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VOLUME 1 – RESPONSE TO 

COMMENTS DOCUMENT 

1.0 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. 

1.1 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 

https://www.half-moon-bay.ca.us/652/Project-Proposal-for-Hyatt
https://www.half-moon-bay.ca.us/652/Project-Proposal-for-Hyatt
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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: 

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

• “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 

• “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. 

1.2 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, in1 for full descriptions of each Alternative2.  

1.3 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 Modified 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. 

1.4 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. 
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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. 

• A new significant environmental impact would result from the project 

or from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented. 

• 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. 

• A feasible 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. 

• 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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1.5 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 
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1.6 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) A list 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; 
• “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 

• “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 2-1 Index 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 
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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 TDM1 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.  

 
1 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: 

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

• 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. 

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

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

• 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. 

• 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 



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

 2-11 August 2024 

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. 

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

• 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.  

• 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: 

• 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.  

• 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. 

• 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.”  

• 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: 

• 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. 

• 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. 

• 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: 

• 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) . . .”  

• 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:  

• §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.  

• §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. 

• §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.”  

• §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. 

• §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 I.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.2 The median rate of water use for hotels is 102 gallons per room per 
day.3 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. 

https://www.coastsidewater.org/reports_and_studies/2020-Urban-Water-Management-Plan.pdf
https://www.energystar.gov/sites/default/files/buildings/tools/DataTrends_Water_20121002.pdf
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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 routes4.  

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: 

• Modified Alternative 2 would reduce the hotel square footage from 66,783 in 
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 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. 

• 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 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.  

• 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 



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

 2-29 August 2024 

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: 

• 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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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 II 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 I 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 II 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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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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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 I 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 
BIO-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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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
accommodation 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.5

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/5715/Hotel-BID-City-Presentation?bidId=. Accessed: July 2024.  

August 2024 2-58 

https://www.half-moon-bay.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/5715/Hotel-BID-City-Presentation?bidId=
https://www.half-moon-bay.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/5715/Hotel-BID-City-Presentation?bidId=


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

 2-59 August 2024 

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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Individual Comments 
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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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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.  

• 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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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, fitness 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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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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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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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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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. 
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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.  

 
  



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

August 2024 2-78  

  



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

 2-79 August 2024 

 



 

 

 

 

 

  

 Final EIR 
Half Moon Bay Hyatt Place Project  

2.0 Response to Comments 

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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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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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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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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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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Response to Commenter Letter C-14: Rita Pickering 
C-14.1 Please see Topical Response 1, Traffic, regarding traffic impacts. 
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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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Response to Commenter Letter C-32: Connie Alice Hungate 

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

  



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

August 2024 2-148  

 

  



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

 2-149 August 2024 

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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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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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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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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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. 

  



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

August 2024 2-158  

 

  



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

 2-159 August 2024 

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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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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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.  
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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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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 III 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.1 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.  

 

1 CalRecycle, 2024. SWIS Facility/Site Activity Details, Corinda Los Trancos Landfills (Ox Mountain). 
Available: https://www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/SolidWaste/SiteActivity/Details/1561?siteID=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 day2. 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://www2.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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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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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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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.  
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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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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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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. 
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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. 

  



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

 2-187 August 2024 

 

  



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

August 2024 2-188  

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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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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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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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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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. 

 
  



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

 2-197 August 2024 

 

  



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

August 2024 2-198  

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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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.  
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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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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.  
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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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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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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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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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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. 
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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 Leq at nearby residences or 
exceeded 70 dBA Leq 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.4 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 3.5 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 Illingworth & 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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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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Response to Commenter Letter C-83: David Schorr 
C-83.1  CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 governs the identification and analysis of 
alternatives in an EIR stating, “[a]n EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives 
to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the 
basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the 
significant effects of the project and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.” 
The EIR should also briefly describe the rationale for selecting the alternatives to be 
discussed. As explained in Draft EIR Chapter 5.0, Section 5.4 (Alternatives Considered 
but Rejected for Further Analysis), the City considered several development scenarios 
that were rejected by either the City or the applicant because they did not meet the 
project objectives. 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 (f), “[t]he alternatives shall be limited to 
ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project. 
Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only the ones that the lead agency 
determines could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project. The range of 
feasible alternatives shall be selected and discussed in a manner to foster meaningful 
public participation and informed decision making.” In addition, the EIR is required to 
analyze a No Project alternative pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 (e). 

Alternatives 2 and 3 were developed to provide a range of reasonable alternatives that 
meet the City’s and applicant’s project objectives and reduce significant impacts 
associated with the project in accordance with the requirements of CEQA. 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 Original Project as evaluated in the Draft EIR, is not changed. For a more 
detailed description of the revisions included in Modified Alternative 2, please see the 
text revisions in Appendix 3.0-A, Attachment to EIR Text Revisions, of the Final EIR. 

The commenter is correct that the City and the project applicant have been engaged in 
public outreach to increase public input regarding the potential to revise the project in 
order to reduce impacts. Through that process, the applicant refined Alternative 2 from 
the Draft EIR and proposed Modified Alternative 2 as the project that the applicant would 
like considered by the City for approval. Accordingly, Modified Alternative 2 is evaluated 
in the Final EIR. The other alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR are the No Project 
alternative (see Draft EIR Section 5.5.1), and Alternative 3 (Multi-Family Residential), 
which is analyzed in Section 5.5.3. Modified Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 were 
analyzed using quantitative analyses similar to the project, such as generation of visual 
simulations and air quality, noise, and traffic analysis, at the same level of detail as the 
project.  
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C-83.2 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding impacts to scenic 
resources, vistas, and corridors. 

As shown in Appendix 3.0-A, Attachment to EIR Text Revisions, of the Final EIR Table 
5-2 provides a comparison of impacts between project alternatives. The less than 
significant determination for visual impacts related to an adverse effect on a scenic vista 
is based on the analysis of the information presented in Section 5.5.2, Reduced 
Intensity, Modified Alternative 2. As described in Chapter 5.0, Alternatives, of the Draft 
EIR, building setbacks from the southern gateway, Main Street, and SR-1 would each be 
substantially increased under Modified Alternative 2. In addition, Modified Alternative 2 
would increase the space between the hotel buildings from 16 feet in Alternative 2 to 32 
feet. Therefore, Modified Alternative 2 would have a less-than-significant impact on 
protected scenic vistas and scenic resources within a scenic corridor that are available 
from Viewpoints 2 and 3, compared to the Original Project, which would have a 
significant and unavoidable impact from Viewpoint 3 due to the overall massing and 
scale of the project. In Modified Alternative 2, the north building would be constructed 
parallel to the northern property line of the project site with the building’s longer side 
aligned in an east-west direction; therefore, the view of the ridgeline from Viewpoint 4 
would still be obstructed by Modified Alternative 2, but less than the project. Viewpoints 
1 and 4 are not protected views according to the City’s LCLUP; however, they were 
evaluated due to community interest (See Appendix 3.0-A, Attachment to EIR Text 
Revisions, of the Final EIR, Figures 5-8 through 5-11).  

While Modified Alternative 2 would reduce impacts to scenic vistas and scenic 
resources, Modified Alternative 2 would result in permanent changes in the existing 
visual quality of the project site as demonstrated in the analysis of Viewpoints 1 and 4. 
Although the Original Project and Modified Alternative 2 would incorporate high quality 
design elements, landscaping, and screening techniques, the visual quality of the project 
site from public views is conservatively considered to be adversely affected by the both 
the Original Project and Modified Alternative 2. Therefore, Modified Alternative 2 would 
substantially degrade the existing visual quality of the project site from public views and 
this impact would be significant and unavoidable, similar to the Original Project, although 
to a lesser extent than the Original Project due to the significant reduction in the hotel 
building’s size and massing. 

 

C-83.3 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding scenic views, vistas, and 
corridors. 

The baseline, referred to as the “existing conditions” in the Draft EIR, that is used in the 
analysis of Modified Alternative 2 is the same baseline used for the Original Project, 
which includes existing conditions at key viewpoints from various vantage points. Site 
plan design, viewer concerns, visibility, number of viewers, and duration of view are also 
considerations. Section 4.1.2, Existing Conditions (page 4.1-2 of the Draft EIR), 
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describes the regional setting and visual resources that the EIR uses as the baseline for 
aesthetic impacts. Based on the location of the site, Modified Alternative 2 would not 
obstruct ocean views, which is consistent with LCLUP Policy 9-2. The site also is not 
within a visually degraded area. Modified Alternative 2 was found to not impact protected 
views of the ridgelines as demonstrated from Viewpoints 2 and 3. Therefore, Modified 
Alternative 2 would be consistent with LCLUP Policy 9-2, where the Original Project 
would be inconsistent. Nevertheless, the impact on the existing visual quality of the 
project site from public views as demonstrated from Viewpoints 1 and 4 was determined 
to be significant and unavoidable Please see Appendix 3.0-A, Attachment to EIR Text 
Revisions, of the Final EIR, Table 5-2, which provides a comparison of the impacts of 
each project alternative with the impacts of the Original Project. 

 

C-83.4 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding scenic views, vistas, and 
corridors. 

Both the Original Project and Modified Alternative 2 would be consistent with 9-6, 9-30, 
and 9-31 listed in the Aesthetics section of the project’s EIR. The Original Project would 
have an impact on ridgeline views because it would intrude into the view of the ridgeline 
from Viewpoint 2 and Viewpoint 3, and would therefore be inconsistent with Policies 9-2, 
9-12, and 9-23 for which a significant and unavoidable impact was found. Modified 
Alternative 2 would not impact ridgeline views.  With respect to each of the policies 
referred to above:  

• Policy 9-2 requires that new development be sited and designed to protect views 
to and along the ocean, minimize alteration of natural land forms, be visually 
compatible with the character of its setting, and restore or enhance visual quality 
in degraded areas: neither the Original Project nor Modified Alternative 2 
interfere with ocean views or alter a natural land form. The project site is not in a 
visually degraded area. The Original Project would impact ridgeline views, while 
Modified Alternative 2 would not (see Appendix 3.0-A, Attachment to EIR Text 
Revisions, Figures 5-9 and 5-10). See response about Policy 9-6, below, 
regarding the visual character of the setting. 

• Policy 9-6 requires development to be visually compatible with the character of 
the surrounding area via several measures which were considered as follows: 
the project site plan includes deep setbacks to reduce the visibility of the project, 
breaks up the mass into multiple structures, uses exterior finishes that would 
blend into the surroundings, clusters development toward Main Street which is 
fully developed, incorporates landscape elements consistent with wetland 
conditions on the west side of the site and urban treatments consistent with Main 
Street on the east side of the site. 

• Policies 9-12 and 9-23 require the protection of broad views of upland slopes and 
prominent ridgelines. The analysis concluded that the Original Project has an 
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impact on ridgeline views from SR-1. Please see Appendix 3.0-A, Attachment to 
EIR Text Revisions, of the Final EIR, for more information about Modified 
Alternative 2, which does not have such an impact. 

• Policies 9-30 and 9-31 require avoiding impacts on dark night skies and sensitive 
habitat areas from exterior lighting through the submittal of lighting plans with 
applications for new development. A simulation of exterior lighting was included 
in the Draft EIR. A photometrics site plan will be required for Building Permit 
review, which will ensure compliance with Policies 9-30 and 9-31.  

Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics and comment response C-2.1, which 
explains that the project would be inconsistent with Policy 9-23.  

 

C-83.5  The reference to Chapter 18.36 of the Half Moon Bay Zoning Ordinance on Draft 
EIR page 4.1-13 has been revised to refer to Section 18.37.010. Zoning Code Sections 
18.37.010, 18.37.020, and 18.37.030 are discussed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the 
Draft EIR. The Half Moon Bay Architectural Advisory Committee has considered both the 
Original Project and Alternative 2 and provided input on design to address the criteria in 
Chapter 14.37.035. At the August 19, 2022 Planning Commission hearing on Draft EIR, 
the applicant presented an option for revising Alternative 2 by increasing the separation 
between the north and south hotel buildings from 16 to 32 feet. The Planning 
Commission, which is responsible for design review for this project, indicated that this 
would be a positive adjustment, and the applicant brought this change forward as part of 
Modified Alternative 2, the Proposed Project. Section 18.37.035 refers to building sites 
on upland slopes, but the project site is not located within the upland slope boundaries 
and this code section is thus not applicable. 

For discussion of project consistency with the LCLUP (which serves as the City’s 
General Plan Land Use Element) Policies 9-1, 9-2, 9-3, 9-6, 9-12, 9-23, 9-30, and 9-31, 
please see Table 4.1-1, in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR and Topical 
Response 2, Aesthetics. 

 

C-83.6 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding impacts to visual 
resources. 

 

C-83.7  Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding impacts to visual 
resources. 

As explained in Section 3.0, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the primary goal of the 
LCP is to ensure that the local government’s land use plans, Zoning Ordinances, zoning 
maps, and implementation actions meet the requirements, provisions, and polices of the 
California Coastal Act. The LCP allows the City to grant development permits and other 
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planning approvals within the coastal zone. Project consistency with the current LCLUP 
is discussed in each resource chapter of this Draft EIR.  

Coastal Commission guidance regarding visual resources for the fire tower project 
predated the Local Coastal Land Use Plan certification by the California Coastal 
Commission in April 2021. The City considered this guidance when drafting the Local 
Coastal Land Use Plan update and incorporated it into the Chapter 9 policies. Therefore, 
the Coastal Commission's guidance is now embodied in the polices of the certified Land 
Use Plan and the project was reviewed for consistency with Chapter 9 policies.  

 

C-83.8  Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding visual impacts. 

For the proposed hotel, information about and discussion of the footprint, square 
footage, and visual impacts of Alternative 2, Reduced Intensity, were provided in Section 
5.5.2, Reduced Intensity, Alternative 2 of the Draft EIR. The text revisions to Section 
5.5.2 provided in Appendix 3.0-A, Attachment to EIR Text Revisions, of the Final EIR, 
describe and discuss the footprint, square footage, and visual impacts of Modified 
Alternative 2. Under Modified Alternative 2, construction of the subdivision for residential 
development would be facilitated by a four-lot parcel map. Future development of each 
residential parcel would be subject to a coastal development permit including LCLUP 
policy consistency analysis which includes visual resources. The lot nearest SR-1 would 
require a significant setback from SR-1 due to the presence of wetlands in the Caltrans 
right-of-way which would require a 50-foot buffer. The subdivision was redesigned as 
part of Modified Alternative 2 to better accommodate a buffer between the subdivided 
lots and wetlands located along SR-1. The height limit in the R-2 zoning district for 
duplex development is 28 feet. Numerous properties are developed along SR-1 with 
single-family homes closer than 50 feet to SR-1. The future residential development will 
be subject to coastal development permit review by the Planning Commission and 
subject to conformance with the LCLUP visual resource policies.  

 

C-83.9  Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding visual impacts. 

 

C-83.10 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding visual impacts. 

 

C-83.11 Please see Topical Response 1, Traffic, regarding traffic impacts. 

 

C-83.12 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding visual impacts 
analysis. 
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When the document was created using Adobe PDF, Figure 4.1-3 (specifically Viewpoint 
2) was inadvertently stretched in the PDF versions, which distorted the aspect ratio; 
however, printed copies of the document were not affected, and correctly reflect the 
viewpoint. Figure 4.1-3 has been revised in Chapter 3.0, EIR Text Revisions, of the Final 
EIR. Further, the existing conditions picture in Figure 4.1-7, which compares existing 
conditions to the visual simulation, was not distorted and accurately compares both 
conditions. The visual simulations were modeled using three-dimensional modeling that 
was aligned with the camera angles of the chosen photographs (i.e., key viewpoints). 
The photo simulations were then rendered using the level of detail that had been 
designed, and added materials, with realistic lighting systems. The resulting viewpoint is 
an accurate representation of mass and scale based on the proposed application. 

 

C-83.13 Cumulative impacts were analyzed pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15130 for every resource area analyzed in the Draft EIR. As stated in Section 15130(a) 
of the CEQA Guidelines, if a project’s incremental effect 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’” Therefore, if the project contributes to a cumulative impact but its 
contribution is not cumulatively considerable, the Draft EIR shall indicate why the 
cumulative impact is not significant. Please see Topical Response 6, Cumulative 
Impacts, regarding cumulative impacts. 

 

C-83.14 The Planning Commission is the decisionmaker for the project. The Planning 
Commission’s determinations may be appealed to the City Council. City Council actions 
may be appealed to the Coastal Commission because the project site is within its 
appeals jurisdiction due to the presence of wetlands at the project site. 

 

C-83.15 Please see the cumulative impacts analysis in each resource section of the 
Draft EIR. Because development of projects at a regional and local level is inevitable, 
the EIR must analyze cumulative impacts and determine if the project would make a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to such an impact. If it does, then the EIR must 
identify feasible mitigation measures, if any, to reduce the impact. If mitigation measures 
cannot reduce an impact to less than significant level, then City’s decisionmakers must 
make a statement of overriding considerations explaining the specific reasons for 
approving the project notwithstanding unavoidable adverse environmental effects 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15093). Please see Topical Response 6, Cumulative 
Impacts, regarding cumulative impacts. 

Please see Section 4.15.5, Cumulative Impacts, of the Draft EIR, regarding 
Transportation and Traffic cumulative impacts. 
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C-83.16 Please see Section 4.1.5, Cumulative Impacts, of the Draft EIR, regarding 
cumulative impacts on aesthetics, Topical Response 6, Cumulative Impacts, regarding 
cumulative impacts to visual resources, and Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding 
visual character. 

 

C-83.17 As explained in Section 4.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft EIR, 
long-term operational emissions associated with vehicular traffic, energy and water 
usage, and solid waste disposal would contribute to the cumulative GHG emissions in 
Half Moon Bay. However, the project would include measures and designs that would 
minimize cumulative effects. The project would include high-efficiency lighting 
throughout the site (i.e., LED lighting fixtures), VRF heating/Air Conditioning system, 
installation of low-flow plumbing fixtures, and use water efficient irrigation systems. 
Therefore, long-term operational GHG emissions would not generate emissions in 
exceedance of the BAAQMD thresholds, and the project’s emissions would result in a 
less than cumulatively considerable contribution to GHG emissions applying the 660 MT 
CO2e/year bright-line threshold, as determined by the CARB’s 2017 Climate Change 
Scoping Plan. Additionally, the project would implement the applicable sustainability 
regulations in the Green Building Code to reduce GHGs to the project. Other GHG 
reducing measures are also identified to assist the State and the region in meeting it 
GHG reduction goals as outlined in CARB’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan.  

 

C-83.18 Please see comment responses C-83.1 and C-83.5 regarding the alternatives 
analysis and evaluation of the regulatory setting.  

The documented opposition summarized by the commenter 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, which discusses aesthetic concerns related to prior projects 
such as the fire training tower. The fire training tower appeal predated the 2020 LCLUP, 
which was certified by the California Coastal Commission in 2021.  

Additionally, please Topical Response 5, Modified Alternative 2, for a discussion 
regarding the adequacy of the analysis.  

 

C-83.19 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding impacts to visual 
resources. The terms “ridgeline” and “upland slopes” are used throughout LCLUP 
Chapter 9, Scenic and Visual Resources. This EIR uses the terms consistently with the 
LCLUP’s use of these terms.  
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C-83.20 Please see comment responses C-83.1 and C-83.8 regarding Modified 
Alternative 2. 

 

C-83.21 The Draft EIR is consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15146, which 
states that the degree of specificity in the EIR “will correspond to the degree of specificity 
involved in the underlying activity which is described in the EIR.” Please see Topical 
Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding impacts to visual resources.  

 

C-83.22 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding visual impacts. Please 
see comment responses C-83.1 and C-83.2 regarding the development and 
modifications to Alternative 2. 

 

C-83.23 The discussion in Table 2-1, Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
(page 2-11 of the Draft EIR), has been corrected to remove reference to Mitigation 
Measure Cumulative AG-1, which is no longer needed because the applicant is 
demonstrating compliance with LCLUP Policy 4-10. The measure has been removed 
from the Final EIR. Please see the revisions to page 2-11 in the Final EIR, Chapter 3.0, 
EIR Text Revisions.  

 

C-83.24 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding lighting impacts. 

As discussed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, nighttime light would be 
produced from interior room lighting, exterior lights and vehicles traveling to, from, and 
within the project site. Therefore, the project may increase the amount of daytime glare 
and nighttime light in the vicinity. Although the project has high visibility at public 
viewpoints, many mature bottlebrush trees that line the project site's eastern perimeter 
would partially obstruct light and glare introduced at the site from the adjacent 
residences and commercial businesses.  

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 due to the permanent fixtures (i.e., 
external light sources, and interior light sources that would be visible externally).  

This can be seen in the comparison between existing conditions and visual simulations 
as shown in Figure 4.1-10. Mitigation Measure AES-2 requires a lighting plan for any 
proposed exterior lighting to be submitted to the City for review and approval. 
Additionally, exterior lighting will be directed downward and away from adjacent 
properties and public/private right-of-way to prevent glare or excessive light spillover. 
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Lighting will be limited to low-intensity lights, and landscaping lighting will be limited to 
ground-level for walking/safety purposes. Mitigation Measure AES-2 would also apply to 
Modified Alternative 2.  

With adherence to Mitigation Measure AES-2, interior lights (i.e., light spillover) would be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level for both interior and exterior lights present during 
operation of the project.  

 

C-83.25 Please see comment responses C-83.1, C-83.2, and Topical Response 5, 
Modified Alternative 2, regarding the development and modification of Alternative 2. 
Additionally, please see comment response C-83.40, and Topical Response 2, 
Aesthetics, regarding visual impacts. 

 

C-83.26 Please see comment responses C-83.1, C-83.2, C-83.8, and Topical 
Response 5, Modified Alternative 2, regarding the development and modification of 
Alternative 2. Additionally, please see comment response C-83.40, and Topical 
Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding visual impacts. 

 

C-83.27 The proposed four lot subdivision alone does not trigger the City's Below 
Market Rate Housing Ordinance (Zoning Ordinance 18.35). Modified Alternative 2 
proposes the development of up to 16 residential units over the four lots, but there are 
no plans at this time to develop any of the lots. They will be subject to future Coastal 
Development Permit applications and Design Review at a future date.  

 

C-83.28 Please see Topical Response 1, Traffic, regarding vehicle trip generation 
rates. 

As explained in Draft EIR Section 4.13, Population and Housing, the project would not 
directly or indirectly induce unplanned population growth. The completion of this project 
would provide temporary lodging for visitors, but there is no anticipated population 
growth due to the visiting population. The project is in a Commercial – General land use 
designation that serves both residents and visitors, including but not limited to day-to-
day needs, professional offices and small-scale research and development uses, 
wholesale, retail, and live-work uses. Therefore, development of the Original Project 
would support implementation of the General Plan by developing a hotel with 129 guest 
rooms and supporting facilities such as a board room, lobby and lounge area, swimming 
pool, fitness area, and a multipurpose room. No permanent housing, other businesses, 
or extensions of roads or other infrastructure are proposed in this project. The 
development of Modified Alternative 2 would develop the site with a 102-room hotel and 
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fewer amenities, as described in greater detail in Topical Response 5: Modified 
Alternative 2. 

Regarding greenhouse gas emissions, Section 4.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the 
Draft EIR, explains that the project’s long-term operational emissions would be 
associated with vehicular traffic within the project vicinity, energy and water usage, and 
solid waste disposal. The CalEEMod model and project vehicle trip generation rates 
were used to estimate daily GHG emissions associated with full operation of the hotel 
and its amenities. As shown in Table 4.8-2, of the Draft EIR, the annual operational 
emissions of the Original Project are predicted to be 609 MT of CO2e in the year 2022 
and 548 MT of CO2e in the year 2030. The project would not exceed the Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District’s (BAAQMD’s) 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. 

 

C-83.29 A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) was prepared to 
ensure that mitigation measures included in the Draft EIR are monitored and enforceable 
as conditions of approval. The MMRP includes a description of implementation and 
timing, monitoring responsibility, and verification of implementation. 

