure
AQ-1, which would require selection of equipment during construction to minimize
emissions. With implementation of standard conditions and mitigation measures, air
quality impacts were found to be less than significant for the Original Project as well as
Modified Alternative 2. As a result, no additional mitigation measures are required under
CEQA.

C-81.13 The Native American Heritage Commission was contacted in July 2017
concerning the preparation of an EIR for the project. Of the five tribes contacted, three
responses were received from the Coastanona Rumsen Carmel Tribe, the Amah Mutsun
Tribal Band of Mission San Juan Bautista, and The Ohlone Indian Tribe.
Representatives from the Coastanona Rumsen Carmel Tribe, the Amah Mutsun Tribal
Band of Mission San Juan Bautista requested that a Native American monitor to be
present during groundbreaking activities, which is required by Mitigation Measure CUL-
1. Mitigation Measure CUL-1 would be implemented to protect sensitive archaeological
resources and human remains. For further information regarding Native American
Consultation, see Draft EIR Appendix E, Cultural Studies Memorandum.

C-81.14 The analysis in Section 4.16, Utilities and Service Systems, is supported by

information from the agencies and other sources listed on page 4.16-1 of the Draft EIR.
Upon review of the project description, Coastside County Water District determined that
implementation of the project would not require the relocation or construction of new or

expanded water facilities to supply the project site with potable water. The Draft EIR

5 lllingworth & Rodkin, Inc., 2021. Addendum to Hyatt Hotel Air Quality & Greenhouse Gas Assessment,
December 23, 2021.
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concludes that project operation would consume 4.8 million gallons annually, assuming
the median rate of water use for hotels. Project water demand would result in
approximately a 1 percent increase in total District demand and would not require the
construction of new or expanded water facilities. For further discussion regarding water
supply impacts, please see Topical Response 3, Water and Hydrology.

C-81.15 In addition to the No Project alternative (Alternative 1), in Subsections 5.5.1
through 5.5.3 the Draft EIR also analyzed a Reduced Density alternative (Alternative 2),
which has since been modified (see Topical Response 5, Modified Alternative 2), and a
Multi-Family Residential alternative (Alternative 3). CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c)
requires that an EIR identify any alternatives that were considered by the Lead Agency
but rejected as infeasible. The EIR must briefly explain the reasons underlying the Lead
Agency’s determination to reject an alternative. The following factors may be used to
eliminate alternatives from further consideration: (i) failure to meet most of the basic
project objectives, (ii) infeasibility, and (iii) inability to avoid significant environmental
impacts. Please see Section 5.4, Alternatives Considered but Rejected for Further
Analysis, and Section 5.4.1, Alternative Site Locations, of the Draft EIR, for information
regarding alternatives considered but rejected for further analysis, and alternative project
site locations that were considered but rejected for further consideration.

C-81.16 See comment responses C-81.6 and C-81.19 regarding planned residential
development and project zoning.

C-81.17 Following circulation of the Draft EIR, the applicant submitted revised plans to
the City indicating that Alternative 2 (with revisions), is now the Proposed Project that
would be considered for approval. This Proposed Project is described in the Final EIR as
Modified Alternative 2. Modified Alternative 2 has been determined to be the
environmentally superior alternative as explained below. The Project Objectives, which
are listed in Section 3.3 of Draft EIR Chapter 3.0, Project Description, were also listed in
Subsection 5.2 of Chapter 5.0, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR as revised by the EIR Text
Revisions in Final EIR Appendix 3.0-A, Attachment to EIR Text Revisions. A discussion
of the ability of each of the alternatives as well as the project to meet project objectives
is provided on page 5-24 of the Final EIR as revised by the EIR Text Revisions in Final
EIR Chapter 3.0. This discussion concludes that both Modified Alternative 2 and
Alternative 3 are environmentally superior to the project, and that Modified Alternative 2
is also environmentally superior to Alternative 3 due to its proposed approach to
subdividing the 1.15-acre parcel north of Seymour Street. Modified Alternative 2 also
better aligns with the City’s and applicant’s primary project objectives. Modified
Alternative 2 is the environmentally superior alternative. Please see Topical Response 5,
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Modified Alternative 2, and text revisions in Appendix 3.0-A, Attachment to EIR Text
Revisions of the Final EIR.

C-81.18 As discussed in Appendix 3.0-A, Attachment to EIR Text Revisions, of the
Final EIR, the text revisions to for Modified Alternative 2 proposes a lot line adjustment
on the 5.02-acre hotel parcel, reducing it and adding 0.45 acres to the auto dealership
parcel. This additional area for the dealership allows for reuse of the 1.15-acre parcel on
the north side of Seymour Street (currently used by the dealership and owned by the
project applicant) for future residential development of up to 16 units. A four-lot parcel
map would allow for future residential development of up to 4 units on each parcel. The
1.15-acre parcel is designated as residential — medium density in the LCLUP, and the
site is zoned for residential development in the R-2 (Two family Residential) Zoning
District. The existing use of the 1.15-acre parcel, as overflow parking for the dealership,
conflicts with the parcel’s land use and zoning. However, residential development under
Modified Alternative 2, following approval of a parcel map to create four lots, would be
consistent with the parcel’s land use designation and zoning.

Discussion of environmental impacts associated with the 1.15-acre parcel is provided in
the Environmental Impacts subsection of Draft EIR Section 5.5.2, Reduced Intensity,
Alternative 2. Modified Alternative 2 proposes subdivision into four lots instead of eight
lots as proposed in Alternative 2, but the total development potential of up to 16 units
across 1.15 acres remains the same.

C-81.19 As described in comment response C-81.6, the project site is zoned Planned
Unit Development (PUD)/Commercial, and the LCLUP designation is Commercial —
General. However, the LCLUP update indicates that the site is proposed to be rezoned
to Commercial — General (CG) as part of the future implementation of the LCLUP. Until
the Zoning District is officially rezoned to CG, the project would require a Use Permit,
which is listed in the approvals and entitlements discussion in Draft EIR Section 3.6.
Depending on the construction schedule for the project, a Use Permit may not be
necessary for the project.

Rezoning is not proposed as part of the project but will be changed through
implementation of the LCLUP.

Please see Topical Response 7, LCLUP and Zoning of the Hyatt site, regarding zoning
and land use.
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Comment Letter C-82, Chad Pometta

September 13, 2022

Attention: Jill Ekas

Re: Hyatt Place, Half Moon Bay

Dear Jill,

I am here to state that | am in favor of the proposed Hyatt Place Hotel in Half Moon Bay. | have

C-82.1| been following the project for some time. | always look forward to visiting Half Moon Bay and |
really like the fact that this location will be downtown with easy access to restaurants and
shopping.

Sincerely,

Chad Pometta
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Response to Commenter Letter C-82: Chad Pometta

C-82.1 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the environmental analysis
in the EIR but is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of
this Final EIR.
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Comment Letter: C-83, David Schorr

COMMENTS ON
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
HALF MOON BAY
HYATT PLACE PROJECT (Volume I}
State Clearinghouse No. 2018032059
City File Number: PDP 072-13

Submitted by David Schorr, Half Moon Bay homeowner, taxpayer and resident
September 13,2022

SUMMARY:

This Draft EIR does not meet the standards of adequacy for the following reasons:

e Failure to subject Alternative 2 (102 rooms plus housing development) to the standard of

C-83.1 evaluation applied to the Project (129 rooms). It has been known since early 2021 that
Alternative 2 is the preferred alternative of the Applicant, and with this in mind, Alternative 2
design should have been the focus of the Draft EIR.

e Uses arbitrary determinations to declare Less Than Significant (LTS) impacts of Alternative 2 in
Table 5-2 with respect to Regulatory Setting requirements related to “causes a substantial

»oa

C-83.2 adverse effect on a scenic Vista”, “substantially damages scenic resources... within a State scenic
Highway”, “creates a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day
or nighttime views in the area”.
C-83.31 * Usesinappropriate baseline to determine LTS impact of Alternative 2 with respect to policy 9.2
and others.
e Incorrect and arbitrary findings of consistency with Relevant General Plan Policies as noted in
table 4.1-1, with respect to policies 9-2, 9-6, 9-23, 9-30, 9-31.
e Omission of evaluation and/or improper application of evaluation of Project and Alternatives
with respect to Regulatory Setting:
City Code 14.37.035
City Code 18.37.010
C-83.5 City Code 18.37.020
City Code 18.37.030
City Code 18.37.035
LAND USE PLAN CHAPTER 9, sections 9-1, 9-2, 9-3, 9-5, 9=6, 9-12, 9-23, 9-30
e Arbitrarily and inappropriately discounts, and fails to consider visual impact to motorists (both
driver and passenger) transiting northbound and southbound State Highway 1, a designated
protected view corridor, especially from due west of the Project, as well as on approaches to the
Project from both north and south, as is required by Coastal Commission guidance.

C-83.4

C-83.6

e Draftis arbitrary and inconsistent with previous Coastal Commission language and guidance

C-83.7 regarding extent and nature of blockage versus preservation of protected visual resources; i.e.
inland hills/upland slopes.

e Inaccurately describes Alternative 2 as “Reduced Intensity” project, as the Draft EIR fails to
include the footprint, square footage, and visual and other resource impacts of the townhome

C-83.8 development component of Alternative 2, specifically under the Aesthetics comparisons.
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C-83.9

C-83.10

C-83.11

C-83.12

C-83.13

C-83.14

Alternative 2 was considered without an adequately or completely described project, including
the components of housing proposed to the north of the existing car dealership. As Alternative 2
has been known to be preferred by the Applicant for well over a year, this is inappropriate, and
inadequate.

Fails to include assessment of impacts from the townhome housing component of the project
under Alternative 2 upon protected visual resources; therefore Aesthetics assessmentis
incomplete and inadequate

Uses inappropriately chosen time periods to assess traffic circulation impacts; selecting noon to
2 PM on weekends rather than the evening 4 PM to 6 PM, or 5 PM to 7 PM timeframe, during
which weekend tourist exodus routinely occurs.

Aspect ratios of figures 4.1-3 and 4.1-4 are flattened and distorted, providing an inaccurate
depiction of existing site conditions, minimizing the true visual impression of the currently
unimpeded view of the hills in the distance.

Even given the inadequacy of precision and nuance in the many designations throughout this
Draft of “Less Than Significant” (LTS) impacts in many areas, it must be reasonably considered
that these combinations of LTS impacts are indeed cumulatively Significant.

Considering all of the above, detailed further in this document, Planning Commission must
declare this Draft inadequate, and cannot certify this Draft EIR or subsequent Final EIR.

Planning Commission must not issue a finding of “overriding concern” to approve either the
Project, or Alternative 2, or Alternative 3, with unmitigated Significant impacts as well as
many Less Than Significant impacts, as no such legitimate issue of overriding concern exists
regarding this Project.

Planning Commission must declare this Draft inadequate, and not approve Project or any of
the Alternatives as proposed by the Applicant; instead offering the Applicant the opportunity
to return with a project whose massing does not violate City Code with respect to protected
visual resources, and other concerns as voiced in these comments and by other members of
the public. Many additional project options for this parcel can be imagined, with lower height
being a primary goal and consideration to maintain consistency with City Code and Policies.

ATTACHMENTS:

APPENDIX A: Compiled public comments from NextDoor discussion groups, to be entered into

the public record on this matter

APPENDIX B: Response to specific public comments made at Study Session August 9, 2023

APPENDIX C: Coastal Commission Substantial Issue Determination Document, hearing date

August 11, 2016 regarding fire tower appeal

APPENDIX D: Additional photos of existing site conditions with story poles installed, and

commentary, to support written comments in this document

August 2024
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NARRATIVE, SETTING OF THESE COMMENTS:

To take a step back from the details of the EIR these comments, | would ask the Planning Commissioners
and Staff to consider the inherent limitations of the CEQA process. This is a legalistic and technical
process, which frequently misses the mark in applying common sense and objective evaluation of the
impacts of a project, and other reasonably foreseeable projects, in a cumulative fashion.

Much focus is given to discussing impacts deemed “Significant and Unavoidable”, which is appropriate.
C-83.15 However, it seems that if an EIR can decrease the impactin any area to the category of “Less Than
Significant” (LTS), the perception is that the impact is no longer important — important being a term not
legally defined in the lexicon of CEQA, but relevant. However, and this is one of the challenges with
CEQA analysis, it is not adequately appreciated that LTS does not mean no impact. There is frequently,
and is this case in our fair city, a plainly evident cumulatively significant impact from the additive effects

of any number of LTS impacts. This is most prominently noted in traffic and circulation —if each of the
dozens or hundreds of individual development projects over the past several decades had LTS impacts
which were individually ignored in evaluation because they were deemed to be small (a non-CEQA
term), then how did we get the situation of rush hour and weekend gridlock? One could apply similar
plain sense reasoning to preservation of visual resources —individually, one small intrusion upon the
viewshed of the inland hills can be glossed over, but the additive effect of continuing development,
shaving away at the viewshed, is cumulatively significant. On a more existential level, every additional

C-83.16

project, development, human activity which creates greenhouse gas emissions is part of a cumulatively
significantimpact, which we are now seeing the effects of in climate and weather patterns, sea level
rise, and coastal erosion, prominent quite locally. This is the kind of cumulative impact that the EIR
C-83.17 | process is supposed to address, but rarely does, and it fails in this Draft as well.

To address one of the primary goals of public policy in Half Moon Bay, to “preserve the small town
charm and character”, one must step back and consider the bigger picture, when making final decisions
as a Planning Commission.

Another high level point to be made is that the Applicant does have the right to develop his property,
but only so long as that development conforms with all aspects of City Code and Policies, as is
mentioned in the Draft EIR. Itdoes not matter if it is a hotel, a homeless shelter, market rate housing,
low income housing, a strip mall, or a lead smelter. If it is of the height that we see for this proposed
Project, at approximately 34 feet, and somewhere between 450 and 470 feet long, and unambiguously
and unequivocally blocking views of protected visual resources, this project, and any project on this
parcel cannot go forward with that massing. Project size, no matter the nature of the project, must be
c-83.18 reduced in order to conform and be consistent with City Code and Policies. A finding of “Less Than
Significant” does not mean that there is not noticeable, measurable, objective, and impactful changes
that will occur should the project be built at the proposed size of Alternative 2. The applicant has a
multitude of possibilities for developing this parcel without becoming inconsistent with the cited city
code and policies. Unfortunately, neither the project nor its Alternatives 2 or 3 are consistent with
relevant governing sections of City Code and LUP, and as such, neither can be approved.

Following, these comments will address specific points of Draft EIR, noting page and section number.
One of the challenges in commenting on this Draft EIR is the brevity with which Alternative 2 was
considered, and recommended, and the cursory and arbitrary manner in which its impact on visual
resources was reduced to the LTS category. Of necessity, to address this problem, comments on specific
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sections of the draft may refer to the Project (129 rooms), as well as describing relevance to the
Applicant preferred Alternative 2 (102 rooms plus housing development).

I would also like to direct your attention to the appendices to these comments.

Appendix A is a compilation of comments made publicly on the local NextDoor group, through August
22,2022. As comments made in that forum are not part of the official record for this Project, l introduce
them here to become part of the official record. As you will note, comments made on that message
board are in the vast majority in opposition to this Project and the Alternatives. Whether or not those
public comments speak specifically to sections of city code, or the adequacy of the draft EIR, the overall
sentiment is quite clear.

Appendix B consists of rebuttals to verbal public comments made at the August9, 2022 Planning
Commission Study Session for this Project. Whether pro or con, people who take the time and effort to
comment publicly to Planning Commission are making their comments primarily for the purpose of
C-83.18 ] influencing the decision-making process. Differences of opinion are to be expected, and in fact

Cont. welcomed, in an open process. However, when project supporters make statements which are
unsupported, biased, or outright false, that must be called out, to correct the record, and to avoid
skewing the debate, discussion, and ultimately decisions, unfairly.

Appendix Cis a copy of the Coastal Commission Substantial Issue Determination Document, hearing
date August 11, 2016, regarding the fire tower appeal. Issues raised in language used in this document is
referenced in my comments.

Appendix D is a series of photographs taken August 23, 2022 of the subject parcel, from a variety of
viewpoints and angles, showing existing site conditions, existing available and visible protected
viewshed, and illustrating prohibited visual impacts of the proposed Project described as Alternative 2,
as represented by the story poles and flagging currently installed. Atany pointin my comment
document where | refer to disputes or disagreements about extent of lack of consistency with existing
code and guidelines as it may relate to baseline conditions of existing view shown, or impacts of the
project upon that viewshed, please refer to these photos. They are not specifically referenced through
the text of my comments, but they are highly relevant. Please consider these photos and commentary
the part of the official record of these comments on the draft Draft EIR.
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DRAFT EIR COMMENTS:

Unless otherwise specified, all comments following are to be considered declarations of inadequacy,
insufficiency, or incorrectness within the Draft EIR.

All public comments that | have made both verbally and in writing before Planning Commission,
Architectural Advisory Committee, and City Council are to be incorporated by reference and considered
C-83.18 part of the official record as response to this Draft EIR, from 2016 through present.

Cont.

At the outset of these comments, | feel compelled to correct terminology which has been used
inappropriately at various times by Staff, Planning Commission members, and members of the public
commenting on this project.

The thrust of the comments and objections to this Project (that term meaning in this context the 129
room Project as well as the Alternative 2 of 102 rooms plus housing development component) focus on
Aesthetics, and protection of Visual Resources, with a secondary focus on Traffic/Circulation.

C-83.19
This correction of use of terminology is extremely important in properly evaluating the impact of the
Project upon visual resources: In verbal Planning Commission discussions, as well as many separate
locations within this Draft, we frequently hear the term “ridgeline”, and discussion of whether or not the
Project obscures views of, or protrudes into the ridgeline or to what extent. In fact, in the entire Chapter
2 of the Coastal Commission certified LCLUP, the word “ridgeline” does not appear. The terminology
used, and therefore appropriate for evaluation of impacts upon visual resources are upland slopes and
hillsides. | would urge the Commissioners, Staff, and EIR consultants to be cognizant of this significant
and important distinction in continued consideration of this Project. The visual resources which are an
inherent and intrinsic part of the charm, appeal, and allure of HMB are protected by code and statute as
upland slopes and hillsides as viewed from various vantage points, not only views of the ridgeline itself.

Another glaring and important misuse of terminology shot through the Draft EIR, and coloring
conclusions throughout, is in the misuse and inappropriate application of the term “Reduced Intensity”
to describe Alternative 2. In Section 5 of the Draft EIR, Aesthetics, the Alternative 2 impacts are claimed
C-83.20 | to be reduced from SU to LTS, though the Draft EIR completely omits in this consideration any
evaluation of the housing component of Alternative 2. Whether looking at square footage, visual
impacts, height, massing, energy use, trip generation, etc., in all cases when the 102 room hotel block is
considered along with the 16 townhomes, the impacts/numbers/parameters are nearly identical to that
of the Proposed Project at 129 hotel rooms, so to call Alternative 2 “Reduced Intensity” is inconsistent,
incorrect, arbitrary, and inappropriate. This by itself should disqualify the Draft EIR from consideration
as adequate, even before considering the many other flaws delineated in these comments. The
characterization of Alternative 2 as “Reduced Intensity” appears to be deliberately misleading, and
biased.

All page number references are to the page of the pdf of the Draft EIR as published by the City.
Section 1.2, page 14:

C-83.21 | “The level of analysis contained in this EIR will be sufficient to proceed with project implementation
without further environmental review.”
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C-83.21

C-83.22

C-83.23

C-83.24

C-83.25

C-83.26

This statement is plainly incorrect, please see summary statement for these comments and further
references following. Further environmental review is indeed required to correct deficiencies of
inappropriate and inaccurate findings of less than significant (LTS) impact upon visual resources
specifically.

Section 2.2
2.2.2 SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS, page 23:

lam in disagreement with the EIR consultants as to their statement that significant impacts will be LTS
with mitigation measures applied.

Also, as the Applicant has expressed that Alternative 2 is his preferred alternative at this point in time, it
is logically challenging to comment upon Table 2-1 which described impacts of the 129 room design, as
that is not the direction this project is going. However, relevant for discussion later in these comments,
it is noted that the 129 room Project as described has impacts determined to be Significantand
Unavoidable (SU) even after mitigation measures are applied — AES-1, AES-2,, AES-3. My contention is
that the decision to declare impacts of Alternative 2 as LTS for these areas are arbitrary, and
unsupported, and therefore cannot be considered as valid.

It may be a typo or formatting error, however it is unclear what the first line of the Table 2-1 visible on
page 2-11 refers to — environmental impact of cumulative/significant, with no feasible mitigation
measure proposed. Please clarify.

| disagree with the Draft conclusion on AES-4, light and glare, specifically regarding nighttime views.
Draft claims reduction to LTS with mitigation, but the discussion on this point is incomplete and
inadequate, and both for Project and Alternative 2, failing to consider in narrative analysis the change to
baseline conditions and resultant light and glare coming from hotel rooms. In the context of this
discussion, the exterior lighting and landscape lighting is largely irrelevant, it is the significant change
from the undeveloped baseline condition of this parcel to a wall of hotel rooms shining out towards Rt 1
that is Significant and Unavoidable. As discussion of this point is most relevant to Alternative 2, this will
be further discussed in comments elsewhere. The Draft EIR is thus inadequate on this point.

Section 2.2.3 SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS, page 24, page 2-6

This section of the Draft finds Significant and Unavoidable Impacts from the project at the 129 room
design phase. However, since this design option has been largely discarded by the Applicant, and
supplanted by Alternative 2, the Significant Unavoidable impacts listed here must be considered as to
whether or not they are still relevant and applicable to Alternative 2. Although best discussed as
comments to Section 5, it must be acknowledged that the Draft did find these Significant and
Unavoidable impacts, and due process and consideration must be given if those impacts are to be
downgraded to LTS under Alternative 2. That has not happened in this Draft.

Section 2.2.4 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT, pages 2-7 through 2-9, pages25-27 pdf.

Alternative 2, the reduced density alternative is discussed here. We start to see signs of bias from the
EIR consultants in this section, as the narrative describes a two-story building and a three-story building
in the hotel blocks. What they glaringly fail to mention is that the two-story building is the same height
as the three-story building. For purposes of impact upon visual resources, it matters not how many
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stories/floors there are, but the overall massing and height above existing grade of the proposed
structures. This bias must be identified, and called out wherever it occurs. Describing a two-story
building and a three-story building is meant to imply in narrative text that one building is significantly
lower in height than the other. That is not the case here. The Draft is also inadequate here as previously
C-83.26 noted that the project Alternative 2 is not fully delineated, with no plans available including elevations
Cont. for the proposed 16 townhome units, with possibility of additional 8 ADUs. Development on the parcel
to the north of the car dealership is subject to the same visual resource code and policy constraints as
the hotel buildings themselves, and failing to delineate and evaluate these aspects of the proposed
Alternative 2 renders the Draft inadequate and incomplete. A project cannot be evaluated without a
fully developed plan.