Please see comment response C-46.1 regarding the transportation demand 
management program measures and updates to Mitigation Measure TRA-1.  

 

C-83.30 Please see comment responses C-83.1, C-83.2, and Topical Response 5, 
Modified Alternative 2, regarding the development and modification of Alternative 2. 
Additionally, please see comment response C-83.40, and Topical Response 2, 
Aesthetics, regarding visual impacts. 

 

C-83.31 For discussion of baseline conditions in regards to the methodology for level-
of-service, please see Section 4.15.4, Impacts and Mitigation Measures, of the Draft 
EIR, Table 4.15-3 provides the criteria of LOS.  

 

C-83.32 Table 4.0-1, List of Cumulative Projects, of the Draft EIR includes reference 
to projects within the City that include additional housing units (i.e., Cypress Point 
Affordable Housing Project). As explained in Section 4.0, Setting, Impacts, and 
Mitigation Measures, of the Draft EIR and as provided for in CEQA Guidelines Section 
15130, the method used to identify regional projects for use in the cumulative impacts 
analyses, which are provided for each resource area analyzed in the Draft EIR, includes 
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 
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limits to the south, and the Half Moon Bay city limits to the east. These projects are listed 
in Table 4.0-1. This list incorporates reasonably foreseeable projects that, when 
combined with the project, could contribute to cumulative impacts. The list also includes 
projected population and housing growth between project opening and 2040 consistent 
with the LCLUP update, as shown in Draft EIR Table 4.13-1. Therefore, expected growth 
was included in the analysis of cumulative effects.  

The methodology used to analyze the project’s contribution to cumulative environmental 
impacts included the consideration of 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 (Sections 15130 and 15355 of the CEQA 
Guidelines).  

 

C-83.33 Please see comment responses C-83.1, C-83.2, and Topical Response 5, 
Modified Alternative 2, regarding the development and modification of Alternative 2. 
Additionally, please see comment response C-83.40, and Topical Response 2, 
Aesthetics, regarding visual impacts. 

 

C-83.34 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding policy consistencies 
and Modified Alternative 2. 

 

C-83.35 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for a discussion of the 
terminology used (ridgeline, upland slopes) in the analysis of impacts to views from 
publicly accessible locations near the project site. 

 

C-83.36 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding impacts to scenic 
views and vistas. For a discussion of Figure 4.1-3 (Viewpoint 2), please see comment 
response C-83.12. 

The key viewpoints were selected for the analysis of visual impacts are representative of 
the locations from which the project would be seen, and for their usefulness in evaluating 
existing landscapes and potential impacts on protected visual resources pursuant to the 
Local Coastal Program. These views include the most significantly impacted views of the 
upland slopes from SR-1. Views from these vantage points were chosen in consideration 
of the site plan design (i.e., bulk and massing of above-grade development) in 
relationship to existing aesthetic conditions to determine visual impacts on scenic vistas, 
scenic resources, and visual character of the site and its surroundings pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, Section I.a) – c). In addition, the elements of visual 
quality, viewer concerns, visibility, number of viewers, and duration of view are also 
considered. A viewpoint from north of the project site looking south was not considered 
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because it did not meet the considerations discussed above as a location of useful 
evaluation as it is a designated general commercial/retail site.  

Viewers would experience visibility of a project to varying degrees in a particular 
viewshed, depending on distance or other intervening structures or obstacles (i.e., 
landscaping, mature trees, surrounding buildings). This encompasses viewer exposure 
to the project. Viewer sensitivity is defined both as the viewer's concern for scenic quality 
and the viewer's response to change in the visual resources that make up the view. As 
the commentor stated in Comment C-83.36, Viewpoint 4 was chosen to represent local 
interest. The sensitivity of viewers in their perception of visual quality, as well as their 
sensitivity to changes in visual quality, varies based on familiarity with the view, as well 
as their sense of ownership of the view, and the nature of the viewer’s activity while 
receiving the view. These factors, in turn, determine how much attention that person 
focuses on the view.  

While the Original Project would interfere with a ridgeline view from areas adjacent to 
Viewpoint 4, the analysis indicates that there are no impacts to views of the protected 
Town Boulevard or views of the ridgeline as depicted by Viewpoints 2 and 3. Although 
Viewpoint 4 is not a protected view according to the City’s LCLUP, it was evaluated due 
to community interest. 

 

C-83.37 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding visual impacts. 

The Half Moon Bay Architectural Advisory Committee has considered both the project 
and Alternative 2 and provided input on design to address the criteria in Chapter 14.37. 
It is also noted that the height of the Senior Coastsiders development at 925 Main 
Street, which like the project site is also located within the South Main Street area as 
defined in the LCLUP, is approximately 41 feet in height in its tallest portions, and the 
building is approximately 290 feet long.  

By comparison, the hotel portion of Modified Alternative 2 would conform with the 36-foot 
height limit for the Commercial – General zoning district and be comprised of two 
primary buildings with the south building being approximately 177 feet in length and the 
north building being approximately 225 feet in length. The long side of the south building 
would be parallel with Main Street, while the north building would be parallel with SR-1. 
When considered along a north-south axis as viewed from either the east or west, the 
overall length of development would span approximately 466 feet inclusive of a 32-foot 
breezeway creating a gap between the upper floor(s) of these primary buildings. Neither 
building would be the tallest structure or the longest structure in the South Main Street 
area. The overall mass is also considered in context with its 4.57-acre site whereas the 
Senior Coastsiders property is approximately 1.5-acres.  
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C-83.38 Please see comment response C-83.36 and Topical Response 2, Aesthetics 
regarding visual impacts. Design review criteria will be presented to the Planning 
Commission for its review of the Coastal Development Permit. The Planning 
Commission has oversight in making findings related to these criteria in its assessment 
of the Original Project or an alternative. 

 

C-83.39 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, discussing policy consistencies 
related to visual impacts and that the Municipal Code Section 18.37 is part of the 
certified Local Coastal Program. Additionally, see Draft EIR pages 4.1-13 to 4.1-16 for a 
discussion of the policy consistency of the project with Half Moon Bay’s Municipal Code 
Section 18.37. 

Please see comment response C-83.2, for a discussion of Appendix 3.0-A, Attachment 
to EIR Text Revisions, Table 5-2 of the Final EIR which compares the Alternatives.  

 

C-83.40 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding impacts to views and 
visual resources. 

As explained in Section 4.1, Aesthetics (page 4.1-18 of the Draft EIR), the project site is 
below the 160-foot contour line, and the site design incorporates deep setbacks from 
SR-1 to minimize visual intrusions into the ridgeline from the SR-1 view. Despite these 
design considerations, views of the ridgelines are impacted as viewed from northbound 
SR-1 approaching the project site from the south. Therefore, the project would be 
inconsistent with Section 18.37.035 part c of the Half Moon Bay Municipal Code 
(“Structures shall be sited so as to not intrude or project above the ridge line skyline as 
seen from Highways One and 92.”), and impacts to views would remain significant and 
unavoidable for the Original Project. Modified Alternative 2 would not create this impact, 
however, and is consistent with Municipal Code Section 18.35.035.  

Modified Alternative 2 would reduce the proposed massing of structures, spanning a 
length of 466 feet, or approximately 50 percent of the project site. This would maintain 
the visual balance of structures and open space. The overall floor area would also be 
reduced under Modified Alternative 2 (from 90,784 square feet in the Original Project to 
66,268 square feet). Therefore, due to the reduction in massing and revised design 
considerations (i.e., roofing choices), Modified Alternative 2 would reduce the overall 
massing of the structures at the project site and increase the space between the two 
primary hotel buildings to 32 feet, improving available views from surrounding 
viewsheds, including those available from SR-1, as compared to the Original Project.  

While Modified Alternative 2 would reduce impacts to scenic vistas and scenic 
resources, implementing Modified Alternative 2 would result in permanent changes in 
the existing visual quality of the project site. Although the project would incorporate high 
quality design elements, landscaping, and screening techniques, the visual quality of the 
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project site from public views is considered to be adversely affected by both the Original 
Project and Modified Alternative 2. Therefore, Modified Alternative 2 would substantially 
degrade the existing visual quality of the project site from public views, although to a 
lesser extent than the Original Project, and this impact would remain significant and 
unavoidable. This impact would be reduced by Modified Alternative 2, compared to the 
Original Project due to the significant reduction in building massing and space between 
buildings.  

 

C-83.41 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding visual impacts and the 
analysis processes.  

 

C-83.42 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding impacts to visual 
resources and LCLUP policy consistencies.  

 

C-83.43 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, and Topical Response 5, 
Modified Alternative 2, regarding visual impacts and policy consistency. 

 

C-83.44 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding impacts to visual 
resources and project consistencies with the LCLUP. 

 

C-83.45 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, and comment response C-83.4, 
regarding visual impacts and consistency with LCLUP Policy 9-2.  

 

C-83.46 As discussed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, the definition of 
visual resource in Section 18.37.020 of the Zoning Ordinance does not apply to the 
stretch of SR-1 adjacent to the project because it has not been designated by the State 
as a scenic corridor. However, prior to the 2020 LCLUP update, the City had been 
following Coastal Commission guidance to treat SR-1 as a visual resource area, 
pursuant to the City’s “Assessing Visual Resource Policies for Projects within 200 Yards 
of Highway One” memo. In the certified 2020 LCLUP, Policy 9-12 requires 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. 
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The City will be updating the Implementation Plan/Zoning Ordinance accordingly to 
maintain consistency. Therefore, as stated in the Draft EIR, the project would undergo 
design review pursuant to LCLUP Policy 9-3, which requires new development to be 
compatible with the character of the surrounding area. Please see Chapter 3.0, EIR Text 
Revisions, wherein Table 3.1-1 was revised to include consistency analyses for Policies 
9-3 and 9-12. Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding visual impacts.  

 

C-83.47 As explained in Section 3.6, Approvals and Entitlements, of the Draft EIR, the 
Draft EIR has been prepared to cover the anticipated actions associated with planning 
application PDP 072-13 for a proposed hotel facility, which includes an architectural and 
site/design review for the hotel. Therefore, while the project would include significant and 
unavoidable impacts to scenic resources, the project will undergo design review.  

As explained in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, impacts to scenic vistas would 
be considered significant and unavoidable. Mitigation measures would not reduce the 
overall impact to scenic resources to a less than significant level. 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. Changes to the project site would be consistent 
with the developed nature of Downtown, although the buildings would be significantly 
larger and have longer facades than existing development patterns throughout 
Downtown and in the immediate neighborhood. To address this, the project would 
incorporate high quality design elements, landscaping, and screening techniques. The 
project would be subject to design review by the City, which would ensure consistency 
with the "small-town character" references in the LCLUP. Additionally, the project 
development would be clustered and set back from SR-1 and the intersection of SR-1 at 
South Main Street to allow for site lines across the substantially undeveloped portion of 
the site. The project mass would be broken up into multiple structures, and proposed 
building design and materials were selected to be visually compatible with agricultural 
building forms, colors, and rough textures. Please see comment response C-83.4, for 
further discussion of consistency with LCLUP policies. Please also see Topical 
Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding visual impacts. 

Design review has been incorporated into the review process and includes review by the 
Architectural Advisory Committee and the Planning Commission at public meetings.  

 

C-83.48 Please see comment response C-83.46 regarding visual quality and 
character. Additionally, please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding visual 
impacts and consistency with LCLUP Policy 9-12. 
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The text of Section 4.1, Aesthetics, has been revised in Final EIR Chapter 3.0, EIR Text 
Revisions, to include a policy consistency analysis specific to Policy 9-12.  

 

C-83.49 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding visual impacts.  

 

C-83.50 During construction, temporary lighting may be needed in work areas and 
staging areas during the allowable construction hours until 6:00 p.m. as regulated by the 
noise ordinance. Standard Condition AES-1 requires that appropriate light and glare 
screening measures, including the use of downward cast lighting, be used in 
construction, staging, and laydown areas. In addition, winter construction times where 
lighting would be required, shall cease at 5:00 pm from November 1 through January 31 
and nighttime construction shall be prohibited. 

Please see comment response C-83.24 and Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding 
the impacts of exterior lighting during operation of the project.  

 

C-83.51 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-83.52 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding impacts to visual 
resources, scenic corridors, and bulk and massing of the project. 

 

C-83.53 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding impacts to visual 
resources, scenic corridors, and bulk and massing of the project.  

 

C-83.54 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding portions of the SR-1 
that are locally designated as a scenic corridor.  

 

C-83.55 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding impacts to scenic 
views and vistas.  

As stated in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, the use of the term “partially” is used to describe 
interference with longer distance views of the ridgelines and hillsides due to the height of 
the buildings and rooflines. 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. 
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The Draft EIR further explains, on page 4.1-16, that the Original Project will interfere with 
the longer-range views of the hillsides and ridgelines. This aspect of the project is 
discussed in more detail in Draft EIR Section 4.1.4, Impacts and Mitigation Measures. 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15151, the project was prepared with a degree of 
analysis to provide decisionmakers with information which enables them to make a 
decision which intelligently takes account of environmental consequences. Nothing has 
been omitted. 

 

C-83.56 The language in the Draft EIR has been changed to remove the word 
“potential” from the following statements: 

Page 4.1-22: “Buildout of the project also has the potential to would impact the long-
range views of hillsides and ridgelines to the north and east of the project site 
(Viewpoints 2, 3 and 4). Views of the hillside from SR-1 and from the Naomi Patridge 
Trail would be partially have the potential to be obscured by the project.” 

These changes are shown in Chapter 3.0, EIR Text Revisions, of this Final EIR.  

Please see comment response C-83.36 for a discussion of the key viewpoints that were 
selected to be representative of the most critical locations from which the project would 
be seen, and for their usefulness in evaluating existing landscapes and potential impacts 
on protected visual resources pursuant to the Local Coastal Program.  

Please see comment response C-83.19 for a discussion of impacts to views of the 
ridgeline and upland slopes available from the project site. 

Please see comment response C-83.2, which describes aesthetics impacts associated 
with Modified Alternative 2. Additionally, please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, 
regarding visual impacts. 

 

C-83.57 Viewpoints 2 and 3 were taken from the viewpoint of motorists on SR-1. 
Please see comment response C-83.36 for a discussion of Viewpoint selection and 
conclusions regarding significant and unavoidable impacts. Please see comment 
response C-83.3 for a discussion of upland slopes, ridgeline, and LCLUP policies.  

The commenter inquires as to whether the discussion in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the 
Draft EIR, applies to Alternative 2. The discussion in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, concerns 
the Original Project. The analysis of Alternative 2 is provided in Chapter 5.0, 
Alternatives, of the Draft EIR and the analysis of Modified Alternative 2 is provided in 
Appendix 3.0-A, Attachment to EIR Text Revisions, of the Final EIR.  
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C-83.58 Please see comment responses C-83.3, C-83.36, and C-83.57 and Topical 
Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding impacts to public views. 

 

C-83.59 Please see Chapter 3.0, EIR Text Revisions, of the Final EIR, for revisions 
made in an effort to clarify this language.  

 

C-83.60 Please see comment response C-83.24 and Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, 
regarding the impacts of exterior lighting.  

 

C-83.61 Please see comment response C-83.24 and Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, 
regarding the impacts of exterior lighting.  

 

C-83.62 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding visual impacts.  

 

C-83.63 As a point of clarification, please see comment response C-83.48 and Topical 
Response 2, Aesthetics, which addresses concerns regarding Policy 9-6 consistency. 

 

C-83.64 Chapter 4.2, Agricultural Resources, of the Draft EIR provides a discussion of 
the 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 project is therefore required to compensate for the loss of 
about 3 acres of prime agricultural soils which can be accomplished through a variety of 
ways. The City will review the applicant’s proposed approach to compensation, before 
considering project approval, to ensure that adequate in-lieu fees or other compensatory 
mitigation would comply with this policy. Modified Alternative 2, the Proposed Project, 
provides a much more 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 project is aligned with the California Coastal Act (CCA) 
and would not be considered significant using the California Agricultural LESA Model; 
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therefore, the 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 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 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.  

 

C-83.65 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 State 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. The 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, because construction energy 
demands would be largely associated with equipment and transportation fuels. Based on 
the total project energy usage stated 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 
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regional energy use. The energy use for Modified Alternative 2 is similar and is detailed 
further in Appendix 3.0-A, Attachment to EIR Text Revisions, of the Final EIR. 

 

C-83.66 As explained in Section 4.7, Energy, of the Draft EIR, the modeling inputs 
were applied to the CalEEMod model and are reflected in the energy mitigated outputs. 
Sustainability measures were applied to the CalEEMod model and reflected in GHG 
emissions. The modeling was based on the application of GHG reduction regulations to 
the project that are identified in assisting the State and the region in meeting its GHG 
reduction goals. 

Although GHG is a global issue, the GHG emissions affiliated with the project are 
evaluated at a local level and take into consideration known information regarding the 
project to the extent feasible. To include flight analysis and other undefined project 
components is speculation. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15145, if after 
thorough investigation, a lead agency finds that a particular impact is too speculative for 
evaluation, the agency should note its conclusion and terminate discussion of the 
impact. Regarding the VMT analysis included in Section 4.15.4, Impacts and Mitigation 
Measure, the VMT by the project to the roadway network is shown on page 4.15-29 
(Table 4.15-6) of the Draft EIR. As shown, the Original Project would add 575 daily trips, 
which is 5,002 total VMT. Trip generation would decrease under Modified Alternative 2, 
the Proposed Project, and Alternative 3, when compared to the Original Project. 

Please see Topical Response 1, Traffic, regarding VMT analysis. 

 

C-83.67 Please see comment response C-83.16 regarding traffic impacts.  

 

C-83.68 According to the Preliminary Delineation report1, discussed in Section 4.10.2, 
Existing Conditions, of the Draft EIR, the drainage channel is an existing linear ditch 
likely constructed to collect runoff from the adjacent roadway. The wetland areas are 
thinly shaped and parallel SR-1, extending for three-fourth of the length of the channel 
within the project site. As described in Section 4.4, Biological Resources of the Draft 
EIR, the California Coastal Commission has reviewed the extent and quality of the 
wetland areas and has not designated any as Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas. 
No evidence of an existing or past agricultural pond at the site was identified. 

 

 
1 Preliminary Delineation of Waters of the U.S. and State, HT Harvey & Associates, 2017. 
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C-83.69 Please see Section 4.15, Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR, and 
Topical Response 1, Traffic, regarding traffic impacts. 

 

C-83.70 Please see Topical Response 1, Traffic, regarding selection of times studied 
for the traffic technical report. As explained in Appendix H, Traffic Impact Study (page 16 
of the Draft EIR), the same methodology was used for both the weekday and weekend 
analyses. In both instances the period with the highest number of counted vehicle 
volumes was used.  

 

C-83.71 According to Section 4.15.3, Regulatory Settings, of the Draft EIR, neither the 
Original Project nor Modified Alternative 2 would create traffic flow that would exceed 
Caltrans and local standards. As such, both the Original Project and Modified Alternative 
2 are consistent with Caltrans policies. The required analysis is presented in Section 
4.15.4, Impacts and Mitigation Measures, of the Draft EIR and in Appendix 3.0-A, 
Attachment to EIR Text Revisions, of the Final EIR. 

 

C-83.72 According to Appendix H, Traffic Impact Study, of the Draft EIR, under 
Existing Conditions, all roadway segments currently operate within the acceptable LOS 
standard during all three peak hours evaluated. A summary of roadway segment LOS is 
provided in Table 5. The San Mateo County (C/CAG-VTA) Travel Demand Model was 
used to estimate trip distribution patterns within the study area by comparing relative 
traffic on major roadways and then applying manual adjustments based on knowledge of 
the area and the application of professional judgment. The applied distribution 
assumptions and resulting trips are shown in Table 9 and Figure 6. Refer to Table 4.15-
5, Unmitigated VMT Summary, in the Draft EIR, where the total number of daily trips is 
analyzed. Additionally, please see Topical Response 1, Traffic, regarding traffic impacts. 

 

C-83.73 The number of added trips by the Original Project to the roadway network is 
shown in Table 4.15-7 (page 4.15-31 of the Draft EIR). As shown, the project would add 
575 daily trips. As explained in Section 5.5, Alternatives Analyzed, of the Draft EIR, trip 
generation would decrease under Alternative 2 and Alternative 3, when compared to the 
project. Trip generation would similarly decrease under Modified Alternative 2 (Appendix 
3.0-A, Attachment to EIR Text Revisions, of the Final EIR).  

 

C-83.74 Please see comment response C-83.72 regarding traffic impacts that may 
result from the project. As described in Section 4.15.5, Cumulative Impacts, of the Draft 
EIR, the projected traffic volumes are shown in Figure 4.15-9. The comparison between 
Cumulative No Project and Cumulative plus Original Project operating conditions are 
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shown in Table 4.15-13. Also, a comparison of the Existing with Project and Cumulative 
with Project is included in Table 4.15-14. As shown in Table 4.15-13 and Table 4.15-14, 
intersections at LOS F occur with or without the project. Given this, the Original Project 
would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a cumulative impact 
related to traffic.  

 

C-83.75 Please refer to comment response C-83.31 regarding the methodology for 
level-of-service.  

According to the methodology used in Appendix H, Traffic Impact Study, of the Draft 
EIR, both roadway and intersection Levels of Service are calculated based upon peak 
hour volume and not daily volumes as mentioned in the comment. 

 

C-83.76 Please see comment response C-83.2 and Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, 
regarding significant the visual impacts of Modified Alternative 2.  

 

C-83.77 This comment is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the 
publication of this Final EIR. 

 

C-83.78 Please see comment response C-83.2 and Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, 
regarding significance determinations for the visual impacts of Modified Alternative 2. 

 

C-83.79 Refer to Section 5.5.2, Reduced Intensity, of the Draft EIR, for a description 
of Alternative 2. Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding visual impacts. 

 

C-83.80 Please see comment response C-83.40 and Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, 
regarding impacts to views and visual resources. 

 

C-83.81 Please see comment response C-83.40 and Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, 
regarding impacts to views and visual resources. 

 

C-83.82 Please see comment response C-83.2 and Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, 
regarding the significance determinations for the visual impacts of Modified Alternative 2.  
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C-83.83 Please see comment response C-83.1 and Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, 
regarding the terminology related to the analysis of visual impacts and Topical Response 
5, Modified Alternative 2. 

 

C-83.84 Please see comment response C-83.2 and Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, 
regarding the visual impacts of Modified Alternative 2. Regarding wetlands, Alternative 2 
would have resulted in a new parcel within the 100-foot buffer for wetlands. By 
comparison, Modified Alternative 2, the Proposed Project, can be developed without 
encroachment into ESHA or a required ESHA buffer. 

 

C-83.85 Please see comment response C-83.2 and Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, 
regarding the significance determinations for the visual impacts of Modified Alternative 2.  

Story poles were erected at the project site in order to provide the community with an 
idea of the scale and massing of the project. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15204 (a), CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all 
research, study, and experimentation recommended by commenters. When responding 
to comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and 
do not need to provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith 
effort at full disclosure is made in the Draft EIR. A good faith effort was made to inform 
the public of the visual impacts of the project, and the applicant intends to continue to 
provide story poles, consistent with the City Council approved story pole policy in 
advance of and throughout the public hearing process. 

 

C-83.86 Please see comment response C-83.2 and Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, 
regarding the significance determinations for the visual impacts of Modified Alternative 2. 
Additionally, please see comment response C-83.7, regarding the fire tower project and 
its relation the project. 

 

C-83.87 Please see comment responses C-83.1 and C-83.8, regarding the housing 
portion of Modified Alternative 2. Future development of each of the lots proposed to be 
created via the parcel map would require coastal development permits including an 
LCLUP policy consistency analysis. Please see Topical Response 5, Modified 
Alternative 2, regarding aesthetics.  

 

C-83.88 The applicant’s Proposed Project, Modified Alternative 2, includes a four-lot 
parcel map and future residential development of up to 16 residential units on the 1.15-
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acre parcel north of Seymour Street. The applicant is not proposing to decouple the 
project elements.  