Alternative 3 is also discussed in this section, consisting of 58 multifamily housing units. The Draft states
“the footprint of the primary buildings would be substantially similar to Alternative 2”. Figures available
in presentation in the Draft and from Staff indicate that the overall height of these buildings would be
substantially identical to the hotel complex buildings in Alternative 2, and therefore having the same
impermissible impact on protected visual resources. From a non-CEQA standpoint, if one is considering
the social value of a given development project, were the Applicant to propose true and dedicated low
income housing of low rise format for this site, not blocking views of the hills, | suspect there would be
substantially less community objection to the project going forward. As it stands, from verbal
statements by the Applicant in the June 2021 Study Session, it is not at all clear to what extent 4 units of
the proposed 16 housing units would satisfy Low Income and Very Low Income categories —in June
2021, the Applicant hedged, and seemed to suggest that he would consider anything below market-rate
to satisfy the conditions of “affordable”. However, failing to provide housing for the most needy in our
community leaves this project not providing any social value.

C-83.27

Table 2-1 - IMPACTS

Page 2-23, page 41 pdf

Energy: ENG-1: “The project would result in a conflict of the local plan for renewable energy and energy
efficiency.” Finding of Significant before mitigation, mitigation measure of operations with green
electricity only purported to reduce impact to LTS. This narrowly construed finding ignores both the
GHG emissions of visitors traveling to and from the hotel, as well as additional trips out from their
lodging for other activities, emissions from employee and supplier vehicle traffic, as well as GHG
emissions from additional growth inducing impacts of this hotel project. It is specious to claim that this
C-83.28 | project will not have growth inducing impacts, as the specific and explicit purpose of building a new
hotel is to attract new business and activity to the area. The Draft is therefore inaccurate and
inadequate in this regard, using this plain bias to allow for consideration of the Project. And as has been
noted previously, LTS does not mean “no impact” — and especially where climate change and
greenhouse gases are concerned, the cumulative impact of many small changes is real, and dire.

Traffic mitigation measures are discussed in Appendix H of the Draft, but as noted in those sections, the
language used there is “should”. Many of the measures presented are aspirational and theoretical in
nature, presuming that people will voluntarily abandon their vehicles and walk or take bicycles.
C-83.29 | Measures such as airport shuttles are described, not made mandatory. All of the mitigation measures
combined are presumed to reduce traffic impacts by approximately 15%, according to Appendix H. But
without enforcement mechanisms, this is a meaningless assumption, and cannot be factored into any
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C-83.29
Cont.

C-83.30

C-83.31

C-83.32

reduction from Significant to LTS. Even if we assume a full 15% reduction, are we then supposed to
blindly accept that a 15% reduction in traffic impact changes the impact from Significant to Less Than
Significant? That is a specious and arbitrary conclusion in the Draft which cannot be supported.

Section 3.5 page 3-18, page 64 pdf

Draft states “It is not the purpose of any EIR to recommend approval or denial of a project.” That is the
strict letter of the law, however, levels of bias are quite apparent in the Draft, especially when one looks
at the cursory treatment of Alternative 2, and the arbitrary downgrading of Significant and Unavoidable
findings to Less Than Significant levels when comparing project 129 rooms to project 102 rooms. To be
discussed in more detail later.

Page 4-2, page 66 pdf

Draft states “Unless otherwise stated, the environmental setting constitutes the baseline

physical conditions by which this EIR determines whether an impact is significant.” This text will be
referred to later, where the Draft inappropriately uses incorrect baseline conditions, or assumption of
baseline conditions.

Cumulative Impacts:
Pages 4-4 through 4-9, pages 68-73 pdf

This is a section where the Draft unfortunately parts company sharply from reality. This may be an
artefact of the CEQA process, but ultimately the decision making by the Planning Commission needs to
be rooted in reality. These pages of the Draft EIR list pending, approved, contemplated, and completed
projects up and down the Coastside. The Draft overall, however, is inadequate in failing to acknowledge
the real world consequences of these developments upon housing prices (non-CEQA), housing shortage
(non-CEQA), GHG production (a CEQA concern) and traffic (a CEQA concern), which are well-known and
plainly obvious to anyone living here. This list and analysis also fails to take into account information
more recently presented by Staff to Planning Commission at a scheduled meeting, regarding the housing
overlay, and significant additional development required to meet regional housing goals. As part of this,
there are over 450 additional housing units which must be built, including the contemplated large
development on the currently vacant Podesta parcel. These additional cumulative impacts appear not to
have been factored into this Draft, which renders it inadequate and insufficient.

Page 69: Draft states “Most of the project’s impacts are limited in terms of geography, and would not
compound impacts from past, existing, or future projects beyond the project area. In these
circumstances, CEQA directs that it is not necessary to address in detail the impacts from other
projects’”. | disagree with the statement “would not compound impacts from past, existing, or future
projects beyond the project area” — this is the textbook definition of cumulative impacts, which the EIR
and CEQA is supposed to address. | suggest that the Planning Commission take a look at this common
sense interpretation of the situation, in its totality, and find that project impacts are indeed cumulatively
significant when taken in consideration with other development up and down the coast. The Applicant
should be offered the opportunity to come back with a smaller project of lower impact, to provide him
the opportunity to develop his property without so much harm.

The Draft also cites two passages in CEQA as justification for avoiding discussion of certain cumulative
impacts:
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“[w]here a lead agency is examining a project with an incremental effect that is not ‘cumulatively
considerable,” a lead agency need not consider that effect significant, but shall briefly describe its basis
for concluding that the incremental effect is not cumulatively considerable” (CEQA Guidelines Section
15130 (a)); and

“[a]n EIR should not discuss impacts which do not result in part from the project evaluated in the EIR”
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 (a)(1).

The authors of the Draft EIR appear to be willfully ignoring plaintext interpretation of these two
passages — given the aforementioned problems documented as existing in the region regarding traffic,
and a well-documented climate change/GHG problem, it is obvious that the incremental effect of this
project is indeed cumulatively considerable. Likewise in the second paragraph, stating that the EIR
should not discuss impacts which did not result in part from the project evaluated — impacts at issue
here do indeed result from the project being evaluated in the EIR. Thus, the Draft EIR is further deficient
and inadequate with respect to these passages.

SECTION 4.1 AESTHETICS

This section is at the heart of the objections to the Draft EIR, where it is found to be inadequate on many
accounts. Because of the complex structure of the Draft EIR, comments following may relate specifically
to the text of Section 4, but also incorporate references to Regulatory Setting issues, trying to avoid
overlap and redundancy while being thorough and complete.

Careful, thorough and straightforward consideration of regulatory setting is crucial for impartial and
proper evaluation of the proposed Project, and for Alternative 2. That is because, taken in total, the
clear intent and thrust of the many separate sections of the Half Moon Bay Local Coastal Land Use Plan
(LUP), and the City Code sections which are implementation of that LUP, is to prioritize protection of
visual resources as they are an intrinsic and important aspect of Half Moon Bay. It is important to
recognize that the LUP is a very large and complex document, created with a great deal of thought and
effort, and it has been certified by the California Coastal Commission. It is therefore a very clear
roadmap for implementation of development standards. Simple, plain text reading of many sections of
the LUP and City Code demonstrate where Alternative 2 is inconsistent with the text of both of those
documents. Although the body of the Draft EIR focuses on the 129 room project version, it will be
necessary to apply the same standards of analysis to Alternative 2, as that has been identified as the
preferred alternative by the Applicant. The degree to which these City documents spell out restrictions
applying to development on this parcel, with language such as “shall” and “will”, rather than “may” or
“should” leave no ambiguity as to the purpose and intent of these documents with respect to
preservation of protected visual resources. The clarity of these documents as it applies to this potential
development also constrains the extent to which Planning Commission could plausibly bend or extend
the regulations to allow development at the height and width proposed. | seek to demonstrate that
approval of the project as proposed in Alternative 2 is plainly inconsistent with existing regulatory
documents and framework.

As you read through this section of comments, please bear in mind the distinction brought forward
earlier in these comments, that the regulatory setting requires protection of the views of upland hills
and slopes, not exclusively ridgeline contours.
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City Municipal Code 18.37.020 establishes that the subject parcel is subject to visual resource protection
standards.

Study Area Visual Setting

Beginning on page 4.1-5, page 79 of the pdf we arrive at some of the most contentious, and
problematic aspects of the Draft EIR. The evaluation of impact on visual resources depends on the
viewpoints chosen for analysis, and in this section, we see some significant cherrypicking, and narrow
focus, which ends up being (unjustifiably) supportive of declaring visual impact of Alternative 2 to be
LTS. Bias favoring the Applicant and the project can reasonably be inferred from the viewpoints chosen,
as well as from the viewpoints not chosen. The Draft EIR is therefore inaccurate and lacking adequacy as
result of inappropriate and incomplete visual impact analysis.

Viewpoint 1, from Main Street towards use across the currently vacant parcel, is not protected by code
or policy, and it is appreciated that the consultants added this, and the impact upon it from the project
as a result of community concern.

Viewpoint 2, looking north from the intersection of Main Street; the narrative here states “the eastern
hillsides make for a notable visual backdrop”. That statement should be noted.

Viewpoint 3, similar to 2, but approximately 150 feet further north.

Figure 4.1-3 representing Viewpoint 2 and Figure 4.1-4 representing Viewpoint 3 are further problematic
in that close examination reveals that the aspect ratio of both of these photographs has been distorted,
significantly stretching the horizontal relative to the vertical. This can be confirmed by looking at
landmarks such as vehicles, pavement markings and roadsigns, which rather than having their true to
life symmetrical format, appear distorted. Whether this is intentional or a formatting error, | cannot
know, but the net effect, especially for both of these important baseline reference points is to make the
northern upland slopes (protected visual resources) appear much lower and less prominent than they
do to the naked eye of a human in the same location. It must be noted that it is very difficult to convey
the extent and sweep of a landscape view in a photograph a few inches square.

Viewpoint 4, shown in figure 4.1-4 on page 4.1-10 (PDF page 84) is also problematic. Without visual
markers, it is not possible to determine if the aspect ratio of this photograph has been altered, but it
does not seem to represent what the naked eye sees from that location, regarding the prominence of
the hillside background. As well, it is noted that this view, from the Patridge Trail to the west of the
highway is not a protected view, but was included as a result of community input.

It was therefore confusing to opponents of this project as to why views of the project, either direct on
from the highway, or oblique views approaching from the north or south on the highway were not
included as visual study areas. The answer to that came in the form of verbal comments from the EIR
consultants and City Staff during the August 9 study session. Although Highway 1 is designated as a
point of reference for protected visual resources, the driver and passenger experience of people
transiting that Highway was excluded from the impact analysis, except for the carefully chosen
Viewpoints 2 and 3, which show far from the full visual impact of this large project.

There are several additional problems with this approach:
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First, the experience of seeing the hillside backdrop to Half Moon Bay, whether traveling north or south
on the highway through this area is not a series of discrete snapshots. It is a fairly lengthy stretch of
highway (which seems even longer when sitting in traffic) during which there is plenty of time for slight
rotation of the head to the left or right to focus the view on the surroundings, and appreciate the beauty
currently visible. It was the contention of staff and consultants at the August 9 meeting, that drivers on
the highway will be looking straight ahead only, and the Draft EIR, is Section 5 on Alternatives, describes
views of the project from a car as “fleeting” (this will be further discussed later in these comments). That
was the reason given for not including driver/passenger viewpoint from the highway, more closely
adjacent to the 450-foot-long structure of the proposed project. For one thing, this problematically
discounts the experience of any passengers, who are free to look in any direction they choose. Secondly,
it's not realistic — it takes very slight movements of the head and neck of a driver to be able to see the
open fields to the west, and the currently visible background hillsides to the east. These slightly off axis,
oblique views are acknowledged by the angle of approach for Viewpoints 2 and 3, so to completely
discount the experience of drivers and passengers on the highway at roughly the same location as
Viewpoint 4 on the Patridge trail is quite disingenuous, and thoroughly dodges the visual impact —
consider that probably 98% of the daily traffic in the study area is on the highway, not on the Trail. So,
while the visual simulations from Viewpoint 4 are illustrative of the head on impact of the project
development, the far greater proportion of visitor and resident impression, and loss of viewshed will be
experienced on the highway, and should have been depicted and evaluated, rather than deliberately
omitted from the Draft.

I respectfully submit that views from the highway analogous to the location shown in Viewpoint 4, which
C-83.36 will be closer to the subject property, will show even greater impact during the length of travel along the
Cont. highway, both northbound and southbound. Omitting this quite obvious impact from the Draft EIR is an
area in which it is deficient and inadequate.

In summary, on this point, the Draft EIR is grossly deficient, in cherrypicking viewpoints, lacking
adequacy. While traveling north, at pretty much any point to the north of Viewpoint 3, the visual impact
of the project is much more pronounced. Analysis also fails to consider loss of viewshed while traveling
south on the highway, with currently prominent slightly oblique views towards the hills south of town. It
seems obvious, but apparently needs to be stated, that the closer one is to the project, the greater the
impact in obscuring protected visual resources in the background. It is therefore baffling as to why
these much more obvious and impactful viewpoints were not chosen for analysis, as well as the
exclusion of the experience of drivers and passengers on the highway as they transit past the project
site.

At this point, we must come back again to the inaccuracy in terminology as it relates to the regulatory
setting. LUP and Code consistently refer to protected resources of upland slopes and hillsides. The
ridgelines are somewhat incidental to that. However, the context of having seen the Study Session gives
us the opportunity to understand the thought process and process by which Viewpoints were chosen,
and analyzed, and more. While the following are not comments on the specific text of the Draft EIR, they
are therefore quite relevant as they tell us how and why that document was created, the thought
processes in play. At numerous points in the video of the Study Session, reference was consistently
made by staff, Commissioners and consultants to the impact of the project on the views of ridgelines. As
noted previously, and as will be detailed below under discussion of regulatory setting, this is

inappropriate, and the visual impacts must be considered on the mass of the hillsides and upland slopes,
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not just the ridgelines. This informs us as to the reasons for the lack of adequacy of the Draft EIR.
Examples of this are at timestamp 20:45, various points following 41:00 from Circle Point’s presentation,
1:04:06 (referring to obstruction of ridgelines views, while ignoring impact the upland slopes below the
ridge line), 1:22:31 (comment from a Commissoner referring again to ridgeline rather than hillside),
again at 1:30:00, multiple other points prior to 2:44:00 (references to ridgeline as opposed to hillside).

When one considers the impact of the massing of this project on the protected views of the hillsides and
slopes rather than just the ridgelines, it necessarily changes the conclusions that are rendered.

REGULATORY SETTING:

The following sections of Code and LUP must be considered and responded to with respect to this
project. On the following sections, it will be noted where they were not covered in the Draft EIR, and it
will also be noted where there is disagreement with the conclusions as to consistency with Code, as
noted in Table 4.1. In all examples below, bold and underline formatting were used to emphasize the
importance and relevance of the text of the selected passages.

City Code:

Chapter 14.37
ARCHITECTURAL, LANDSCAPE AND SITE PLAN REVIEW

14.37.035 Design approval criteria

G. The proposed development shall be compatible in terms of height, bulk and design with other
structures and environment in the immediate area.

J. The design shall promote harmonious transition in scale and character in areas located between
different designated land uses.

Comment: the language here of shall is unambiguous. Regarding subsection G, in the study session,
Commissioner Gossett did ask for data on height of other buildings in the area. However, it should be
obvious at this point that at roughly 34 feet of height across the span of more than 450 feet for this
project, it literally dwarfs everything else in the area, thereby failing the test of compatibility in
subsection G specifically with respect to height and bulk, which are objective measures and less subject
to dispute or interpretation than “design”.

Comment: subsection J requires harmonious transition between different designated land uses in the
area of this project. The project fails here as well, as to the south of the firehouse we have open
farmland, and directly across the highway we have protected open space. It is only to the east of the
project site that we have consistent development, of lower height, which is set further back from the
highway than the Project, thereby having less visual impact, currently obscuring only the lower portion of
the background hillsides. Change from that baseline condition to that of a 34 foot tall, 450 foot long
structure cannot be described as anything except Significant and Unavoidable (referring to Alternative

2).

The Draft EIR is inadequate in properly assessing both of these impacts.
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Chapter 18.37 VISUAL RESOURCE PROTECTION STANDARDS
18.37.010 Purpose and intent.

The specific purpose and intent of these visual resource protection standards are to:

A. Protect the scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas as a resource of public importance.

B. Ensure that new development is located so as to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic
coastal areas.

C. Minimize the alteration of natural land forms.

D. Restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas.

E. Allow development only when it is visually compatible with the character of the surrounding
areas. (1996 zoning code (part)).

Comment: taken separately and as a part of the entire section of Code, 18.37.010 is very clear as to the
care with which Planning Commission must evaluate proposed projects, and provides very clear
guidelines for development activities which are permissible or impermissible on parcels such as this.
Subsection B here requires protection of scenic coastal areas, of which the hillsides and upland slopes are
part. Subsection E allows for some degree of poetic license, but when viewed in the context of all the
other portions of Code and LUP, | don’t believe it gives Planning Commission wiggle room to declare this
very large structure to be compatible with the character of surrounding areas.

18.37.020 Visual resources areas

B. Upland Slopes. Scenic hillsides which are visible from Highway One and Highway 92, as indicated
on the visual resources overlay map. These areas occur include hillside areas above the one hundred
sixty foot elevation contour line...

Comment: delineates this parcel as subject to visual resource protection standards

18.37.030 Scenic corridor standards.
B. Development within the Highway One corridor and scenic corridors along all designated shoreline
access routes as indicated on the visual resources overlay map where existing permits or development
does not exist. In general, structures shall be:
1. Situated and designed to protect any views of the ocean and scenic coastal areas.
4. Set back an appropriate distance from the Highway One right-of way and from scenic beach
access routes in accordance with the intent of this chapter.
5. Designed to maintain a low height above natural grade, unless a greater height would not
obstruct public views.

Comment: Please note the highlighted and underlined areas, which read as “protect any views of scenic
coastal areas” when parsed — a quite unambiguous statement. The Draft EIR fails to adequately consider
the obvious and impermissible impacts of Alternative 2 with respect to this section of Code. Clause 4 and
clause 5 are also sections where the Project and Alternative 2 fail in consistency with Code. The reference
in clause 4 to “intent of this chapter” speaks to the overarching concerns of preservation of visual
resources. All other clauses are subservient to the overriding and overarching intent of the scenic corridor
standards. Project as well as Alternative 2 fail in all these regards.
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Therefore, by applying the clear and unambiguous language and intent of Section 18.37.030, we must
conclude and observe that LTS findings delineated in Table 5-2 (page 480 PDF) are incorrect and arbitrary
in nature, specifically the following sentence of that table, under:

Causes a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista: Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 both are
inconsistent with this criteria, and their impacts are properly described as Significant and Unavoidable.

C-83.39 Substantial damages scenic resources... within a State scenic highway: Alternative 2 and Alternative 3
’ both are inconsistent with this criteria, and their impacts are properly described as Significant and

Cont. Unavoidable.

Creates a new source of substantial light or glarre, which would adversely affect day or nighttime views
in the area: Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 both are inconsistent with this criteria, and their impacts are
properly described as Significant and Unavoidable.

Moreover, in acknowledging the SU impacts of Alternatives 2 and 3 with respect to “Substantially
degrades the existing visual quality of the site and its surroundings” in this Draft EIR, if this true, it is
inconsistent, incorrect and arbitrary, and without basis to declare the other sections above to be at the
LTS level.

18.37.035 Upland slopes standards.

New development shall meet the following criteria:

C. Structures shall be sited so as to not intrude or project above the ridge line skyline as seen from
Highways One and 92.

Comment: this is clear and unambiguous language, prominently written into city code, to protect visual
resources. It is impermissible to cherry pick locations from along Highway 1 to find views where the
ridgeline of the proposed buildings barely skirt the ridgeline of the hills, and avoiding the obvious impact
and protrusion into hillside ridgelines which occur along hundreds and hundreds of feet of travel along
Highway 1. The language of this section does not give Planning Commission latitude to ignore these
impacts. The Draft EIR is deficient in failing to properly consider this section of city code. Significant and
prolonged protrusion into and above the hillside ridgeline is present in both the Proposed Project as well
as Alternative 2 constituting Significant and Unavoidable impacts.

C-83.40

LAND USE PLAN CHAPTER 9:

Comment: The LCLUP has been certified by the California Coastal Commission and must be considered a
roadmap in evaluation of any project. Prior to looking at individual policies which may or may not have
been evaluated in the Draft EIR, here are extracts from the opening pages of Chapter 9, which

C-83.41 emphasize yet again the primacy of protecting visual resources in Half Moon Bay:

9. Scenic and Visual Resources

Ref Sec 30253
In addition to its policies, the findings and declarations made by the State legislature in establishing
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the Coastal Act state that “the permanent protection of the state's natural and scenic resources is a
paramount concern to present and future residents of the state and nation.” Furthermore, the

Coastal Act prioritizes protection of views from public places such as trails, parks, vistas, rights-of way,
and areas with public access easements.

The visual character of Half Moon Bay is defined by ... and its small-scale downtown
Highway 1 Highway 1 is the primary north-south transportation route through the Planning Area. As a
C-83.41 result, a large share of the visual impression of the city is experienced from this corridor.

Cont. Comment: these LCLUP passages emphasize the lack of adequacy of the Draft EIR, in that the Draft EIR
specifically and explicitly and purposely excluded visual impressions from obvious lengths of “this
corridor”, which is Highway 1. The LUP, as local implementation of the Coastal Act, is telling us that the
views available to drivers and passengers on the highway as they move through this section of town
must be considered, and are in fact of primary importance. The Draft EIR skips over this fact,
inappropriately. The consultants may attempt to respond here that “we did consider it and decided that
the views from Highway 1 were fleeting and inconsequential”, but that’s not going to wash with the
Coastal Commission. If views from Highway 1 are fleeting and inconsequential, why were Viewpoints 2
and 3 chosen from Highway 1? Plain reading of the text of regulations requires evaluation that is most
impactful to the greatest number of people, and that would be the views as experienced by motorists
approaching and transiting this site from both north and south — this was deliberately not done in this
Draft EIR; thus the Draft is biased and inadequate on this important point.

Positive visual attributes:

Views of hillsides and ridgelines of coastal mountains

Sweeping views of the ocean, upland slopes, open spaces, and agricultural areas that make Half Moon
Bay so distinctive and picturesque can all be seen from different segments of Highway 1.

Upland Slopes. As seen from the majority of the Planning Area, the upland slopes to the east create a
C-83.42 | scenic backdrop that contributes greatly to the overall visual quality.

Scenic corridor policies require protection of significant views available along Highways 1 and 92,

Comment: the LUP here reemphasizes yet again the importance to the community of the view of hillsides
as well as ridgelines, and states unequivocally that protection of these significant views is required when
considering any potential development. It is specious and illogical, as well as disingenuous to suggest
that the 34 foot tall, 450 foot long mass of the proposed hotel could possibly be consistent with these
policies.