 

C-83.89 Please see comment responses C-83.1 and C-83.8 and Topical Response 2, 
Aesthetics, regarding Modified Alternative 2 and visual impacts.  

 

C-83.90 This comment is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the 
publication of this Final EIR. Please see Topical Response 1, Traffic, regarding traffic 
impacts. The identification of the environmentally superior alternative is determined by 
comparing the impacts of the project and the alternatives. See CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6(e)(2). Both Modified Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 would substantially reduce 
the project’s aesthetic impacts associated with reduced project massing, increased 
setbacks, and improved site plan. These alternatives also address land use conflicts by 
converting a surface parking lot, used by an auto dealership, into residential 
development in an R-2 zoning district, aligning with City housing policies  

However, the four-lot parcel map proposed as part of Modified Alternative 2 is 
environmentally superior to the eight-lot subdivision proposed as part of Alternative 3. 
While both Alternatives would have similar environmental effects, Modified Alternative 2 
better meets the City’s and project applicant’s primary project objectives, goals, and 
policies by maintaining adequate setbacks from sensitive resources.  

Please see comment response C-83.17 regarding greenhouse gas emissions and 
cumulative impacts. 

 

C-83.91 Depiction of the drainage system for the project, as well as for Modified 
Alternative 2 and Alternative 3, are included in Figure 5-7, Drainage System. 
Additionally, Appendix I, Drainage Memorandum - Alternative 2, further illustrates how 
Alternative 2 would manage stormwater flows, enhance wetland buffer zones with native 
plants, and incorporate source control measures and bioretention areas that help filter 
potential pollutants from the water system. As stated in Chapter 3.0, EIR Text Revisions, 
Appendix A, due to the minimal differences between the Reduced Intensity, Alternative 
2, and the Modified Alternative 2, the analysis would be applicable to the Modified 
Alternative 2. Therefore, the conclusions in Appendix I, Drainage Memorandum – 
Alternative 2, would be the same for Modified Alternative 2. 

Regarding identification of the environmentally superior alternative, see comment 
responses C-83.17 and C-83.90. Regarding wetlands, Alternative 2 would have resulted 
in a new parcel within the 100-foot buffer for wetlands. By comparison, Modified 
Alternative 2 can be developed without encroachment into ESHA or a required ESHA 
buffer. 
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C-83.92 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding project impacts to 
views of inland hillsides and ridgelines. 

 

C-83.93 This comment is noted and will be provided to decisionmakers through the 
publication of this Final EIR. Please see comment responses C-83.1 to C-83.92 
regarding planned residential development and visual character. 

 

C-83.94 A thread from the Nextdoor application was submitted by a member of the 
public as an attachment to the commenter’s letter, numbered C-83. The majority of 
commenters on the thread expressed opposition to the project, citing concerns regarding 
diminished visual quality, increased traffic, emergency access and traffic safety 
concerns, and water scarcity concerns. A few commenters expressed support for the 
project, citing more revenue due to increased tourism. The City will consider these 
comments, including expressions of opposition to and support for the project, in its 
actions on the Draft EIR and the project. However, individual responses were not 
generated, as CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all 
research, study, and experimentation recommended by commenters, per Section 
15204(a) of the CEQA Guidelines. For responses to comments related to traffic, 
aesthetics, adequacy of water supply, and safety, see Topical Responses 1, 2, 3, and 4. 
Please see comment responses C-83.1 to C-83.93 for discussions of project planning, 
impacts, and preparation of project-related documents. 

 

C-83.95 through C-83.106 This is not a comment on the adequacy or content of the 
environmental analysis in the Draft EIR, but is noted and will be provided to 
decisionmakers through the publication of this Final EIR. Please see comment 
responses C-83.1 to C-83.93 regarding aesthetic impacts, visual character, views of 
scenic vistas, and traffic impacts. Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding 
visual impacts. 

 

C-83.107. Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding story poles. 

Receipt of the submitted photographs of the story poles is acknowledged and they will 
be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of this Final EIR. 

 

C-83.108 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding story poles. 
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Receipt of the submitted photographs of the story poles is acknowledged and they will 
be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of this Final EIR.  

 

C-83.109 Receipt of the submitted photographs of the story poles is acknowledged and 
they will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of this Final EIR. Please 
see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding project impacts to views of hills and 
ridgelines.  

 

C-83.110 Receipt of the submitted photographs of the story poles is acknowledged and 
they will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of this Final EIR. The 
story poles that were erected at the project site were intended to provide the community 
with an idea of the scale and massing of the project. Please see Topical Response 2, 
Aesthetics, regarding project impacts to the views of hillsides and ridgelines.  

 

C-83.111 Receipt of the submitted photographs of the story poles is acknowledged and 
they will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of this Final EIR. Please 
see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding project impacts to views of inland 
hillsides and ridgelines.  

 

C-83.112 Receipt of the submitted photographs of the key viewpoints is acknowledged 
and they will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of this Final EIR. As 
discussed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, the project is not consistent with 
LCLUP Policy 9-23, which concerns protecting broad views of upland slopes, prominent 
ridgelines and other intervening ridgelines as viewed from scenic corridors. For further 
information regarding LCLUP Policy 9-23, please see comment response C-2.1.  

Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding visual impacts. 

 

C-83.113 Receipt of the submitted photographs of the story poles is acknowledge and 
they will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of this Final EIR. The 
impact to ridgelines due to project implementation will be significant and unavoidable. 
Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding impacts to visual quality. 

 

C-83.114 Receipt of the submitted photographs of the story poles is acknowledged and 
they will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of this Final EIR. The 
impact to ridgelines due to project implementation will be significant and unavoidable. 
Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding impacts to visual quality. 
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C-83.115 Receipt of the submitted photographs of the story poles is acknowledged and 
they will be provided to decisionmakers through the publication of this Final EIR. As 
discussed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of this Draft EIR, the impact to views of ridgelines 
due to project implementation will be significant and unavoidable. Please see Topical 
Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding impacts to visual quality.  
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Response to Commenter Letter D-1: Margaret Gossett 
D-1.1 A list of acronyms used in the Draft EIR and Final EIR has been added. Please 
see Chapter 3.0, EIR text Revisions, of the Final EIR for acronym definitions.  

 

D-1.2 As described in the text revisions in Appendix 3.0-A, Attachment to EIR Text 
Revisions, of the Final EIR, the 1.15-acre parcel north of Seymour Street is zoned for 
residential development in the R-2 (Two family Residential) Zoning District and is being 
used as overflow parking for the dealership. This conflicts with the parcel’s land use and 
zoning. However, residential development at this parcel under Modified Alternative 2 and 
Alternative 3 would be consistent with the parcel’s land use designation and zoning. 
Please see Topical Response 5, Modified Alternative 2 regarding modifications to project 
alternatives and planning.  

The project site is zoned for Planned Unit Development (PUD). The LCLUP (Appendix A 
Table A-1) identifies rezoning this site to Commercial-General to implement the LCLUP 
for this property, which would be a use consistent with the project. Furthermore, in 
advance of updating the zoning districts to be consistent with the LCLUP, the LCLUP 
governs land use consistency pursuant to LCLUP Policy 1-2. 

Please see Topical Response 7, LCLUP and Zoning of the Hyatt site, regarding zoning 
and land use.  

 

D-1.3 As described in Draft EIR Chapter 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, 
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.  

Section 4.10.4, Impacts and Mitigation Measures, of the Draft EIR, states that 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 the prevent impacts on stormwater drainage system during project 
operation. 

 

D-1.4 See Topical Response 5, Modified Alternative 2 regarding modifications to 
project alternatives and planning. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 governs the 
identification and analysis of alternatives in an EIR stating, “[a]n EIR shall describe a 
range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which 
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would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or 
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project and evaluate the 
comparative merits of the alternatives.” The EIR should also briefly describe the 
rationale for selecting the alternatives to be discussed. As explained in Draft EIR 
Chapter 5.0, Section 5.4 (Alternatives Considered but Rejected for Further Analysis), the 
City considered several development scenarios that were rejected by either the City or 
the applicant because they did not meet the project objectives. 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 (f), “[t]he alternatives shall be limited to 
ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project. 
Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only the ones that the lead agency 
determines could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project. The range of 
feasible alternatives shall be selected and discussed in a manner to foster meaningful 
public participation and informed decision making.” In addition, the EIR is required to 
analyze a No Project alternative per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 (e). 

Alternatives 2 and 3 were developed to provide a range of reasonable alternatives that 
meet the City’s and applicant’s project objectives and reduce significant impacts 
associated with the project in accordance with the requirements of CEQA. 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. For a more detailed description of the revisions included in Modified Alternative 2, 
please see the text revisions in Appendix 3.0-A, Attachment to EIR Text Revisions, of 
the Final EIR. 

The commenter is correct that the City and the project applicant have been engaged in 
public outreach to increase public input regarding the potential to revise the project in 
order to reduce impacts. Through that process, the applicant refined Alternative 2 from 
the Draft EIR and brought forward Modified Alternative 2. Accordingly, Modified 
Alternative 2 is evaluated in the Final EIR and is now the Proposed Project. The other 
alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR are the No Project alternative (see Draft EIR 
Section 5.5.1), and Alternative 3 (Multi-Family Residential), which is analyzed in Section 
5.5.3. Modified Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 were analyzed using quantitative analyses 
similar to the project, including generation of visual simulations and air quality, noise, 
and traffic analysis, at the same level of detail as the Original Project.  

 
D-1.5 As described in Chapter 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, compliance with 
NPDES requirements would prevent erosion, siltation, and flooding on- and off-site. 
Construction activities would not alter the course of the existing drainage channel that 
contains wetland characteristics on the project site, and no streams or rivers are present 
on the project site. Further, landscaping elements such as self-retaining stormwater 
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treatment areas and Bioretention areas would prevent changes in drainage patterns 
from creating erosion, siltation, and flooding. 

 

D-1.6 The Surfers Beach Pilot Restoration Project is currently speculative and 
undergoing the Environmental Review and Permitting Process. The Surfers Beach Pilot 
Restoration project would involve dredging of up to 100,000 cubic yards (CY) of clean 
sand accumulated along the inside of Pillar Point Harbor’s East Breakwater and a 
onetime placement of that sand to form an elevated berm along an approximately 1,000-
footlong section of shoreline at Surfers Beach in Half Moon Bay. In addition to the 
opportunistic placement of sand on Surfers Beach and conducting maintenance 
dredging inside the harbor to ensure safe navigation and anchorage, the overall Project 
also involves implementing a plan to mitigate for impacts to eelgrass beds in the 
dredging areas by establishing new eelgrass habitat and transplants within Pillar Point 
Harbor's west basin. The Initial Study for the Surfers Beach Pilot Restoration project 
prepared a Mitigated Negative Declaration and found that no significant impacts would 
occur. All impacts were determined to be short term and temporary and would not result 
in cumulative impacts.  

Taking the Surfers Beach Pilot Restoration Project into account for the Cumulative 
Scenario would not change the findings of the Draft EIR. 

 

D-1.7 As stated in Chapter 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. Furthermore, the Chamber of Commerce has also found 
a need for conference facilities that 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 
would not replace any existing low-cost rooms. The project is providing bicycle rentals 
and a new trail segment. As part of the permitting process, the City will review the 
project’s contribution to public coastal access through, for example, reduced cost lodging 
and/or in-lieu fees as a condition of approval 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 
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within the City of Half Moon Bay. Also see Topical Response 5, Modified Alternative 2 
regarding modifications to project alternatives and planning. Modified Alternative 2 
provides a much more detailed proposal than the Original Project for how Modified 
Alternative 2, 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. 

 

D-1.8 As described in the text revisions in Appendix 3.0-A, Attachment to EIR Text 
Revisions, of the Final EIR, the Reduced Intensity Alternative (Modified Alternative 2) is 
a reduced size hotel. The Original Project consists of a 90,784 square-foot, 129 room 
hotel. By contrast, Modified Alternative 2 consists of a 66,268-foot, 102 room hotel. 
Modified Alternative 2 would reduce the overall massing of the project as well as 
increase building setbacks, which would reduce the aesthetics impacts associated with 
the project.  

Several alternatives to the project were identified and considered by the City but were 
rejected for further analysis due to failure to meet basic project objectives, infeasibility, 
and 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, in the text revisions to Chapter 5.0 for information regarding alternatives 
considered but rejected for further analysis, and alternative project site locations that 
were considered but rejected for further consideration. Alternative hotel franchises were 
not considered, because it is unrelated to the analysis of the environmental impacts in 
the EIR. 

 

D-1.9 This comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Economic 
effects are not included in the scope of environmental impacts defined under CEQA. 
Therefore, no further response is required.  

 

D-1.10 Please see comment response D-1.4 regarding alternative traffic routes. 

 

D-1.11 As described in Draft EIR Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, impacts 
from project implementation on beneficial uses and stormwater were determined through 
review of the project design and San Francisco Basin Water Quality Control Plan (Basin 
Plan). NPDES 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 
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release of polluted stormwater, and prevent impacts on stormwater drainage system 
during project operation. 

 

D-1.12 Mitigation Measure BIO-1b requires that a qualified biologist shall conduct a 
training session for all construction personnel.  

 

D-1.13 The Reduced Intensity alternative, Modified Alternative 2, would reduce the 
footprint and overall massing as compared to the Original Project. As shown in the 
Visual Simulations prepared for Modified Alternative 2, this would allow for increased 
view of upland slopes and ridgelines as compared to the Original Project and depicted in 
Viewpoints 2 and 3. Viewpoints 1 and 4, do not present protected views according to 
LCLUP policies, however, they were included due to community interest. The visual 
character or quality of the site and its surroundings from Viewpoints 1 and 4 would be 
degraded; therefore, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable. Therefore, 
Appendix 3.0-A, Attachment to EIR Text Revisions, of the Final EIR, finds that the 
aesthetic impact would be significant and unavoidable.  

 

D-1.14 As described in the text revisions to Chapter 5.0, Alternatives, in Chapter 3.0 EIR 
Text Revisions, of the Final EIR, the proposed residential development located north of 
Seymour Street would have backyards subject to exterior noise criteria. The future noise 
environment would exceed the exterior noise criteria by up to 7 dBA at the nearest 
residential structure adjoining Cabrillo Highway. To meet the exterior noise threshold, 
additional noise control measures would be implemented. The optimal measure for noise 
reduction would be to construct a sound wall or a specially-designed barrier fence 
capable of reducing noise levels by at least 7 dBA, which would be subject to review and 
approval by the City. In recent years, this approach has been successfully implemented 
on several parcels adjacent to SR-1 to establish reduced exterior noise environments for 
portions of residential yards. Such fences and/or walls were found to be aesthetically in 
context along the Town Boulevard corridor and were subjected to Architectural Advisory 
Committee review in advance of Planning Commission approval. 

 

D-1.15 As described in Appendix C, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Assessment, the 
U.S. EPA ISCST3 dispersion model was used to calculate concentrations of diesel 
particulate matter (DPM) and fine particulate matter (PM2.5) at the location of existing 
sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the project construction sites. The ISCST3 
dispersion model is a BAAQMD-recommended model for use in modeling these types of 
emission activities for CEQA projects. Emission sources for the construction sites were 
grouped into two categories: exhaust emissions of DPM, and fugitive PM2.5 dust 
emissions. The modeling used a five-year data set (2001 - 2005) of hourly 



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

August 2024 2-466  

meteorological data from Fort Funston, San Francisco that was prepared by BAAQMD 
for use with the ISCST3 model. This is the closest meteorological monitoring station and 
adequately characterizes meteorological conditions for coastal areas along the San 
Francisco Peninsula. Annual DPM and PM2.5 concentrations from construction activities 
during the construction period were calculated using the model. DPM and PM2.5 

concentrations were calculated at nearby sensitive receptors. Receptor heights of 1.5 
meters (4.9 feet) were used for nearby residences. Results of this assessment indicated 
that the construction maximally exposed individual (MEI) was located at a multi-family 
residence east of the project site across Main Street. Table 4.3-6 in Section 4.3 of the 
Draft EIR summarizes the maximum cancer risks, PM2.5 concentrations, and health 
hazard indexes for project related construction activities affecting the closest sensitive 
receptor before and after the implementation of required toxic air contaminant (TAC) 
reduction strategies to meet EPA and CARB Hazard Index levels and BAAQMD 
Thresholds. With the required implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-2, the maximum 
excess residential cancer risk would be below BAAQMD single-source threshold of 10 in 
one million and would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations, thereby maintaining this impact at less than significant. 

 

D-1.16 As explained in Section 4.3, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, the project would 
include a 300-kilowatt emergency generator that is powered by a natural gas engine. 
Emissions from the testing and maintenance of the proposed generator engine were 
computed for a 448-horsepower natural gas engine (based on the generator engine 
specifications provided). The CalEEMod modeling assumes 50 hours of annual 
operation for testing and maintenance purposes per year. Given that the generator 
would only be used in emergencies and during testing/maintenance, the generator would 
not significantly contribute to an increase in greenhouse gas emissions.  

 

D-1.17 Impacts to wetlands is discussed in Section 4.4, Biological Resources of the 
Draft EIR. Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR, describes 
stormwater flows with implementation of the project, and indicates that project design 
would include a dual treatment system of self-retaining landscape areas and bioretention 
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. Please see comment responses D-1.3, D-1.5, and D-
1.11, regarding hydrological impacts. 

 

D-1.18 Impacts to migratory birds are analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.4, Biological 
Resources of the Draft EIR. Tree removal, vegetation clearing, or disturbance in the 
immediate vicinity of a nest in active use could result in abandonment of the nest or loss 
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of eggs and young, which would be a violation of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1f requires that a pre-construction survey be conducted for 
construction work between February 1 and August 15. If nests of either migratory birds 
or birds of prey are detected on or adjacent to the site, a no-disturbance buffer shall be 
established in consultation with the CDFW. 

Further, Section 4.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR, indicates that, 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. 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. 

 

D-1.19 The 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 project would 
provide bicycle rentals and a new trail segment. Through the permitting process, the City 
will review the project’s provision of public benefits to ensure compliance with this policy 
in collaboration with the California Coastal Commission staff. Also note that in 
comparison to the Original Project, Modified Alternative 2 provides a much more 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 Policy 5-
71. 

As described in Impact CUL-1, no known historical or cultural resources are documented 
at the project site, but there is always a possibility that an unknown site may exist in the 
project area and could be discovered during grading, excavation, or construction. 
Indicators of historic resources include glass, metal, ceramics, brick, wood, and similar 
debris. Mitigation Measure CUL-1 requires the project proponent to consult with the City 
prior to commencement of ground-disturbing activities and retain a qualified tribal 
monitor. In addition, in the event that any prehistoric, historic, archaeological, or 
paleontological resources are discovered during grading/excavation, a professional 
(historian, archaeologist, and/or paleontologist, as determined appropriate and approved 
by the City) shall be hired to assess the significance of the find and ensure its protection 
to the extent feasible.  

 

D-1.20 Chapter 4.2, Agricultural Resources, of the Draft EIR provides a discussion of the 
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 
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the site are or would be devoted to wetlands, wetland buffers, and/or restoration in 
association with wetlands. The project is therefore required to compensate for the loss of 
about 3 acres of prime agricultural soils which can be accomplished through a variety of 
ways. The City will review the applicant’s proposed approach to compensation, before 
considering project approval, to ensure that adequate in-lieu fees or other compensatory 
mitigation would comply with this policy. Modified Alternative 2, the Proposed Project, 
provides a much more 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.  

Further, the project site is "not considered significant" using the California Agricultural 
LESA Model. The project is consistent with the CCA and would not have a significant 
impact as defined by the California Agricultural LESA Model, the project would have a 
less than significant impact due to the conversion of existing agricultural lands and no 
mitigation measures are required by CEQA. Therefore, there would be no significant 
environmental impact on agricultural resources as defined by CEQA for either the 
Original Project or Modified Alternative 2. 

The California Coastal Act (CCA), Section 30241c, permits the conversion of agricultural 
land surrounded by urban uses where the conversion of the land would align with other 
areas with adequate public services and where it will not have significant adverse 
effects. Separately from the CEQA environmental review process, Policy 4-9 of the 
City’s certified LCLUP anticipates such conversions within the Town Center. Therefore, 
the project would be consistent with the CCA.  

 
D-1.21 Please see Draft EIR Section 4.16 and Topical Response 3, Hydrology and 
Water Quality, regarding water supply and water scarcity.  

 

D-1.22 Please see Topical Response 3, Water and Hydrology, regarding stormwater 
runoff. 

 
D-1.23 The impact of existing noise sources on the project and its users is not an effect 
that is included in the thresholds of significance derived from the Environmental 
Checklist in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Appendix G. 
However, the analysis in Section 4.12, Noise & Vibration, of the Draft EIR, concludes 
that a significant impact would occur if project-generated traffic increased levels by 3 
dBA CNEL or more (equivalent to doubling the existing traffic volumes along a roadway). 
Because the traffic volumes along SR-1 and Main Street would not double due to 
operation of the project, the future noise environment at the residences would not 
increase by 3 dBA CNEL compared to existing conditions. Therefore, operation of the 
project would not result in a permanent noise increase at existing noise-sensitive 
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receptors in the project vicinity due to increased traffic levels. Refer to Chapter 4.12, 
Noise and Vibration, Impact NOI-1 for more information regarding project related noise 
impacts.  

 

D-1.24 Several methods for reducing noise for the four-lot subdivision that is part of 
Modified Alternative 2 are described in Appendix 3.0-A, Attachment to EIR Text 
Revisions, of the Final EIR, including the implementation of noise insulation features 
would reduce interior noise levels, construction noise control plans, noise buffer 
setbacks, and the installation of sound walls. Modified Alternative 2 includes the creation 
of a four-lot subdivision, on the north side of Seymour Street on the 1.15-acre parcel 
owned by the project applicant, for future residential development of up to 16 units. 
Future development of the four-lot subdivision would require a coastal development 
permit, the consideration of which would include design review and LCLUP Policy 
consistency assessment. Any methods for reducing noise would be subject to the City’s 
Noise Ordinance (Municipal Code 9.23, Noise), review and approval by the City. 

 

D-1.25 Please see Topical Response 1, Traffic, regarding traffic analysis and 
methodologies. 

The intersection level of service results representing typical weekday and weekend 
conditions are listed in Draft EIR Tables 4.15-9, 4.15-10, 4.15-11, 4.15-13, and 4.15-14. 

 

D-1.26 The study area is served by SamTrans routes 17, 18, 294 as well as paratransit 
service for passengers with special needs. A discussion of public transportation services 
in the study area is discussed in Appendix H, Traffic Impact Study, and Section 4.15.1, 
Transportation and Traffic (pages 4.15-5, 4.15-12 of the Draft EIR). 

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 adequate access for all transportation modes, including public transit and 
especially emergency vehicles, to be maintained during construction. Please see 
comment response D-1.4 for a discussion of environmental impacts resulting from 
project development. 

 

D-1.27 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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Public Meeting Comments 
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Response to Commenters Letter E-1: Main Street Park 
E-1.1 The comment summarizes the comments made during the Public Meeting held 
with Main Street Park Residents. The subsequent comments and corresponding 
responses reiterate topics summarized in E1.1.  

E-1.2 The project’s impact on rent levels is not a physical effect on the environment
and does not pertain to the adequacy of the environmental review in the Draft EIR, As
stated in the comment, Alternatives 2 and 3 analyzed in the Draft EIR both include
housing components. Regarding employment created by the project, please see
comment response E-1.4.

E-1.3 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 process for the project, and a parking discussion is 
available in Appendix H, Traffic Impact Study, of the Draft EIR. Please see Topical 
Response 1, Traffic, regarding traffic impacts. 

E-1.4 As described in Chapter 3.0, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, operation of 
the project would employ up to 30 people, which would be an addition employment into 
Half Moon Bay because the project site is currently vacant. 

E-1.5 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding impacts to visual quality. 

E-1.6 This comment includes a photo, which provides a summary of the open 
discussion held during the meeting. No new topics were raised. Please see responses to 
comments E-1.2 through E-1.5 for a discussion of project alternatives. The comment is 
not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR but depicts pictures of the collaborative 
notes taken during the meeting. Please see Topical Response 1, Traffic for a description 
regarding traffic congestion concerns. 

Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics for a description of impacts to visual quality. 

2-477 August 2024 
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Response to Public Meeting Comments E-2: Half Moon Bay Planning 
Commission 
E-2.1 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 process, and a parking discussion is available in 
Appendix H, Traffic Impact Study, of the Draft EIR. Please see Topical Response 1, 
Traffic, regarding traffic impacts. 

 

E-2.2 As discussed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, The project would be 
consistent with zoning at the project site, the project would be set back from SR-1 and 
would preserve the open space at the southern end of the site at the City’s southern 
gateway to Downtown.  

 

E-2.3 Please see comment response E-2.1 regarding parking. Please see Topical 
Response 1, Traffic, regarding traffic impacts. As discussed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of 
the Draft EIR, the project would impact views of the ridgeline. However, consistent with 
zoning at the project site, the project would be set back from SR-1 and would preserve 
the open space at the southern end of the site at the City’s southern gateway to 
downtown.  

 

E-2.4  Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics for description regarding the height 
concerns. 

 

E-2.5 Please see Topical Response 4, Emergency Access and Traffic Safety, 
regarding impacts on emergency access and emergency response.  

 

E-2.6 Please see Topical Response 1, Traffic, regarding traffic impacts and the 
methodology used to determine the existing conditions baseline for the analysis. 

 

E-2.7 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding aesthetics impacts. 

 

E-2.8 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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E-2.9 Please see Topical Response 1, Traffic, regarding traffic impacts. Please see 
Topical Response 4, Emergency Access and Traffic Safety, regarding impacts on 
emergency access and emergency response. 

 

E-2.10 CEQA does not require public meetings or public hearings at any time during the 
environmental review process. See CEQA Guidelines Section 15202(a) (no requirement 
for a public agency to conduct a public hearing in connection with its review of an EIR; 
public comments may be restricted to written communications.).  

Although CEQA does not require public meetings or public hearings during the 
environmental review process, the City presented the project at the August 9, 2022 
Planning Commission meeting and received public comments. Pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15202(e), notice for the Planning Commission public hearing was 
published in a timely manner, via the City’s website. The City also held a public meeting 
to receive comments at the Main Street Park Community Room on August 31, 2022. The 
meeting with conducted primarily in Spanish with English interpretation.  

 

E-2.11 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. 

 

E-2.12 This comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the EIR. Economic effects are 
not included in the scope of environmental impacts defined under CEQA. Please see 
comment response C-83.3 for a discussion of visitor demand and descriptions of 
accommodation costs. Also note that 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 Chapter 
4.13, Population and Housing, of the Draft EIR). The proposed hotel would offer new 
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accommodations and would not replace any existing low-cost rooms. City permitting will 
review the project’s provision of public benefits to ensure compliance with this policy. 
Also see Modified Alternative 2, which includes the applicant’s proposal to provide a 
combination of lower-cost rooms in the hotel as well as visitor-serving support amenities 
including walking paths available to the public for free. 

 

E-2.13 As described in the text revisions in Appendix 3.0-A, Attachment to EIR Text 
Revisions, of the Final EIR, Modified Alternative 2 includes a lot line adjustment on the 
5.02-acre hotel parcel, adding 0.45 acres to the auto dealership parcel 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 four-lot subdivision on the north side of Seymour Street on 
the 1.15-acre parcel owned by the project applicant, for future residential development of 
up to 16 units. The parcels associated with the residential development are 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 would 
be consistent with the parcel’s land use designation and zoning.  

 

E-2.14 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 project:  

• Massing of the proposed 2- to 3-story tall 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.  

• 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 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. 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 
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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, the Reduced Intensity Alternative. Modified Alternative 2 would 
be consistent with LCLUP Policy 9-23, because the protected view of the ridgeline (from 
Viewpoint 3) would not be obstructed by the structures in the same way it is with the 
Original Project. For further discussions regarding aesthetic impacts and LCLUP policy 
consistency, refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, and Topical Response 5, Modified 
Alternative 2. 

As described in the text revisions in Appendix 3.0-A, Attachment to EIR Text Revisions, 
of the Final EIR, Modified Alternative 2 would reduce the significant impacts to scenic 
vistas and scenic resources within a scenic corridor. This is due to reduced project 
massing, increased setbacks, and an improved site plan. However, the visual character 
or quality of the site and its surroundings from Viewpoints 1 and 4 would remain partially 
obstructed; therefore, the impact for Modified Alternative 2 would remain significant and 
unavoidable.  

 

E-2.15 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding visual impacts to view 
corridors. 

 

E-2.16 Please see Topical Response 1, Traffic, regarding traffic impacts. 

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 
System General Construction Permit, issued by the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, which would contain water quality control requirements including developing and 
implementing a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan that requires use of Best 
Management Practices to reduce potential impacts to surface water quality during 
project construction and operation. Compliance during project construction would 
prevent erosion, siltation, and flooding on- and off-site, and 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 the prevent impacts on stormwater drainage system during project 
operation. In addition, project operation would be subject to a post-construction NPDES 
Permit and Provision C.3 requirements, requiring incorporation of source control design 
elements to prevent pollutants from entering stormwater. The 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. 
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As discussed in Section 4.16, Utilities and Service Systems, of the Draft EIR, 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 Plant). SAM’s wastewater treatment 
infrastructure currently has enough wastewater capacity for project operation and has 
not identified any need for new expanded wastewater facilities.  

During project operation, wastewater would be collected by a 6-inch sewer line on the 
east side of the project site. The SAM Plant would treat wastewater created during 
project operation. The anticipated rate of water consumption during project operation 
would be less than 1 percent of the SAM’s wastewater treatment dry weather capacity of 
4 MGD. In addition, the City’s Sewer System Management Plan 2019 Update (SSMP), 
includes a capital improvement program and a System Evaluation and Capacity 
Assurance Plan to address sewer system overloads for both dry weather capacity and 
peak wet weather flows. As the Draft EIR concluded in the analysis of Impact Utilities a), 
the Original Project would not exceed the existing sewer capacity, and neither would 
Modified Alternative 2. In addition, the City’s wastewater infrastructure is in the process 
of being upgraded to ensure that spills can be avoided as described in the SSMP. 
Therefore, both the Original project and Modified Alternative 2 would have a less than 
significant impact on wastewater facilities. 

 

E-2.17 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding the project design and 
visual character. Additionally, please see Topical Response 5, Modified Alternative 2, 
regarding the residential component of the Proposed Project. 

As described in Chapter 4.13, Population and Housing, the 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 
accommodation 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 68 percent and a need for conference facilities that 
can support midweek hotel demand which is off-peak from the high weekend demand. 

 

E-2.18 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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E-2.19 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. 

 

E-2.20 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. 

 

E-2.21 Please see Topical Response 1, Traffic, regarding traffic impacts. 

 

E-2.22 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.  

 
E-2.23 Please see Topical Response 4, Emergency Access and Traffic Safety, 
regarding impacts on emergency access and emergency response. Please see Topical 
Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding the southern gateway and aesthetic impacts.  

 

E-2.24 Please see Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, regarding aesthetic impacts.  
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3.0 EIR TEXT REVISIONS  

3.1 INTRODUCTION  
This chapter describes revisions to the Half Moon Bay Hyatt Place Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) in response to comments and 
initiated by staff.  

Changes are organized by chapter and page number, as the text appears in 
the Draft EIR. An explanation of the change, including a cross-reference to 
where it is located in the document, is described and presented in italics. 
Strikethrough text (i.e., strikethrough) indicates text removed from the draft 
EIR. Underlined text (i.e., underlined) indicates text added to the Draft EIR.  

The text revisions described in this chapter are to the Draft EIR. Therefore, 
throughout this chapter, the term “project” refers to the Original Project that 
was analyzed at the time the Draft EIR was published. 

3.1.1 TEXT REVISIONS  
No existing page reference. Comment Response Initiated Change – The Draft EIR was 
updated per a comment received. 

Acronyms and Abbreviations 
 

Acronym/ 
Abbreviation 

Definition 

AAQS Ambient Air Quality Standards 

AB Assembly Bill 

ABAG Association of Bay Area Governments 

ACS American Community Survey 

ADA American Disabilities Act 

ADUs Accessory Dwelling Units 

APN Assessor’s Parcel Number 

BAAQMD Bay Area Air Quality Management District 

BcA Botella clay loam 
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Acronym/ 
Abbreviation 

Definition 

BIA Building Industry Association 

BMP Best Management Practices 

BPAC Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Committee 

CAAQS California Ambient Air Quality Standards 

CAL FIRE California Department of Fire and Forestry Protection 

CAP Clean Air Plan 

CARB California Air Resources Board 

CARE Community Air Risk Evaluation 

CASGEM California Statewide Groundwater Elevation Monitoring Program 

CAA Clean Air Act 

CAAP Climate Action and Adaptation Plan 

CAG City/County Association of Governments 

CAMUTCD California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices 

CAPCOA California Air Pollution Officers Association 

CBC California Building Code 

CCA California Coastal Act 

CCC California Coastal Commission 

CCR California Code of Regulations 

CCWD Coastside County Water District 

CDP Coastal Development Permit 

CEC California Energy Commission 

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act 

CESA California Endangered Species Act 

CFPD Coastside Fire Protection District 

CalEEMod California Emissions Estimator Model 

CalEPA California Environmental Protection Agency 

CalGreen Code California Green Building Standards Code 

CalOSHA California Occupational Safety and Health Administration 

CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980 

CG Commercial - General 

CHRIS California Historical Resources Information System 

CH4 Methane 

CHP California Highway Patrol 

CIWMA California Integrated Waste Management Act 

CIWMB California Integrated Waste Management Board 

CMP Congestion Management Program 

CMA Congestion Management Agency 
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Acronym/ 
Abbreviation 

Definition 

CNEL Community Noise Equivalent Level 

CO carbon monoxide 

CO2 Carbon Dioxide 

City City of Half Moon Bay 

CNDDB California Native Diversity Database 

CNPS California Native Plant Society 

County  San Mateo County 

CRB Coast Range Biological LLC 

CRHR California Register of Historic Resources 

CUSD Cabrillo Unified School District 

CWA Clean Water Act 

CWD County Water District 

dB decibels 

DOT Department of Transportation 

DOF Department of Finance 

DTSC Department of Toxic Substance Control 

DWR Department of Water Resources 

EPA Environmental Protection Agency 

ESA Environmental Site Assessment 

ESHAs Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas 

ESLs Environmental Screening levels 

EIR Environmental Impact Report 

EO Executive Order 

FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency 

FESA Federal Endangered Species Act 

FHSZ Fire Hazard Severity Zones 

FMMP Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program 

FPPA Farmland Protection Policy Act 

GHG Greenhouse Gas 

GIP Green Infrastructure Plan 

GWh gigawatt-hours 

HCD Housing and Community Development 

HCM Highway Capacity Manual 

H2S hydrogen sulfide 

HI Hazard Index 

HMTA Hazardous Materials Transportation Act of 1975 

HUD Department of Housing and Urban Development 

IEPR Integrated Energy Policy Report 
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Acronym/ 
Abbreviation 

Definition 

IP Implementation Plan 

lbs pounds 

kBtu kilo-British thermal units 

kWh kilowatt hours 

LEDPA Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative 

LEED Energy and Environmental Design 

LESA Land Evaluation and Site Assessment 

LCLUP Local Coastal Land Use Plan 

LCIP Local Coastal Implementation Plan 

LCP Local Coastal Program 

Leq Equivalent noise level 

LID Low Impact Development 

Lmax Maximum instantaneous noise level 

LOS Level of Service 

LUST Leaking Underground Storage Tank 

MBTA Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

MGD Million Gallons Per Day 

MMBtu Million British Thermal Units 

mph miles per hour 

MRP Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit 

MS4s Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System 

MPO Metropolitan Planning Organization 

MT metric tons 

MTC Metropolitan Transportation Commission 

MW megawatts 

MWELO Model Water Landscape Efficiency 

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

NAHC Native American Heritage Commission 

NDIR Non-Dispersive Infrared Photometry 

NHPA National Historic Preservation Act 

NO Nitrogen Oxide 

NOI Notice of Intent 

NO2 Nitrogen Dioxide 

Non-VHFHSZ Non-Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone 

NOP Notice of Preparation 

NOx Nitrogen Oxides 

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination Discharge System 

NRCS Natural Resource Conservation Service 
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Acronym/ 
Abbreviation 

Definition 

NRHP National Register of Historic Places 

NWIC Northwest Information Center 

N2O Nitrous Oxide 

O3 Ozone  

OCP Organochlorine Pesticides 

OHP Office of Historic Preservation 

OHWM Ordinary High-Water Mark 

OPR Office of Planning and Research 

PCBs Polychlorinated biphenyls 

PCE Peninsula Clean Energy 

PDO Parkland Dedication Ordinance 

PG&E Pacific Gas and Electric 

PHMB Plan Half Moon Bay 

PM Particulate Matter 

ppb parts per billion 

ppm parts per million 

PPV Peak Particle Velocity 

project Hyatt Place project 

PUD Planned Unit Development 

RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 

RHNA Regional Housing Needs Allocation 

RPS Renewables Portfolio Standard 

RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board 

SAM Sewer Authority Mid-Coastside Wastewater Treatment  

SB Senate Bill 

SFAAB San Francisco Area Air Basin 

SLF Sacred Lands File 

SO2 Sulfur Dioxide 

SOON  Surplus Off-Road Opt-In for Nox 

SR State Route 

SRRE Source Reduction and Recycling Element 

SSMP Sewer System Management Plan 

ST Short-Term 

STC Sound Transmission Class 

SWCV Solid Waste Collection Vehicles 

SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 

SWQCB State Water Quality Control Board 

SWRCB State Water Resources Control Board 
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Acronym/ 
Abbreviation 

Definition 

TAC Toxic Air Contaminants 

TeNS Technical Noise Supplement 

TDM Transportation Demand Management 

TIA Transportation Impact Analysis 

TIS Traffic Impact Study 

TSCA Toxic Substances Control Act 

USACE US Army Corps of Engineers 

U.S. EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

USGS United States Geological Survey 

UWMP Urban Water Management Plan 

VOCs Volatile Organic Compounds 

VMT Vehicle Miles Traveled 

vph vehicle per hour 

VRF Variable Refrigerant Flow 

v/c volume-to-capacity 

WDRs Water Discharge Requirements 

WEF wildlife exclusionary fence 

WUI Wildland Urban Interface 
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Chapter 2.0, Executive Summary 
Pages 2-8 and 2-9: Staff Initiated Change – Changed to Modified Alternative 2. 

Modified Alternative 2 — Reduced Density Alternative  

As discussed in Chapter 5.0 Alternatives, the Reduced Intensity Alternative, Modified 
Alternative 2 includes a smaller hotel with fewer rooms and a residential component.  

Modified Alternative 2 involves the construction of a 66,268784 square-foot, 102-room 
hotel on the project site, a subdivision allowing for future development of up to 16 
dwelling units (8 duplexes) along Seymour Street with associated street frontage 
improvements, and the expansion of the car dealership parking lot. The hotel, as 
proposed under Modified Alternative 2, would consist of two main buildings, a north 
building and south building, and a parking lot that faces Main Street. A third one-story 
building is proposed on the east side of the north building that would house a bicycle 
rental shop. The north building would be a three-story structure consisting of guestrooms 
and employee areas and the south building would be a two-story structure consisting of 
the lobby and public space, lobby, with guestrooms on the second level.  

The project site for Modified Alternative 2 was expanded to include a 1.15-acre parcel 
north of Seymour Street along SR-1, used by the auto dealership for extra parking. 
Modified Alternative 2 would require a lot line adjustment on the 5.02-acre parcel, adding 
0.4561 acres to the dealership and using the remaining 4.5741 acres for the hotel and 
Open Space. Adding 0.4561 acres to the dealership allows for future residential 
development of the 1.15-acre parcel on the north side of Seymour Street owned by the 
project applicant with duplexes or other housing types consistent with the underlying R-2 
zoning. Upon completion of a subdivision map, Lots 1 and 2 would be developed with a 
minimum ofup to 4 units of affordable housing. Lots 23 through 48 would remain in use 
as parking for the dealership as needed but could be developed in the future with up to 
12 units, and Seymour Street would be updated with frontage improvements.  

Under Modified Alternative 2, the building massing and number of guestrooms would be 
reduced, as compared to the project (102 guest rooms reduced from 129 guest rooms), 
and the project would take up less of the length of project site. The length of the 
buildings in the reduced density alternativeModified Alternative 2 would comprise 
approximately 50 percent of the project site. 

Alternative 3 — Multi-Family Residential Alternative  

As discussed in Chapter 5.0, the Multi-family Residential Alternative, Alternative 3, would 
involve the construction of residential units at the project site rather than a hotel. 
Alternative 3 consists of 2 main buildings, a 2-story structure and a 3-story structure with 
58 Multifamily Units. Alternative 3 also includes a parking lot on the east side of the 
project site with 116 parking spaces, 50 percent of which would be enclosed within a 
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garage/carport. The auto dealership would be extended south, and housing would be 
proposed on the north side of Seymour Street, similar to Modified Alternative 2. The 
layout for Alternative 3 was designed to obtain the most efficient parking and is based on 
the same layout as the reduced sized hotel as proposed in Modified Alternative 2, 
including the structure locations.  

Under Alternative 3, the footprint of the primary buildings would be substantially similar 
to Modified Alternative 2. Parking for residential development on the main portion of the 
site area may require carports or garages, however, these would be located within the 
area assumed for surface parking. Such structures could increase floor area, but would 
not increase impervious surface area. 

Page 2-11, Table 2-1, Summary of Impacts, and Standard Conditions of Approval, and 
Mitigation Measures: Staff Initiated Change – The Draft EIR erroneously cited Mitigation 
Measure Cumulative AG-1 in lieu of compliance with Policy 4-10. Mitigation Measure 
Cumulative AG-1 has been removed.  

Page 2-23, Table 2-1, Summary of Impacts, and Standard Conditions of Approval, and 
Mitigation Measures: Staff Initiated Change – The City’s Electrification Ordinance is no 
longer in effect, so reliance on compliance through the standard condition of approval is 
no longer feasible. Both the Original Project and Modified Alternative 2 would comply 
with Title 24 standards through incorporating “green building” and other energy-saving 
measures, specifically through the LEED prerequisites, use of renewable PCE electrical 
power, and its building location, which is conveniently near multiple public transportation 
lines. The impact is now less than significant. 
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Table 2-1 Summary of Impacts, and Standard Conditions of Approval, 
and Mitigation Measures 

 

Environmental Impact 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance 

After Mitigation 

Agriculture and Forestry 

There are no significant impacts to Agriculture and Forestry.  

Cumulative Significant 

Mitigation Measure Cumulative 
AG-1: 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 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. 

Does not 
significantly 
contribute 

Energy 

Impact ENG-1. The 
project would result in a 
conflict of the local plan 
for renewable energy 
and energy efficiency.   

Significant 

Standard Condition ENG-1: The 
project will be constructed to 
operate on electric-only energy 
to comply with the City’s Building 
Electrification Ordinance.   

Less than 
Significant 
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Chapter 3.0, Project Description 

Section 3.2, Project Components  

Circulation and Traffic 
Page 3-11: Comment Response Initiated Change – The Draft EIR was updated per 
comment response C-81.3.  

Primary vehicular access to the project site would be from a two-way curb cut 
along Main Street, opposite the Coastal Repertory Theater (see Error! 
Reference source not found.). Vehicles would enter and exit the site at this 
location to access the parking lot and hotel porte cochere.1 Service access 
for hotel deliveries would be provided at a separate curb cut along Main 
Street, just south of the primary vehicle access. A truck loading zone would 
be provided at the main entrance in addition to another loading zone space. A 
bus loading zone is proposed on Main Street south of the driveway. The 
design and location will be subject to SamTrans review and approval. 

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 phase of construction, where workers will 
park, truck haul routes, the number and type of trucks that will access the site 
during each phase, and other details. The City will require that adequate 
access for all transportation modes, especially emergency vehicles, be 
maintained during construction.

 

1 A porte cochere is a roofed structure extending from the entrance of a building over an 
adjacent driveway and sheltering those getting in or out of vehicles. 
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Chapter 4.0, Settings, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 

4.0 Settings, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 

Page 4-6: Staff Initiated Change – Two additional cumulative resources were identified and added to Table 4.0-1, List of 
Cumulative Projects, after publication of the Draft EIR.  

Table 4.0-1 List of Cumulative Projects 

Project No. Location Project Description Status Distance from 
Project Site 

Private Development Applications 

N/A Young Avenue 
at State Route 
(SR-1) 

Surf Beach/Surf Dunes CDP 

212-room hotel, Conference Ctr 

RV Park, 10-cabin Hostel, other mixed 
uses 

Project Application submitted 
and under City review 

2.5 mi north 

N/A Carlos St. Moss 
Beach, 
unincorporated 
County 

Cypress Point Affordable Housing Project 
71 units (Mid Pen) 

Approved, not built 7.25 mi north 

N/A 51 Alhambra 
Ave, El 
Granada, 
unincorporated 
County 

Harbor View Inn, 15-room Expansion Conditionally approved by San 
Mateo County  

4.7 mi north 

N/A 1390 Main St, 
Montara, 
unincorporated 
County 

Main Street, 3-story 22-room Hotel Project Application submitted 
and under San Mateo County 
review 

8 mi north 
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Project No. Location Project Description Status Distance from 
Project Site 

N/A Capistrano at 
SR-1, Princeton, 
unincorporated 
County  

Harbor Village RV Park, 50-space RV 
and 7 tent cabins 

Conditionally approved by San 
Mateo County  

4.9 mi north 

Half Moon Bay Projects 

(615) Citywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan 
Implementation Program  

This project includes the implementation of 
the projects identified in the Bike and 
Pedestrian Master Plan. 

Projects anticipated in Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Master Plan include design and 
construction of major rehabilitation for two 
sections of the Coastal Trail within the 
Ocean Colony Subdivision. 

Plan adopted September 2019 

Ongoing 

Accomplishments in 2018-2020 
include the completion of the 
Master Plan and ongoing work 
with the Bicycle/Pedestrian 
Advisory Committee (BPAC) and 
successful grant application for 
the Naomi Patridge East Side 
Parallel Trail ‐ North. Currently, 
the design of the project is 
underway.  

N/A 

(619) Bike Trail from 
Roosevelt to 
Mirada, east of 
SR-1 

Bikeway Connectivity Project - North  

This project includes the design, permitting, 
environmental clearance, and construction 
of a Class I multi‐use path parallel to the 
east side of SR-1 between Roosevelt 
Boulevard and Mirada Road.  

The project will extend the current Class I 
path from the existing terminus at Roosevelt 
Boulevard north to the City limits. The path 
will be approximately 10‐foot wide and will 
be extended for approximately 0.26 miles 
north. 

Previously Approved 

The City has completed the 95 
percent plans and submitted to 
Caltrans for permitting. The 
environmental clearance is in 
progress. The City has received 
approval for TDA Article 3 grant 
for additional construction 
funding. Due to the new ped/bike 
bridge needed for the project, 
Caltrans is requiring the longer 
PEER process. It is now 
expected that the project will be 

2.8 mi north 
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Project No. Location Project Description Status Distance from 
Project Site 

ready for construction advertising 
in 2022. 

(538)  

 

SR-1 North, from 
Main Street at 
SR-1 to Spindrift 
Way 

Highway 1 Safety - North  

This project includes operational and safety 
improvements to SR-1 between North Main 
Street and Grandview Ave. It also includes 
lane intersection improvements for 
signalization and development of a multi‐
use trail on the east side of SR-1 from Main 
Street North to Spindrift Way. This project is 
principally funded through a grant from San 
Mateo County Transportation Authority and 
also includes development‐related impact 
fees from the Pacific Ridge Subdivision 
(Ailanto). 

Previously Approved 

This project was initiated in FY 
16‐17 and will carry over into FY 
20‐21 due to delays by Caltrans 
review and permitting process. 
Accomplishments for FY 18‐19 
include Caltrans PEER review 
complete. 