The LUP retains long-standing policies to keep development below the 160-foot contour line on hillsides,
and requires lower-scale building heights along major roads, view corridors, and other public viewing
areas to maintain the quality of broad views of the ocean and upland slopes

Comment: this is unequivocal language which limits the permissible height to which development can
occur on the subject parcel. Note that this refers specifically to upland slopes, and broad views of the
upland slopes. This means from vantage points all along the highway, not just snapshots here and there.
The user/viewer experience of transiting north or south on the highway involves and encompasses broad
sweeping vistas which will be significantly impacted by the proposed development as Alternative 2,

C-83.43
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irrevocably. This is clearly impermissible, and this impact has not been adequately delineated or called
out by Draft EIR.

Following are the specific Policies delineated in Chapter 9. These shall be cross-referenced with Table
4.1-1, page 4.1-17 (PDF page 91), to highlight areas that the Draft EIR inappropriately omitted from
analysis, as well as disputing findings of consistency with Land Use Policy as delineated in that table:

9-1. Scenic and Visual Resource Areas. Identify and protect scenic and visual resource areas in Half
Moon Bay, including but not limited to the scenic corridors, natural resource areas, and built
environment resources as defined in this chapter and designated on Figure 9-1.

Comment: this is not a point of dispute, but merely once again delineates the subject parcel as being
under the purview of visual resource protections

9-2. Scenic Resource Protection. New development shall be sited and designed to protect views to and
along the ocean, to minimize the alteration of natural land form, to be visually

compatible with the character of its setting, and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality
in visually degraded areas.

Comment: the Draft finds the project to be Consistent with this LUP Policy, citing lack of alteration of
natural landforms, and because the project does not block views towards the ocean. The problem comes
in when one looks at the independent clause of 9-2 stating “to be visually compatible with the character
of its setting”, which is part of Policy independent of ocean views. The Draft states that due to
incorporating specific colors and materials in the design, it is compatible “because the site is located near
open fields to the south and west, and foothills can be seen to the east”. There are several problems with
this passage. First, acknowledging open fields to the south and west suggests that a smooth and
harmonious transition to the more developed downtown to the north must occur — that is not possible
when one is placing the largest building ever built in downtown at this interface of undeveloped land and
developed land. A smooth and harmonious transition as is acknowledged as being required cannot be
accomplished with a building 34 feet tall and over 450 feet long. The second problem with this faulty
analysis is equally vexing — the finding of Consistency states “foothills can be seen to the east” — this view
constitutes baseline findings of existing conditions.. If this project is built as proposed, those foothills
which are currently visible to the east of the project (in other words, as viewed from the west) will no
longer be visible, which is clearly impermissible on careful and logical reading of these passages. The
Draft is deficient in this regard, as findings of Consistency with 9-2 are incorrect.

9-3 Visual Quality. Preserve and enhance the unique visual quality that contributes to Half Moon Bay’s
coastal and small-town character, including its open, expansive views from the coastal terrace to the
beaches, bluffs, ocean, and upland slopes.

Comment: this Policy was not considered in table 4.1-1, the plain reading of it demonstrates that this is
an omission of significance. Not only does a project this bulk and massing run afoul of small-town
character, by its location it impinges upon the open, expansive views... to the upland slopes. Whether by
design or error, omission of analysis of 9-3 is a deficiency of Draft EIR. Plain reading tells us that neither
Project nor Alternative 2 or 3 is not consistent with 9-3.

Policies — Development Standards
9-6. Site Planning and Design for New Development. Require new development to be subject
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to design review to ensure it is sited and designed to protect public views of scenic and visual
resource areas and to be visually compatible with the character of the surrounding area.
Measures to be considered may include, but are not limited to the following:

a. Siting development in the least visible portion of the site;

b. Breaking up the mass of new structures;

c. Designing structures to blend into the surrounding natural landscape;

d. Restricting building maximum size and height;

e. Clustering or distributing development;

f. Incorporating landscape elements and screening; and

g. Conformance with any adopted design guidelines.

Comment: This is a challenging section to comment on, as there is context not clearly visible within the
Draft EIR, which is however quite relevant. The Draft finds the project (project at 129 rooms, or
Alternative 2 at 102 rooms) as described to be Consistent with this Policy. | respectfully disagree on many
fronts.

First, the subsections a through g are mitigation measures to be considered, which can be employed, but
which are all in service of, and subservient to the primary clause of 9-6: “ensure it is sited and designed
to protect public views of scenic and visual resource areas”. In this, even if every measure a through g is
applied, but the project as presented is still unable to protect public views of scenic and visual resource
areas, then the mitigation measures have failed, and the project cannot be declared to be Consistent
C-83.47 with 9-6, and the Project/Alternative creates Significant and Unavoidable impacts. That is precisely the
Cont. case here.

However, the Draft has declared Consistency. | will attempt to understand and explain how this has come
about, at least in part. Primarily, | believe it is a function of the fact that this project has gone through
many iterations over the past six years. As Planning Director Ekas noted just after 1:01:45 in the August 9
Study Session, “over the course of this design development.....many of these things were at least tried to
be done”... Likely unintentionally, staff having viewed many iterations of this project over time, it being
moved back to accommodate wetlands, decreased from the original 148 rooms to the current 102
rooms, etc., and sees that mitigation measures a through g have in fact been applied to this project to
one extent or another. This represents an internalized, unintentional and unacknowledged shifting of
baseline conditions — the baseline conditions here are in fact an empty field with the bulk of the
background upland hills and slopes clearly visible, unobstructed above the tree line on Main Street.
However, with the passage of time, and continuous involvement with the Applicant, the current
presentations of the project, especially Alternative 2 are being seen as an improvement upon the original
proposal, and it was granted consistency with 9-6, almost as if the baseline conditions shifted, to be the
original 148 room project, rather than the empty parcel that is there now. But, as noted above, although
measures a through g have been applied at least to some extent, but the project as presented still
unambiguously fails the primary purpose of 9-6, that of protecting views of the inland hills, the finding of
Consistency is incorrect, and must be challenged and changed.

To the specific text of the findings of Consistency, yes, the project is set back as far as possible from
Highway 1, but it still unambiguously impinges on protected visual resources to the east, as well as to the
north and south depending on viewpoint. Therefore this mitigation measures fails to reduce impact. The
fact that there are and will remain some unimpeded sightlines across the southern section of the site
(note, this acknowledges that motorists transiting Highway 1 are indeed afforded the opportunity of
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turning their heads to appreciate the views of the inland hills, which is inconsistent with statements and
basis of determinations in other portions of Draft) does not change the unambiguous impingement on
protected visual resources across more than 450 feet of the site. More will also be said later about the
attempts to break up the massing of the project, but whether you put a 16 or 32 foot gap between the
two buildings, both buildings are still 34 feet tall. And in fact, if you increase the breezeway gap, the
overall length of the project goes from 452 feet up to 468 feet, actually worsening the visual impact
regarding length. Additionally, it must be noted that while the Applicant has made great import of a gap
between the two large buildings, that gap is only visible when viewed from directly in front of that gap,
whether it is 16 or 32 feet. From any other oblique angle of view, (again implicitly acknowledging
importance of views to motorists transiting the site along Highway 1) the two buildings will still present
as a single long fagade, out of character and proportion with any other building in downtown, much less
the immediate area. In the context of all these glaring and literally unmissable visual impacts, discussion
of siding choice and colors are of much less consequence in the context of the large mass of the project.

Policies - Scenic Corridors 9-12. Town Boulevard Scenic Corridor. Require that new development in close
proximity to or easily visible from the Town Boulevard scenic corridor, including Highways 1 and 92: a.
Protects views of visual resource areas as seen from the Town Boulevard, including views to the ocean,
upland slopes (i.e. minimizes intrusions into the ridgeline), and the historic Johnston House;

Update the IP (Implementation Plan?) with additional standards for new development along the Town
Boulevard based on additional study of the scenic corridor. Assessment should, at a minimum, consider
views of visual resource areas from the perspective of existing and potential development along the
Town Boulevard and identify scenic segments along Highway 1 and 92, including views of the ridgelines
and other visual resource areas. Development standards should address, at a minimum, appropriate
building heights and setbacks....

Comment: proposed project is in close proximity to the Town Boulevard (Highway 1), and is easily visible
from same, is thus subject to Policy 9-12. The requirement (i.e., not optional) of 9-12 is that the
development protect views of visual resource areas including the upland slopes. Interestingly, this is one
of the only places in Code and LUP that actually calls out the word “ridgeline”, but the language also
includes consideration and required protection for the views of the inland hills and upland slopes as well
as the ridgeline itself. Policy 9-12 was not considered in the Draft EIR, and this is a significant omission
and deficiency.

It seems to me that 9-12 may be partially aspirational, in that development standards may not have yet
been developed regarding appropriate building heights and setbacks within parcels such as this, subject
to protection of visual resources. That being the case, each project will have to be evaluated on its own,
case by case, in the spirit of all of the foregoing sections of Code and LUP, until such time as height and
setbacks standards to protect visual resources are adopted. There is currently a blanket 36 foot height
limitation on commercial development in this area, but that should not be taken as an uncontested
maximum build height permitted for any given project, in a vacuum of any other regulations or
restrictions — specifically for this proposal, because of the location and the prominent background of
protected hillside views to the north, east, and south, development to full height of the commercial zone
is not possible. When we have conflicting sections of code and regulations such as we do here, the
practice is to take the more conservative approach, thereby limiting the maximum development type to
avoid infringing upon protected visual resources.
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9-23. Upland Slopes and Ridgelines. Protect broad views of upland slopes, prominent ridgelines and
other intervening ridgelines as viewed from scenic corridors and the beach and shoreline through the
following means:

Comment: the preceding is the main premise and purpose of 9-23; subsections a through c below are the
means by which those goals shall be accomplished. The language of this first paragraph of 9-23 is
unambiguous and unequivocal as to its purpose, and it is acknowledged that both the 129 room project
and Alternative 2 would fail these tests (page 5-25, pdf page 465). On page 4.1-18, analyzing the 129
room project, the Draft does find the project to be Inconsistent with 9-23, but the analysis is incomplete.
It states “views of ridgelines are impacted as viewed from northbound SR-one approaching the project
site from the south”. This is another example of repeated failure of rigorous analysis and application of
terminology properly and consistently. Not only are views of the ridgelines protected, but views of the
bulk of the hillsides and upland slopes are also protected visual resources and must be called out as such
with respect to 9-23 and other sections. Additionally, we here again see the effect of cherrypicking
viewpoints — improperly and quite illogically, the conclusions here on this page 4.1-18 mentioned only
one direction of approach towards the project. A roughly equal number vehicles travel southbound on
Highway 1, and all vehicles, whether traveling northbound or southbound have to transit directly in front
of this very large structure, which unequivocally blocks long stretches of views of the protected hillsides
in the background. The language here, and the omission of clear and well-defined, and objective impacts
appears to reflect bias on the part of the authors of the EIR, and is impermissible.

C-83.49

a. Prohibiting new development above the 160-foot contour line and on slopes greater than 30 percent,
including grading and subdivisions but excluding public trails and critical facilities or public infrastructure
that cannot be located elsewhere;

Comment: subsection a is not relevant to the Hyatt proposal

b. Ensuring new development below the 160-foot contour line is sited and designed to minimize
intrusions into the ridgeline through the application of appropriate height and setback restrictions

Comment: subsection B is subservient to the main goal of 9-23, and even if height and setback measures
have been attempted but there is still lack of protection for broad views of upland slopes, the project fails
to qualify for approval under this Policy.

c. Establishing standards for the Town Boulevard, other streetscapes, and large-scale landscaping
projects to highlight and frame, but not block, views of visual resource areas.

Comment: there is no plausible way to state that this project will not block views protected of visual
resource areas. The project as defined as 129 rooms or the 102 room Alternative 2 are both therefore
inconsistent with Policy 9-23.

9-30. Dark Night Skies. Protect dark night skies as part of Half Moon Bay’s scenic and visual
character by preventing light pollution from development. Avoid impacts from exterior
lighting on dark night skies, sensitive habitat areas, and agricultural operations by:
C-83.50 a. Limiting exterior lighting to low-intensity fixtures that are shielded, down-cast, and
concealed so that the light source is not directly visible from public viewing areas, with
the exception of traffic lights, navigational lights, and other similar safety lighting;

b. Limiting installation and use of high-intensity perimeter lighting and lighting for sports
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C-83.51

C-83.52

fields, other private recreational facilities, or public facilities in scenic areas, with the
exception of safety lighting provided that any high-intensity lighting is down-cast,
shielded, and minimizes spillover; and

c. Reducing light pollution from greenhouses as a condition of approval for new
development through shielding and other practices that minimize light spillover.

Comment: in Table 4.1-1, page 4.1-19 (PDF page 93) the Draft finds the project to be Consistent, in that
an exterior lighting plan complies with subsections a through c, this finding may be allowable. However,
it is glaringly (no pun intended) internally inconsistent with another section of the Draft — fig 4.1-10, page
4.1-34, pdf page 108. Here we compare existing baseline site conditions at night, with only glimmers of
light from Main Street housing visible through the trees along Main Street; compared with the visual
simulation of the 102 room hotel configuration. Doing this in a couple of square inches on a piece of
paper is in no way representative of the actual impact in real life, and specifically, the change from
baseline conditions that will exist for motorists transiting Highway 1 at this site. Light spilling from guest
rooms is an unavoidable and significant change and impact, a huge change from existing baseline, and
to not call it out as such, and in fact to avoid even mentioning it in the findings regarding Policy 9-30 is a
notable deficiency in this Draft EIR.

TAKING ISSUE WITH VARIOUS STATEMENTS AND SECTIONS OF THE DRAFT EIR:

This large document is rife with statements indicating bias in favor of the applicant, as well as both
omissions and misstatements which are quite important when considered in the context of the entire
document. This is a strong, but unfortunately necessary and unavoidable statement. | also understand
how this can happen, despite best intentions and | have been told that Circle Point is a good firm —when
a consultant has worked on a project for a good number of years, you develop a relationship with the
project, if not with the Applicant himself. There is some degree of personal investment in your work
product of the EIR resulting in a project being built. We are all human, this kind of bias exists, that is
simply a fact. To the extent that it has crept into the analysis here, especially the analysis bordering on
recommended support for Alternative 2 in Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR, it must be identified and
responded to.

Page 4.1-12, page 86 pdf:

The project site borders SR-1 and would therefore be visible from this corridor. However, the project
design would draw upon the existing aesthetic character of Half Moon Bay to reflect and emphasize the
visual resources surrounding the project site.

Comment: without trying to be disrespectful to the authors of the report, this is word salad which means
nothing, and appears quite biased. You cannot “emphasize the visual resources surrounding the project
site” by blocking the views of those resources. That is simply gaslighting. The project visible from SR-1, 34
feet tall and over 450 feet long is hardly drawing upon the existing aesthetic character, nor does it
emphasize the visual resources surrounding project site — it in fact obscures and blocks views of the
protected visual resources. This building would be by far the largest structure in the downtown area, and
it comes at a transition zone from open fields to a developed cityscape — that would seem to mandate
buildings of lower proportions to ease that transition, which would also at lower height to eliminate the
clear conflicts with protection of visual resources, i.e. inland hills to the north, east, and south.
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Page 4.1-12, page 86 pdf:

Furthermore, as described later in this section, recent Coastal Commission consideration of the fire
tower project to of the project site provided guidance to the City for implementing scenic corridor
requirements. Therefore, all regulations and policies regulating scenic corridors and visual resources
would apply to the project site.

C-83.53

Comment: this paragraph is true on all counts. However, it merely serves to highlight the inconsistencies
of bulk and massing of this project with those relevant regulations and policies regulating scenic
corridors and visual resources. The project as presented is inconsistent with regulations and policies of
same. | will return to discussion including Coastal Commission guidance arising from appeal of the fire
tower project later in these comments.

Project design is consistent with these regulations and those under the California Scenic Highway
Program.

C-83.54
Comment: this statement is clearly false and biased. This statement is another glaring example of why
certification of this EIR must be denied.

Pages 4.1-15, 16, pdf pages 90, 91

Pursuant to Section 18.37.030(B)(5), new developments should address views of the inland hillsides
from SR-1 to evaluate the extent to which development obstructs skyline ridgeline views.

Parking included with project design would be substantially screened from motorists on SR-1 by the
building massing.

The project as proposed would partially interfere with longer distance views of ridgelines and hillsides
due to the height of the buildings and rooflines.

C-83.55| Comment: while this sounds like a clear acknowledgment of significant and unavoidable impact on
protected visual resources, please note 2 things: the phrase “partially interfere” is a function of the very
careful selection of Viewpoints 2 and 3 as discussed earlier in these comments; along with a deliberate
omission of consideration of views to drivers and passengers transiting across the length of this site, as
well as on approach from both North and South. As has been called out previously in these comments,
Coastal Commission guidelines require consideration of vistas available to motorists on Highway 1 (ref.
opening sections of Chapter 9, LCLUP). The Draft appears to have deliberately omitted these
considerations, and is therefore again inadequate. The language used in the Draft has the function of
structurally and technically minimizing the actual and obvious impact on visual resources of this project.

Page 4.1-22, pdf page 96

Discussion of Impacts

Aes a) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a
C-83.56 | scenic vista?

Impact AES-1. The project would have a substantial adverse effect on a

scenic vista. Significant.
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Comment: this impact is mentioned in relationship to Project 129 room, but it clearly applies to
Alternative 2 as well as a significant and unavoidable impact. There is problematic, biased and selective
language used in the passages following in the same section of the Draft:

Buildout of the project also has the potential (*1) to impact the long-range views of hillsides and
ridgelines to the north and east of the project site (Viewpoints 2, 3 and 4). (*2) Views of the hillside from
SR-1 and from the Naomi Patridge Trail have the potential to be obscured (*3) by the project. As shown
in Figure 4.1-7 through Figure 4.1-9, the ridgelines would be visible from Viewpoint 2 (*4) but would be
interrupted from Viewpoints 3 and 4. The LCLUP identifies the longrange views of the ridgeline (*5) as a
scenic vista, and therefore Viewpoint 3 represents a protected view according to LCLUP policy.
Viewpoint 4 represents a viewpoint of public interest.

*1: “potential to impact long-range views” — use of the word “potential” is minimizing language, dancing
around clear fact of demonstrated impact long-range views.

*2: by previously limiting the Viewpoints from which the project is evaluated rather than taking the more
organic approach of the experience of transiting past the site, this sentence ignores impact of views
looking towards the south, when viewed obliquely from the north of the project. Code and LUP protect
ALL views of hillsides and ridgelines.

*3: again, use of minimizing and obscuring language — it is not potentially obscuring views, it is in fact
obscuring views

*4: another inappropriate reference, limiting consideration of protected views to the ridgelines alone,
while Code and LUP unambiguously and consistently confer protection upon views of inland hillsides and
upland slopes. It should also be noted that from just a few feet north Viewpoints 2 and 3, and from
comparable locations to the north of the project site, the impact on the viewshed is much more
pronounced. This again speaks to inappropriate limitation of view shed analysis as a significant
deficiency of this Draft. These objections to language of the Draft in fact apply to Alternative 2 as well,
despite protestations to the contrary later in the Draft by the authors.

*5: again, the Draft refers to ridgeline views as protected, while consistently ignoring LUP protection
conferred upon hillsides and upland slopes. Taken in their totality, these are significant omissions and
uses of language which indicate bias in favor of the Applicant in this Draft. It needs to be pointed out yet
again that by selecting Viewpoint 4, rather than allowing consideration of impact on views from
motorists, as recommended and required by Coastal Commission guidance, the Draft is again minimizing
the impression of impact on protected visual resources.

Page 4.1-22, pdf page 96, continuing to subsequent page:
There are enough problems with the following passage that comments will be done in line, italicized

However, the project would interfere with the protected long-range scenic views of the ridgelines
(again, mentioning only ridgelines without acknowledging impact on protected hillsides and slopes)
north and east of the project site from SR-1 (Viewpoint 3). (Draft avoids discussing impact upon
motorists transiting the highway adjacent to the project, and on approach from both North and South)
The project site is below the 160-foot contour line identified in LCLUP Policy 9-23, and the site design
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incorporates deep setbacks from SR-1 to minimize visual intrusions into the ridgeline from the SR-1
view. (Code and LUP PROHIBIT intrusions into the ridgeline, so merely minimizing them is not
adequate) Additionally, the project design also includes design elements that minimize massing of the
proposed 2- to 3-story high buildings, such as incorporating the third story of the lodging buildings
within a dormer roof form and by stepping the height down toward the southern gateway corner.
(These statements refer to Project 129 room, but are misleading by omission whether with respect to
Project 129 or Alternative 2 — as both the 2 and 3 story buildings have the same building
ridgeline/roofline height) Despite these design considerations, views of the ridgelines (impact on views
C-83.57 | of upland slopes and inland hills must be considered but are not mentioned here) are obstructed as
Cont. viewed from northbound SR-1 approaching the project site from the south (as with many other places
in the Draft, this narrative ignores the obvious and significant effect upon visual resources when
viewed from the west towards the east, as well as while traveling southbound on Highway 1).
Therefore, there are no other feasible measures, that would reduce the impact to the scenic vistas given
the mass and scale of the project, and this impact is considered significant and unavoidable. (This
statement applies equally to Alternative 2)

Page 4.1-28, page 103 pdf:

Visibility of the project site is high given that public views are available from almost any direction and
are only impeded from the north by the James Ford Auto dealership. As shown in Figure 4.1-6 through
Figure 4.1-9, the project site and its general surroundings are relatively undeveloped and contribute to
the open space in southern Half Moon Bay. Public viewers generally include motorists traveling along
SR-1 and Main Street, daytime recreationalists along the Naomi Patridge Trail to the west, and residents
or visitors from the residential homes and commercial building east of the project site.

C-83.58 Comment: this passage accurately and adequately describes baseline conditions at the site, mentioning
how they contribute to the feeling of open space in southern Half Moon Bay. This paragraph also
specifically calls out public viewership including motorists traveling along Highway 1, which indicates
that those views must be taken into consideration when assessing Visual Impacts — the cursory and quite
selective nature of Viewpoints 2 and 3 does not adequately capture the experience of motorists traveling
along Highway 1, and the Draft is therefore in conflict with its own statements of baseline conditions,
and the importance of those baseline contentions conditions to the intrinsic properties of Half Moon Bay.

Page 4.1-31, page 105 pdf:

As described above, implementation of the project would substantially degrade the quality of public
views of the project site and the surrounding area, specifically the long-range views of the ridgelines
available from Viewpoints 3 and 4; while the change in visual character of the adjacent neighborhood is
reflected in Viewpoint 1. Changes to the project site would be consistent with the developed nature of
C-83.59 Downtown, although the buildings are significantly larger and present longer facades than existing
development patterns throughout Downtown and in the immediate neighborhood.