Environmental clearance has 
been certified. Coastal 
Development Permit has been 
issued. 100 percent design 
completed and submitted to 
Caltrans. Utility 
relocation/protection is being 
coordinated.  

1.9 mi north 

(523) SR-1 South, from 
Seymour Street 
to Wavecrest 
Road 

Highway 1 Safety - South  

This project will provide operational and 
safety improvements to SR-1 between 
Wavecrest Road and Seymour Street. It 
also includes construction of a signal at the 
Higgins Canyon Road, Main Street and SR-
1 intersection with landscape and gateway 
signage, as well as controlled 
pedestrian/bicycle access to serve Naomi 
Patridge Trail and Smith Field Park. 

This project is principally funded through a 
grant from San Mateo County 
Transportation Authority. 

Previously Approved 

Complete 

Adjacent west 
of project site 
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Project No. Location Project Description Status Distance from 
Project Site 

(759) Main Street, 
South of Stone 
Pine Road 

Main Street Bridge Project  

This project includes a major retrofit and 
rehabilitation of the Main Street Bridge. This 
project will bring the bridge into 
conformance with current ADA seismic 
requirements and extend the useful life an 
additional 75 years. 

Previously Approved 

Project cancelled 

0.9 mi northeast 

(617) Railroad Avenue 
to Coastal Trail 

Poplar Beach Gateways Master Plan and 
Implementation  

This multi‐year project will create a Master 
Plan for the Poplar Beach area, improve 
parking and access, create a phased 
program for erosion mitigation, bluff 
restoration, creation of gateway elements, 
and initiate work on the easterly re‐
alignment of the Coastal Trail between 
Poplar Street and Kelly Avenue.  

Final plan and CEQA review 
pending 2022  

0.8 mi west 

Planned Future Projects 

N/A Along Higgins 
Canyon Road 

The City of Half Moon Bay plans for a 
pedestrian and bicycle trail to connect 
downtown Half Moon Bay with the Johnston 
House along Higgins Canyon Road 

Project Pending 0.3 mi 
southeast 

N/A Purisima Creek 
Redwoods 
Preserve 

Implementation of various transportation 
demand management strategies.  

Project Pending 3.4 mi 
southeast 
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4.1 Aesthetics 

Page 4.1-8 and Page 4.1-10: Staff Initiated Change – The baseline photos of Viewpoints 
1 through Viewpoints 4 were updated with improved photography that more accurately 
represent current conditions at the project site. The angle of the photo at Viewpoint 2 
was shifted to better capture the project site, the intersection improvements, and the 
completed traffic signalization project at SR-1 and Main Street. The updated photos 
capture a wider field of view, which provides more context around the project site. The 
updated photos also depict the story poles that were erected on the project site to 
demonstrate size and massing of the Alternative 2, which is virtually identical to Modified 
Alternative 2 from a size and massing perspective. 
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Section 4.1.3, Regulatory Setting  

Page 4.1-12: Staff Initiated Change – Draft EIR was updated to reference Policy 9-12, 
which requires that new development in proximity to or easily visible from the Town 
Boulevard scenic corridor (including the stretch of SR-1 adjacent to the project site) 
adhere to numerous LCLUP policies.  

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. Though the portion of SR-1 that runs adjacent to 
the project site isn’t officially designated as a scenic corridor, it is identified in 
the Local Coastal Land Use Plan (LCLUP) as part of the Town Boulevard, 
which is a designated visual resource area supported by numerous LCLUP 
policies, including policy 9-12 (Town Boulevard Scenic Corridor). Additionally, 
the City has expressed intent to treat the SR-1 corridor as a visual resource 
area (see the City of Half Moon Bay Zoning Ordinance consistency 
discussion below for more information). Furthermore, as described later in 
this section, recent Coastal Commission consideration of the fire tower 
project east 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. Project design is consistent with these regulations and those under the 
California Scenic Highway Program. 

Page 4.1-15: Staff Initiated Change – The Draft EIR erroneously referred to LCLUP 
Policy 7-1, where it should have referenced Policy 9-12, which requires that new 
development in proximity to or easily visible from the Town Boulevard scenic corridor 
(including the stretch of SR-1 adjacent to the project site) adhere to numerous LCLUP 
policies.  

The project is located within 200 yards of SR-1, and is therefore subject to 
Section 18.37.020 and 18.37.030 of the Half Moon Bay Zoning Ordinance. As 
defined by 18.37.020, the stretch of SR-1 adjacent to the project site does not 
meet the definition of a visual resource area because it has not been 
designated by the State as a scenic corridor, nor is it shown on the LCLUP 
Scenic and Visual Resource Areas map (Figure 4.1-1). However, consistent 
with Coastal Commission guidance, the City’s “Assessing Visual Resource 
Policies for Projects within 200 Yards of Highway One” Memo, LCLUP Policy 
7-1 9-12 (Table 4.1-1) clearly presents Half Moon Bay’s intent to treat the SR-
1 corridor as a visual resource area. 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. 
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Parking included with project design would be substantially screened from 
motorists on SR-1 by the building massing. 

Page 4.1-17: Comment Response Initiated Change – Draft EIR updated per comment 
responses C-83.3 to C-83.5 regarding LCLUP policy consistency.  

Table 4.1-1 Project Consistency with Relevant General Plan Policies 

General 
Plan Policy 
Number 

General Plan Policy Project Consistency 

LCLUP Chapter 9 Scenic and Visual Resources 

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. 

Consistent Inconsistent. The project site is flat 
and would not affect alter natural landforms, nor 
is it within a degraded area. The project does not 
affect views of the ocean. 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. 

Nevertheless, the project would affect views of 
the ridgeline and upland slopes (Viewpoints 2 
and 3), which are natural landforms protected 
under this 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. 

Inconsistent. The project development is 
clustered and set back from SR-1 and the 
intersection of SR-1 at South Main Street to allow 
for site lines across the substantially 
undeveloped portion of the site. The 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 project to the 
context of each side of the site. On the west side 
of the site, landscaping includes wetland 
restoration and use of native plantings found in 
nearby Wavecrest; on the east side of the site, 
landscaping includes street trees and frontage 
improvements consistent with Main Street. Given 
the above, the project would be consistent with 
the aspects of Policy 9-3 intended to preserve 
and enhance visual quality that contributes to 
Half Moon Bay’s coastal and small-town 
character. However, views of the ridgelines and 
upland slopes are impacted as viewed from 
northbound SR-1 approaching the project site 
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General 
Plan Policy 
Number 

General Plan Policy Project Consistency 

from the south. As such, the project would be 
inconsistent with Policy 9-3.  

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. 

Inconsistent. The project site design 
incorporates deep setbacks from SR-1 to 
minimize visual intrusions into the ridgeline from 
the SR-1 view.  

The project would be subject to design review. 
The project development is clustered and set 
back from SR-1 and the intersection of SR-1 at 
South Main Street to allow for site lines across 
the substantially undeveloped portion of the site. 
The 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 project to the context of each side of the 
site. On the west side of the site, landscaping 
includes wetland restoration and use of native 
plantings found in nearby Wavecrest; on the east 
side of the site, landscaping includes street trees 
and frontage improvements consistent with Main 
Street. 

Despite these design considerations, views of 
the ridgelines are impacted as viewed from 
northbound SR-1 approaching the project site 
from the south. Therefore, the project would be 
inconsistent with Policy 9-12. 
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Section 4.1.4, Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact AES-1 

Page 4.1-22: Comment Response Initiated Change – The Draft EIR was updated per 
comment response C-83.56. 

Buildout of the project also has the potential to would impact the long-range 
views of hillsides and ridgelines to the north and east of the project site 
(Viewpoints 2, 3 and 4). Views of the hillside from SR-1 and from the Naomi 
Patridge Trail would be partially have the potential to be obscured by the 
project. 

Impact AES-3 

Page 4.1-31: Comment Response Initiated Change – The Draft EIR was updated due to 
comment responses expressing concern for aesthetic impacts to the Downtown 
character. See Topical Response 2: Aesthetics which discusses impacts to Downtown 
Half Moon Bay. 

The project was designed to be visually compatible with the nature and 
character of Downtown Half Moon Bay. Changes to the project site would be 
consistent with the developed nature of Downtown, However although the 
buildings are significantly larger and present longer facades than existing 
development patterns throughout Downtown and in the immediate 
neighborhood. To address this, the project would incorporate high quality 
design elements, landscaping, and screening techniques. 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. 

4.2 Agricultural Resources 

Section 4.2.5, Cumulative Impacts 

Page 4.2-13: Staff Initiated Change – The Draft EIR erroneously cited Mitigation 
Measure Cumulative AG-1 in lieu of compliance with Policy 4-10. Mitigation Measure 
Cumulative AG-1 has been removed.  

As discussed above, a LESA evaluation was prepared for the project. Based 
on the LESA evaluation, there are other active agricultural uses that are 
located within the City limits outside the urbanized Downtown area that 
continue to be more appropriate for agricultural uses; the project applicant will 
mitigate for lost prime soils to support San Mateo County coastal agriculture; 
and the intended development of the project site is noted in the LCLUP. 
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Additionally, the City has adopted Policy 4-10 consistent with CCA policies for 
prioritizing preservation of agricultural uses in the City and regionally. 
Consistent with Policy 4-10, the project applicant will implement Mitigation 
Measure Cumulative AG-1 for the loss of the limited area of prime soils by 
supporting the San Mateo Resource Conservation District or other City 
approved means of providing agricultural land protections or soils restoration.  

Mitigation Measure Cumulative AG-1: 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 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 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.  

4.7 Energy 

4.7.4 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Page 4.7-9: Staff Initiated Change – Applicable law on this topic has evolved and, at this 
time, the City’s Building Electrification Ordinance is no longer in effect. 

Building Electrification Ordinance Adopted in early 2022, Half Moon Bay’s 
Title 14 of the Half Moon Bay Municipal Code Building Electrification 
Ordinance will assist the State in reaching Senate Bill 32 goals. The Building 
Electrification Ordinance requires all new building constructions to be electric-
only, with no gas or propane used in the new construction. Additionally, the 
Building Electrification Ordinance would require electric retrofits for various 
types of remodels, and require fuel gas lines to be capped/decommissioned 
in existing buildings by 2045. 

Page 4.7-12: Staff Initiated Change – Applicable law on this topic has evolved and, at 
this time, the City’s Building Electrification Ordinance is no longer in effect. Therefore, 
this footnote and related text was removed. 
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water and air in the building(s)2, and electricity usage associated with the 
project. In addition, there would be indirect electricity usage associated with 
the conveyance of water supplies to the project and wastewater produced by 
the project. 

Pages 4.7-13 – 4.7-14: Staff Initiated Change – Applicable law on this topic has evolved 
and, at this time, the City’s Building Electrification Ordinance is no longer in effect. 
Therefore, this footnote and related text was removed. 

Energy b) Would the project conflict with or obstruct a state or local 
plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency? 

Impact ENG-1. The project would not result in a conflict of the local plan 
for renewable energy and energy efficiency. 

Less than Significant with Standard Condition. As discussed in Section 
4.7.3, Regulatory Setting, implementation of the project would comply with 
all state regulations as required. The project design would comply with Title 
24 standards through incorporating “green building” and other energy-saving 
measures, specifically through the LEED prerequisites, use of renewable 
PCE electrical power, and its building location, which is conveniently near 
multiple public transportation lines. 

As stated above, all new buildings in the city are required to operate on 
electric-only energy, without the use of natural gas. While this analysis 
assumes the use of natural gas, the project is expected to be in compliance 
with the City ordinance. This is, in part, due to the project applicant’s 
adherence to Standard Condition ENG-1. Therefore, with adherence to 
Standard Condition ENG-1, the project would be constructed to operate on 
electric-only energy, and would be in compliance with the City ordinance. 

Standard Condition ENG-1: City Electrification Ordinance. The 
project will be constructed to operate on electric-only energy to comply 
with the City’s Building Electrification Ordinance. 

Therefore, b By complying with state and local energy policies, 
implementation of the project would result in a less than significant impact to 
State and local energy policies and plans. 

 
2 During preparation of the draft EIR, the City adopted a Building Electrification ordinance, 

which requires all new buildings to operate on electric-only energy, without the use of natural 

gas. While this analysis assumes the use of natural gas, the project is expected to be in 

compliance with the City ordinance. As such, this EIR overestimates consumption of energy 

resources, which are anticipated to be lower with compliance to the City’s Building 

Electrification ordinance. 
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4.11 Land Use and Planning  

Section 4.11.3, Regulatory Setting 

Pages 4.11-7 – 4.11-9: Comment Response Initiated Change – The Draft EIR was 
updated due to comment responses expressing concern for impacts to open space. See 
Topical Response 2: Aesthetics which discusses impacts to open space. 

City of Half Moon Bay Local Coastal Program & Land Use Plan (2021) 

Half Moon Bay’s LCP consists of the LCLUP and the City’s Zoning Ordinance 
(often referred to as the Local Coastal Implementation Plan). The LCLUP, 
which is the policy component of the LCP, contains policies for land uses.  

Relevant General Plan policies are listed below in Error! Reference source 
not found.. Because the project site has a Commercial-General land use 
designation, the project would be subject to policies applicable to areas 
considered in the comprehensive development of Half Moon Bay. 

Open space comprises 17 percent of land use in the City, and serves an 
important functions for recreation, resource production, and hazard 
avoidance. The City defines open space pursuant to Public Resources Code 
Section 65560, as any land, parcel, or area of land or water that is essentially 
unimproved and 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. 
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(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 open space into several categories, outlined 
below. The use of “open space” in the Draft EIR is most congruent with the 
LCLUP’s definition of “Open Space, Public”, as 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.  
 
Additional definitions of open space from the LCLUP 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. 

 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. 

 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 
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purposes, such as private or public streets, private parking lots, 
and hazardous areas such as steep slopes and bluff faces. 

City of Half Moon Bay Zoning Code 

The Half Moon Bay Zoning Code comprises most of the LCLUP’s 
Implementation Plan (IP). Chapter 18.15 of the Zoning Code describes the 
intent and requirements for the PUD zoning designation. This designation is 
intended to provide for a variety of land uses, such as attached and detached 
single-family residential development, multiple-family housing development, 
professional and administrative areas, commercial and industrial uses, 
institutional uses, and public and private open space and recreation 
opportunities through the adoption of a comprehensive development plan as 
set forth in the City General plan and this chapter. The intent of establishing 
the PUD district is to: 

A. Implement the plans and policies of the adopted city land use 
plan, or General plan, and the land use plan map 

B. Establish regulations and procedures for the preparation, review, 
and approval of planned unit development plans to guide the 
orderly development of land within this district 

C. Establish a procedure for the administration of specific plans and 
precise plans, prepared in accordance with the state Government 
Code and consistent with the Half Moon Bay Land Use Plan 

D. Provide for the classification and development of parcels of land 
as coordinated, comprehensive projects so as to take advantage 
of the superior environment that can result from requiring that an 
entire area be planned as a unit and developed under a single 
plan 

E. Encourage the assembly of properties that might otherwise be 
developed in unrelated increments to the detriment of surrounding 
properties, neighborhoods, and the City 

F. Avoid piecemeal development and provide for the replatting of old 
subdivisions for development under a comprehensive planning 
document 

G. Avoid monotony by allowing greater flexibility in the design and 
development of land within this district 

H. To ensure that a minimum of twenty percent of the site area in any 
planned unit development is provided in public and/or private open 
space 

I. Encourage variety and diversification of land uses 
J. Provide flexibility required for achievement of coastal access 

goals, protection of coastal resources, provision of open space 
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and recreation areas, and avoidance of siting structures in 
hazardous areas. (1996 zoning code (part)). 

In order to develop a PUD site, the property owner/project applicant must 
plan the site as a whole according to the LCLUP policy and performance 
standards. The City will consider the range of permitted uses, development 
standards, performance criteria, and phasing of development to provide 
adequate public services and infrastructure. The LCP and the General Plan 
provide guidance for development of the PUD areas. This case is especially 
unique in that the LCLUP removed this site from the Planned Development 
land use designation, and it now has a Commercial – General land use 
designation. The LCLUP further specifies that implementation zoning will 
include rezoning the site from the PUD zoning district to the CG zoning 
district. Thus, the CG zoning code served as guidance for establishing 
development standards applicable for the PUD zoning.  

The Half Moon Bay Zoning Code, Chapter 18.02 Definitions, provides the 
following definitions for open space: 

 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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4.12 Noise and Vibration  

Section 4.11.5, Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Pages 4.12-16: Staff Initiated Change – Draft EIR updated to correctly reflect the 
direction of the sound barriers 

Mitigation Measure NOI-1a: Construction Best Management Practices 

Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall develop a 
construction noise control plan meeting the approval of the City Manager or 
his/her designee and/or third-party peer review, including, but not limited to, 
the performance standards listed below. The applicant shall employ an 
acoustical consultant pre-approved by the City Manager or designee, to 
ensure the efficacy of the noise control plan. The acoustical consultant shall 
conduct onsite checks during construction to ensure that nuisance noise is 
being reduced in accordance with the noise control plan. Monthly reports 
shall be submitted to City Manager’s office for the duration of construction or 
until such time that the City Manager or designee deems it no longer 
necessary. 

 Installation of temporary sound barriers/blankets along the northern and 
westerneastern project boundary line adjacent to the single-family 
receivers. The temporary barriers/blankets shall have a minimum 5 dBA 
reduction. The temporary barriers/blankets will be of sufficient height to 
extend from the top of the temporary construction fence and drape on 
the ground or be sealed at the ground. The temporary barriers/blankets 
will have grommets along the top edge with exterior grade hooks, and 
loop fasteners along the vertical edges with overlapping seams, with a 
minimum overlap of 2 inches. 

4.13 Population and Housing  

Section 4.13.3, Regulatory Setting 

Pages 4.13-7 – 4.13-8: Comment Response Initiated Change – The Draft EIR was 
updated per comment response C-81.7 which discusses the City’s Housing Element. 

Project Consistency 

As discussed in Section 4.12.2, Existing Conditions, ABAG prepared the 
RHNA for the cycle 5 Housing Element for the 2015-2023 period. Table 4.13-
2 identifies the need for a total of 240 units for varying income groups by 
2023. The Half Moon Bay Housing Element estimates that the 671 Measure 
D growth allocations that will be available during the 2014 through 2022 
timeframe are more than sufficient to accommodate the RHNA. Currently, 
Half Moon Bay is working on the Cycle 6 housing element which would 
include a higher RHNA. The City has completed its first draft cycle 6 Housing 
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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. Although 
implementation of the project would not contribute to housing needed to meet 
RHNA for Half Moon Bay, it would not use any land intended for residential 
allocations as described in the Housing Element. 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 Therefore, 
implementation of the project would not interfere with the allocation of units 
anticipated to meet and exceed the RHNA. For this reason, The residential 
portion of Alternative 2 the project would be consistent with the ABAG 
Regional Housing Needs Determination. 

4.15 Transportation and Traffic  

Section 4.15 

Pages 4.15-29: Staff Initiated Change – The Draft EIR has been updated to describe in 
greater detail the TDM requirements for the project.  

It is important to continually monitor the performance of a TDM program and 
adjust measures as necessary to ensure its success. The hotel would 
conduct mode split and VMT surveys each year to both make adjustments to 
encourage employee participation in the TDM program suite. Guest and 
employee satisfaction surveys are also an effective way of ensuring a quality 
TDM program. The following mitigation measure will ensure the ongoing 
monitoring of the TDM measures and allow for adjustment and improvement 
as the measures are implemented. For the full text of the TDM measures, 
please reference Appendix H, Traffic Impact Study. 

Mitigation Measure TRA-1: TDM Program and Monitoring 

a. The applicant shall draft and implement a TDM Program with measures 
that would achieve an annual average VMT reduction of at least 15 
percent. The hotel operator shall propose a TDM program that contains 
specific measures to achieve a 15 percent VMT reduction, which is 
necessary for compliance with the TDM Program. The TDM Program 
shall be updated from time to time, as deemed appropriate by the City, to 
reflect best practices in the field of Transportation Demand Management. 

b. As part of the hotel operations, the hotel operator shall conduct mode 
split and VMT surveys each year to both make adjustments and use as 
marketing material. Guest and employee satisfaction surveys are also an 
effective way of ensuring a quality TDM program. The designated hotel 
Transportation Coordinator shall provide a copy of the updated TDM 
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program to the City Manager and Traffic Engineer annually on the date of 
issuance of the use and occupancy/operating permit. 

c. When preparing, adopting, or updating the TDM Program, the hotel 
operator shall implement the TDM plan with a single occupancy vehicle 
(SOV) mode-share reduction commitment of 15 percent.  

Significance after Mitigation. As concluded from the Traffic Impact Study 
(Appendix H), implementation of Mitigation Measure TRA-1, VMT levels 
wouldshall demonstrate a reduction ofbe reduced by 15.4 percent through 
adherence to the TDM suite. Therefore, implementation of the project would 
result in less than significant impacts. 

Chapter 5.0, Alternatives 
Due to the extent of text revisions needed in Chapter 5 to describe revisions to 
Alternative 2 that result in Modified Alternative 2, the entirety of Chapter 5, Alternatives, 
from the Draft EIR is shown in Appendix 3.0-A to this Final EIR. 
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This Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) has been prepared 
pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines, which state: 

“In order to ensure that the mitigation measures and project revisions identified in 
the EIR or negative declaration are implemented, the public agency shall adopt a 
program for monitoring or reporting on the revisions which it has required in the 
project and the measures it has imposed to mitigate or avoid significant 
environmental effects.” (§15097(a)) 

The table beginning on the next page list the impacts, mitigation measures, and 
timing of the mitigation measure (when the measure will be implemented) related to 
the Half Moon Bay Hyatt Place Project (project). The table also lists those Standard 
Conditions of Approval that were identified in the EIR and that apply to the project. 
All of the mitigation measures listed here will be implemented by the City, the 
Applicant, or by their appointees, as shown in the MMRP. According to CEQA 
Guidelines section 15126.4(a)(2), “Mitigation measures must be fully enforceable 
through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally-binding instruments. ” 
Therefore, all mitigation measures as listed in this MMRP will be adopted by the City 
of Half Moon Bay Planning Commission when the project is approved. 

This document does not discuss those subjects for which the Environmental Impact 
Report concluded that the impacts from implementation of the project would be less 
than significant or those impacts that have been identified as significant and 
unavoidable. 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Impact Mitigation Measure 
Implementation 

and Timing 

Implementation & 
Monitoring 

Responsibility 
Verified 

Implementation 
AESTHETICS RESOURCES 
Impact AES-4: The project create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. 

Less than Significant with 
Standard Condition of 

Approval and Mitigation 

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. 

Verified at 
issuance of 

building permits 
and prior to 
occupancy 

 

Implementation: 
Project Applicant  

 
Monitoring: 
Community 

Development 
Department 

Initials: ______ 
Date: ________ 

AIR QUALITY RESOURCES 
Impact AQ-1. The project would result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria pollutants. 
Impact AQ-2. The project would expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure AQ-2: Selection of equipment during 
construction to minimize emissions. Such equipment 
selection would include the following: 

The project shall develop a plan demonstrating that the off-road 
equipment used on-site to construct the project would achieve a 
fleetwide average 80-percent reduction in DPM exhaust 
emissions or greater.  

One feasible plan to achieve this reduction would include the 
following: 

1. All diesel-powered off-road equipment, larger than 25 
horsepower, operating on the site for more than two 
days continuously shall, at a minimum, meet U.S. EPA 
particulate matter emissions standards for Tier 3 
engines and this equipment shall include CARB-certified 
Level 3 Diesel Particulate Filters7 or equivalent. 
Equipment that meets U.S. EPA Tier 4 interim standards 
or use of equipment that is electrically powered or uses 
non-diesel fuels would also meet this requirement. 

2. Per the construction sheet provided by the applicant, 
line power shall be used to electrify generators used 
during construction.  

Include 
equipment plan 
on grading and 
building permit 

submittals. 
Implementation 

ongoing through 
construction. 