Comment: this paragraph omits reference to hillsides and slopes, which is a deficiency. The last two
sentences of this paragraph are rather internally inconsistent, because | don’t see how the buildings can
be “significantly larger and present longer fagades than existing development patterns throughout
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downtown and in the immediate neighborhood”, while at the same time being considered “consistent
with the developed nature of Downtown”. This is a nonsensical paragraph, and appears to be verbally
constructed with bias in favor of the Applicant, trying to find some way to make this project acceptable.
The bulk of the paragraph talks about negative impacts, with one sentence in there then illogically
declaring that despite all impacts and those problems, it would be consistent with the developed nature
of Downtown. Comments here apply equally to both Project 129 and Alternative 2.

Page 4.1-32, page 106 pdf: Light:

Nighttime light would be produced from interior room lighting, exterior lights and vehicles traveling to,
from, and within the project site.

However, based on the character of the existing site (an open, unlit field) coupled with the general
darkness of the southern end of the City, the presence of illuminated rooms and other hotel features
including exterior pathway lighting and parking lot lights, the project would introduce a significant new
source of nighttime glare. This can be seen in the comparison shown in Figure 4.1-10.

Comment: the Draft here acknowledges the Significant visual impact of nighttime views of the
potentially developed site. However, please now consider the full text of:

Mitigation Measure AES-2:

A lighting plan for any proposed exterior lighting must be submitted to the City of Half Moon Bay for
review and approval.

Exterior lighting must be directed downward and away from adjacent properties and public/private
right-of-way to prevent glare or excessive light spillover. Lighting bulbs must be limited to low intensity
lights, including lighting for identification purposes. Landscaping lights must be limited to ground-level
for walking/safety purposes. Significance after Mitigation. Mitigation Measure AES-2 would reduce
lighting impacts associated with the operation of the project to a less-than significant level.

Comment: the narrative text of the Mitigation Measure AES-2 fails to comment upon, address, or
mitigate the most visually prominent impact of light — that of light spilling from guestrooms across the
currently dark site. The Draft is therefore inadequate and insufficient by failing to effectively address
Significant findings that it has just identified.

4.1.5 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS, beginning on page 4.1-36; page 109 pdf, and concluding with:

Notwithstanding the design and setbacks required of the project, it would still contribute to a
cumulative impact on aesthetics and visual resources due to the permanence of the site aesthetics and
the obstruction of hillsides and ridgelines from SR-1.

Comment: this conclusion also applies to Alternative 2.
The beginning passage of section 4.1.5 is:

The recent, current, and foreseeable future projects listed in (and?) outlined in Chapter 4.0, Setting,
Impacts, and Mitigation Measures could cumulatively impact the Half Moon Bay’s scenic quality in the
following ways:

e Loss of visual resources within a state scenic highway
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solicited. “Accomplished through a variety of ways” — it is impossible to determine the project Consistent
without a plan at the very least proposed or outlined for this mitigation. The conclusion of “Consistent”
is therefore unsupportable and completely unsupported in this Draft.

Two pages later, the Draft finds justification for the loss of prime agricultural soil in other policy sections.
However, this does not appear to remove the requirement for mitigation for the loss of prime agricultural
soil. I also find the following statement problematic: “Therefore, while the prime agricultural soils
C-83.64 | would be lost, the agricultural use had already ceased thereby contributing to the conversion of the
Cont. farmland to non-agricultural use” The Draft prominently fails to note that agricultural use of this
parcel, which had been done for decades, was discontinued only when the Applicant bought the property
for purposes of development approximately 10 years ago. So this appears to be a rather bootstrapped,
self-serving conclusion or justification for application of policies which would appear to allow conversion
from prime agricultural soil use. It may be legal, and proper, in the context of a CEQA analysis, but it
smells bad. And it appears that mitigation for the loss of 3 acres of prime soil still needs to occur, with no
plan presented thus far. Absent an approved mitigation plan, the Project/Alternatives cannot be
approved.

Table 4.7-2 Project Annual Operational Energy Demand
Page 4-7.13, page239 pdf

Energy use of a new large commercial facility must be considered in the context of the existential crisis
that we face regarding climate change. Consideration of this rather terrifying set of circumstances is
admittedly not well addressed by CEQA, but as Planning Commissioners look at this project, | hope that
it is prominent in their thought process. Both the City of Half Moon Bay and San Mateo County have
aggressive climate policies in place, so any action to reduce the growth or increase of greenhouse gas
production within the City, or as a result of development within the City, would be consistent with those
policies.

I am not an expert on energy policy or usage, however table 4.7-2 has some pretty staggering numbers
in it —all numbers presented are annual figures, so these are going to be ongoing impacts, not a one-

C-83.65]| time event.

I am unclear as to the current status of the City Electrification Ordinance, but if projected annual natural
gas usage at 3,314,520 kBtu is to be replaced with electricity, the equivalent kilowatt hour demand for
that energy component is 971,390 kWh. If natural gas use is continued, the 3.3 BILLION BTU of natural
gas energy burned annually with concomitant GHG emissions is something to think about seriously.

That figure of 971,390 kWh (of equivalent natural gas usage) dwarfs the stated anticipated electricity
usage which ranges between 443,825 kWh and 757,966 kWh, depending on the level of sustainability
measures implemented. It tells us that the gas usage, or its equivalent in electricity, more than doubles,
and perhaps triples the anticipated energy inputs to operate the hotel. It is unclear at this time whether
PG&E can provide a transition to all “green” electricity, so this large energy use of the projected hotel
must be considered carefully.

The next staggering set of numbers in this table relates to travel to and from the hotel — not specified in
C-83.66 | the table whether this refers to guests alone, or guests plus employees plus suppliers/servicers. In any
case:
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1,051,091 annual miles travelled, resulting in consumption of 41,219 gallons (2022) and 37,339 gallons
(2030) of fuel (gasoline/diesel) annually.

These seem like very large numbers in and of themselves, and rather alarming. I’'m sure that there are
standards to be used in executing an EIR when evaluating a hotel project, industry standards for VMT,
etc. However, even a cursory evaluation of these numbers would seem to suggest a gross underestimate
of fuel consumption:

1,051,091 annual miles divided by 365 days in a year is 2880 miles (Vehicle Miles Traveled — VMT) per
day for the entire hotel. Let’s assume for sake of argument 50% occupancy, which is what HMB hotels
are running currently, which means 51 guest rooms occupied out of 102 proposed. 2880 divided by 51 is
only 56.5 miles per guest room per day, which seems quite low. If that total is supposed to include
employee travel as well as supplier and servicer truck travel (with proportionally more emissions for
larger vehicles), the figures become even less plausible, but let’s stick with these guest room figures for
sake of argument. If a higher occupancy figure was used in these calculations (not disclosed as far as |
can tell), that further decreases theoretical miles traveled per guest room per day, which makes the
figures presented even less plausible again. For example, at 100% capacity of 102 rooms, VMT per room
per day is 28 miles per room per day, which is most certainly unrealistically low.

The problem is, these figures do not seem plausible considering our relatively remote location, and the
distance from which guests will travel to reach this proposed hotel. | would imagine that not many of
the guests are going to come from within 20 miles, few from San Mateo, and many more from at least
the other side of the bay, more likely the Central Valley, or points even farther afield. The analysis
doesn’t seem to consider air travel to get to the San Francisco area either, which is a major GHG
production activity. Daily VMT per room also must take into account local trips out from the hotel room
to the beach, other attractions, food, shopping, etc. —and those shorter distance trips generally involve
more stop and go travel which, at lower MPG, has thus even more negative environmental impact.
Figures in the Draft presume a decrease of only 10% fuel use between 2022 and 2030, and while we all
hope to see full conversion to electric vehicles, the figures used here in this analysis do not anticipate or
bear that out. Supplier vehicles, service vehicles, all heavier truck traffic with lower MPG and higher
emissions, will of necessity be coming from longer distances — as opposed to a hotel which is built in an
already thoroughly urbanized environment, with suppliers practically around the corner.

So, the back of the envelope calculation tells us that fuel consumption for travel to and from the hotel is
very likely grossly underestimated, perhaps by factor of 2X or 4X. The Consultants may well reply to my
comments here by saying that they used industry standard calculations, and therefore statements
within the Draft are considered accurate, informative, and adequate. However, | would ask the Planning
Commissioners look at the common sense evaluation of these numbers when considering the potential
impact of this large commercial development on greenhouse gas production, with attendant impacts of
global warming, sea level rise, and coastal erosion. Etc.

GHG a-2) Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment? Operation - Less than Significant

Page 4.8-14, page 256:
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The CalEEMod model and the project vehicle trip generation rates were used to estimate daily emissions
associated with full operation of the hotel and its amenities. As shown in Table 4.8-2, annual project
operational emissions are predicted to be 609 MT of COze in the year 2022 and 548 MT of COze in the
year 2030. The project would not exceed the 660 MT CO2e/year bright-line threshold in either the
opening or future years. Therefore, the project’s GHG emissions would not be an exceedance. This
would be considered a less than-significant impact.

Comment: I’'m certain that the consultants used CEQA-standard methodologies and applied regulatory
standards in this assessment. However, if the numbers in this paragraph and the conclusion of “Less
Than Significant” does not make your hair stand on end, something is very wrong. The narrative text
implies that if CO2 emissions do not exceed the “bright-line threshold”, the effects are “less than
significant”, by strict CEQA analysis. The category of “Less than Significant” takes in a rather broad
range, that of barely noticeable, i.e. anything greater than no impact, to nearly catastrophic. Considering
that operational emissions predicted are within 10-20% of that bright-line threshold, it must be
acknowledged that the GHG impacts from this proposed project are at the very high end of what passes
for “Less Than Significant” under CEQA. CEQA standards were established a good number of years ago.
In the intervening years and decades, we have come to understand the science of global warming more
thoroughly, and realize that we are approaching, at, or are beyond a tipping point, with many changes
regarding ice sheet and snowpack melt, changing precipitation patterns, etc., going through gyrations
and changes much faster than anticipated by any models that we have used to date. In light of these
pressing realities, a technically yet barely compliant GHG emission profile from a proposed large
commercial enterprise should be considered for denial, or at least significant downsizing to minimize
climate impacts.

C-83.67

SECTION 4.10 -HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Beginning Page 4.10-1, page 273 pdf

I am not commenting on any specific aspect of this section, due to lack of subject matter knowledge.
However, | will offer, based on real-world observation of this parcel, some significant skepticism as to
the feasibility of effective stormwater management, in light of hardscaping 3 acres of the 5 acres
available.

| have previously submitted into the record to the Planning Commission photos documenting significant
inundation of the site during a heavy winter four or five years ago. Those prior comments are
incorporated here by reference. Roughly 50% of the parcel was under 6 to 12 inches or more of standing
water for a period of at least four months. This persistent inundation extended well beyond the
C-83.68 | boundaries of the delineated wetlands. The last few winters have been pretty light on rain, but when
(not if) we get an average or above average rainfall year, those conditions will be repeated. There was
standing water over what is intended to be a substantial portion of the footprint of the guest buildings
and lobby. The planned bike trail would be completely inundated in these conditions. The planned
southern extension of the parking lot for the car dealership would also be underwater, with potential
damage to very expensive vehicles. Water that sheetflows into this site now and accumulates, neither
infiltrates quickly, nor flows off-site quickly through whatever drainage is provided under the Caltrans
right-of-way.

Inundation conditions observed during that heavy winter will no doubt be worsened with 3 acres out of
the 5 being paved over or built upon. Further contributing to the problem is that the new City gateway
structure/mound at the southern tip of the triangular parcel has raised the soil level in an area which
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was previously low, and acting as a catchment basin, or temporary reservoir for accumulation of the
sheet flow across the site. That square footage of catchment is no longer available, and the water is
going to decide where it wants to go.

I think the landscape architects and engineers have a much bigger task ahead of them then they might
anticipate, and irrespective of my misgivings about the project in general, | honestly fear that the ground
floor of the hotel itself may suffer flooding on a fairly regular and recurring basis. Considered in this
light, the historical seasonal farm land use for this 5 acres was a very appropriate use, a more
appropriate use of this parcel.

| ask that Staff evaluate (beyond my expertise) the water management plans for this project — if any of
the water from the hardscaping (buildings and parking lots) is to be directed to storm drains to off-site
any portion of that water, then it must be considered if moving that water off site will negatively impact
the delineated and protected wetlands, which now receive all of the water which accumulates on the
site.

4.15 TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC
Starting 4.15-1, page 370 pdf:

This is a challenging section for comment. That in large part is due to the disconnect between the
technical requirements of commenting under CEQA on traffic impacts as compared with real-world,
real-time observations of conditions on our roadways which are plainly obvious to both residents and
visitors to our city. It is my understanding that CEQA analysis of traffic impacts requires utilizing Caltrans
methodologies and Level of Service (LOS) standards for both roadways and intersections. These
standards appear to have been published in 1994, nearly 30 years ago. It is certainly possible that using
these strict interpretations and applications of standards, that the analysis presented in this Draft are
technically correct and adequate. However, they are completely disconnected from reality, as discussed
following.

| am appreciative of the fact that the study was conducted in 2018, before the onset of pandemic, work
from home, and current high gas prices. Those conditions cannot be expected to last forever, although
they are at this point in time resulting in reduced congestion and vehicle traffic in general (for which
many of us on the Coast are quite grateful). But just in the past few months, and specifically since school
restarted in the past several weeks, and people are beginning to return to working in office and
commuting, we are seeing increased traffic, increased congestion, and return towards 2018 conditions,
which were described by many as intolerable. We know anecdotally that many people feel trapped in
their homes at peak periods, and for much of the weekends, and that coastal residents avoid coming
into HMB because of the traffic, despite traffic studies in this Draft assigning LOS no worse than C during
any of the study time frames. The current decreases in traffic are not going to last forever, so the
baseline of 2018 would appear to be appropriate. As a specific example, | had the opportunity to
observe southbound Highway 1 at 8 AM on August 23, 2022, a Tuesday after school had resumed, and
traffic was solid, moving only very slowly all the way from the light at the harbor down to at least the
intersection of N. Main St. with Highway 1 (I did not have the opportunity to observe conditions further
south on that day). That is over 3 miles of solid, slow-moving traffic, which is routinely observed at
commute times. Over Labor Day weekend, traffic through the Rt 1/92 intersections and downtown
streets did not clear until after 10 pm. This is not a situation we want to see worsened, yet, we are
mandated to create 450 new housing units in the near term, even absent large commercial
development such as the proposed Hyatt.
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In addition to the logical disconnect described in the first paragraph of my comments on the section,
there is a large problem (I avoid using the term “significant” here, as that has specific legal meanings
under CEQA), specifically regarding the time frames chosen for study:

C-83.69
Cont.

Page 4.15-3, page 373 pdf:

Operating conditions during the weekday a.m. (7:00 — 9:00 a.m.), p.m. (4:00 — 6:00 p.m.) and Saturday
midday (12:00 p.m. — 2:00 p.m.) peak periods were evaluated to capture the highest potential impacts
for the project as well as the highest volumes on the local transportation network. The morning peak
(a.m. peak) hour reflects conditions during the home to work commute as well as the school morning
drop-off period; the evening peak (p.m. peak) hour typically reflects the highest level of congestion
during the homeward bound commute; and the Saturday midday peak represents the period of highest
volumes occurring on a weekend attributable to recreational or leisure trips.

Comment: the weekday morning and evening periods are properly selected in my opinion. However, the
Saturday midday segment selected for analysis described as peak period is plainly incorrect. It would
appear that this 120 minute time frame was selected because it demonstrated the highest vehicle
volume at the study locations on a Saturday. However, as anybody who lives in or visits HMB can attest,
C-83.70 | the peak impact and congestion on roadways occurs towards the end of a Saturday or Sunday, during
the daily tourist exodus. This would be between 4 PM and 6 PM or between 5 PM and 7 PM, in all
likelihood. Vehicle count on subject road segments during these late afternoon and evening times are
necessarily decreased from what we see in the noon hour, simply because the roadways are gridlocked
at that point, decreasing the number of vehicles passing any given study location.

The text of the Draft, when carefully read, reveals that differing standards were used to select weekday
versus weekend study time frames — weekday commute periods were acknowledged as having the
highest level of congestion, whereas the Saturday analysis looks at highest traffic volume, rather than
using a similar analysis of time frame of highest congestion. This is a vexing inconsistency in
methodology. As a result of improper selection of study timeframe, conclusions drawn from the traffic
study are therefore incorrect, inadequate, and inappropriate. That said, given the regulatory constraints
in evaluation and reporting, | honestly do not know if going back and reevaluating based on end of day
Saturday conditions would result in any different conclusions in the very strict and artificially constrained
CEQA analysis.

Next, it will be helpful to look at the CEQA-mandated utilization of Caltrans standards that are used in
the analysis. As with many other topics in the Draft, | am not an expert on traffic, but | can look at data
as itis presented, and form a reasoned opinion.

LOS is presented as V/C, that is Vehicles/roadway Capacity, on an hourly basis. The resultant ratios
correlate to Levels of Service A through F, with A being basically free flow, and F being rather

C-83.71 | impenetrable, to use a non-CEQA term. The problem is that the Caltrans standards established for
different types of roadways are in fact plainly aspirational — two lane segments of major arteries are
given theoretical capacities of 4400 vehicles per hour in a given direction, and single lane segments are
given theoretical capacities of 2200 vehicles per hour. Due to the fact that our arterials of Highway 1
and Highway 92 within city limits are signalized, as well as having uncontrolled intersections, traffic is
anything but free-flowing, even under the best conditions. Those roadways will never achieve the
capacities of 2200 or 4400 vehicles per hour.
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C-83.72

C-83.73

Please refer to Table 4.15-1, page 4.15-9; page 379 PDF:

From this we can see that during the high congestion, effectively close to gridlock conditions during
commute hours, Highway 1 is consistently maxed out at approximately 1400 vehicles per hour. But
when comparing that to the rated capacity of 4400, we get the V/C ratio of 0.318, which corresponds to
LOS B, which doesn’t sound that bad on paper. But in fact it represents the maximum carrying capacity
of our roadways — we know this because the commute times studied are times when traffic is moving
extremely slowly through the region. Since we are not given data on the late afternoon Saturday
timeframe, we do not know the number of cars transiting the study locations, but due to well-known
gridlock at those times, the vehicle count is likely considerably lower, which would give the artificial and
quite useless determination of LOS of level B, or perhaps even Level A, which according to this analysis
would represent free flow conditions, when in fact the reality on the ground is that no one is moving.

In summary to this discussion, LOS B and C are assigned to what are known to be peak congestion
periods, but these designations are not reflective of conditions on the ground.

However, the Draft identifies 575 new vehicle trips per day as result of the buildout of the proposed
hotel. I did not find (could be my fault) what percentage hotel capacity this was based on, so | will simply
take that 575 figure at face value. It roughly comports with what | would imagine as reasonable for a
hotel of 102 or 129 rooms. The Draft then superimposes those 575 new vehicle trips on studied roadway
segments at specific times, and concludes that there would not be a significant impact from this
increased traffic. This is no doubt the logic that has been applied to every other development that has
occurred on the coast in the past 40 years. If that logic was in fact rooted in reality, we would not be
experiencing the ever increasing real-time roadway capacity limits and congestion, and frustration and
exhaustion that we all feel as residents of the area. Recall, “less than significant” does not mean there is
not an impact. It just means that it does not rise to the somewhat arbitrary level of Significant.

Comments here must address a problematic statement which was made by the Applicant as far back as
2018 or perhaps 2017, and accepted and reiterated by the authors of the Draft EIR. Specifically, and
admittedly counterintuitively by the Draft authors, the contention that the hotel project has the
potential to decrease traffic, rather than increase traffic. As Commissioner Benjamin pointed out in the
August 9 Study Session, data supporting this conclusion in the Draft could be an artefact of two point
analysis, where creating additional bottleneck at the south end of town near the project could
transiently decrease traffic at another intersection, for example, at Kelly Street, or intersection with
Highway 92. The contention of the Applicant was that people staying overnight at the hotel would not
be driving out of Half Moon Bay and back in the next day (a rather unlikely scenario in any case). Both
the contentions of the Applicant and the authors of the Draft seem rather strained and contrived in this
respect — and, the supposition that the hotel might decrease traffic seems to necessarily rely on
aspirational assumption that people will not use their vehicles to go to the beach, or specifically in the
evening hours to drive out to a local restaurant for dinner. This logic is simply a house of cards, and was
a marketing point for the Applicant when he said it in a Planning Commission meeting some years ago. It
is alarming to see that it still has some life in it, as it is so easily debunked by simply realizing that hotel
guests are quite likely to use their vehicles in the evening to go out to dinner, thereby generating
additional vehicle trips, rather than decreasing trips.

These comments notwithstanding, regarding the logic and motivation for such statements, the data in
the Table cited below, 4.15-12, shows an increase in vehicle traffic for all of the studied intersections
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C-83.73 and roadway segments during all of the time frames evaluated, and does not show any decrease. It
' shows increased vehicle traffic in every single cell of the column entitled “Added Trips”. This plainly calls
Cont. into question statements made by Applicant as well as authors of the Draft (from Study Session).

Please refer to Table 4.15-12, page 4.15-39, page 409 PDF:

This table compares vehicle trips per segment studied under existing conditions as compared with
existing conditions plus proposed project. Having gone through these numbers, we see that the
proposed project adds between 1% and 3% additional traffic, depending on roadway segment and
timeframe evaluated. It is not delineated in the Draft what percentage increase would be required to be
designated “Significant” from a CEQA perspective, but | submit that a range of 1% to 3% is quantifiable,
measurable, noticeable, and impactful, most especially at during our peak congestion time frames,
which must be considered to include Saturday and Sunday evenings, which were omitted from this
Draft. Whether one is bound by CEQA terminology and methodology or not, 1-3% increase most
definitely represents an increase in traffic, which is an impact most undesirable to those of us living
here, nor enhancing the experience of visitors to our fair city. Along with all the other development
C-83.74 projects reasonably foreseeable, as well as those currently under consideration or in the pipeline,
impacts upon traffic from the hotel project must be considered Cumulatively Significant. These facts
must be considered by our Planning Commission when evaluating this proposed project.

To expand on that, rather stating the obvious, if this project increases traffic by 1-3% (as documented by
the Draft EIR), and then we add over 450 units of new housing (RHNA requirement), which would add
another 4-8% in all likelihood, other infill projects currently in the pipeline or actively under construction
for another few percentage points, additional known construction projects up and down the coast, and
the hotel 1-3% adds cumulatively to those reasonably anticipated and known projects, and suddenly
we're looking at 10, 15, 20% additional traffic in the relatively near term, which is Cumulatively
Significant by any measure, and will be negatively impactful upon both residents and visitors.

Another member of the public with more expertise in traffic analysis would likely be able to delve into
this topic in more detail than I, but | think these real world, real time, reasonable conclusions hold up to
scrutiny and are worthy of consideration by the Planning Commission, in declining to declare adequacy
of this Draft EIR.