Implementation: 
Project Applicant 
and/or Contractor 
to prepare permit 

submittals.  
 

Monitoring: 
Community 

Development 
Department to 

verify compliance 
at permit 
issuance. 

Qualified City 
Staff/Approved 

Monitor 

Initials: ______ 
Date: ________ 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Impact Mitigation Measure 
Implementation 

and Timing 

Implementation & 
Monitoring 

Responsibility 
Verified 

Implementation 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
Impact BIO-1: Construction of the project would adversely impact species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife and or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1a. Preconstruction Survey 

A qualified biologist shall conduct a preconstruction survey of 
the work area within 48 hours of the initiation of project activities. 
If a California red-legged frog of any life stage or San Francisco 
garter snake is found, the animal shall not be handled and will 
instead be allowed to leave the site on its own. If needed, the 
USFWS (and CDFW, if a San Francisco garter snake is found) 
will be contacted to request permission to relocate the individual 
or additional guidance on the disposition of the individual. The 
results of the pre-construction survey shall be provided to the 
City Manager or his/her designee one day prior to the 
commencement of construction activities. 

In addition, the biologist shall review plans and installation for a 
wildlife exclusionary fence (WEF) and make any 
recommendations for improvements and/or changes to location 
and installation processes. Following the completion of the 
installation of the WEF, the biologist will train a dedicated 
member of the construction crew in the identification of the 
California red-legged frog and San Francisco garter snake, as 
well as appropriate protocols to follow if either of these species 
(or animals that may be one of these species) are detected on 
the site. This dedicated crew member will be responsible for 
checking the work area for these species prior to the start of 
construction each day, for inspecting any steep-walled holes or 
trenches for any animals that may inadvertently become trapped 
and/or injured, and for inspecting the integrity of the WEF each 
day and ensuring that any needed repairs are completed within 
24 hours. The construction manager shall provide a weekly 
summary of each inspection to the City Manager or his/her 
designee for the duration of the exterior construction phase. 

Survey within 48 
hours of 

issuance of first 
permit for site 
disturbance 

Monitoring 
ongoing 

throughout 
construction 

Implementation: 
Project Applicant, 

Contractor, 
Qualified 
Biologist,  

 
Monitoring: 
Community 

Development 
Department 

Initials: ______ 
Date: ________ 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Impact Mitigation Measure 
Implementation 

and Timing 

Implementation & 
Monitoring 

Responsibility 
Verified 

Implementation 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1b. Worker Environmental 
Awareness Program 

Before any construction activities begin, a qualified biologist 
shall conduct a training session for all construction personnel. At 
a minimum, the training shall include a description of the 
California red-legged frog and San Francisco garter snake and 
their habitats, the importance of these species, the general 
measures that are being implemented to conserve these species 
as they relate to the project, and the boundaries within which the 
project may be accomplished. 

Prior to 
commencement 
of construction 

Implementation:  
Project Applicant, 

Contractor, 
Qualified 
Biologist 

 
Monitoring:  
Community 

Development 
Department 

Initials: ______ 
Date: ________  

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1c: Exclusion Barrier 

A WEF shall be installed prior to the initiation of construction 
activities to exclude California red-legged frogs and San 
Francisco garter snakes from the construction area. Prior to the 
WEF installation a wildlife biologist shall inspect the site and 
WEF specifications and make final adjustments to the location of 
the WEF and how it is installed. The WEF shall consist of silt 
fencing, plywood, ERTEC fencing, or suitable material at least 
36 inches in height that is buried 6 inches deep in the ground, or 
similar method, to prevent access under the fencing. The 
location and fence type shall be indicated on plans and subject 
to review and approval of City Plan Check. 

WEF to be shown 
on grading plans 
and WEF to be 

installed prior to 
issuance of 

grading permit 

Implementation:  
Project Applicant 

Contractor, 
Qualified 
Biologist,  

 
Monitoring:  
Community 

Development 
Department 

Initials: ______ 
Date: ________  

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1d. Biological Monitoring 

A qualified biologist shall remain on-site to monitor the 
installation of the WEF to ensure that no San Francisco garter 
snakes or California red-legged frogs are trapped within the 
construction area or harmed during installation. If an individual of 
these species is detected, any project activities that could result 
in harm to the individual shall cease until the individual has 
moved out of the project site on its own. The USFWS shall be 
contacted immediately if a California red-legged frog or San 
Francisco garter snake is found, and the CDFW shall be 
contacted immediately if a San Francisco garter snake is found. 
If any individuals are killed or injured during project activities, the 

Ongoing 
throughout 

construction 

Implementation:  
Project Applicant, 

Contractor, 
Qualified 
Biologist,  

 
Monitoring:  
Community 

Development 
Department 

Initials: ______ 
Date: ________  
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Impact Mitigation Measure 
Implementation 

and Timing 

Implementation & 
Monitoring 

Responsibility 
Verified 

Implementation 
USFWS and/or CDFW, as appropriate, shall be notified within 
24 hours. Proof of notification shall be provided by the contractor 
to the City Manager or his/her designee. 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1e. Prevention of Entrapment 

To prevent the inadvertent entrapment of San Francisco garter 
snakes and California red-legged frogs, all excavated, steep-
walled holes or trenches shall be completely covered at the end 
of each work day with plywood or similar materials. If this is not 
possible, one or more escape ramps constructed of earth fill or 
wooden planks will be placed in the excavation. Before such 
holes or trenches are filled, they shall be thoroughly inspected 
for any animals by the on-site biological monitor. If at any time a 
California red-legged frog or San Francisco garter snake is 
found trapped or injured in one of these holes, any project 
activities that could result in harm to the individual shall cease 
until the individual has moved out of the project site on its own (a 
ramp allowing the individual to leave may need to be provided). 

Ongoing 
throughout 

construction 

Implementation:  
Project Applicant, 

Contractor, 
Qualified 
Biologist,  

 
Monitoring:  
Community 

Development 
Department 

Initials: ______ 
Date: ________  

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1f. Pre-Construction Bird Nesting 
Survey 

If construction-related site disturbance commences between 
February 1 and August 15, a qualified biologist shall conduct a 
pre-construction bird nesting survey within 7 days of the start of 
construction activities and within 300 feet of the site. If nests of 
either migratory birds or birds of prey are detected on or 
adjacent to the site, a no-disturbance buffer shall be established 
in consultation with the CDFW. The size of the no disturbance 
buffer shall be determined by a qualified biologist, and shall take 
into account local site features and existing sources of potential 
disturbance. If more than 7 days elapse between the survey and 
the start of construction, the survey shall be repeated. If 
vegetation removal, building demolition, or earthwork stages are 
phased over multiple years, the pre-construction survey and 
nest-avoidance measures described above would need to be 
repeated. The results of the nest survey shall be provided to the 

Survey within 7 
days of issuance 
of first permit for 
site disturbance 

If required, no 
disturbance 

buffer shall be 
maintained 
throughout 

construction 

Implementation:  
Project Applicant, 

Contractor, 
Qualified 
Biologist,  

 
Monitoring:  
Community 

Development 
Department 

Initials: ______ 
Date: ________  
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Impact Mitigation Measure 
Implementation 

and Timing 

Implementation & 
Monitoring 

Responsibility 
Verified 

Implementation 
City Manager or his/her designee prior to the commencement of 
construction. 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1g. Special-Status Species Agency 
Coordination 

Proposed project construction activities shall not result in 
impacts to project site wetlands and/or habitat for special-status 
species known to occur in the vicinity of the site. 

Prior to commencement of construction activities, the project 
applicant’s biologist shall obtain a verified wetland delineation 
and obtain concurrence with the regulatory agencies regarding 
special-status species. The project applicant shall continue to 
coordinate all project activities potentially regulated by State, 
Federal, and local agencies and shall obtain all necessary 
permits from CDFG, USACE, USFWS, and the RWQCB as 
required by federal and State law to avoid, minimize or offset 
impacts to any species listed under either the State or federal 
Endangered Species Acts or protected under any other State or 
federal law. 

Evidence that the project applicant has secured any required 
authorization from these agencies shall be submitted to Half 
Moon Bay prior to issuance of any grading or building permits for 
the project. 

Wetland 
delineation and 

agency 
concurrence 

submitted prior 
to issuance of 
grading permit 

Implementation:  
Project Applicant, 

Contractor, 
Qualified 
Biologist,  

 
Monitoring:  
Community 

Development 
Department 

Initials: ______ 
Date: ________  

Impact BIO-2: Implementation of the project would have a substantial adverse effect on riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified 
in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and Impact BIO-3: 
Implementation of the project would have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other means. 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure BIO-2a. Avoid All Wetlands to The 
Extent Feasible. 

All jurisdictional wetlands and ESHAs claimed by the CCC shall 
be avoided to the extent feasible. This includes direct loss and 
indirect water quality impacts that could occur due to adjacent 
development. 

BMPSs to be 
shown on 

grading and 
building plan 
submittals. 

BMPs to be 
implemented on 
an ongoing basis 

Implementation:  
Project Applicant, 

Contractor, 
Qualified 
Biologist,  

 
Monitoring:  
Community 

Initials: ______ 
Date: ________  
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Impact Mitigation Measure 
Implementation 

and Timing 

Implementation & 
Monitoring 

Responsibility 
Verified 

Implementation 
During construction, suitable erosion control, sediment control, 
source control, treatment control, material management, and 
stormwater management measures would be used in 
conformance with the NPDES Statewide Construction General 
Permit (Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ). Additionally, the project 
shall be designed to comply with the California Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region, Municipal 
Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit (MRP) (Water Board Order 
No. R2-2009-0074). This will require that the project implement 
BMPs into the design that prevents stormwater runoff pollution, 
promotes infiltration, and holds/slows down the volume of water 
coming from a site. In order to meet these permit and policy 
requirements, projects must incorporate the use of tree planters, 
grassy swales, bioretention and/or detention basins, among 
other factors. The project is already largely designed to preserve 
existing drainage characteristics, as seen by the placement of 
stormwater treatment basins near the area of the site where the 
seasonal wetlands occur. These basins shall be designed to 
drain to the avoided wetland area to preserve hydrological inputs 
from the site. An explanation of compliance with this measure 
(including drainage design and maintenance program) shall be 
provided to the City Manager or his/her designee and included in 
the project file. Compliance checking by the City shall be 
incorporated into the Wetland Restoration and Monitoring Plan 
specified in Mitigation Measure BIO-2b. 

throughout 
construction 

 

Development 
Department 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure BIO-2b. Compensate for Lost Wetlands 
by Restoring Avoided Wetlands. 

Most components of the project will be 100 feet away from 
identified jurisdictional wetland areas (as determined by site 
verification). Portions of the project that will be located within the 
buffer include the class 1 multi-use bicycle and pedestrian trail, a 
pedestrian path, wetlands restoration, green infrastructure, and 
emergency fire stands. Activities associated with these features 
are potentially allowed within buffers without mitigation (e.g., 
some trails and restoration); however, maintenance and the 
unlikely event of firefighting would need to be considered for 

Wetland 
Restoration and 
Monitoring Plan 
to be submitted 

prior to issuance 
of grading permit 

Implementation:  
Project Applicant, 

Contractor, 
Qualified 

Restoration 
Ecologist  

 
Monitoring:  
Community 

Development 
Department 

Initials: ______ 
Date: ________  
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Impact Mitigation Measure 
Implementation 

and Timing 

Implementation & 
Monitoring 

Responsibility 
Verified 

Implementation 
mitigation. For development and uses such as these, which 
cannot be avoided by the project, the project shall restore 
avoided wetlands on-site at 4:1 by implementing a weed 
removal program in the avoided wetlands, which are dominated 
by weedy, non-native species such as pennyroyal (Mentha 
pulegium). It should be noted that the wetlands identified on this 
site were not found to be Environmentally Sensitive Habitat 
Areas (ESHAs). In addition to the required Section 404 permit 
(Nationwide), a qualified restoration ecologist will develop a 
Wetland Restoration and Monitoring Plan, which will contain the 
following components (or as otherwise modified by regulatory 
agency permitting conditions): 

1. Goal of the restoration (to increase wetland habitat 
functions and values by removing invasive species); 

2. Restoration design: 
 Weed removal, control, and monitoring plan 
 Soil amendments and other site preparation 

elements as appropriate 
 Planting plan (to replace non-natives with native 

wetland species) 
 Maintenance plan 
 Remedial measures/adaptive management 

3. Monitoring plan, including final and performance criteria, 
monitoring methods, data analysis, reporting 
requirements, monitoring schedule, etc.); at a minimum, 
success criteria will include restoration of native wetland 
vegetation and no more than 5 percent cover of non-
native species, and provision of ecological functions and 
values equal to or exceeding those in the habitat that 
was impacted; and 

4. Contingency plan for mitigation elements that do not 
meet performance or final success criteria. 

 

Impact BIO-4: The project would conflict with local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance. 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Impact Mitigation Measure 
Implementation 

and Timing 

Implementation & 
Monitoring 

Responsibility 
Verified 

Implementation 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure BIO-4a: 

The subdivision plans for the reduced intensity alternative, 
Alternative 2, shall be revised to ensure that all of the resulting 
parcels can be developed without intrusion into the 100-foot 
wetland buffer so as to be consistent with Policy 6-57 Land 
Divisions of the 2020 LCLUP. 

Plan revision 
prior to 

construction, 
Wetland 

Restoration and 
Monitoring Plan 
to be submitted 

prior to issuance 
of grading permit 

Implementation:  
Project Applicant, 

Contractor, 
Qualified 

Restoration 
Ecologist  

 
Monitoring:  
Community 

Development 
Department 

Initials: ______ 
Date: ________ 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure BIO-4b:  

Residential development of the subdivided 1.15-acre site north 
of Seymour Street shall comply with all applicable wetland buffer 
requirements. Furthermore, site development shall not result in 
direct or indirect water quality impacts that could occur due to 
adjacent development. During construction, suitable erosion 
control, sediment control, source control, treatment control, 
material management, and stormwater management measures 
would be used in conformance with the NPDES Statewide 
Construction General Permit (Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ). 
Additionally, the project will be designed to comply with the 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco 
Bay Region, Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit 
(MRP) (Water Board Order No. R2-2009-0074). This will require 
that the project implement BMPs into the design that prevents 
stormwater runoff pollution, promotes infiltration, and 
holds/slows down the volume of water coming from a site. In 
order to meet these permit and policy requirements, projects 
must incorporate the use of tree planters, grassy swales, 
bioretention and/or detention basins, among other factors. The 
site is already largely designed to preserve existing drainage 
characteristics, as seen by the placement of stormwater 
treatment basins near the area of the site where the seasonal 
wetlands occur. These basins shall be designed to drain to the 

Ongoing 
throughout 

construction, 
Wetland 

Restoration and 
Monitoring Plan 
to be submitted 

prior to issuance 
of grading permit 

Implementation:  
Project Applicant, 

Contractor, 
Qualified 

Restoration 
Ecologist  

 
Monitoring:  
Community 

Development 
Department 

Initials: ______ 
Date: ________ 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Impact Mitigation Measure 
Implementation 

and Timing 

Implementation & 
Monitoring 

Responsibility 
Verified 

Implementation 
avoided wetland area to preserve hydrological inputs from the 
site. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Impact CUL-1. The project has the potential to cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a previously undiscovered historical 
resource, Impact CUL-2. The project has the potential to cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a previously undiscovered 
archaeological resource, Impact CUL-4. The project has the potential to directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or 
unique geologic feature, and Impact CUL-5. The project has the potential to cause substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural 
resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of 
the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe as defined in PRC Sections 
5020.1(k) or 5024.1. 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure CUL-1: Prior to commencement of ground-
disturbing activities, the project proponent shall consult with the 
City and retain a qualified tribal monitor to observe ground 
disturbing activities. In addition, in the event that any prehistoric, 
historic, archaeological, or paleontological resources are 
discovered during grading/excavation, a professional (historian, 
archaeologist, and/or paleontologist, as determined appropriate 
and approved by the City) shall be hired to assess the 
significance of the find. Qualifications of the selected 
professional and tribal consultant(s) shall be submitted to the 
City for approval prior to any grading activities. 

If any find is determined to be significant, representatives of the 
City and the consulting professional shall determine, with the 
input of any traditionally and culturally affiliated California Native 
American tribe, the appropriate avoidance measures, such as 
planning greenspace, parks, or other open space around the 
resource to preserve it and/or its context (while protecting the 
confidentiality of its location to the extent feasible) or other 
appropriate mitigation, such as protecting the historical or 
cultural value of the resource through data recovery or 
preservation. 

In considering any suggested mitigation proposed by the 
consulting professional to mitigate impacts to cultural resources, 
the City shall determine whether avoidance is feasible in light of 

Tribal monitor 
secured prior to 
commencement 

of ground-
disturbing 
activities. 

Ground 
disturbing 

activities to be 
monitored 
throughout 

construction 

Implementation:  
Project Applicant, 
Contractor, Tribal 

Monitor(s)  
 

Monitoring:  
Community 

Development 
Department 

and/or consulting 
historian, 

archeologist, or 
paleontologist as 
determined to be 

needed 

Initials: ______ 
Date: ________ 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Impact Mitigation Measure 
Implementation 

and Timing 

Implementation & 
Monitoring 

Responsibility 
Verified 

Implementation 
factors such as the nature of the find, project design, costs, and 
other considerations. 

If avoidance is infeasible, other appropriate measures, such as 
data recovery, shall be instituted. The resource shall be treated 
with the appropriate dignity, taking into account the resource’s 
historical or cultural value, meaning, and traditional use, as 
determined by a qualified professional or California Native 
American tribe, as is appropriate. Work may proceed on other 
parts of the project site while mitigation for cultural resources is 
carried out. All significant cultural materials recovered shall, at 
the discretion of the consulting professional, be subject to 
scientific analysis, professional museum curation, and 
documentation according to current professional standards. 

At the City’s discretion, all work performed by the consulting 
professional shall be paid for by the proponent and at the City’s 
discretion, the professional may work under contract with the 
City. 

GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
Impact G&S-1. The project would be located on soil that is unstable, resulting in on-site subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse, Impact G&S-2. The 
project would be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks 
to life and property, and Impact CUL-4. The project has the potential to directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or 
unique geologic feature. 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure GEO-1: The project design shall include all 
recommendations described in the Geotechnical Investigation 
including but not limited to: 

 Over-excavation of surface soil layers, and addition of 
compacted fill 

 Use of non-expansive fill 
 Shoring of utility trenches 
 The retention of a corrosion engineering specialist for 

corrosion protection recommendations 
 Retention of a licensed Geotechnical Engineer approved 

by the City to review geotechnical aspects of the project 
plans 

Geotechnical 
recommendation

s included in 
grading and 

building 
submittals. To be 
verified at permit 

issuance. 

Implementation:  
Project Applicant, 

Contractor  
 

Monitoring:  
Community 

Development 
Department 

Initials: ______ 
Date: ________ 
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Impact Mitigation Measure 
Implementation 

and Timing 

Implementation & 
Monitoring 

Responsibility 
Verified 

Implementation 
 Geotechnical observation and testing during earthwork 

and foundation construction 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
Impact HAZ-1. The project would create a significant hazard to the public and environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident 
conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment, and Impact HAZ-2. Project construction would involve handling 
hazardous substances within one-quarter mile of an existing school. 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure HAZ-1: Prior to issuance of a grading 
permit, a Phase II environmental site assessment (Phase II 
ESA) shall be conducted and shall include water and soil testing 
at the project site. The project applicant and the contractor shall 
implement the prescribed avoidance and remediation measures 
to protect workers and the public from any hazardous materials 
found at the site as identified in the Phase II ESA and site 
testing results. A plan to remediate any contamination in excess 
of standards shall be submitted to the appropriate reviewing 
authority. The remediation areas shall also be indicated on 
grading plans. The remediation could include measures such as 
contaminated soil removal and disposal, dewatering and 
containment of polluted groundwater, and other containment and 
control measures to avoid exposure to concentrations of 
contaminants in excess of standards and in accordance with 
Department of Toxic Substances Control and Occupational 
Safety and Health Administration standards. Documentation for 
the implementation of any necessary remediation measures 
shall be transmitted to the City and the appropriate reviewing 
authority as proof of implementation of the remediation plan. 

Phase 2 ESA 
provided prior to 

issuance of a 
grading permit. 

Phase 2 ESA 
recommendation
s implemented 

prior to issuance 
of building 

permits. 

Implementation:  
Project Applicant, 

Contractor  
 

Monitoring:  
Community 

Development 
Department 

Initials: ______ 
Date: ________ 

NOISE AND VIBRATION 
Impact NOI-1. The project would exceed thresholds for ambient noise levels as a result of construction and operation. 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure NOI-1a: Construction Best Management 
Practices. Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the applicant 
shall develop a construction noise control plan meeting the 
approval of the City Manager or his/her designee and/or third-
party peer review, including, but not limited to, the performance 
standards listed below. The applicant shall employ an acoustical 

Noise Control 
Plan prepared 
and submitted 

prior to issuance 
of grading 

permit. 

Implementation:  
Project Applicant, 

Contractor, 
Qualified 

Acoustical 
Consultant 

Initials: ______ 
Date: ________ 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Impact Mitigation Measure 
Implementation 

and Timing 

Implementation & 
Monitoring 

Responsibility 
Verified 

Implementation 
consultant pre-approved by the City Manager or designee, to 
ensure the efficacy of the noise control plan. The acoustical 
consultant shall conduct onsite checks during construction to 
ensure that nuisance noise is being reduced in accordance with 
the noise control plan. Monthly reports shall be submitted to City 
Manager’s office for the duration of construction or until such 
time that the City Manager or designee deems it no longer 
necessary. 

 Installation of temporary sound barriers/blankets along 
the northern and eastern project boundary line adjacent 
to the single-family receivers. The temporary 
barriers/blankets shall have a minimum 5 dBA reduction. 
The temporary barriers/blankets will be of sufficient 
height to extend from the top of the temporary 
construction fence and drape on the ground or be 
sealed at the ground. The temporary barriers/blankets 
will have grommets along the top edge with exterior 
grade hooks, and loop fasteners along the vertical 
edges with overlapping seams, with a minimum overlap 
of 2 inches. 

 Equip all internal combustion engine-driven equipment 
with intake and exhaust mufflers that are in good 
condition and appropriate for the equipment. 

 Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines 
should be strictly prohibited. 

 Locate stationary noise-generating equipment, such as 
air compressors or portable power generators, as far as 
possible from sensitive receptors as feasible. If they 
must be located near receptors, adequate muffling (with 
enclosures where feasible and appropriate) shall be 
used to reduce noise levels at the adjacent sensitive 
receptors. Any enclosure openings or venting shall face 
away from sensitive receptors. 

 Utilize "quiet" air compressors and other stationary 
noise sources where technology exists. 

 Construction staging areas shall be established at 
locations that will create the greatest distance between 

Onsite noise 
checks to be 
conducted 
throughout 

construction 

 

 

Monitoring:  
Community 

Development 
Department and 

Acoustical 
Consultant 
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Impact Mitigation Measure 
Implementation 

and Timing 

Implementation & 
Monitoring 

Responsibility 
Verified 

Implementation 
the construction-related noise sources and noise-
sensitive receptors nearest the project site during all 
project construction. 

 Locate material stockpiles, as well as 
maintenance/equipment staging and parking areas, as 
far as feasible from residential receptors. 

 Control noise from construction workers’ radios to a 
point where they are not audible at existing residences 
bordering the project site. 

 As part of the Noise Control Plan the contractor shall 
prepare a detailed construction schedule for major 
noise-generating construction activities. The Plan shall 
identify a procedure for coordination with adjacent 
residential land uses so that construction activities can 
be scheduled to minimize noise disturbance, and will be 
reviewed by the City. 