INCONSISTENCY OF SECTION 4.15 TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC WITH EXISTING CITY DATA:
Please refer to the Circulation Element of the HMB General Plan, specifically pages 71-82. This
document is available on the City website, and is incorporated here by reference.

Looking at the LOS tables on pages 71-82, we see “current” conditions, and anticipated 2035 LOS's.
Please note that the Circulation Element was published in November 2013, based on data collected prior
to that. Itis plainly obvious that since 2013 traffic in HMB and across the Coastside has worsened
significantly. So, the “current” LOS stats have gotten worse in the intervening years. Contributing to
that, and not reflected in the 2013 study, the Tom Lantos Tunnels from Pacifica opened in March 2013,
which has contributed to increased visitation to the Coast.

C-83.75

2013 studies (data starting on page 71 of the 2013 Circulation Element) show many road segments and
intersections already at rather unpleasant LOS of D and E at many times and locations. Whether that is
“acceptable” or not is a matter of opinion. That has worsened since worsened, to 2019 pre-pandemic
conditions that made life on the coast quite challenging, delaying emergency services, providing delay
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and inconvenience. To the layperson, LOS appeared to have already degraded towards or to the
anticipated LOS projected for 2035, a most unpleasant situation.

| bring this Study into these DEIR comments because the LOS levels noted in this DEIR is inconsistent
with data already on file with the City, from 2013. LOS levels in this DEIR, for the road segments,
intersections, and time frames selected, purport to show conditions better than were documented in
2013, which is quite simply false. Whether this is an error from data collection methodology, an artefact
of CEQA analysis methods, or from cherry picking locations, times, and road segments, | cannot know,
C-83.75| butitis wrong. If you layer the additional 575 daily trips on top of the 2013 data, as opposed to the data
Cont. from this DEIR, different conclusions about the impact of the hotel traffic may be obtained. It sure is not
going to help.

These inconsistencies suggest the Draft EIR is inadequate and flawed in this regard, and either more
study is required, or the Planning Commissioners can simply rely on personal observation to determine
the adequacy of the Draft EIR regarding traffic impacts.

5.3.2 SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS page 5-6, page 446 pdf
5.5.2 REDUCED INTENSITY, ALTERNATIVE 2 page 5-12, page 4523 pdf
6.4 SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS page 6-6, page 502 pdf

Commenting on the above three sections of Draft is extremely challenging, due both to their
interconnectedness, and many points of inconsistency or omission within these three sections. I will try
to be thorough and organized, but of necessity may be redundant with points made earlier in these
comments. However, analysis and comparison of these three sections is really the crux of the arguments
against the proposed Project and Alternatives 2 and 3 regarding impacts upon protected Visual
Resources.

Part of the challenge lies in that both 5.3.2 and 6.4 refers to Significant and Unavoidable (SU) Impacts of
the Project at 129 rooms, where the intervening section 5.5.2 discusses Alternative 2. As we have been
advised that the Applicant now prefers Alternative 2, findings of sections 5.3.2 and 6.4 might be
considered largely irrelevant, except for the fact that they are the point of departure for declaring SU
impacts to be reduced to Less Than Significant (LTS) for Alternative 2 with respect to AES-1, AES-2 and
AES-4. Table 5-2, on page 5-48, page 548 pdf summarizes these changes, however prominently noting
that Alternative 2 retains SU impacts with respect to AES-3.

No doubt in the comments following, | will not be able to cover the literally hundreds of inconsistencies,
omissions and incorrect statements in these sections of the Draft document, but will instead try to
C-83.76 | logically and concisely highlight the effects of the sum total of those inconsistencies and inaccuracies.
And primarily, | seek to convincingly document that the reduction of impact from SU to LTS for those
three noted AES categories is arbitrary and unsupportable, rendering these conclusions inadequate in
this Draft. To delve into fine-grained detail of all deficiencies in the language of the sections of the Draft
would add considerable length to these comments.

Relying on analysis of City Code and LUP at other points in these comments, findings of Significant and
Unavoidable Impacts regarding AES-1, 2, 3 and 4 are accurate in their basic conclusions in my opinion
with respect to a Project of 129 rooms. However, as noted previously, there are many other sections of
Code and LUP which were improperly omitted from analysis which would further bolster, support and
strengthen the conclusions of Significant and Unavoidable in these categories. Please consider those
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comments incorporated by reference in this section. The purpose of documenting more thoroughly
findings of SU Impacts is that it makes it harder to reduce those impacts to LTS levels when looking at
Alternative 2.

C-83.76 | Without reiterating all the points previously mentioned in this comment document, the analysis of
Cont. Alternative 2, Section 5.5.2, continues to inappropriately refer to visual impact on ridgelines, rather than
impact on upland slopes, inland hillsides, as well as the ridgelines. These are material concerns,
supporting claims of inadequacy of the Draft.

However, calling out some specific problematic passages of Section 5.5.2 is necessary:

Page 5-12, page 452 pdf:
This public and agency feedback identified the concept of a smaller hotel and addressed the need for
additional housing in the city.

Comment: Yes, feedback from the public over the past six years has consistently stated quite clearly that
the proposed Project, starting at 148 rooms, then 129 rooms, and now 102 rooms, is too large for the
site, negatively impacting visual resources, traffic, energy use, etc.. It is also acknowledged that housing
prices have risen in response to demand here, as well as elsewhere regionally, statewide, and nationally.
Given the amount of cash floating around, especially in the Bay Area, you simply can’t build your way out
of the demand/supply imbalance, no matter how many market rate houses you build. And when we look
at the context of all the discussion that has gone on in this city for the past several years about the need
for truly affordable housing for people who have been living and struggling to live on the Coast for many
years, one must conclude that the last thing we need is another dozen or so townhomes in the 51
million+ range. To suggest that the housing component of Alternative 2 addresses a need of societal
import is disingenuous at best.

C-83.77

Figure 5-61, page 5-15, page 455 pdf.

Comment: The site plan for Alternative to 2 is shown here. When compared with the site plan for the
Project at 129 rooms (Siteplan with respect to Wetland Areas, shown in Figure 3-3, page 3-6), some
important observations can be made. First, the western end of the northern building on Project 129
rooms (Figure 3-3) was removed and consolidated into the guest room blocks of Alternative 2 as a
requirement of complying with wetland setback. That was not an optional change, it is mandated by
code and compliance, and accepted only reluctantly by the Applicant. When comparing the remaining
guest bocks in Figure 3-3 with Alternative 2 as depicted in Figure 5-6, we see that the setbacks from
Highway 1 of the main guest blocks are nearly identical, as both project iterations are shoehorned in to
comply with required wetland setbacks. Thus, the visual impacts related to setback from Highway 1 are
effectively unchanged between Project and Alternative 2 when looking at the main guest room blocks
C-83.78 permitted under conditions of wetland setback. Also, quite importantly, the overall height of Alternative
2 is almost identical in height to the 129 room Project, in fact, one building in Alternative 2 is taller than
a building in Project 129 — 33’9” vs 33’6”. Thus, we can clearly determine that the authors of the Draft
are relying almost exclusively on the decrease in length of the project to make their declarations that
visual impacts on AES-1, 2 and 4 are reduced from SU to LTS. The arbitrary nature of this downgrade of
impact is unsupportable, and is also contrary to language from the Coastal Commission, as will be
discussed following. The key term here is arbitrary.

The following passages must conservatively be evaluated to represent bias by the authors in favor of
Alternative 2 and the Applicant, because of the specific language used:

C-83.79

Page 5-14, page 454 pdf:
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C-83.80

C-83.81

C-83.82

Alternative 2 consists of two primary structures and an ancillary structure to reduce overall massing:

e Athree-story structure (north building) consisting of guestrooms and employee areas
e Atwo-story structure (south building) consisting of public space and guestrooms on the second
level

Comment: as noted previously, this language implies that the south building is of lower height, when in
fact both buildings maintain almost exactly the same (building) ridgeline profile across the entire length
of the complex of buildings. This is documented by site elevations presented in this section of the Draft.
When the height of the structures is considered from height above the lowest point of existing grade
under the footprint, they are within mere inches of the maximum 36 foot height potentially allowed for
this parcel; irrespective of overriding concerns and restrictions with respect to preservation of protected
visual resources. In other words, the Applicant is pushing the limits with both the Project and Alternative
2.

The subject property extends a length of 894 feet in a north to south direction. Proposed structures for
Alternative 2 have been reduced from spanning a length of 608 feet to 452 feet across the project site.

Comment: These are factual numbers presented, and appreciated. They will be commented on in detail
following. For now, note the immediately preceding comment that while Project compared with
Alternative 2 decreases in length from 608 feet to 452 feet, the overall height is maintained across that
entire span. And, if breezeway gap is increased from 16 feet to 32 feet, the overall length increases to
468 feet.

Page 5-122, page 462 pdf:

The reduced building massing would be more reflective of traditional development and scale within the
city.

Comment: whether at 608 feet, or 452 to 468 feet in length, neither configuration can reasonably or
plausibly be reflective of, or consistent with traditional development and scale within the city. This
statement in the Draft EIR is rejected as biased and subjective.

Page 5-24, page 464 pdf:

However, it is noted that it may be possible that Alternative 2 would interfere with a ridgeline view from
areas adjacent to Viewpoint 2, but the analysis indicates that, given the speed of vehicles traveling on
SR-1, such an interference would be fleeting. Further, the reduced massing proposed under Alternative
2 would not block as much of this view as the project.

Comment: here again the draft uses both minimizing language and inappropriate application of Code
and Policy. The word “possible” is inaccurate here, in that Alternative 2 DOES interfere with ridgeline
views, from many points and angles (see photos in Appendix D). More importantly, Code and Policy
protects ALL views of inland hills and upland slopes from Route 1, as noted many times previously.
Significant in this passage in the DEIR is the use of the term “fleeting” to describe impact on views
available to drivers and passengers of vehicles on Highway 1. This very deliberate use of terminology will
be discussed in detail later, in conjunction with more detailed discussion of comment upon language
used at Page 5-14, page 454 pdf which refers to decrease in project length from 608 feet to 452 or 468
feet. Finally in this passage, the statement that the reduced massing proposed under Alternative 2
“would not block as much of this view as the Project” while true, still leaves Alternative 2 presenting
unavoidable and impermissible intrusion upon the protected views of inland hills and upland slopes as
well as the ridgelines.
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Page 5-14, page 454 pdf:

As discussed in Section 5.3.2, Significant and Unavoidable Impacts, the project was found to have a
substantial adverse effect on the ridgeline views

C-83.83 Comment: as mentioned many times, inappropriately confining analysis of impacts to the ridgeline
excludes consideration of the protected views of hillsides and slopes, consistently and repeatedly setting
the stage for minimizing the overall impact of both Project and Alternative 2. This pervasive misuse of
terminology and application of Code and LUP language speaks to the inadequacy of this Draft EIR.

As discussed in Section 5.5.2, Reduced Intensity, Alternative 2, building setbacks from the southern
gateway, Main Street, and SR-1 would each be substantially increased under Alternative 2. Given the
above, Alternative 2 would have a less-than-significant impact to protected scenic vistas and scenic
resources within a scenic corridor that are available from Viewpoint 3, unlike the project, which would
have a significant and unavoidable impact at this viewpoint.

Comment: it is acknowledged that setbacks from the southern edge of the parcel have been increased as
compared with originally proposed Project iterations. However, other setbacks (northern building) were
increased because the Applicant was, and in fact has always been required to comply with setback
requirements regarding wetlands delineated on the property. This is yet another example of internalizing
C-83.84 | a shifting baseline to justify Alternative 2, rather than comparing to actual empty parcel baseline
conditions. The Applicant is required to comply with wetlands setback standards, and the initial project
proposals were improper in this regard. Applauding the eventual concessions from the Applicant does
not seem warranted. The claim of increased setback from Main Street is questionable at best as the
width of the parking lot parallel to Main Street appears to be unchanged between project versions. It is
the elimination of the southernmost aspect of the 129 room Project, the conference center, which allows
the claim of increased setback from Main Street, but that applies only to that structure, not the main
guest room blocks. The paragraph being commented upon here is therefore incomplete and misleading,
largely by omission of detail and context.

Problematic here as well is the arbitrary determination that these changes justify declaring LTS Impact
for Alternative 2. It is plainly obvious that Alternative 2 still impermissibly impinges upon protected visual
resources, and is therefore inconsistent with Code and LUP in many regards, and in that context,
declaring impacts as LTS is not supportable. In the context of additional comments above, this will also
be folded into a more detailed discussion following.

While long-range views of the ridgeline would still be available from SR-1 and most other viewsheds
surrounding the project site, Figure 5-11 depicts the obscured views from Viewpoint 4. Because the
north building would be constructed at an angle on the project site, the view of the ridgeline from
Viewpoint 4 would still be obstructed. Viewpoint 4 is not a protected view according to the City’s LCLUP;
however, it was evaluated due to community interest.

Comment: the statements regarding preservation of views (opening statement) in this paragraph are
only possible because of the very narrow selection of Viewpoints for study, rather than considering the
C-83.85 | more natural experience of drivers and passengers transiting Highway 1 from either the north or south,
where very slight oblique view angles towards the project site show a large structure (as clearly
demonstrated by installed story poles). as compared with the existing baseline conditions of unimpeded
views of the bulk of the inland hills and upland slopes above the trees bordering Main Street. The
impacts of the Project as well as Alternative 2 upon protected visual resources has been again
structurally diminished by the language used throughout this Draft EIR. In fact, with Alternative 2, views
of hillsides and ridgelines are obscured for significant portions of the transit approaching and passing the
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C-83.85
Cont.

C-83.86

project site from both north and south. This is plainly visible with the story poles currently installed, and |
suggest a field trip with Planning Commission, and members of the public, to lay the misrepresentations
of the Draft EIR to rest. Note through the perimeters of the story poles and flagging, the clear view of
hillsides and ridgelines to the east currently available, while directly in front of the 450 foot length of the
project, as well as from aspects both north and south of the proposed buildings themselves.

While Viewpoint 4 is not specifically protected by the LUP, it was identified as a point of study, and those
simulations show complete blockage of hillsides, slopes and ridgeline across the full extent of the project
as it sits in front of those protected viewsheds. Additionally, it must be considered that the simulations
from Viewpoint 4 are substantially similar to the views experienced by drivers and passengers on
Highway 1 which is specifically called out as a protected view corridor, so by extension, these impacted
views from Highway 1 must be considered, and are even more considerable due to both increased
proximity to the blocking structures, as well as the previously mentioned fact that probably 98% of the
traffic through this area is in vehicles, rather than on the Patridge Trail..

DRAFT EIR INADEQUATE DUE TO ARBITRARY NATURE OF CONCLUSIONS IN SECTION 5.5.2

At the heart of the Draft’s support for Alternative 2 is the Draft’s downgrading of SU to LTS with regard
to AES-1, 2, 4. The previously mentioned narrowly selected Viewpoints for visual simulation analysis
and discussion are quite important underpinnings of the conclusions of the current Draft. That
reasoning and conclusions have been disputed and discussed previously in these comments.

| find it quite striking that the experience of drivers and passengers and motor vehicles on Highway 1 has
been discounted and eliminated from consideration across greater span presented by the project. |
believe that to be inappropriate due to Coastal Act and LCP language affirming the importance of
viewsheds to visitors traveling through Half Moon Bay on Highway 1 (see previous in these comments).

The relevant passage of the Draft is:
Page 5-24, page 464 pdf:

However, it is noted that it may be possible that Alternative 2 would interfere with a ridgeline view
from areas adjacent to Viewpoint 2, but the analysis indicates that, given the speed of vehicles
traveling on SR-1, such an interference would be fleeting. Further, the reduced massing proposed
under Alternative 2 would not block as much of this view as the project.

First, while in heavier traffic, speed of vehicles is greatly reduced which increases the timeframe of
visual impact. Second, with the overall length of the project, at 452 or 468 feet under Alternative 2,
PLUS the approximately 120 foot fagade of the highway facing townhome development component of
Alternative 2 (discussed in more detail several pages following in these comments), this nearly 600 foot
direct impact, plus additional hundreds of feet of oblique view impact is arbitrarily dismissed as
“fleeting”. This rather defies logic and common sense.

It’s better if we can base discussion and findings on fact and precedent, rather than relying on purely
subjective application of terminology such as “fleeting”, which is nowhere described in CEQA, and where
the applicability of such a term to this project is quite questionable. Fortunately, prior Coastal
Commission communication regarding an appeal of the project-adjacent fire tower in 2016 provides us
with some very useful points of comparison, as well as clear language. That document is attached to
these comments as Appendix C for your reference.
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The Coastal Commission allowed the fire tower project to go forward, despite its acknowledgment that
the upper portions of the fire tower blocked protected views of protected hillsides and slopes, as well as
protruding through and above the ridgeline. The Coastal Commission found that the fire tower project
“does not raise a substantial issue of LCP conformance”. At the same time, the Commission repeatedly
and vigorously affirmed the applicability and importance of visual resource protection standards
throughout the HMB LUP that was in effect at that time (since updated). This language as precedent is
very instructive when looking at the current hotel project, and for other projects that will come before
Planning Commission. Because of the importance of this precedent of interpretation and guidance from
Coastal Commission, below is one of many passages from this 2016 document affirming the importance
of visual resource protection:

Although the City-approved project is not located on an upland slope, that does not mean that the
ridgeline protection policies don’t apply. Indeed, the LCP intent is to protect the views of the eastern
hillsides, including avoiding development that projects above the ridgeline (see, for example, LUP Policy
7-10 and IP Section 18.01.010(G) cited above). In addition, the LCP makes clear that the area within 200
yards of Highway 1 is a scenic corridor to which specific requirements adhere. The City has taken the
position, however, that these requirements only apply if the area is mapped on the visual resources map.
Such interpretation is not adequately protective of visual resources, however.

It needs be noted that with the more recent revisions to the LUP which have been certified by the CCC,
code section reference numbers have changed, and the city has clarified further protections for views of
upland slopes and inland hillsides.

Ultimately, on page 11 of the CCC document, it is stated “although this development will obstruct some
C-83.86 limited existing views to the eastern ridgeline from Highway 1, it does so only in a fleeting manner...”

Cont. This is a key statement which can be used as guidance and precedent for the proposed hotel: ** Coastal
Commission has used the term “fleeting” to describe the visual impact of the upward protruding
elements of the fire tower. The side to side dimensions of this element of the structure which are
described as presenting a “fleeting” impact is 25 feet.

By comparison, the authors of the Draft EIR here have ascribed a “fleeting” impact to a structure of 452
or 468 feet in length, and set significantly closer to the highway than the fire tower. Properly, project
cumulative length must be described including the frontage of the townhome development component,
so impressions would have to be based on 572 or 588 linear feet, to which this Draft EIR ascribes a
“fleeting” impact.

So, while Coastal Commission has defined 25 feet of with as creating a fleeting impression, they have
not in the determination on the fire tower described an upper limit to what they might consider fleeting
(fleeting not being a CEQA-defined term).

The Draft EIR here describes Significant and Unavoidable impacts upon aesthetics AES-1, 2, 3, 4 with a
project (129 room) described length of 608 feet. They then declare visual impact to be Less Than
Significant with reduction of project length to 452 feet. (Again, improperly failing to consider the
cumulative and associated frontage of townhome development as part of Alternative 2), increasing
length of project to 572 feet)

| asked you to consider, quite simply, if 25 feet of width is fleeting in impact, and 608 feet is Significant
and Unavoidable in impact, is 452 feet of length closer to 25 feet, or closer to 608 feet, and by how
much? Coastal Commission, while not defining an upper limit to “fleeting”, does provide in their
language some reasonably inferable application for looking at newer projects. This comparison of 25 to
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C-83.86
Cont.

C-83.87

452 to 608, corresponding to fleeting (per coastal Commission), Less Than Significant, and Significant
and Unavoidable requires some reasonable amount of logic and consistency be applied.

And, if one properly includes the approximately 120 feet of frontage from the townhome development
in the length of the project Alternative 2, our comparison numbers are then 25 feet, 572 feet, and 608
feet.

And, if 608 feet in length had been declared to create a Significant and Unavoidable impact, then 572
feet in length (102 room plus townhomes) most certainly presents the nearly identical significant and
Unavoidable impact, disallowing this Project or its Alternatives consideration for approval as presented.

1 do not find it plausible, in either of these sets of comparisons, to decrease aesthetic impacts from SU to
LTS for the project under consideration now, given that Coastal Commission has previously used the
term “fleeting” to describe a mere 25 foot wide structure, which was also set back considerably farther
from the protected view corridor of Highway 1 as compared with Alternative 2’s components.

This clearly explains, from as many perspectives as possible, the arbitrary nature by which the Draft EIR
are reduces SU impacts to LTS impacts, which appears to be illogical, incorrect, impermissible, and
inadequate. If ultimately the Coastal Commission comes to be involved in the deliberations on this
project, | look forward to hearing their input as how this project impacts visual resources as compared
with the Half Moon Bay fire tower project they reviewed in 2016.

DRAFT EIR INADEQUATE DUE TO INCOMPLETE ANALYSIS OF IMPACTS OF ALL COMPONENTS OF
ALTERNATIVE 2

Thus far, comments have addressed and responded to issues specifically raised by the Draft.
Comment is here made on issues inappropriately not raised in the Draft regarding the full scope of
Alternative 2 and its Impacts.

Applicant has described as his preferred alternative, the project as described as Alternative 2,
with components of a 102 room hotel, plus 16 residential units (eight duplexes) to be developed to the
north of the car dealership. Applicant seeks to have the Draft EIR which describes all of Alternative 2
declared adequate, and thus seeks a CDP and project approval for all components of Alternative 2. It is
the totality of that project description which must be analyzed in the Draft EIR.

However, specifically with respect to protection of visual resources, the Draft improperly
discusses only visual impacts related to the 102 room hotel component, omitting any discussion of
townhome development impacts upon protected visual resources. The townhomes are within the 200
yard corridor of Highway 1, and existing baseline site conditions include views across that location to the
inland hills, upland slopes and ridgelines as protected viewshed. As plans shown in Figure 5-1
demonstrate, the proposed townhome location would be right up against Highway 1, lacking even the
setbacks of the guest room buildings to the south, and in fact with less setback than that of the
previously proposed northern building under the Project described as 129 rooms. This proximity to the
view corridor of Highway 1 would significantly increase and worsen impacts upon protected visual
resources. By failing to consider these quite obvious facts, the Draft EIR is thus inadequate in this regard.

It is noted that several members of Planning Commission appear to share these concerns —
towards the end of the August 9, 2022 study session, at timestamp 3:00:00 and following, both
Commissioners Benjamin and Hernandez opined that there was need for a full project definition,
description and analysis in order to consider adequacy of the Draft EIR. They were referring in these
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comments to the lack of detail available for the townhome component. Comments in the preceding
C-83.87 paragraphs, and following sections highlight that inadequacy, and call out specific bases for declaring
Cont. the Draft to be inadequate on these points.

Concerns about piecemealing impermissible under CEQA:

Having identified the townhome development as a component of Alternative 2, the Applicant
cannot at this time or a later date remove that from current consideration for approval of the project,
and then yet later return seeking approval for the townhome development as a separate project. Having
C-83.88 | linked the two components in this Draft EIR, and identified those two components as related to each
other, it would constitute textbook impermissible piecemealing to attempt to separate those
components to gain approval for them as separate projects. You cannot unscramble an egg.

Visual impacts, determination of levels of significance:

The Project described as a 129 room hotel had a length of 608 feet. Alternative 2 is described as
having a length of 452 feet, or 468 feet with expanded breezeway. This difference in length is the basis
of the Draft for arbitrarily declaring LTS visual impacts of Alternative 2 regarding AES-1, 2, 4 as compared
with the 129 room project. This declaration is also incomplete and inappropriate. Having identified the
duplexes as part of Alternative 2, one must consider that the side of the duplex development facing, and
directly abutting Highway 1, with quite minimal setback, appears to be approximately 120 feet,
reference Figure 5-1 (dimensions not provided on this figure). When we add 120 feet of townhome
fagade to the 452 feet of hotel fagade, the full project is described as Alternative 2 has total Highway 1
facing facade of 572 feet, which is nearly identical to the 608 feet of the originally described Project at
129 hotel rooms. This further supports the argument that the Draft EIR is inadequate due to being
arbitrary, incomplete and inconsistent in downgrading impact levels for AES-1, 1, 2, and 4 to LTS.

In effect, Alternative 2 has taken the northernmost guest room block from the 129 room
project, and converted that to a townhome plan, placing it north of the car dealership. When looking at
the full project described as Alternative 2, this makes it plain that there is no reduction in size or massing
of Alternative 2 as compared with Project at 129 rooms. In fact, comparing figure 3-4 with figure 5-1, it
appears that the footprint of the townhome component is greater than that of the northernmost
building of the 129 room Project, which was also sited perpendicular to Highway 1.

C-83.89

This fagade facing Highway 1 has less setback than previously removed north building of Project
at 129 rooms, therefore impacts on visual resources are even more pronounced for this component of
project described as Alternative 2. Specifically, the visual resource impacts of the proposed location of
the townhome developments are greater and more significant than the visual impacts which were
present in the now removed northernmost building of the 129 room project plans.

The townhome development component of Alternative 2 is subject to same visual resource
protection standards as the rest of the project, but this has not been identified or analyzed in the Draft.
It is my assertion that the visual impact of the 102 room hotel plus the townhome development as
presented in Figure 5-1 is greater under Alternative 2 for the above-noted reasons, than the Draft’s
previously documented Significant and Unavoidable impacts upon protected visual resources for the
Project at 129 rooms. If at a later date plans are presented which push the townhome development
away from Highway 1, and provide dimensions and adequate visual simulations of visual resource
impacts from this component of Alternative 2, additional analysis and comment will be necessary. But,
as presented with information available in this Draft document, visual impacts of Alternative 2 are
therefore anticipated to be greater than that of the Project at 129 rooms.
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C-83.90

C-83.91

DRAFT EIR INADEQUATE DUE TO INAPPROPRIATE AND INACCURATE DESCRIPTION OF THE
ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE, SECTION 5.6

Page 5-33, page 473 pdf:
Operational: emissions for Alternative 2 would be similar to or slightly greater than those of the project.
And...

The residential units proposed as a part of Alternative 2 would result in relatively increased long-term
emissions associated with vehicle emissions and solid waste generation.

And...

Alternative 2 would have slightly higher emissions than the project, but lower emissions than reported
for the project in the 2020 assessment.

Comment: The Draft identifies that Alternative 2, including components of the 102 room hotel as well as
the residential development to the north of the Ford dealership would have greater impact upon
emissions and greenhouse gas production than the Project as defined by a 129 room hotel, though still
falling slightly short of the bright-line limits discussed earlier.

Traffic page 5-38, page 477 pdf:

The commercial component and residential component proposed as part of Alternative 2 are
anticipated to generate an average of 572 trips per day...This represents a decrease of three daily trips.

Comment: it would seem that a decrease in vehicle trips of less than 1% comparing Project (575 trips) to
Alternative 2 (572 trips) is not worthy of consideration as a factor in determining Alternative 2 to be
environmentally superior. Whether it is 572 or 575 additional trips per day, either of these still constitute
a 1% to 3% increase in traffic at various study points at various study time frames (noted previously in
these comments), contributing to essentially identical increase in adverse and undesirable conditions for
residents and visitors.

Alternative 2 Biological resources: page 5-30, page 470 pdf and continuing from there:

The Draft identifies wetlands adjacent to the highway area proposed for the townhome subdivision.
There is discussion of requirements regarding the 100 foot required wetland setback zone. However,
this required modification is not presented at any point in the Draft nor site plans presented, specifically
Figure 5-1. Thus, the project is not fully described, and is not ripe for consideration of adequacy of the
Draft, nor issuance of CDP or project approval.

Wetland setbacks require further modification to the proposed Alternative 2, in that the
townhome development will need to be pushed back away from Highway 1 to comply with wetlands
setback requirements. This may decrease visual impacts from what are imputed from looking at Figure
5-1, but no matter where townhome development is contemplated on that site, visual resource
protection standards must be rigorously applied. It seems inevitable that complying with wetland
setback requirements on this portion of the proposed Alternative 2 will decrease the available footprint
for the townhomes. Applicant may propose greater height to the townhomes to compensate for
decreased footprint, but if that occurs at a later date, Staff and Planning Commission must be mindful of
the impact of greater height of development here having increased impact upon protected visual
resources, and such impacts must be thoroughly and adequately analyzed. No such analysis has been
performed in this Draft EIR, thus rendering it incomplete and inadequate on this point.
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Alternative 2 cannot be described as “environmentally superior” if it's admitted and described
effects are greater than that of the 129 room Project, and more significant than that of the 129 room
Project, even before consideration of the very important and prominent issue of application of Code and
LUP policies regarding protection of visual resources with respect to the townhome component of
Alternative 2. The inadequacy of the Draft EIR on this point is therefore plainly obvious. The Draft
analyzes only the visual impacts of the 102 room hotel component of Alternative 2, and does not discuss
or consider the additional impact upon visual resources from the proposed townhome development to
the north of the car dealership. When comparing Project at 129 rooms to Alternative 2, it is only by
C-83.91 limiting analysis of visual impacts solely to the 102 room hotel component, that the Draft can
Cont (arbitrarily) reduce SU impacts to LTS impacts. This is clearly incomplete, improper, and inadequate.

On a related note, the narrative describing the environmentally superior alternative folds in
greenhouse gas and traffic impacts from the townhome component, thus identifying and confirming the
townhome component as an intrinsic identified element of Alternative 2. But the environmentally
superior narrative at the same time inappropriately omits visual impact considerations of the townhome
component. Nonetheless, the townhome development has therefore been identified as a component of
the overall project, and cannot be separated from it in analysis. In other words, the hotel component
cannot be approved now, while deferring analysis, discussion, decision, etc on the townhome
component to a later date. The project must be fully described prior to these next steps.

Final words:

The Coastal act, as well as City Code and the Local Coastal Land Use Plan are quite consistent in
C-83.92 | emphasizing the importance of protecting visual resources specifically described as views of inland hills,
upland slopes, and ridgelines.

The full intent, and the implementation of these regulations serves the similarly well-articulated and
straightforward goal of preserving the small town charm and character of Half Moon Bay. This is why
people really want to live here, and really want to visit here. Preserving these characteristics is crucially
important.

The Project at 129 rooms, and Alternative 2 at 102 hotel rooms plus duplex development both plainly
C-83.93 fail to meet or contribute to the goal of preserving small town charm and character of Half Moon Bay; in
fact, both project presentations significantly degrade and diminish small town charm and character. For
this as well as the many technical reasons and objections raised in these comments, the Draft EIR cannot
be declared to be adequate, and this process cannot proceed towards a CDP and project approval as
currently presented.

END OF COMMENTS
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APPENDIX A:

NextDoor Comments on a thread started by Pat Chimienti, current through Aug 21, 2022. These
are comments and discussions in opposition to the Hyatt project. Comments off topic (as will
happen on NextDoor) have been removed for clarity. Additional comments may be on line,
these were pulled on or about August 27, just a few days after this thread was started. Full
thread available at the following URL:

Notes from additional NextDoor threads below this one, starting on page 21 of this document.

https://nextdoor.com/p/S2LJcdxMHRS]?post=236125665&utm_source=email&is=tpe&section=
post&mar=true&ct=-EDIfMWEbqGW4-
TJOkBfBDWA3tSYCmP_ponVtRc4QC0aVodiSicjETubetEQsB-
A&ec=OWKIQRDj9VEHAYWTV6YMARIdwuFdgGkeethwfGYAE0s%3D&mobile_deeplink
data=eyJh Y3Rpb24i0iAidmlld 19wb3NOliwgInBvc3QiOiAyMzYxMjU2NjV9&link source use
r_id=7072316

Patricia ChimientiAlsace Lorraine * 14 Aug

The picture above is another large apartment/condominium complex that is being built
already in HMB. We must not allow many of this type of development in our small town.
This development got push through, but the 8 condos on The end of Main Street should not
be allowed & Please watch this 6 minute video below. https://youtu.be/RIoA9S8mcpY
Regarding the Hyatt Hotel project. HMB does not need another motel, but the Big part of
this project is the 8 buildings for up to 16-24 duplex units that are also planned to be built in
that same location. The deadline for written comments is Tuesday September 13, 2022 by
5:00 PM at City Hall or via email at hyatthotel@hmbcity.com. All around the Peninsula there
seems to be an excessive amounts of LARGE APARTMENT/CONDOMINIUM
COMPLEXES being built over the hill and now it is starting in HMB. HMB has only two

C-83.94
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roadways in and out of town and with this excessive buildout will cause the population to
increase substantially. Every weekend Hwy 1 and 92 basically become parking lots twice a
day (either entering or trying to leave HMB). Aside from fog HMB is known for its wide open
spaces and beautiful view corridors, these large developments will surly harm this. Also
water for HMB is basically from local ground water wells and the addition population
C-83.94 especially, during this drought period, will lower the water levels! Being so close to the
Cont. ocean this could cause salt water incursion problems to wells! Since coming here and finally
being able to move in my home in 1989, there have been attempts to build out this town.
The first along the Ocean Shore railroad right away which would have opened up the
'privately owned' lots between the RROW and the Francis State Beach, and of course
WAVE CREST which is across the freeway from where the HYATT Project and the Ford's
group condos are planned. Please send your remarks before the cutoff date, Tuesday
September 13, 2022 by 5:00PM.

Kathy Catalano
* Half Moon Bay
NO!

14 Aug

Susi Mickelsen

* Half Moon Bay

No to ANY NEW HOTELS we have more than enough already. We should encourage farming
not tourism.All you have to do is buy one of our ignorant leaders a cup of coffee and they agree
... See more

14 Aug

Addi G.

* Half Moon Bay

| also share your concern for traffic and natural resources, particularly emergency
response/evacuation and water access. | will say though that I've watched many council
meetings where residents speak about the dire need for more and affordable housing on the
coast and | hold hope that there is a way to balance the needs to preserve our environment and
house our neighbors. It doesn't sit right with me personally to get in and then close the door
behind me.

(edited)

1w

Cid Young
* Moss Beach
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Addi

The Planning Commission did discuss the 10 Year Housing Element as mandated by the State
at their July Meeting. They are starting the process to make their projections of how many new
housing units they will create for the next 10 years. The first up will be a multi unit complex at
C-83.94 | 555 Kelly Avenue. A three story building on a 6,000 sf lot near the Ted Adcock center and they
Cont. will appropriate some of the parking lot from that Community Center as well.

https://youtu.be/ 1JDD98IciU

14 Aug

Dave Schorr

*» Kehoe/Casa del Mar

Cid Young

It's actually a 4 story building, way over the statutory limit for downtown. But farmworker housing
can get an exemption. | fully support using the

... See more

4 days ago

Julie Walters

* Frenchman's Creek

| can't tell from the post where this construction project is, but | don't have any problem with
condos being built on infill lots in the middle of town as long as they're not super tall and blocking
the hill view. We need more housing that middle-income people can afford and the middle of
town is exactly where it should be located, walking distance from amenities and schools.

14 Aug

Susi Mickelsen

* Half Moon Bay

Julie

| agree with you. But No to more hotels!
14 Aug

Kathy Catalano

* Half Moon Bay

Julie Walters

| believe this monstrosity is on the corner of Church and San Benito. This one snuck by.
14 Aug

Cid Young
* Moss Beach
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Julie
If you watch the video it shows exactly where the 102 room Hyatt Hotel will be (if approved).
Between James Ford, all the rest of the way down to the end

p q‘;#.: ’ v -7‘ 5 =% wy

C-83.94
Cont.

. 4
Half,Moom Bay
FiretiDisStnic iy
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This would be a better site for low income housing than some that have been proposed. Close to
downtown and close to 92.

14 Aug
C-83.94

Cont.
Patrick McKee

* Half Moon Bay

“We need more affordable housing for teachers, firefighters, nurses and cops!!” But not
herelll(10]

14 Aug

Amy T.

* Moss Beach

Patrick

placement is everything. The Hyatt site seems like an obvious one
14 Aug

Michelle Stephens

* El Granada

Where are our teachers supposed to live if there’s no affordable housing? We NEED teachers
desperately and they don’t apply here cuz there’s nowhere affordable to live......... 2 @
14 Aug

Cid Young

* Moss Beach

Michelle You will be happy to hear that they are considering CUSD parcels for affordable
housing. https://youtu.be/ 1JDD98IciU

(edited)

5d

Michelle Stephens
* El Granada

Cid
considering is the key word there. I've worked for CUSD for almost 30 years. I'm not holding my
breath.

Rosemarie Willimann

* Half Moon Bay

We agree with Patricia. This wonderful video captures the development history of HMB. We
have been able through civic concern stopped many bad developments in the past. We have
lived here in town for over 35 years. Our town has grown but by our sense of place has
persisted. We must stop this hotel/ condo development.
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Phil S.
* El Granada

g'83;-94 Hotels are great, people stay for a couple of days and move on, spending money before they go.
ont.
14 Aug

Michelle A.

* Montara

Phil we have enough of them already, with plenty of vacancies!
4 days ago

Laureen Diephof
+ Half Moon Bay

Greed.
(edited)
1w

Jessica Hope

* Alsace Lorraine

Patricia

your video was very well done, and | appreciate your discussion of these significant issues! | am
sad about the fact that it's a Hyatt going in, instead of a family-owned business. | love the the
way that Main Street feels like a group of unique, friendly, family-owned, community-oriented
businesses, which does not include corporate-owned, generic businesses with big parking lots. |
think we should be aiming for the fun, pedestrian-oriented qualities of University Street in Palo
Alto, Laurel Street in San Carlos, or downtown San Mateo, instead of the kind of unfriendly, car-
oriented atmosphere of EI Camino Real.

14 Aug

Cid Young

* Moss Beach

Jessica | AGREE, but this is a car-dependent community ... not to mention the Hotel will be for
Tourists who will (maybe) be using Loyalty Points/Rewards to book their stay and the hotel will
stand out and get “Corporate brand-name recognition” for bookings. It isn’t a “No-Tell-Motel” sort
of place.

(edited)

Amy T.
* Moss Beach
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Michael Kirkham
* Creekside Residents

Shawna
C-83.94 , thats my point, they use the "Teachers need housing" as justification to build these new places,
Cont. but when it comes down to it, most teachers don't qualify for low income but also don't make

enough to afford the higher end. It's wrong that teachers are so underpaid and at the same time
used as a campaign cry to push for more housing.
6 days ago

Roberta Gelt

* Moss Beach

| moved here -into a VERY small 1940’s cabin- in 1980 and we were having these conversations
and arguments then. Almost verbatim except for location. We fought the Beach House, we
fought the Oceana and Harbor Village (is that what it's called? i've been there once) We fought
all the little motels on Hwy one and on and on. | don’t know what has to happen to make it stop
but something does. Personally | think it’'s too late. It's already been “Carmel-ized”.

14 Aug

Cid Young

* Moss Beach

Roberta

And, they want to turn our working Harbor into a Mimi- Monterey. Because each Developer gets
their project approved in a vacuum, traffic that | refer to as the #HMBGRIDLOCK just keeps
getting worse and worse. It won’t change, except for the worse.

(edited)

5d

Sally Stiles

* Ocean Colony

Roberta

Yes | was young locals Were against this building and they campaign against it it was rumor we
would not be Daly city which has planned a number of times by extremely wealthy corporations if
you like Daly city (pardon just an example personal opinion) that's what they want us to do give
them all of our money and then Big box stores and turn it into a slum property Most people don’t
stay it's not their town they don’t care you can tell no respect throw down trash. To block the
ocean view from the public. Why move here why not just stay in San Jose? To line the highways
with these hideous examples I'm ashamed of my generation. But very proud of the previous
generation. I'm disgusted these corporations think we are here to make them tons of money we
are protecting our ocean for the future. i

5 days ago
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Nancy Rapp

C-83.94 « Ocean Colony

Cont. That enormous obscenity, not yet finished is a blight and an eyesore and sticks out and above
as a reminder what not to do in our village.

6 days ago

Cid Young

* Moss Beach

Nancy

The Village is long gone! It will be hotels, and houses on that lot, unless it’s appealed to the CA
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Comparison View of Structures — Birdseye View

e o o 5Hd

Cid Young
* Moss Beach
More shots of the plans presented
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View With Project

e e 5days ago

Nancy Rapp

« Ocean Colony

Horrible. | wrote a letter of protest like it means anything.
5 days ago

Jim Davis
« Alsace Lorraine
Cid Where is that? Looks horrible, unlike the proposed Hyatt...

Foster Duncan

* Ocean Colony

Jim

photoshopped? Maybe? Maybe not. Who knows?
3 days ago

Dave Schorr

* Kehoe/Casa del Mar

These are the visual simulations provided by the EIR, they are from the vantage point of the
Patridge trail on the west side of the highway - views to motorists from the highway will be even
closer to the 34 foot tall buildings, so they will appear even larger than from this vantage point.
The before/after comparison is pretty striking.

Just now

« El Granada

2-315
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C-83.94
Cont.

C-83.94
Cont.

C-83.94
Cont.

C-83.94

Cont.

This is ridvlious | know half moon bay is a tourist town and they bring the money, and everyone
who makes money works out of town pretty much. BUT WJAT ABOUT THE COMMUNITY that
lives here. Better Everything is needed for us to live out environment treat it wellla nd | way love
ourselves. If we feel extra in our own community because we're not tourists what's up with that. |
remember when the beach house got to tall and they burned it down. right across from the old
fire dept. But they built it back even taller than the first time. We cannot compete with corporate
places it seems they all want a piece of the pie and have better lawyers and more money then
us people wanting decency and capabilities to have a well rounded life away from the city
hubbub

6 days ago

Judy Taylor

* Half Moon Bay

Stephanie B.

We don't matter to the Coastal Commission, We are here to serve visitors. We are a nuisance to
them.

6 days ago

Irma Morawietz

* Frenchman's Creek

Thank you Patricia for your video. | agree with you, we don’t need another Hotel. | worked in
most of the Inns and Hotels as a LMT for many years and they were rarely full. They had full
occupancy during Pumpkin Festival once a year, the Inns were the exception. What about
building a public swimming pool or a movie theater for locals?!

6 days ago

Cid Young

* Moss Beach

Patrick

And no Emergency Evacuation Plan to leave en masse, as we trample tourists on our way out of
tge clogged gridlocked roads if a natural disaster happens on a nice weekend - that
infrastructure!

(edited)

5d

Ann Mori

* Kings Mountain

The proposed Hyatt site would make a wonderful City park. Good for residents and a appealing
entrance to the City of HMB.

6 days ago
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Ann Mori

* Kings Mountain
Patricia Excellent video!
6 days ago

Anne R.

* Half Moon Bay
C-83.94 | You can't win - the coast is all about $$$$ now and caters to tourists and their pocketbooks.
Cont. Another Carmel or any tourist attraction.

6 days ago

Kathy Catalano
+ Half Moon Bay
Pathetic!

6 days ago

Stephanie B.

* El Granada

it like we people who live here are just in the tourists way. like we're just essential workers to
keep everything.going for the real people. I'm an essential worker and that's how it felt

6 days ago

Robert K.

* Kings Mountain

Stephanie

, | think you hit the nail on the head
6 days ago

* Arleta Park
Building new housing is what we need

C-83.94 5 days ago
Cont. yeag
Cid Young

* Moss Beach
It will block the view of the hills.
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5 days ago

Foster Duncan

« Ocean Colony

Cid

ok. | can’t figure out the difference in these two. Other than the height of the trees. Neither the
buildings nor the sign blocks the view. Just the trees in the second view. Just don’t plant the
trees? It can’t be that simple. Please explain. Thanks.

5 days ago

Cid Young
C-83.94 |, Moss Beach
Cont. Foster

Sorry, from Highway One, the views from the bicycle trail will block the views, according to the
EIR. You might have to watch the L-O-N-G planning commission video for a detailed
explanation. One of the photos | posted (the one that looks like a gray freeway sound wall)
shows what the view would be like to a tourist or as they pass through Half Moon Bay on a
bicycle or in a car.

(edited)
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Melissa Thurman

« Seahaven

Cid

You can't fight development because it may "ruin views". You can control your own property, but
C-83.94 | if someone builds around your property and impacts your views, that's allowed, as long as they
Cont. meet all building and zoning regulations.

2 days ago

Julie Walters

« Frenchman's Creek

Sometimes viewsheds are protected under local zoning and planning ordinances.
1 day ago
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Cont.

Dave Schorr

« Kehoe/Casa del Mar

Melissa Thurman

Well, that's exactly the point here — many separate passages in City Code, and it's Land Use
Plan, which was certified by the Coastal Commission, specifically calls out views of the inland
hills (not just the ridgeline itself) as protected visual resources. In other words, as viewed from
Highway 1, yes, development can take place, so long as the views are not lost. So, this project
runs afoul of many sections of City Code. | hope that enough people weigh in with the City to let
their views be known. Write to HyattHotel@HMBCity.com Writing about it here is not part of the
official record for this project.

Just now

Rick Southern

* Miramar

Keep in the mind the proposed hotel itself is 450 feet long. Picture a building 3 stories high
stretching 1 1/2 football fields long. That is a lot! of building. Nothing like anything seen in HMB
before. There are the technical aspects as to whether the building meets or violates codes and
the subjective aspects where the planners have to determine, according to requirements laid out
by the city plan, whether the building blends with the surroundings and enhances or denigrates
the small town character of HMB. How far does the city bend to stray from those requirements?
Is it a Hyatt? Is it a Walmart? Obviously lots of opinions on those questions in this lively
discussion.