 Designate a "disturbance coordinator" who would be 
responsible for responding to any complaints about 
construction noise. The disturbance coordinator will 
determine the cause of the noise complaint (e.g., bad 
muffler, etc.) and will require that reasonable measures 
be implemented to correct the problem. Conspicuously 
post a telephone number for the disturbance coordinator 
at the construction site and include in it the notice sent 
to neighbors regarding the construction schedule. 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure NOI-1b: Nighttime Truck Delivery. To 
minimize the noise impact associated with truck deliveries, it is 
assumed that deliveries shall only occur between 7:00 a.m. and 
10:00 p.m. Based on the size of the proposed land use, smaller 
delivery and vendors would be expected for the proposed 
project. These trucks typically generate maximum noise levels of 
65 to 70 dBA at a distance of 50 feet. The noise levels due to 
deliveries at the nearest sensitive receptors would range from 60 
to 65 dBA. Compared to the ambient noise environment, which 
has maximum instantaneous noise levels ranging from 67 to 107 
dBA Lmax (maximum sound level) and hourly average noise 
levels ranging from 60 to 75 dBA Leq (equivalent continuous 

Ongoing 
throughout 

project operation 
Project Operator 

Initials: ______ 
Date: ________ 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Impact Mitigation Measure 
Implementation 

and Timing 

Implementation & 
Monitoring 

Responsibility 
Verified 

Implementation 
noise level), truck deliveries would not be expected to increase 
the existing noise environment, assuming daytime deliveries 
only. 

TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC 
Impact TRA-1. The project would conflict with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b). 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure TRA-1: TDM Program and Monitoring 

a. The applicant shall draft and implement a TDM Program 
with measures that would achieve an annual average 
VMT reduction of at least 15 percent. The hotel operator 
shall propose a TDM program that contains specific 
measures to achieve a 15 percent VMT reduction, which 
is necessary for compliance with the TDM Program. The 
TDM Program shall be updated from time to time, as 
deemed appropriate by the City, to reflect best practices 
in the field of Transportation Demand Management.  

b. As part of the hotel operations, the hotel operator shall 
conduct mode split and VMT surveys each year to both 
make adjustments and use as marketing material. Guest 
and employee satisfaction surveys are also an effective 
way of ensuring a quality TDM program. The designated 
hotel Transportation Coordinator shall provide a copy of 
the updated TDM program to the City Manager and 
Traffic Engineer annually on the date of issuance of the 
use and occupancy/operating permit.  

c. When preparing, adopting, or updating the TDM 
Program, the hotel operator shall implement the TDM 
plan with a single occupancy vehicle (SOV) mode-share 
reduction commitment of 15 percent. 

Operation 
Project Applicant, 

Qualified City 
Staff 

Initials: ______ 
Date: ________ 

Source: Circlepoint, 2024     
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Appendix 3.0-A: Attachment to EIR Text Revisions 
 
The purpose of this Appendix is to present the modifications to the Draft EIR, Chapter 
5.0, Alternatives. 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, as explained in Chapter 1.0 of this Final EIR. 
 
Changes to Chapter 5.0 are denoted by vertical lines within the right and left margins.  
 
The text revisions described in this chapter are to the Draft EIR. Therefore, throughout 
this chapter, the term “project” refers to the Original Project that was analyzed at the 
time the Draft EIR was published. 
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5.0 ALTERNATIVES 

5.1 INTRODUCTION 
In accordance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines 
Section 15126.6, this draft Environmental Impact Report (draft EIR) contains 
a comparative impact assessment of alternatives to the proposed Hyatt Place 
Project (project). The primary purpose of this section 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 project’s significant adverse environmental 
effects. Important considerations for these alternatives analyses are 
described below: 

 An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project 

 An EIR should identify alternatives that were considered by the lead 
agency but rejected as infeasible during the scoping process 

 Reasons for rejecting an alternative include: 

 Failure to meet most of the basic project objectives; 

 Infeasibility; or 

 Inability to avoid any significant environmental impact 

5.2 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 
As described in Chapter 3.0, Project Description, the City’s primary project 
objectives 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 coast 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 State Route 1 (SR-1) and 
the Downtown area. 

 Enhance Half Moon Bay’s southern entrance to the city by: 
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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 Half Moon Bay into the 
design theme of the development and the project site 

o Enhancing access to and patronage of the adjacent theater 
 Be designed as contextually appropriate for the city and provide 

compatibility with both the Downtown and the adjacent residential 
neighborhood with building massing reflective of traditional 
development and scale within the city 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 and the City’s economic development 
goals. 

 Meet the demand for more hotel rooms to support the city’s growing 
local tourist and agribusiness economies. 

 Establish a higher level of use on an underused parcel in the city. 
 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. 
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 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. 

5.2.1 LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM  
As indicated above in Section 5.2, Project Objectives, one of the City’s and 
project applicant’s project objectives is for project conformance with the Local 
Coastal Program, which consists of the Local Coastal Land Use Plan 
(LCLUP) and the City’s Zoning Ordinance (often referred to as the Local 
Coastal Implementation Plan). The LCLUP, which is the policy component of 
the Local Coastal Program, contains policies for residential development. 
While the project does not include a residential element, project alternatives 
that include a residential component would need to be assessed for their 
consistency with applicable policies of the LCLUP. Policies pertaining to 
residential development that are anticipated to apply to project alternatives 
are outlined in Table 5-1. 

Table 5-1 Applicable LCLUP Policies for Residential Alternatives 

Applicable Policy  Policy Contents 

2-16: Residential Growth 
Management 

Provide for compatible and orderly residential growth at a 
managed pace and ensure that future development is consistent 
with the City’s growth management standards. Measure D 
(Residential Growth Limitation Ordinance) added the following 
provisions to the Land Use Plan and they may not be amended or 
repealed except by a majority vote of the people of Half Moon 
Bay as follows: The number of dwelling units which the City may 
authorize each calendar year may not exceed the number of units 
which would result in a growth of 1 percent in the City’s 
population as of January 1 of that year. In determining the 
number of permissible units, the City shall use the most recent 
United States Census figures for Half Moon Bay to calculate the 
average number of persons per household. The number of 
dwelling units authorized each year under subsection a. may be 
increased by 50 percent for additional dwelling units in the 
Downtown Area. Applications for new units from areas of the City 
outside the Downtown Area have priority for one-half of the units 
authorized under subsection a. If fewer applications are received, 
the remainder of these units may be authorized in the Downtown 
Area. Subject to subsections b. and c., the city shall allocate 
permissible dwelling units among applications under the existing 
allocation system in the Municipal Code, to the extent feasible, 
and subsequent modifications by the City Council. The limitations 
in the Section shall not apply to replacement of existing dwelling 
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Applicable Policy  Policy Contents 

units on a one-for-one basis, nor shall it apply to density bonuses 
for the provision of low and moderate income housing to the 
extent required by State law. The Downtown Area is the area 
designated as the Downtown Half Moon Bay Redevelopment 
Survey Area in City Resolution No. C-91-98, November 3, 1998. 

2-21: Lot Retirements Require mitigation for the individual and cumulative impacts of 
development when a new residential lot is created through 
retirement of development potential on an existing and separate 
lot, pursuant to the following criteria:  

a. At least the same number of lots shall be retired as are 
created;  

b. The retired lot(s) shall be located within city limits and 
have potential for residential development, including lots 
with PD land use designations where residential 
development is a potentially permitted use; 

c. Retirement of development potential may occur through 
recordation of a no-build restriction, an accepted offer to 
a land trust, or through an in-lieu fee to support such 
retirement; and 

d. Deed restricted affordable housing shall be exempt from 
lot retirement requirements.  

2-81: Mixed-Use Development Permit horizontal and vertical mixed-use development to 
incorporate residential development in the Commercial – General, 
Commercial – Visitor-Serving, and in certain cases, Light 
Industrial land use designations. 

5-61: Parkland Standard Provide a minimum of 5 acres of City parkland including 
neighborhood and community park area for each 1,000 city 
residents, with additional parkland for specialized and low use 
park acreage. The parkland standard shall ensure that new 
development accommodates the recreational needs of future 
residents in pace with population increase. 

6-57: Land Divisions Design land divisions, including lot line adjustments, to preclude 
new development within and minimize impacts to ESHAs and 
their buffer areas. Land divisions shall only be permitted if each 
new parcel being created could be developed (including 
construction of any necessary access road), without building in 
ESHA or ESHA buffers, or removing ESHA for fuel modification. 
Require any new land divisions containing areas of ESHA or 
ESHA buffer zones to record a deed restriction that protects such 
areas from non-resource dependent development. Require any 
new land divisions near ESHA to accommodate migration of 
ESHA as a result of the impacts of sea level rise. 

Source: City of Half Moon Bay, 2021.  
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5.3 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 

5.3.1 SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 
Based on the analysis completed for the Draft EIR, the project’s impacts in 
the following resource areas were considered significant without the 
implementation of mitigation measures.  

 Aesthetics: The proposed hotel structure on the project site would have a 
substantial effect on a scenic vista, impact scenic resources within a state 
scenic highway, degrade the quality of public views from a publicly 
accessible vantage point, and produce new sources of light and glare.  

 Air Quality: Project construction would result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase of criteria pollutants (fugitive dust) and would 
temporarily expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations. 

 Biological Resources: Project construction would result in impacts to 
special-status wildlife, aquatic habitat, federally protected wetlands, and 
protected trees. 

 Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources: Construction activities have the 
potential to impact undiscovered historic resources, archaeological 
resources, paleontological resources, tribal cultural resources, and/or 
human remains during the construction period.  

 Geology and Soils: The project would be subject to geologic hazards, 
such as on-site subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. The project would 
also be located on moderately expansive soils, which have the potential 
to create a substantial direct or indirect risk to life and property.  

 Hazards and Hazardous Materials: Project construction would create a 
significant hazard to the public and environment through reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment. Construction activities would 
also mobilize residual agrichemicals or hazardous building materials 
within one-quarter mile of an existing school during the construction 
period. 

 Noise: Sensitive receptors adjacent to the project site would be exposed 
to construction noise. 
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 Transportation and Traffic: Implementation of the project would conflict 
with section 15064.3, subdivision (b). 

Each of the impacts described above, except for aesthetic impacts, would be 
avoided or reduced to a less-than-significant level with the implementation of 
mitigation measures or standard conditions of approval. However, impacts 
related to aesthetics resources are significant and unavoidable, as 
implementation of the project would have a substantial adverse effect on a 
scenic vista, impact scenic resources within a state scenic highway, and 
degrade the visual quality of views from a publicly accessible vantage point. 
These impacts are further described in Section 5.3.2, Significant and 
Unavoidable Impacts below. 

5.3.2 SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE 
IMPACTS 

The project has significant unavoidable adverse impacts to aesthetics as 
discussed below. 

Impact AES-1. The project would have a Substantial Adverse Effect on a 
Scenic Vista. 

Significant and Unavoidable. The project would interfere with the protected 
long-range views of the ridgelines north and east of the project site from SR-1 
(Viewpoint 3). Although screening techniques and other design 
considerations would be used, the mass and scale of the proposed 
development would obstruct views of the protected ridgeline from SR-1. This 
is a significant and unavoidable impact.  

Impact AES-2. The project would substantially damage scenic 
resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and 
historic buildings within a state scenic highway 

Significant and Unavoidable. 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 in the 2020 certified 
LCLUP.  

Policy 9-12 Town Boulevard Scenic Corridor is especially applicable: 

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 
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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. 

The proposed site development, including buildings and landscaping, in 
conjunction with the gateway right-of-way improvements, include numerous 
approaches to reduce impacts to scenic resources, especially with respect to 
ridgeline views of the Santa Cruz Mountains and foothills from SR-1. These 
features and design considerations are described below: 

Buildings: Project design has incorporated appropriate setbacks of 38 to 100 
feet, which surpasses the setback minimum of 30 feet. In addition, project 
design has provided a sizable buffer between SR-1 and the structures to 
avoid impacts to wetlands and provides a larger setback from SR-1 reducing 
the visual encroachment into views from SR-1 and the Wavecrest area 
looking east and north. The project design also includes design elements that 
minimize massing of the proposed two- to three-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.  

Landscaping: The landscape plan has three primary components: the 
“gateway” side of the site (described below), the SR-1 or west side of the site, 
and the Main Street or east side of the site. The west side of the site includes 
wetlands and the proposed landscaping consists of a mix of species found in 
the adjacent Wavecrest area that are compatible with seasonal wetland 
habitats and include coastal terrace prairie species. Landscaping on the east 
side of the property 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. 
It is estimated that seven bottlebrush street trees along the eastern side of 
the project site along Main Street would be removed. Trees would be planted 
to replace the ones removed. Landscaping and trees proposed with project 
design would contribute to the visual character of scenic resources visible 
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from SR-1, especially the west side of the site where landscaping will be 
consistent with habitats found in Wavecrest, including coastal terrace prairie.  

Gateway: The southern entryway project includes a new monument sign and 
landscaping as part of a signalization project to identify the southern entrance 
to Main Street and the city from SR-1, which is shown in Figure 4.1-8 
(Section 4.1, Aesthetics). The project implements a gateway at the south 
end of Downtown Half Moon Bay. The monument sign and accompanying 
landscaping will create a foreground and visual transition to views of the 
proposed hotel structures from northbound SR-1. The project landscaping on 
the south end of the site will provide a transition between the city’s gateway 
and the buildings.  

Notwithstanding the project design treatments discussed above, project 
implementation would still impact views of scenic resources visible from the 
highway, specifically the ridgelines of the Santa Cruz Mountains and foothills, 
would be encroached upon by the project. There is no feasible mitigation 
available that would improve impacts to the viewshed given the mass and 
scale of the project. This impact is considered significant and unavoidable.  

Impact AES-3. The project would substantially degrade the existing 
visual character or quality of public views of the site and its 
surroundings. 

Significant and Unavoidable. 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. Build out of the project would 
result in permanent changes in the existing visual quality of public views to 
the project site and its surroundings, namely the long-range views of the 
hillsides and ridgeline available from publicly accessible viewpoints near the 
project site. Changes to the project site and the surrounding visual character 
would be consistent with the developed nature of Downtown, although the 
buildings are significantly larger and present longer facades than existing 
development patterns throughout Downtown and in the immediate 
neighborhood. Although the project would incorporate high quality design 
elements, landscaping, and screening techniques that would address 
changes in visual character, 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 (described further in Section 4.1, Aesthetics). This impact is 
considered significant and unavoidable.   



 Half Moon Bay Hyatt Place Project 
5.0 Alternatives Draft EIR 

August 2024 5-10  

Cumulative Aesthetic Impacts 

The project would cumulatively contribute to the degradation of established 
viewsheds, or other scenic vistas especially the long-range views of hillsides 
and ridgelines in Half Moon Bay. 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 project site 
aesthetics and the obstruction of hillside and ridgeline views from SR-1.  

5.4 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT 
REJECTED FOR FURTHER ANALYSIS 

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 
(iii) Inability to avoid significant environmental impacts 

As stated in Section 15126.6(f)(1) of the Guidelines, factors that may be 
considered when a lead agency is assessing the feasibility of an alternative 
include: 

“Site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general 
plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional 
boundaries (projects with a regionally significant impact should consider 
the regional context), and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, 
control, or otherwise have access to the alternative site (or the site is 
already owned by the proponent).” 

The project has been developed to meet the previously identified objectives 
while avoiding or minimizing environmental impacts. The project was chosen 
based on the multiple planning efforts listed in Chapter 3.0, Project 
Description, which considered various environmental impacts of the area.  
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5.4.1 ALTERNATIVE SITE LOCATIONS 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(2) states that an EIR must consider off-
site alternatives unless such alternatives are determined to be feasible by the 
Lead Agency. If the lead agency concludes that no feasible alternative 
locations exist, it must disclose the reasons for this conclusion, and should 
include the reasons in the EIR.  

North of Project Site: The project applicant has site control over the auto 
dealership to the north of the project site. However, as stated below in 
Section 5.5.2, Reduced Intensity, Modified Alternative 2, in lieu of the 
hotel project, it would be more economically viable for the project applicant to 
expand the dealership south and subdivide the north portion of the dealership 
which has R-2 zoning for future development of residential uses. The 
applicant has therefore determined that locating the hotel project, or a portion 
of the hotel project, on the existing dealership site is not feasible.  

Downtown Area: The Downtown area, especially the “Town Center” as 
delineated by the Half Moon Bay LCLUP, is the City’s preferred location for 
visitor-serving commercial development of any significant scale. The project 
applicant does not own any large-scale sites in the Downtown area that could 
accommodate this project. Furthermore, the only other site of this scale in the 
Downtown area is at the southeast corner of SR-1 and SR-92 adjacent to 
Pilarcitos Creek and in a flood plain. The property’s zoning could potentially 
allow for a hotel of some scale; however, the numerous site constraints, 
including access, may limit its future development for such a project.  

Outside Downtown Area: The only sites of adequate size that could 
potentially accommodate the proposed development are in Planned 
Development areas. Many of these areas have multiple owners; and most are 
west of SR-1 where numerous environmental and visual resource constraints 
exist, such as the potential obstruction of broad ocean views. Such 
constraints are similar to those on the project site where wetlands are present 
and visual resource protections are required for views of the hillsides and 
ridgelines from SR-1. Thus, from the perspective of Coastal Act 
requirements, these alternative sites would not reduce any project impacts.  

Because the project would include the creation of a hotel and associated 
features, an off-site alternative would not be feasible in other potential sites 
due to the aforementioned constraints associated with each site. There are 
currently no off-site alternatives available within the general area of Half 
Moon Bay that would meet the City’s and project applicant’s objectives. The 
significant effects of the project would not be avoided or substantially 
lessened by moving the project site. 
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5.4.2 ALTERNATIVE DEVELOPMENT SCENARIOS 
The project applicant considered several development scenarios that were 
ultimately rejected because they did not meet City objectives or project 
applicant objectives.  

Auto Dealership Expansion Scenario: An alternative development scenario 
that was considered but rejected proposed expansion of the James Ford Auto 
Dealership. The Auto Dealership Expansion scenario would not involve 
construction of a hotel or any residential units.  

Hotel with Increased Number of Rooms Scenario: Earlier versions of the 
Proposed Project included an increased number of rooms, up to 149. This 
development scenario did not comply with the City’s 100-foot wetland buffer 
requirement. Further, the development scenario involved construction of one 
large structure to contain all hotel rooms and facilities.  

5.5 ALTERNATIVES ANALYZED 
This section provides a range of reasonable project alternatives that could 
feasibly attain most of the basic project objectives while avoiding or 
substantially lessening some of the project’s significant adverse 
environmental effects.  

The following analysis describes the extent to which the alternatives meet or 
do not meet the City’s and project applicant’s primary project objectives as 
described in Chapter 3.0, Project Description, and discussed above. This 
section also evaluates whether Alternative 1, Modified Alternative 2, or 
Alternative 3 would reduce the significant impacts of the project to less-than-
significant levels. This analysis considers whether Alternative 1, Modified 
Alternative 2, or Alternative 3 would generate impacts other than those that 
would occur as a result of the project. For each environmental topic, the study 
area discussed below is the same as the study area established for the topic 
in Chapter 4.0, Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, unless 
otherwise noted. Mitigation measures developed for the project are referred 
to in the analysis below; these mitigation measures are fully described in 
each resource section within Chapter 4.0, Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation 
Measures. A summary comparison of project impacts and impacts from 
alternatives is provided in Table 5-2 at the end of this section. 
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5.5.1 NO PROJECT, ALTERNATIVE 1 
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 (e) (1) requires that the no project 
alternative be described and analyzed “to allow decision makers to compare 
the impacts of approving the project with the impacts of not approving the 
project.” The no project analysis is required to discuss “the existing conditions 
at the time the notice of preparation is published… as well as what would be 
reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not 
approved, based on current plans and consistent with available infrastructure 
and community services” Section 15126.6 (e)(2)). 

Under the No Project alternative, Alternative 1, the project site would remain 
in its current undeveloped state and there would be no development of the 
structures or uses. The project site would remain in its undeveloped condition 
as a vacant lot.  

Ability to Accomplish Project Objectives 
Under Alternative 1, the project site would remain in its current undeveloped 
state and no development of the structures or uses would occur. The project 
site would remain in its undeveloped condition as a vacant lot. Under this 
alternative, the City’s and project applicant’s project objectives would not be 
met.  

Environmental Impacts 
Under the No Project alternative, Alternative 1, the existing conditions at the 
project site would remain unchanged. Therefore, there would not be any 
interference with long-range views of the ridgelines or impacts to views along 
SR-1. Alternative 1 would have no impact on aesthetic resources. Alternative 
1 also would have no impact to biological resources at the project site, and 
would not contribute to air quality emissions, greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions, noise impacts, or traffic impacts. 

5.5.2 REDUCED INTENSITY, MODIFIED 
ALTERNATIVE 2 
A reduced intensity alternative, Modified Alternative 2, was proposed in 
response to public and agency feedback on the project during release of the 
Notice of Preparation for the project as well as during public forums with the 
City for the project. This public and agency feedback identified the concept of 
a smaller hotel and addressed the need for additional housing in the city. 
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Modified Alternative 2 also would reduce the overall massing of the
project which in turn reduces the aesthetic impacts associated with the
project.

Modified Alternative 2 would include construction of a 66,268 square-foot,
102-room hotel on the project site along with a four-lot parcel map allowing
for future development of up to 16 dwelling units, along Seymour Street,
frontage improvements to Seymour Street, (Figure 5-1) and the expansion of
the car dealership parking lot. The hotel, as proposed under Modified
Alternative 2, would consist of two main buildings, a north building and a
south building, and a parking lot that faces Main Street. A third one-story
building is proposed on the east side of the north building that would house a
bicycle rental shop. The north building would be a three-story structure
consisting of guestrooms and employee areas and the south building would
be a two-story structure consisting of the lobby and public space, with
guestrooms on the second level (Figure 5-2 and Figure 5-3).

The project site for Modified Alternative 2 was expanded to include a 1.15-
acre parcel north of Seymour Street along SR-1, used by the auto dealership
for extra parking. Modified Alternative 2 would require a lot line adjustment
on the 5.02-acre parcel, adding 0.45 acres to the dealership 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 4-lot subdivision on the north side of
Seymour Street on the 1.15-acre parcel owned by the project applicant, for
future development with residential units. Frontage improvements along
Seymour Street would be completed with the construction of the residential
units. Figure 5-4 shows the property division and phasing plan required for
development of Modified Alternative 2. Upon completion of a subdivision map,
Lot 1 would be developed with up to 4 units. Lots 2 through 4 would remain
in use as parking for the dealership as needed but could be developed in the
future with up to 12 dwelling units.

Under Modified Alternative 2, the building massing and number of
guestrooms would be reduced, as compared to the project. The proposed
conceptual site plans for Modified Alternative 2 are depicted in Figure 5-1,
and Figure 5-5. The proposed structures under Modified Alternative 2 have
been reduced, spanning a length of 466 feet across the longest frontage of
the project site, which is less than the 608-foot length of the Project’s five
buildings and breezeways. The 466-foot span includes a 32-foot gap and
breezeway between the two buildings. This makes up approximately 50
percent of the project site, which would maintain the balance of structures
and open space on the project site. Figure 5-8 shows the proposed drainage
system for the project site. Appendix I, Drainage Memorandum - Alternative
2, further illustrates how Alternative 2 would manage stormwater flows,
enhance wetland buffer zones with native plants, and incorporate
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source control measures and bioretention areas that help filter potential 
pollutants from the water system.1 

The hotel portion of Modified Alternative 2 differs from the project in the 
following ways: 

 Guestrooms: Reduced from 129 to 102 rooms 
 Parking Spaces: Reduced from 148 to 108 spaces 
 Square Footage of Structures: Reduced from 90,784 square feet to 

66,268 square feet; includes meeting space reduction from 2,700 square 
feet to 1,210 square feet 

 Elimination of the pool and pool house 
 Elimination of north parking area and alley from project site to Seymour 

Street 
 Setbacks of proposed structures from the existing property lines: 

o South setback from Gateway has increased from 218 feet to 389 
feet 

o East setback from Main Street has increased from 15 feet to 52 
feet to the porte cochère and 81 feet to the building 

o North setback from Ford Dealership was reduced from 74 feet to 
53 feet 

o West setback from SR-1 has increased from 35 feet to between 
91 feet and 139 feet 

 The subject property extends a length of 894 feet in a north to south 
direction. Proposed structures for Modified Alternative 2 have been 
reduced from spanning a length of 608 feet to 466 feet across the project 
site.  