Cid Young
* Moss Beach
Mara
The hotels make money for the City with Transient Occupancy Tax!
edited

Aesthetics — Key Viewpoints
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e o 5d

Nancy Rapp
« Ocean Colony
What's coming next a discount shopping mall. | envisioned Oceanside as you near Carmel

5 days ago

Cid Young
C-83.94 * Moss Beach
Cont. Nancy

| used to drive up to Santa Rosa in the Eighties and it was a pastoral drive, but the last time |
went up that way, it was all huge shopping malls and glistening car dealerships from Rohnert
Park to Santa Rosa.

5 days ago

Steve Hyman

« Ocean Colony

When a developer considers a project, they do a lot of research as to what's going to work best
for both them and the community. Their research indicated a hotel made economic sense. Other
people may want something else there but they are not paying for it. For those who want
something like open space or affordable housing or canibus farms or whatever can buy the
property and do their vision. I've seen these delaying tactics used here for decades. All it does is
stretch out worthwhile projects the community needs and makes lawyers and environmental
consultants wealthy. Wealthy developers aren’t deterred by these tactics as they have the deep
pockets to fight the fight for years

2-321 August 2024



Half Moon Bay Hyatt Place Project
2.0 Response to Comments Final EIR

5 days ago

Cid Young
* Moss Beach

Steve

So true, every Developer anticipates the hoops they must jump through and also knows that
C-83.94 each project will be approved in a vacuum, with paid-for reports that minimize the impacts,
Cont. especially traffic reports that are produced from out-of-the-area firms. The main argument
against this project are the impacts to views of the hills.

(edited)

9h

Dave Kasper

* Linda Mar (Pacifica)
This is a nice project
5 days ago

Kathy Catalano

 Half Moon Bay

Dave Kasper

Maybe for Pacifica, but NOT Half Moon Bay.
4 days ago

Rick Southern

* Miramar

Amazing Video Patricia! Some have commented that the hotel is inevitable. That is not true.
Numbers pro or con are a very important part of the decision on this project. Express your
opinions to hyatthotel@hmbcity.com.

5 days ago

Patricia Chimienti
Author

* Alsace Lorraine

The deadline for written comments is Tuesday September 13, 2022 by 5:00 PM at City Hall or
via email at hyatthotel@hmbcity.com. So, this is my email and video to please be added to the
official record concerning these projects.

4 days ago

Brian Holt
* Arleta Park
Patricia
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thank you for this reminder. It is important for everyone to submit comments - those who support
the project, those who oppose, those who just have requests for additional information. It's
important that decision makers don’t hear from only the loudest voices.

3 days ago
C-83.94
Cont. Steve Hyman

* Ocean Colony

Hi CID, | drive past this site everyday. The views of the hills are just partially blocked by the roof
ridge for just a few seconds at the speed limit. What the hotel does obscure is part of the fire
station, the theater and Main St Housing. Hardly HMB landmarks. It's just one of the many weak
excuses used to block or delay projects. 6 years is enough of a delay.

8 hr ago

Kathy Catalano

+ Half Moon Bay

6-year delay? Why not forever? | have lived in HMB for a long time and | am witnessing greedy
landowners, developers, and realtors ruining our lovely town with little regard for our water,
sewer, and traffic considerations. Where are the employees of this proposed, ugly hotel
scheduled to park their vehicles?

7 hr ago

Steve Hyman

* Ocean Colony

Why is it being greedy wanting to do something with an asset you own? Just cause you don’t
like the proposal, isn’t a sufficient reason to stop someone else exercising their rights and
dreams. If you want more open space, you can try and buy the land like the 200 acre parcel
across the highway.

7 hr ago

Steve Hyman

* Ocean Colony

Well if you don't like this project on the outskirts of town, I'm sure you'll like the proposed 4 story
40 unit building on City land on Kelly Ave that’s going to be permitted fast track ignoring all sorts
of requirements and studies. how nice of the City to donate 12000 sf of paved parking reducing
the number of spots plus creating need for many other cars from residents. Less parking and
more cars. Just what Kelly Ave needs. Parking at the Hyatt isn’t going to be an issue, especially
like this proposal will.

6 hr ago
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COMMENTS ON ANOTHER HYATT THREAD:
https://nextdoor.com/p/SM_YrFmCPD7k?view=detail&init_source=search&query=hyatt

James Pendergast

* Half Moon Bay

The Hyatt complex is a bad idea in the worse location. An absolute no.
4 Aug

Susi Mickelsen

* Half Moon Bay

Bad idea in every way. No to 3 stories. Blocks the famous Johnston house view. Will be another
eyesore we don’t want. No, no, no !I!!

PRIVATE COMMENTS ON NEXTDOOR MESSAGES TO DAVID SCHORR. Names
redacted, as these comments were not made publicly, but reflect public sentiment:

Aug 10 2022

Hi Dave, | do not like the idea of building the Hyatt. | live right in front of where they want to
build it. | already struggle to find parking as it is now, | can only imagine how hard it will be
to find parking if the build goes through. On top of that, we need to protect the ecosystem in
that area. In general, | think it's a bad idea.

Hi Dave, | think it is yet another bad idea in a terrible location. Among other things, it is
across from the fire house that we moved out of the middle of downtown to give the firemen
quick and clear access to Hwy 1. | don’t live near it, but the parking is already a nightmare
in downtown, with the neighborhoods filling up with visitors’ cars. Locals can’t have
company on a weekend, because there is no parking...so let’s build a hotel with insufficient
parking for guests and staff.
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COMMENTS ON
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
HALF MOON BAY
HYATT PLACE PROJECT (Volume I)
State Clearinghouse No. 2018032059
City File Number: PDP 072-13

Submitted by David Schorr, Half Moon Bay homeowner, taxpayer and resident
September 13, 2022
Appendix B

The purpose of this appendix is to rebut specific verbal public comments made at the August 9, 2022
Planning Commission Study Session for this Project, and to make these rebuttals part of the public
record, whether they are specifically responsive to aspects of Draft EIR or not.

Whether pro or con, people who take the time and effort to comment publicly to Planning
Commission are making their comments primarily for the purpose of influencing the decision-making
C-83.95 | process. Differences of opinion are to be expected, and in fact welcomed, in an open process.

However, when project supporters make statements which are unsupported, biased, or outright
false, that must be called out, to correct the record, and to avoid skewing the debate, discussion,
and ultimately decisions, unfairly. None of my comments following meant as personal attacks on
any individual, but rather an openminded attempt to correct or clarify. My apologies in advance if
anyone takes offense at my comments, none is intended.

Responding to comments made by Mr. Holt:

“... when you can’t necessarily attack anything else, you go to the visual resources; you attack the
aesthetics of the project. And that’s because it’s subjective. One person’s impact is another person’s
visual benefit.”

I think it’s fair to acknowledge that the focus of opponents to this project on visual resources is
C-83.96 indeed the most commonly heard complaint, and that is because that is a very obvious impact from
a very large project, and the easiest parameter/impact to get one’s head around, as compared to
more arcane evaluations of traffic as mandated by CEQA/Caltrans, emissions calculations, etc.. The
size, scale, height, and length of the proposed development is what has people concerned/upset.

Specifically, Mr. Holt states that commenting on aesthetics is a subjective exercise. This is a point
which requires clarification and rebuttal. A subjective judgment is, “Is the blue shirt nicer than the
C-83.97 | red shirt?”, or “Is Coke better than Pepsi?”. Similarly, if we were restricting our comments solely to
the color palette of the proposed hotel, then yes, that would be a primarily subjective
situation/decision/opinion.

However, as it applies to the hotel (and proposed associated housing) project, in the Draft EIR
section titled Aesthetics, CEQA requires consideration of items such as Regulatory Setting. And in
looking at Regulatory Setting, one is referred to specific passages of City Code and the Coastal
Commission-certified Local Coastal Land Use Plan (LCLUP). Both the overarching intent and specific
language working hand in glove, of the many code and policy sections at play here give Staff and
Planning Commissioners specific and objective tools as a lens through which they can evaluate this
or any project.

C-83.98
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For example, the simple question of does the mass of the proposed project block views of currently
visible inland hillsides and open slopes? This is not a value judgment, that is not a subjective criteria
for decision. This is a simple yes or no, to be based on factual observation. But, as noted in the body
of my comments, the answer yes or no does depend on the vantage point from which the project is
viewed, but that itself is a matter of procedure, which is laid out more objectively than subjectively
in relevant code and policies. Note that code and policy require protection of ANY views of the
inland hills, so the project is inconsistent with those requirements, and that is an objective fact, not a
subjective opinion.

In summary of response to Mr. Holt, | believe that my comments regarding this project and the
comments of many others are based on objective, evenhanded interpretation of relevant code and
policy, rather than subjective factors.

Responding to comments made by Mr. Mercurio:

“I think some of your traffic problems will go away with those of us that do visit and who are going
to stay there” | observe that Commissioner Ruddock nods his head in agreement to this statement.

The Draft EIR clearly states an estimate of 572-575 additional vehicle trips per day as result of the
hotel project or Alternative 2 developed. Mr. Mercurio is echoing a marketing argument made by
the Applicant as far back as 2017 or 2018. It presumes that people will drive to the hotel and stop
using their cars, rather than driving out on separate trips to the beach, shopping, dinner, etc.
Commissioner Benjamin also pointed out that the conclusion stated in the Draft of slightly reduced
traffic under certain conditions at certain locations could simply be an artefact of the analysis used.
I’'m disappointed to see that this argument still has traction, as it really doesn’t make sense.

And as noted on page 30 in the body of my Comments on the Draft EIR, Table 4.15-12, page 4.15-39,
page 409 PDF, data presented by the authors of the Draft EIR does not show any decrease in traffic
in any of the road segments studied, during any of the time frames studied.

Responding to comments made by Mr. McGregor:

As others have done, Mr. McGregor views changes in the project from its original presentation six
years ago as reason to approve it now. However, his comments also implicitly acknowledge that the
project will block views of the inland hills, “gave a little bit more of a view towards the hills etc.”,
rather that this current iteration blocks less of the protected viewshed. However code and policy
language is explicit regarding more stringent levels of protection for the viewshed. Mr. McGregor
echoes the comments of the Applicant and Mr. Mercurio in positing a decrease in traffic as a result
of the hotel being built. In addition to the previously mentioned problems with this hypothesis, one
must consider in the overall context that the explicit purpose of building a new commercial
development is to attract new customers to the development and the area in general. These goals
are clearly at odds with the contention that more development will equal less traffic.

And as noted on page 30 in the body of my Comments on the Draft EIR, Table 4.15-12, page 4.15-39,
page 409 PDF, data presented by the authors of the Draft EIR does not show any decrease in traffic
in any of the road segments studied, during any of the time frames studied.

Responding to comments made by Mr. Salume:

Mr. Salume opens his remarks by stating that ever-increasing visitor traffic to our community is
jamming up the roads on Highway 92 and to the north of Highway 92. He then states “We do not
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have huge traffic jams south of town. I think the best way to address our chronic visitor traffic
globally is to look for ways to draw more of it to the south of 92 with appropriate visitor-serving
projects, like this one. This project is the right kind of project, in the right location to serve the long-
term planning needs of the town.”

This statement that we do not have huge traffic jams south of town is false. Referring to baseline
period of 2018, even on weekdays, anytime from 3 PM when school got out, frequently until 7:30
PM or later, transiting northbound from the south end of town past 92 was an extremely painful
experience. | had more than a few days myself when it took 30 minutes or more to go from south of
Kelly Avenue to Kehoe Avenue. This was a routine situation pre-pandemic. Weekend out bound
traffic would often not clear until 8 PM, with three or more hours of solid gridlock at 92, 1, and Main,
from both south and northbound directions heading towards 92. As other speakers noted, backups
well south of the fire station were common in the 2018 baseline period of time, especially on
weekend evenings. So, the assertion that we do not have or did not have large traffic problems in
the southern end of town is simply incorrect.

Itis relevant and necessary to point out that Mr. Salume has for some number of years been working
towards, and advocating for converting one of the greenhouse properties south of Camerons, on the
west side of Highway 1, into a visitor serving RV Park. | do not believe he currently has an active
project in front of planning, but | do know it has been discussed extensively by this speaker as one of
his development goals. With that in mind, we have a better understanding of the language used in
his comments, as anything that facilitates development south of the fire station would potentially be
of financial benefit to Mr. Salume.

Responding to comments made by Mr. Hooker:

“In my opinion, the view in question is already largely blocked by two rows of street trees which
were required by the city there on both sides of Main Street, and by the theater, and by the two-
story affordable housing along Main Street.” Mr. Hooker continues that he walked up and down the
median of the highway in that vicinity to evaluate the views for himself some time ago, and stated
“they are already VERY limited by existing buildings and trees.” “Views should not be considered in
the abstract; the real views of the upland hills should be checked out. They are not significantly
impacted further by this project.”

| fully agree with Mr. Hooker that on-site observation is much better than thumbnail photographs
embedded within a document. The natural process of taking in a scenic vista is very different than a
static snapshot. The opinion from Mr. Hooker that the views are already heavily impacted and
would not be further impacted by the addition of the hotel project is the one that we have heard
from him before, in his capacity as an AAC member. He is implying and/or stating that the views of
the inland hills are already blocked, completely or in large part, to the extent that the hotel at the
massing proposed would not further impact views.

1, too, have walked the highway and trail in the area of the proposed project and while he and | are
looking at the same views, we have different opinions as to current level of impact, and potential
additional impact.

As a point of academic discussion, if we accept Mr. Hooker’s statement that existing streetscape,
landscaping, and structures has substantially impaired and degraded the viewshed, then one must
ask whether or not those developments were appropriately approved or not. I’'m unaware of the
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C-83.105

C-83.106

timeframe of those developments and the regulatory setting applicable at that time, so | can’t
answer that question. However, if one accepts (although | personally do not) Mr. Hooker’s
contention that the view of the inland hills and slopes is substantially degraded, does that justify
further degradation of the remaining views by placing a very large, very tall, and very long structure
across the predominant location from which these views are appreciated. That as well, is apparently
a subject of some debate. This actually has some relevance to a comment by Commissioner
Hernandez, where he noted 13 separate intrusions into the views of the inland hills from various
points along Highway 1 south of 92. | would be disappointed if past decisions and projects which
impaired protected views were used as precedent for yet another project which would further
diminish those protected views.

Perhaps oddly, having just stated that photographs in a document are often quite inadequate in
replicating the experience of standing in a place, to adequately respond to the statements and
judgements made by Mr. Hooker, for better or worse, | need to include photos as Appendix D to
these comments which were taken August 23, 2022, with the views of the hills delineated, as well as
the outlines and borders of the story poles and flagging superimposed thereon.

From my evaluation of these photos, the views of the inland hills and upland slopes are at this point
in time largely intact (contrary to Mr. Hooker’s statements of his impression of these views), and
would be substantially degraded by looking by superimposing the profile of the proposed hotel
rooms as represented by current story poles. Such degradation of viewshed is clearly impermissible
according to many sections of City Code and Policy previously cited in the body of my comments. It
must be added that these comments do not even take into consideration additional viewshed
impacts from the proposed townhome development to the north of the hotel room buildings. This
points to another notable deficiency in the Draft EIR.

In summary, it appears that Mr. Hooker and | have differing opinions as to the current status of the
viewshed, and potential impact upon whatever the current status of the viewshed may in reality be.
I am hopeful that by presenting some photos, | can move this discussion or disagreement more
towards the objective, and away from the subjective. | consider my evaluation of the photos in the
Appendix D to be objective in their appraisal of both existing site conditions as well as impact of the
proposed project hotel rooms as represented by the story poles. Note that none of these photos
address visual impact issues of the townhome development to the north of dealership, which must

be included in analysis of visual impacts.

END OF APPENDIX B

August 2024 2-328



Half Moon Bay Hyatt Place Project
Final EIR 2.0 Response to Comments

STATE OF CALIFORNIA—NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN JR., GOVERNOR

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
NORTH CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE

45 FREMONT STREET, SUITE 2000

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

PHONE: (415) 904-5260

FAX: (415) 904-5400

WEB: WWW.COASTAL.CA.GOV

Th22a

ApE)eal Filed: 5/20/2016
49" Day: Waived
Staff: P.Foster - SF
Staff Report: 7/28/2016
Hearing Date: 8/11/2016

APPEAL STAFF REPORT
SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE DETERMINATION

Appeal Number: A-2-HMB-16-0058

Applicant: Coastside Fire Protection District

Appellant: Citizens for Preserving Rural Half Moon Bay

Local Decision: Approved with conditions by the Half Moon Bay City Council

(CDP Application Number PDP-15-046)

Project Location: 1191 Main Street, Half Moon Bay, San Mateo County
(APN: 064-370-050)

Project Description: Construction of a prefabricated fire training tower approximately
45 feet in height and 4,497 square feet in floor area on an 86,463
square foot lot developed with an existing fire station and fire
training yard.

Staff Recommendation: No Substantial Issue

Important Hearing Procedure Note: This is a substantial issue only hearing. Testimony will be
taken only on the question of whether the appeal raises a substantial issue. Generally and at the
discretion of the Chair, testimony is limited to 3 minutes total per side. Please plan your
testimony accordingly. Only the applicant, persons who opposed the application before the local
government (or their representatives), and the local government shall be qualified to testify.
Others may submit comments in writing. If the Commission determines that the appeal does
raise a substantial issue, the de novo phase of the hearing will occur at a future Commission
meeting, during which it will take public testimony.
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SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION

The Half Moon Bay City Council approved a coastal development permit (CDP) to allow for the
construction of a new four-story prefabricated fire training tower, approximately 45 feet in height
and 4,497 square feet in floor area, on a lot previously developed with an existing fire station and
fire training yard, just east of Highway 1, on the southwest corner of Main Street and Higgins
Canyon Road.

The Appellant contends that the City-approved project would visually degrade the City's
southern gateway based on lack of conformance with the visual resource policies and standards
of the City’s Local Coastal Program (LCP), which require protection of scenic and visual
qualities of coastal areas, including the City’s eastern hillsides and ridgelines.

After reviewing the local record, Commission staff recommends that the Commission find that
the City’s CDP action does not raise a substantial issue with respect to the City-approved
project’s conformance with the Half Moon Bay LCP. Although the City’s action raises some
questions regarding its consistency with LCP visual policies, staff does not believe that the
approved development results in significant visual resource problems. The project would result
in a fairly large structure inland of the highway, but its effect on public views is tempered by the
presence of the existing fairly large fire station and surrounding development, and the screening
provided by existing vegetation along Main Street. Staff believes that the intent of the LCP
policies in this regard is adequately respected by the City’s action in this case, and that the
development can be found visually compatible with the character of the viewshed at this
location.

As aresult, staff recommends that the Commission determine that the appeal contentions do not
raise a substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed, and that the
Commission decline to take jurisdiction over the CDP for this project. The single motion
necessary to implement this recommendation is found on page 4 below.
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I. MOTION AND RESOLUTION

Staff recommends that the Commission determine that no substantial issue exists with respect
to the grounds on which the appeal was filed. A finding of no substantial issue would mean that
the Commission will not hear the application de novo and that the local action will become final
and effective. To implement this recommendation, staff recommends a YES vote on the
following motion. Passage of this motion will result in a finding of No Substantial Issue and the
local action will become final and effective. The motion passes only by affirmative vote of a
majority of the Commissioners present.

Motion: I move that the Commission determine that Appeal Number A-2-HMB-16-0058
raises no substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been
filed under Section 30603, and I recommend a yes vote.

Resolution: The Commission finds that Appeal Number A-2-HMB-16-0058 does not
present a substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed
under Section 30603 of the Coastal Act regarding consistency with the certified Local
Coastal Program and)/or the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act.

I1. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS

The Commission finds and declares as follows:

A. PROJECT LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The proposed project is a new four-story prefabricated fire training tower, which would be
approximately 45 feet in height and 4,497 square feet in floor area, on an 86,463 square foot lot
previously developed with an existing fire station and fire training yard. The subject property is
located at 1191 Main Street in Half Moon Bay, just east of Highway 1, on the southwest corner
of Main Street and Higgins Canyon Road (Exhibit 1).

As depicted in the project plans (Exhibit 2), the training tower is to be located north of the
existing fire station, and set back in the northeast corner of the property in the area of the site
currently used as a fire training yard. The tower consists of four enclosed but unconditioned
floors, topped by an open training platform. The City-approved structure is 45 feet at its highest
point, the top of the stairwell railing, and 40.5 feet to the top of the enclosed portion of the
structure. The top floor training platform is designed as a "clear story" with no roof and an open
railing instead of a solid parapet. No exterior lighting is included on the building. Small signs are
included on doors and walls for field location purposes.

The exterior finish will include brick combined with painted metal siding, including muted red
brick on the front facade facing Main Street, metal siding painted tan on the sides, and dark
brown trim (Exhibit 3).

The Applicant indicates that the purpose of the project, including the tower’s design, is to
provide a variety of training opportunities for firefighters under realistic and emergent
circumstances. The tower includes doors, windows, stairwells, balconies, roof areas, and interior
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spaces that simulate building conditions firefighters encounter in actual emergency situations,
including multi-story building rescue scenarios. In addition, the facility provides fire hose
connections, burn rooms/areas, a theatrical smoke distribution system, rappelling anchors,
moveable interior wall partitions, and operable shutters that facilitate a variety of training
activities, as well as a fan to dissipate smoke from burn rooms.

The approved construction site is located within the LCP’s Public Service (P-S) zoning district
on land designated in the LUP as Public Facilities and Institutions. The LUP designation is
intended to provide for educational, governmental and institutional uses not feasibly
accommodated in the general commercial area, and supports such uses as schools, public works
and utility yards, maintenance buildings, fire stations, and hospitals. Surrounding uses at the site
include a non-profit repertory theatre to the north, agricultural land to the east and south, and an
undeveloped lot to the west of Main Street fronting Highway 1 (i.e., between Main Street and
Highway 1. The site itself is approximately 100 yards inland from Highway 1, and is thereby
situated within a scenic corridor, designated by both LUP Policy 7-1 and Implementation Plan
(IP) Section 18.37.020(A)(1) as extending for 200 yards on either side of the Highway. In
addition, inland hillsides lie eastward of the site, which are identified as both an important visual
resource and major attribute of the City’s setting by IP Section 18.01.010(G) and the LCP’s
Upland Slopes discussion.

Half Moon Bay CDP Approval

On May 3, 2016, the City of Half Moon Bay City Council approved coastal development permit
(CDP) PDP-15-046 for the above-described project. The City’s notice of final local action was
received in the Coastal Commission’s North Central Coast District office on May 6, 2016
(Exhibit 4). The Coastal Commission’s ten-working day appeal period for this action began on
May 9, 2016 and concluded at 5 p.m. on May 20, 2016. One valid appeal, from Citizens for
Preserving Rural Half Moon Bay, was timely received (see below and see Exhibit 5).

B. APPEAL PROCEDURES

Coastal Act Section 30603 provides for the appeal to the Coastal Commission of certain CDP
decisions in jurisdictions with certified LCPs. The following categories of local CDP decisions
are appealable: (a) approval of CDPs for development that is located (1) between the sea and the
first public road paralleling the sea or within 300 feet of the inland extent of any beach or of the
mean high tide line of the sea where there is no beach, whichever is the greater distance, (2) on
tidelands, submerged lands, public trust lands, within 100 feet of any wetland, estuary, or stream,
or within 300 feet of the top of the seaward face of any coastal bluff, and (3) in a sensitive
coastal resource area if the allegation on appeal is that the development is not in conformity with
the implementing actions of the certified LCP; or (b) for counties, approval of CDPs for
development that is not designated as the principal permitted use under the LCP. In addition, any
local action (approval or denial) on a CDP for a major public works project (including a publicly
financed recreational facility and/or a special district development) or an energy facility is
appealable to the Commission. The City’s approval is appealable because the approved
development constitutes a major public works project.

The grounds for appeal under Section 30603 are limited to allegations that the development does
not conform to the certified LCP or to the public access policies of the Coastal Act. Section
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30625(b) of the Coastal Act requires the Commission to conduct a de novo CDP hearing on an
appealed project unless a majority of the Commission finds that “no substantial issue” is raised
by such allegations. Under Section 30604(b), if the Commission conducts a de novo hearing and
ultimately approves a CDP for a project, the Commission must find that the approved
development is in conformity with the certified LCP. If a CDP is approved for a project that is
located between the nearest public road and the sea or the shoreline of any body of water located
within the coastal zone, Section 30604(c) also requires an additional specific finding that the
development is in conformity with the public access and recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the
Coastal Act. This project is not located between the nearest public road and the sea, and thus the
additional public access and recreation finding is not needed if the Commission were to approve
a project following a de novo hearing.

The only persons qualified to testity before the Commission on the substantial issue question are
the Applicant, persons who made their views known before the local government (or their
representatives), and the local government. Testimony from other persons regarding substantial
issue must be submitted in writing. Any person may testify during the de novo CDP
determination stage of an appeal.

C. SUMMARY OF APPEAL CONTENTIONS

The Appellant group, Citizens for Preserving Rural Half Moon Bay, contends that the City-
approved project would visually degrade scenic views of the City’s eastern hills as seen from
Highway 1 based on lack of conformance with LCP visual resource policies and standards,
including LCP IP Chapter 18.37 that details standards relating to protection of scenic and visual
qualities of the City’s coastal areas. Please see Exhibit 5 for the full appeal document.

D. SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE DETERMINATION

The term “substantial issue” is not defined in the Coastal Act or in its implementing regulations.
In previous decisions on appeals, the Commission has generally been guided by the following
factors in making substantial issue determinations: the degree of factual and legal support for the
local government’s decision; the extent and scope of the development as approved or denied by
the local government; the significance of the coastal resources affected by the decision; the
precedential value of the local government's decision for future interpretations of its LCP; and,
whether the appeal raises only local issues as opposed to those of regional or statewide
significance. Even when the Commission chooses not to hear an appeal, appellants nevertheless
may obtain judicial review of a local government’s CDP decision by filing a petition for a writ of
mandate pursuant to the Code of Civil Procedure, Section 1094.5.

In this case, and for the reasons discussed further below, the Commission exercises its discretion
and determines that the development approved by the City does not raise a substantial issue with
regard to the Appellant’s contentions.

Visual Impacts

Applicable Policies

The LUP includes a series of policies designed to protect the City’s scenic qualities, including
with respect to the hillsides along the City’s eastern boundary, and require structures to be
designed and sited to follow the natural landscape without intruding into the skyline. These
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policies also designate as a scenic corridor areas within at least 200 yards of Highway 1 on either
side. Applicable policies include:

LUP Chapter 7 (pg. 90) — Upland Slopes

The hillside along the City's eastern boundary is a major attribute of the City's setting.
Coordinated County and City measures to protect the scenic quality of these hillsides are
necessary... Any new development should be sited and designed to maintain the natural
character of the landscape and to avoid substantial cuts and fills.

LUP Policy 7-1

The City will establish regulations to protect the scenic corridor of Highway 1, including
setbacks for new development, screening of commercial parking, and landscaping in new
developments. The City will establish and map scenic corridors for Highway 1 to guide
application of the policies of this chapter. Minimum standards shall include all areas within
200 yards of State Highway 1 which are visible from the road.

LUP Policy 7-10

New development on upland slopes visible from Highway 1 and Highway 92 as indicated on
the Visual Resources Overlay Map, shall not involve grading or building siting which results
in a significant modification of the hillscape; where trees must be removed for building
purposes, reforestation shall be provided as a part of any new development to maintain the
forested appearance of the hillside. Structures shall be subordinate in appearance to the
natural landform, shall be designed to follow the natural contours of the landscape, and shall
be sited so as not to intrude into the skyline as seen from public viewing places.

The following IP provisions, specifically cited by the Appellant, require that permitted structures
remain visually compatible with the character of the surrounding area, while conserving and
enhancing important visual resources, including the scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas,
by not intruding or projecting above the ridgeline of hillsides at the eastern edge of the City, as
seen from Highway 1:

1P Section 18.01.010 — Purpose and Intent
More specifically the zoning ordinance is intended to:

(G) Conserve and enhance important visual resources within the city, including...views of
the inland hillsides at the eastern edge of the city.

1P Section 18.37.010 — Purpose and Intent
The specific purpose and intent of these visual resource protection standards are to:

(A) Protect the scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas as a resource of public
importance.

(E) Allow development only when it is visually compatible with the character of the
surrounding areas.

1P Section 18.37.035 — Upland Slopes Standards
New development shall meet the following criteria:
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(C) Structures shall be sited so as to not intrude or project above the ridge line skyline as

seen from Highways One and 92.

In addition, the following IP visual resource provisions also apply:

IP Section 18.37.020 — Visual Resource Areas

The community development director shall prepare and maintain maps of all designated

visual resource areas within the city, based upon the visual resources overlay map contained

in the city’s local coastal program land use plan. Visual resource areas within the city are
defined as follows:

4)

(B)

Scenic Corridors. Visual resource areas along the Highway One corridor and scenic
beach access routes, defined as follows: (1) Highway One Corridor. Located on both
sides of Highway One, for a distance of two hundred yards in those areas where
Highway One is designated as a scenic highway by the state of California and in those
areas shown on the visual resources overlay map in the city’s local coastal program
land use plan. ...

Upland Slopes. Scenic hillsides which are visible from Highway One and Highway 92,
as indicated on the visual resources overlay map. These areas occur include hillside
areas above the one hundred sixty foot elevation contour line which are located: 1)
East of the proposed Foothill Boulevard, comprising portions of Carter Hill and
Dykstra Ranch properties. (2) Southeast of Pilarcitos Creek and east of Arroyo Leon,
comprising a portion of land designated as open space reserve in the land use plan. (3)
East of the Sea Haven Subdivision, being a portion of the Gravance property
designated urban reserve in the land use plan. (4) East of the Nurseryman’s Exchange
properties and lower Hester-Miguel lands, comprising all of the upper Hester-Miguel
lands designated as open space reserve in the land use plan. ...

IP Section 18.37.030 — Scenic Corridor Standards

Public views within and from scenic corridors shall be protected and enhanced, according to
the following standards: ...

(4)(3) Within the mapped area of the visual resources overlay map, building height shall not

exceed one story or fifteen feet, unless an increase in height would not obstruct public
views to the ocean from the highway or would facilitate clustering of development
which would result in greater view protection. The building height may be increased
upon approval by the planning commission, if findings are made that greater view
protection will result or public views will not be obstructed, but in no case shall
building height exceed a height of twenty-eight feet.

(B) Development within the Highway One corridor...In general, structures shall be:

(1) Situated and designed to protect any views of the ocean and scenic coastal areas.

Where appropriate and feasible, the site plan shall restore and enhance the scenic
quality of visually degraded areas.

(2) Located where least visible from the public view. Development shall not block views

of the shoreline from scenic road turnouts, rest stops or vista points.
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...the structure's lot coverage, at approximately 1,875 square feet, is less than 6% of the
total area of the site... The visual effect of the additional height is moderated by the
building's small size; its greater massing at the ground level; by the building location,
which is set back 138 feet from Main Street, 135 feet from the theater, and 130 feet from
Fire Station 40.°

In addition, the City explained the tower would blend with the varying architectural styles of
buildings in the vicinity of the project site because its industrial look would not contrast abruptly
with the existing fire station or the adjacent theater building to the north (housed in a re-purposed
industrial building), and the site design “is consistent with the existing pattern along Main Street
where buildings are interspersed with open parking areas and street trees block views at regular
intervals” (Exhibit 4, pp. 10, 15). Thus, the City made findings based on the fairly broad
purpose and intent of the IP.

However, the City did not analyze other more objective visual standards established in the IP and
LUP as discussed above, because it found that IP Section 18.37.035 and related provisions of the
LUP, such as Policy 7-10, only apply to “upland slopes” areas, which the City asserted do not
describe the subject site. Specifically at issue is the requirement that new development be sited
s0 as to not intrude or project above the City’s eastern ridgeline as seen from Highway 1 (see IP
Section 18.37.035(C)). IP Section 18.37.020(B) identifies upland slopes as scenic hillsides
visible from Highway 1 and 92, “as indicated on the visual resources overlay map”, including
“hillside areas above the one hundred sixty foot elevation contour line”. LUP Policy 7-10 is a
little broader in terms of ridgeline question, stating that “structures shall be subordinate in
appearance to the natural landform, shall be designed to follow the natural contours of the
landscape, and shall be sited so as not to intrude into the skyline as seen from public viewing
places” (emphasis added).

Although the City-approved project is not located on an upland slope, that does not mean that the
ridgeline protection policies don’t apply. Indeed, the LCP intent is to protect the views of the
eastern hillsides, including avoiding development that projects above the ridgeline (see, for
example, LUP Policy 7-10 and IP Section 18.01.010(G) cited above). In addition, the LCP
makes clear that the area within 200 yards of Highway 1 is a scenic corridor to which specific
requirements adhere. The City has taken the position, however, that these requirements only
apply if the area is mapped on the visual resources map. Such interpretation is not adequately
protective of visual resources, however.

LCP Policy 7-1 states that “The City will establish and map scenic corridors for Highway 1 to
guide application of the policies of this chapter. Minimum standards shall include all areas
within 200 yards of State Highway 1 which are visible from the road.” The clear intent of such
policy is that, at a minimum, any mapping program needs to take into account the area within
200 yards of Highway 1. However, the current visual resource area map does not show the 200
yard area, for some reason. Notwithstanding this omission, it is clear the LCP intent is to protect
this area, mapped or not. Indeed, the use of “shall” in the last sentence clearly establishes intent
to protect the scenic qualities of this corridor. Furthermore, IP Section 18.37.020(A)(1) defines

2 See Exhibit 6, Resolution No. C-2016-34, Exhibit A.
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(5) Designed to maintain a low height above natural grade, unless a greater height
would not obstruct public views.

Analysis

The Appellant contends the City-approved development does not adequately protect public
views consistent with the LCP, including specifically that it fails to protect scenic views of the
eastern hills because the 45-foot fire training tower will project above the ridgeline as seen from
Highway 1. The LUP’s Upland Slopes section (in LUP Chapter 7) recognizes the hillsides along
the City’s eastern boundary as a “major attribute of the City’s setting,” and indicates the need for
development to be “sited and designed to maintain the natural character of the landscape.” In
addition, LUP Policy 7-1 requires the City to establish regulations to protect the scenic corridor
of Highway 1, including all areas within 200 yards of the Highway, in order to guide application
of the visual resource policies contained in Chapter 7 of the LCP. Finally, LUP Policy 7-10
requires structures to be subordinate in appearance to the natural landform, designed to follow
the natural contours of the landscape, and sited so as not to intrude into the skyline as seen from
public viewing places.

The IP clearly intends to protect the scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas, allow
development only when it is visually compatible with the character of the surrounding areas, and
conserve and enhance important visual resources within the City, including views of the inland
hillsides at the eastern edge of the city as expressed by IP Sections 18.01.010(G) and
18.37.010(A) and (E), cited above. Specifically regarding development in upland slopes areas, IP
Section 18.37.035(C) requires that new development be sited so as to not intrude or project
above the ridge line skyline as seen from Highways 1 and 92. With respect to development
within scenic corridors, including 200 yards on either side of Highway 1, the IP requires
development to remain at or below twenty-eight feet in height (subject to specific findings),
protect any views of scenic coastal areas, be located where least visible from the public view,
and be designed to maintain a low height above natural grade (see IP Sections 18.37.030(A)(3)
and (B)(1), (2) and (5) above).

The City determined that the project is consistent with all applicable policies and development
standards of the LCP. With regard to the overall stated purpose and intent of the IP, the City
found that the fire tower adequately conserved views of the eastern hillside, as required by
Section 18.01.010(G), despite being visible from Highway 1, because it:

is not expected to be visually intrusive or significantly obstruct views of the hillsides due
to the structure's relatively small size, its distance from the Highway, the lot's remaining
open area, the screening provided by existing street trees on either side of Main Street,
and the effective use of materials and color which blends with the background.’

In terms of the stated purpose and intent of the IP’s visual resource protection standards, the City
determined the development would protect the scenic and visual qualities of the area and would
be visually compatible with the character of the surrounding area, as required by IP Sections
18.37.010(A) and (E). The City states:

! See Exhibit 6, Resolution No. C-2016-34, Exhibit A.
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...the structure's lot coverage, at approximately 1,875 square feet, is less than 6% of the
total area of the site... The visual effect of the additional height is moderated by the
building's small size; its greater massing at the ground level; by the building location,
which is set back 138 feet from Main Street, 135 feet from the theater, and 130 feet from
Fire Station 40.°

In addition, the City explained the tower would blend with the varying architectural styles of
buildings in the vicinity of the project site because its industrial look would not contrast abruptly
with the existing fire station or the adjacent theater building to the north (housed in a re-purposed
industrial building), and the site design “is consistent with the existing pattern along Main Street
where buildings are interspersed with open parking areas and street trees block views at regular
intervals” (Exhibit 4, pp. 10, 15). Thus, the City made findings based on the fairly broad
purpose and intent of the IP.

However, the City did not analyze other more objective visual standards established in the IP and
LUP as discussed above, because it found that IP Section 18.37.035 and related provisions of the
LUP, such as Policy 7-10, only apply to “upland slopes” areas, which the City asserted do not
describe the subject site. Specifically at issue is the requirement that new development be sited
s0 as to not intrude or project above the City’s eastern ridgeline as seen from Highway 1 (see IP
Section 18.37.035(C)). IP Section 18.37.020(B) identifies upland slopes as scenic hillsides
visible from Highway 1 and 92, “as indicated on the visual resources overlay map”, including
“hillside areas above the one hundred sixty foot elevation contour line”. LUP Policy 7-10 is a
little broader in terms of ridgeline question, stating that “structures shall be subordinate in
appearance to the natural landform, shall be designed to follow the natural contours of the
landscape, and shall be sited so as not to intrude into the skyline as seen from public viewing
places” (emphasis added).

Although the City-approved project is not located on an upland slope, that does not mean that the
ridgeline protection policies don’t apply. Indeed, the LCP intent is to protect the views of the
eastern hillsides, including avoiding development that projects above the ridgeline (see, for
example, LUP Policy 7-10 and IP Section 18.01.010(G) cited above). In addition, the LCP
makes clear that the area within 200 yards of Highway 1 is a scenic corridor to which specific
requirements adhere. The City has taken the position, however, that these requirements only
apply if the area is mapped on the visual resources map. Such interpretation is not adequately
protective of visual resources, however.

LCP Policy 7-1 states that “The City will establish and map scenic corridors for Highway 1 to
guide application of the policies of this chapter. Minimum standards shall include all areas
within 200 yards of State Highway 1 which are visible from the road.” The clear intent of such
policy is that, at a minimum, any mapping program needs to take into account the area within
200 yards of Highway 1. However, the current visual resource area map does not show the 200
yard area, for some reason. Notwithstanding this omission, it is clear the LCP intent is to protect
this area, mapped or not. Indeed, the use of “shall” in the last sentence clearly establishes intent
to protect the scenic qualities of this corridor. Furthermore, IP Section 18.37.020(A)(1) defines

2 See Exhibit 6, Resolution No. C-2016-34, Exhibit A.
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the Highway 1 corridor as a visual resource area for a distance of 200 yards on both sides of the
Highway.

In its final resolution, the City acknowledges that the subject site is located within 200 yards of
Highway 1, therefore requiring the application of LCP Policy 7-10, which states in the second
sentence that “[s]tructures shall be subordinate in appearance to the natural landform, shall be
designed to follow natural contours of the landscape, and shall be sited so as not to intrude into
the skyline as seen from public viewing places.” This is appropriate as the LCP intent is clear in
that it means to protect the scenic quality of the hillsides along the City’s eastern boundary, and
it would be inappropriate (and not protective of this resource) to try to imply only certain such
views are protected, and others not, because of mapping inadequacies.

With respect to the Highway 1 corridor protections, the LCP has a variety of requirements that
affect the proposed project, including that development shall remain at or below twenty-eight
feet in height, shall not interfere with any views of scenic coastal areas, shall be located where
least visible from the public view, and shall be designed to maintain a low height above natural
grade (see IP Sections 18.37.030 (A)(3) and (B)(1), (2) and (5)). Ultimately, when read in
conjunction, LCP Chapter 7 and the IP consistently describe an overall LCP intent to protect
Highway 1 corridor and ridgeline vistas, including the Highway 1 scenic corridor (at least 200
yards out from the edge on either side of Highway 1) and the City’s eastern hills, thus requiring
an analysis of the City-approved project’s consistency with all relevant provisions, including all
those that refer to visual concerns related to the inland ridgelines and Highway 1 views.

According to a video provided by the Applicant which simulates the visual impact of the City-
approved development with a 43-foot crane erected onsite, as viewed from north and southbound
lanes of Highway 1, it appears that the 45-foot fire tower will not only be visible from Highway
1, but will also momentarily protrude into the ridgeline view from Highway 1 as travelers look
east of the City toward the hillside (Exhibit 7). Therefore, the approved project is inconsistent
with the standards set forth in LCP Policy 7-10 and IP Section 18.37.035(C), both of which
require structures to be sited so as not to intrude into, or project above the eastern ridgeline as
seen from Highway 1. However, in the southbound view from Highway 1 demonstrated in the
Applicant’s video, the 43-foot crane remains entirely below the ridgeline, without intruding
above it (see Exhibit 7, page 2). It is also important to note the final approved design of the fire
tower only has solid walls up to 40.5 feet, with a clear top story and railing up to 45 feet, further
ensuring the tower will remain beneath the ridgeline from this perspective.

Further, the existing fire station often appears to be higher than the proposed fire tower relative
to the eastern ridgeline as seen from various viewpoints along Highway 1. Utilizing the
Applicant’s video demonstration, from a northbound perspective the view of the crane is initially
blocked by the on-site fire station itself because the tower is setback in the rear northeast corner
of the property, 138 feet from Main Street (see Exhibit 7, page 3). Once past the fire station, the
crane breaks the ridgeline looking east from Highway 1, but at this point a northbound passenger
would likely only notice the tower in their peripheral vision (see Exhibit 7, page 4).
Additionally, Highway 1 does not serve as a common path for coastal hikers, so visual intrusions
into the ridgeline from the standpoint of a person walking alongside the highway is not a
significant concern in that respect. Consequently, although this development will obstruct some
limited existing views to the eastern ridgeline from Highway 1, it does so only in a fleeting
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manner for drivers headed north along the freeway, and will remain subordinate to the ridgeline
for southbound drivers.

In essence then, the City-approved project is technically inconsistent with the ridgeline view
protection policies and some of the Highway 1 corridor protection policies. However, the
inconsistency is not substantial, and the impact to visual resources is fairly minimal in this case,
and is compatible with the character of the surrounding development. In terms of Highway 1
views in general, the project would result in a fairly large structure inland of the highway, but its
effect on public views is tempered by the presence of the existing fairly large fire station and
surrounding development, and the screening provided by existing vegetation along Main Street.
As such, again, while technically inconsistent with LCP Highway 1 corridor policies, the intent
of the LCP policies in this regard is adequately respected by the City’s action in this case, and
the development can be found visually compatible with the character of the viewshed at this
location.

E. CONCLUSION

When considering a project that has been appealed to it, the Commission must first determine
whether the appeal of the approved development raises a substantial issue of LCP conformity,
such that the Commission should assert jurisdiction over a de novo CDP for such development.
As described above, the Commission has been guided in its decision of whether the issues raised
in a given case are “substantial” by the following five factors: the degree of factual and legal
support for the local government’s decision; the extent and scope of the development as
approved or denied by the local government; the significance of the coastal resources affected by
the decision; the precedential value of the local government’s decision for future interpretations
of its LCP; and, whether the appeal raises only local issues as opposed to those of regional or
statewide significance. In this case, these five factors, considered together, support a conclusion
that this project does not raise a substantial issue of LCP conformance.

First, the City provided sufficient factual and legal support for its decision. As described above,
the appeal contentions relate to the project’s consistency with various policies of the City’s
certified LUP and Zoning Code. The City’s approval appropriately considers general visual
resource requirements and the approved project’s conditions are designed to ensure consistency
with these provisions. Although the City did not adequately analyze visual intrusions into the
eastern ridgeline or policies that generally apply to the named 200 yards out from Highway 1
scenic corridor, their analysis on the matter was thorough, and the ultimate visual impacts
affecting these protected areas will not be substantial. Thus, there is adequate factual and legal
support for the City’s decision.

Second, the extent and scope of the approved development is fairly minor. Although a fairly
large structure, the approved project fits the scope and size of surrounding development in the
vicinity of the project site. The project will remain visually compatible with the adjacent theatre
and fire station and adds training capacity to an existing fire station in a Public Service Zoning
District.

Third, the significance of the coastal resources affected by the project is less than significant as
the impacts to visual resources are low; furthermore, no views of the ocean are impacted. The
approved development is designed and conditioned to avoid significant visual impacts, and to
limit what impacts there are. In addition, the training tower is sited within the property’s current
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training yard that itself is located inland of both Highway 1 and Main Street in an area that does
not affect significant public access, and the project will therefore have no impacts to coastal
access or other coastal resources.

Fourth, the approved project does not present an adverse precedent for future interpretations of
the LCP, as the visual impacts here are specific to this site. Additionally, the findings above
provide guidance regarding visual impact assessment for further development within the
corridors of Highway 1 and/or that affects ridgeline views. Finally, the City’s approved project
raises only local issues as opposed to those of regional or statewide significance due to the scale
of the project and the lack of any significant coastal resource impacts.

Therefore, although the City’s action raises some questions regarding its consistency with LCP
visual policies, the Commission finds that the approved development does not result in
significant visual resource problems inconsistent with the LCP’s intent in this case. That is not
to say that such a conclusion would apply to any development affected by these policies that is
proposed where it could impact ridgeline and Highway 1 views, rather that in this case the
impacts are not significant. Thus, the Commission here exercises its discretion to find no
substantial issue with the City’s action, and the Commission declines to take jurisdiction over the
CDP application for this project.
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