 Modified Alternative 2 consists of two primary structures and an ancillary 
structure to reduce overall massing: 

o A three-story structure (north building) consisting of guestrooms 
and employee areas 

o A two-story structure (south building) consisting of public space 
and guestrooms on the second level 

o An ancillary one-story structure next to the parking lot for bike 
rentals 

 Modified Alternative 2 includes an improved parking lot layout and drive 
aisles that better accommodate service vehicles. 

 

1 Following circulation of the Draft EIR, the applicant submitted revised plans constituting 
Alternative 2 with modifications. Due to the minimal differences between the Reduced 
Intensity, Alternative 2, and the Modified Alternative, the analysis would be applicable to the 
Modified Alternative 2. Therefore, the conclusions in Appendix I, Drainage Memorandum – 
Alternative 2, would be the same for Modified Alternative 2.  
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 Modified Alternative 2 includes a detailed proposal for how this alternative 
would address mitigation for the conversion of agricultural land through 
payment of in-lieu fees in accordance with the Half Moon Bay LCLUP. 

 Modified Alternative 2 includes a detailed proposal for how this alternative 
would 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. 
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Figure 5-1 Proposed Site Layout 
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Figure 5-2 North Building Elevations 
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Figure 5-3 South Build Elevations 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 Half Moon Bay Hyatt Place Project 
5.0 Alternatives Draft EIR 

August 2024 5-20  

Figure 5-4 Property Division Map and Phasing Plan 
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Figure 5-5 Proposed Floor Plans – First Floor 
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Figure 5-6 Landscape Plan 
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Figure 5-7 Drainage System 
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Ability to Accomplish Project Objectives 
Modified Alternative 2 would meet the same objectives met by the project. In 
some cases, Modified Alternative 2 would achieve the City’s primary project 
objectives to a greater degree than the project described in Chapter 3.0, 
Project Description. These objectives are discussed in further detail below.  

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 percent 
of the project site would be dedicated to open space under Modified 
Alternative 2, which is more open space than what was proposed as part of 
the project. Dedicated open space would include bioretention areas to 
function as a soil and plant-based filtration to naturally process stormwater 
runoff. This area would also host 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.  

The southern entrance to Downtown, located at the intersection of SR-1 and 
Higgins Canyon Road at the southern tip of the project site, is a gateway 
which helps define the character of the city. As such, it is important that 
development at the project site be designed as contextually appropriate for 
the city and provide compatibility with both the Downtown and the adjacent 
residential neighborhood. Modified Alternative 2 would reduce the size and 
scale of the hotel proposed as part of the project, reducing significant impacts 
to aesthetic resources, as compared to the 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 Southern gateway of the city. 

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 project.  

Environmental Impacts 

Aesthetics 

Modified Alternative 2 would reduce the overall massing of the project as well 
as increase building setbacks from SR-1 and Main Street, which would 
reduce the aesthetic impacts associated with the project. As discussed in 
Section 5.5.2, Reduced Intensity, Modified Alternative 2, the hotel, as 
proposed under Modified Alternative 2, would consist of two main buildings, a 
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north building and a south building, and a parking lot that faces Main Street. 
A third one-story building is proposed on the east side of the north building 
that would house a bicycle rental shop. The north building would be a three-
story structure consisting of guestrooms and employee areas and the south 
building would be a two-story structure consisting of the lobby and public 
space, with guestrooms on the second level. Many of the facilities proposed 
as part of the project, such as the pool/fitness center, lobby/reception 
building, and conference center, have been eliminated in Modified Alternative 
2 in order to reduce the overall project footprint.  

The proposed massing of structures under Modified Alternative 2 is reduced, 
spanning a length of 466 feet, or approximately 50 percent of the project site. 
This would maintain the visual balance of structures and open space. The 
overall floor area would also be reduced under Modified Alternative 2 (from 
90,784 square feet to 66,268 square feet). As with the project, Modified 
Alternative 2 would comply with Standard Condition AES-1 and Mitigation 
Measure AES-1, which would minimize light and glare associated with the 
construction and operation of Modified Alternative 2. 

For the purposes of analyzing aesthetic impacts associated with Modified 
Alternative 2, the same viewpoints identified in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, 
were utilized.  

Figure 5-8 through Figure 5-11 depict the general massing associated with 
Modified Alternative 2. Figure 5-8 depicts public views of the project site from 
Viewpoint 1 at the residential developments located northeast of the project 
site. Figure 5-9 depicts the project site from Viewpoint 2, which is on SR-1 
south of Higgins Canyon Road. Figure 5-10 depicts the project site from 
Viewpoint 3 on SR-1, just north of Viewpoint 2. Figure 5-11 depicts the 
project site from Viewpoint 4, at the bicycle path associated with the Naomi 
Patridge Trail. Viewpoint 1 and Viewpoint 4 were included in the Draft EIR 
analysis in response to public interest and would not interfere with protected 
views as defined by LCLUP policy 9-12 (Town Boulevard Scenic Corridor). 
Viewpoints 1 and 4; however, are applicable to the analysis of aesthetic 
impacts pursuant to CEQA because of the potential for degradation of 
existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings. As 
described below, revised figures have been submitted showing that Modified 
Alternative 2 would reduce view blockage compared to the project.  

The view from Main Street across SR-1 to Wavecrest (Viewpoint 1) provides 
a view of an open agricultural field, and not the coastal views available from 
the western side of Wavecrest. Implementation of Modified Alternative 2 
would generally block views of the open field on the eastern side of 
Wavecrest from Main Street as depicted in Figure 5-8. However, given the 
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reduced massing, Modified Alternative 2 would not block as much of this view 
as the project. Additionally, this viewpoint was selected in response to public 
interest and is not a protected view or considered a sensitive view or vista, 
nor does it contain scenic resources within a state scenic highway.  

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, Modified 
Alternative 2 would not interfere with the long-range views of the ridgeline for 
Viewpoint 2 (same as the project).  

Modified Alternative 2 would reduce the size and scale of the hotel proposed 
as part of the project, reducing significant impacts to aesthetic resources, as 
compared to the 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. Furthermore, given 
the speed of vehicles traveling on SR-1, any interference into the ridgeline 
views would be fleeting. Therefore, Modified Alternative 2 will not introduce 
interferences with the ridgeline view. In addition, 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. 

The project, as analyzed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, would 
interfere with the long-range views of the ridgelines north and east of the 
project site from SR-1 (Viewpoint 3). As discussed in Section 5.3.2, 
Significant and Unavoidable Impacts, the project was found to have a 
substantial adverse effect on the ridgeline, which is a scenic vista and a 
scenic resource within a scenic corridor and would substantially degrade 
visual quality of public views. These impacts were found to be significant and 
unavoidable for the project. However, Modified Alternative 2 would reduce the 
overall massing of the structures at the project site, improving available views 
from surrounding viewpoints, including those available from SR-1, as 
compared to the project (see Figure 5-10). Although this section of SR-1 is 
not officially designated as a scenic highway, the City considers it as a visual 
resource area subject to regulations applicable to a scenic corridor pursuant 
to LCLUP policy 9-12. Under Modified Alternative 2, 40 percent of the project 
site would be dedicated to open space, which is more than what was 
proposed for the project. Building setbacks from the southern gateway, Main 
Street, and SR-1 would each be substantially increased under Modified 
Alternative 2. Given the above and as demonstrated in Figure 5-10, Modified 
Alternative 2 would have a less-than-significant impact to protected scenic 
vistas and scenic resources within a scenic corridor that are available from 
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Viewpoint 3, unlike the project, which would have a significant and 
unavoidable impact at this viewpoint.  

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.  

As described above, Modified Alternative 2 would have a less-than-significant 
impact to protected scenic vistas and scenic resources within a scenic 
corridor where the project would have a significant and unavoidable impact to 
both thresholds. While Modified Alternative 2 would reduce impacts to scenic 
vistas and scenic resources, build out of Modified Alternative 2 would result in 
permanent changes in the existing visual quality of the project site. Although 
the project would incorporate high quality design elements, landscaping, and 
screening techniques, the visual quality of the project site from public views is 
conservatively considered to be adversely affected by the project. Therefore, 
Modified Alternative 2 would substantially degrade the existing visual quality 
of the project site from public views and this impact would be significant and 
unavoidable, consistent with the project.  

In summary, Viewpoints 2 and 3 pertain to LCLUP policy impacts from the 
Town Boulevard toward ridgeline views and are also CEQA impacts. 
Viewpoints 1 and 4 pertain to the CEQA impact of degrading the existing 
visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings. The following table 
presents a summary comparison of the project and Modified Alternative 2 for 
the above analysis.  
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Viewpoint 
Impact Type 
associated with each 
Viewpoint 

Impact 

Original Project 
Analyzed in Draft EIR 

Modified Alternative 2 

Viewpoint 1: 

Main Street 
looking west 

Existing visual 
character or quality of 
the site and its 
surroundings 

Yes 
Yes, but less than 

project 

Viewpoint 2: 

SR-1 south of 
Higgins Canyon 
Road looking 
north 

 Town Boulevard  

 Ridgeline Views 
No No 

Viewpoint 3: 

SR-1 north of 
Higgins Canyon 
Road looking 
north 

 Town Boulevard  

 Ridgeline Views 
Yes No 

Viewpoint 4: 

Naomi Patridge 
Trail looking east 

Existing visual 
character or quality of 
the site and its 
surroundings 

Yes 
Yes, but less than 

project 

 

  



Half Moon Bay Hyatt Place Project 
Draft EIR  5.0 Alternatives 

 5-29  August 2024 

Figure 5-8 Reduced Intensity, Alterantive 2 – Viewpoint 1 
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Figure 5-9 Reduced Intensity, Alterantive 2 – Viewpoint 2  
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Figure 5-10 Reduced Intensity, Alterantive 2 – Viewpoint 3  
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Figure 5-11 Reduced Intensity, Alterantive 2 – Viewpoint 4 
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Agricultural Resources 

Modified Alternative 2 and the project would both result in the loss of 
approximately 3 acres of prime agricultural soils. As required by LCLUP 
Policy 4-10, the applicant has submitted an agricultural land value analysis of 
the portion of the site that would be converted to development by Modified 
Alternative 2. The applicant proposes to pay in-lieu fees equaling this value 
for the City to hold and convey to an appropriate agency or landowner where 
the funds must be used for agricultural conservation easements, soil 
restoration, or other similar means of preserving agricultural uses and prime 
soils in the San Mateo County coastal zone.  

Air Quality 

Modified Alternative 2 would result in slightly higher construction period 
emissions than the project because of additional construction activity required 
for the new residential site. However, construction emissions for Modified 
Alternative 2 would not exceed the Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
(BAAQMD)’s significance thresholds for construction criteria pollutants. 
Operational emissions for Modified Alternative 2 would be similar to or slightly 
greater than those of the project. Annual and average daily emissions remain 
well below the thresholds used to judge the significance of these emissions. 
Modified Alternative 2 would also require approximately three percent less 
energy usage than the project. 

PM10 exhaust emissions, which are assumed to be mostly diesel particulate 
matter (the toxic air contaminant (TAC) emitted by construction equipment) 
would be slightly higher for Modified Alternative 2 as compared with the 
project – approximately 10 percent higher.2 Modified Alternative 2 would have 
slightly higher emissions than the project, but lower emissions than reported 
for the project in the 2020 assessment. However, these emissions would 
occur mostly further away from the closest sensitive receptor affected by 
construction. The construction area would include a parcel that is about 22 
percent of the project size that is in a completely different area. Emissions 
from the project site would decrease because the project would be smaller in 
size. Health risk impacts are primarily dependent on the magnitude of TAC 
emissions and proximity of those emissions with respect to the sensitive 
receptors, when considering wind flow. When considering these effects, 

 
2 To note, updated emissions modeling for the project are lower due to the new CalEEMod 
model which incorporates newer motor vehicle emission rates reflective of the State’s 
Emission Factors model, updated building energy consumption rates based on 2019 State 
Buildings Codes, and newer GHG intensity rates for electricity generated by Peninsula Clean 
Energy (the default electricity provider). 
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health risk impacts with the Modified Alternative 2 would be similar to those 
identified previously for the project. Standard Condition AQ-1 and 
Mitigation Measure AQ-2 would be adequate to reduce the impact to a less-
than-significant level similar to the project. 

Biological Resources 

The biological resources study area for Modified Alternative 2 is generally the 
same as the study area for the project; however, an additional 1.88 acres 
were studied to include analysis of the wetlands beyond the parcel north of 
Seymour Street. The increased study area includes the 1.15-acre parcel 
north of Seymour Street, and portions of the adjacent parcels. Biological 
resource impacts for Modified Alternative 2 are generally the same as those 
for the project. A biological site visit occurred on June 10, 2021, to survey the 
new study area and confirm that existing conditions on the original study area 
had not changed.  

As with the project, impacts to special-status plant species are not expected 
to occur as a result of Modified Alternative 2. Additionally, impacts to special-
status wildlife species are not expected to occur as a result of Modified 
Alternative 2 with implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1a, BIO-1b, 
BIO-1c, BIO-1d, BIO-1e, BIO-1f, and BIO-1g as outlined in Section 4.4, 
Biological Resources. The aforementioned mitigation measures would be 
adequate to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level, similar to the 
project.  

As described in Chapter 6 of the LCLUP and Section 18.38.080 of the City’s 
zoning ordinance, most permanent structures are required to be placed 
outside of a 100-foot buffer from jurisdictional wetlands. Four seasonal 
wetland features are located on the western boundary of the original study 
area. The hotel structures proposed as part of Modified Alternative 2 would 
be constructed outside of the 100-foot wetland buffer. Two seasonal wetland 
features, which were determined to meet the USACE three-parameter criteria 
for wetlands under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, were identified along 
the western boundary of the new study area. The existing features (i.e., 
roadway, residential housing, and parking lot) that are currently within 100 
feet of these newly documented wetlands can be grandfathered in and would 
be allowed to remain in their existing conditions.  

Modified Alternative 2 includes a parcel map for residential development 
north of Seymour Street. The proposed parcel map and future residential 
development included in Modified Alternative 2 would need to be consistent 
with Policy 6-57 Land Divisions of the 2020 LCLUP. This policy requires that 
each new parcel created can be developed without building in ESHA or 
ESHA buffers. In this case, LCLUP Policy 6-41 (Wetland Buffer Zones), part 



Half Moon Bay Hyatt Place Project 
Draft EIR  5.0 Alternatives 

 5-35  August 2024 

b allows for a 50-foot buffer where the only building site is not located entirely 
within a required buffer; there are no feasible alternatives to accommodate 
the development entirely outside the otherwise required buffer (e.g. 100 feet); 
and no new adverse impact to the wetland will occur as demonstrated by a 
professional biologist.  

In this case, the wetlands are located within Caltrans right-of-way west of the 
parcel map boundary. With respect to feasibility, as proposed, the parcel map 
results in lots that can be developed in conformance with the Zoning 
Ordinance density requirements for the R-2 district, which specify a minimum 
density of 10 units/acre and a maximum density of 17.42 units/acre. Densities 
for each new lot are anticipated to range from 10.3 to 17.3 units per acre.  

A memorandum prepared by the City-approved biologist confirms that the 50-
foot buffer included in Modified Alternative 2 will not adversely impact these 
wetland features, because the parcels are not within the 50-foot buffer.3 Also 
notable is that the existing condition is an asphalt parking lot covering most of 
the buffer area. Putting a 50-foot buffer into a conservation easement will 
improve the existing condition in alignment with LCLUP policies for the 
projection of biological resource areas, including wetlands. The impact on the 
offsite wetlands of this parcel map and its eventual residential development 
could be significant unless mitigated. The following mitigation measures 
would reduce potential project impacts on these wetlands to a less-than-
significant level:  

 Mitigation Measure BIO-4a: Prior to development of the westernmost 
parcel created by approval of the parcel map, a deed restriction shall be 
recorded to ensure the 50-foot ESHA buffer is protected in a conservation 
easement so as to be consistent with Policy 6-57 Land Divisions of the 
2020 LCLUP. Development within the buffer shall be limited to uses 
identified in Policies 6-40 and 6-42 of the LCLUP, which can include 
stormwater retention provided that such a system is designed as part of a 
conservation plan. 

 Mitigation Measure BIO-4b: Residential development of the subdivided 
1.15-acre site north of Seymour Street shall comply with all applicable 
wetland buffer requirements, specifically the 50-foot wetland buffer 
allowed by LCLUP Policy 6-41, part b. Furthermore, site development 
shall not result in direct or indirect water quality impacts that could occur 
due to adjacent development. During construction, suitable erosion 
control, sediment control, source control, treatment control, material 

 
3 Sol Ecology, October 19, 2023, letter to City of Half Moon Bay, “Hyatt Place Project, (File No. 
PDP 072-13) – Conservation easement for the 1.15-acre Property North of Seymour Street.” 



 Half Moon Bay Hyatt Place Project 
5.0 Alternatives Draft EIR 

August 2024 5-36  

management, and stormwater management measures would be used in 
conformance with the NPDES Statewide Construction General Permit 
(Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ). Additionally, the project will be designed to 
comply with the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San 
Francisco Bay Region, Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit 
(MRP) (Water Board Order No. R2-2009-0074). This will require that the 
project implement BMPs into the design that prevents stormwater runoff 
pollution, promotes infiltration, and holds/slows down the volume of water 
coming from a site. In order to meet these permit and policy 
requirements, projects must incorporate the use of tree planters, grassy 
swales, bioretention and/or detention basins, among other factors. The 
site is already largely designed to preserve existing drainage 
characteristics, as seen by the placement of stormwater treatment basins 
near the area of the site where the seasonal wetlands occur. These 
basins shall be designed to drain to the avoided wetland area to preserve 
hydrological inputs from the site.  

Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-4a and BIO-4b would be 
adequate to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. Additionally, 
with adherence to the aforementioned mitigation measures, Modified 
Alternative 2 would not conflict with applicable plan, policy or regulations 
adopted for the purpose of wetland protections, and this impact would be less 
than significant with mitigation, similar to the project. 

Greenhouse Gas 

Modified Alternative 2 would have slightly higher GHG emissions than the 
project. GHG emissions generated during project construction would be 
similar to, or slightly higher than, the project. The residential units proposed 
as a part of Modified Alternative 2 would result in relatively increased long-
term emissions associated with vehicle emissions and solid waste 
generation. However, Modified Alternative 2 would generate 585 Metric Tons 
(MT) of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) emissions annually, which is well 
below BAAQMD’s threshold of 660 MT of CO2e. Therefore, Modified 
Alternative 2 would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs and this impact 
would be less than significant, similar to the project.  

Land Use and Planning 

Modified Alternative 2 would not have the potential to physically divide an 
established community. Rather, this alternative would allow for future 
development of up to 16 dwelling units along Seymour Street with associated 
street frontage improvements. The project site for Modified Alternative 2 was 
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expanded to include a 1.15-acre parcel north of Seymour Street along SR-1, 
used by the auto dealership for extra parking. As discussed in Section 5.5.2, 
Reduced Intensity, Modified Alternative 2, Modified Alternative 2 would 
require a lot line adjustment on the 5.02-acre parcel, adding 0.45 acres to the 
dealership 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 4-lot 
subdivision on the north side of Seymour Street on the 1.15-acre parcel 
owned by the project applicant, for future residential development. These 
parcels are 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 at the 1.15-acre parcel, as 
overflow parking for the dealership, is in conflict with the parcel’s land use 
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 project nor Modified Alternative 2 would result 
in any inconsistencies with the Half Moon Bay General Plan or Zoning Code, 
as the zoning is consistent with current zoning designations. Based on the 
above, both the project and Modified Alternative 2 would have less-than-
significant impacts related to land use, similar to the project.  

With respect to General Plan/LCLUP policy consistency, Modified Alternative 
2 adequately addresses LCLUP Policy 5-71 (Inclusion of Lower-Cost 
Accommodations). As required by this policy, the applicant has submitted 
with the Planning Application a proposal for how this policy will be 
implemented through a combination of the provision of some lower-cost 
rooms and no-cost on-site visitor-serving amenities. 

Noise and Vibration 

Construction of Modified Alternative 2 would result in temporary noise 
increases that could exceed local standards. Under Modified Alternative 2, 
the hotel includes an outdoor patio along the southern façade of the building. 
The future exterior noise levels would be below 65 decibels (dBA) at the 
center of the outdoor patio.  

The western façade of the proposed hotel would be located between 160 and 
205 feet from the centerline of SR-1. The hotel rooms along this building 
façade would be exposed to future exterior noise levels up to 66 dBA. The 
rooms located on the eastern façade would be set back approximately 100 to 
160 feet from the centerline of Main Street. At these distances, noise from 
SR-1 would attenuate such that exterior noise levels along the eastern façade 
would be at or below 60 dBA. By providing a suitable form of forced-air 
mechanical ventilation, as determined by the local building official, the interior 
noise levels would be reduced. For hotel rooms facing Cabrillo Highway 
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Sound Transmission Class (STC) rated windows and doors would be 
required in addition to forced-air mechanical ventilation. Additionally, for 
exterior-facing units facing Main Street and the fire station, windows and 
doors would also need to be fitted with a minimum STC rating of 30 to 31, in 
addition to forced-air mechanical ventilation to meet interior noise thresholds.  

The potential residential development located north of Seymour Street would 
also have backyards subject to exterior noise criteria. While the residential 
structures would provide adequate shielding from Seymour Street and the 
existing buildings to the east would provide adequate shielding from traffic 
along Main Street, these backyards would be exposed to traffic noise from 
Cabrillo Highway. The centers of the backyards would be set back 
approximately 125 to 400 feet from the centerline of the highway. With partial 
shielding from the row of existing residences to the north, the backyards of 
the residential lots would be exposed to future exterior noise levels ranging 
from 54 to 67 dBA.  

The future noise environment would exceed the exterior noise criteria by up 
to 7 dBA at the nearest residential structure adjoining Cabrillo Highway. To 
meet the exterior noise threshold, additional noise control measures would be 
implemented. 

Methods available to reduce exterior noise levels in the backyards would be 
limited due to the small parcel of land available. The optimal measure for 
noise reduction would be to construct a sound wall or a specially-designed 
barrier fence capable of reducing noise levels by at least 7 dBA. 

With the implementation of an 8-foot-tall barrier, the exterior noise 
environment would be at or below 60 dBA. The City could, however, approve 
a 6-foot barrier to achieve an exterior noise environment at the residential 
backyards of 65 dBA CNEL under a conditionally acceptable condition. 
Furthermore, consistent with the City’s approval of residential development of 
other lots adjacent to Cabrillo Highway, the entire yard area would not need 
to conform to the 60 dBA threshold provided that a sound protected outdoor 
space can be established on each site. For residential uses or duplexes, an 
exterior noise threshold of 60 dBA CNEL is the standard, according to Exhibit 
13 of the General Plan. 

For interior noise levels, the units located along Cabrillo Highway would 
require windows and doors with a minimum STC rating of 35 to 36 and an 
adequate form of forced-air mechanical ventilation to meet the 40 dBA 
threshold. Units located within 200 feet of the centerline of Cabrillo Highway 
would require minimum STC ratings of 31 and a form of forced-air 
mechanical ventilation to adhere to the City’s 40 dBA CNEL interior threshold 
standards, as noted in Exhibit 13 of the City’s General Plan (Action 6), which 
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provides the 40 dBA CNEL interior thresholds for residential duplex units and 
hotel room interiors. All other units would require standard construction 
materials with adequate forced-air mechanical ventilation. It should be noted 
however, that the wetland buffer requirements will result in increased 
distance between the westernmost units and the roadway. Thus, these 
requirements for soundproofing such units will be more than adequate to 
attenuate highway noise to acceptable levels. 

In addition to the aforementioned measure, a qualified acoustical specialist 
shall prepare a detailed analysis of interior hotel noise levels resulting from all 
exterior sources during the design phase pursuant to requirements set forth 
in the State Building Code. Treatments would include, but are not limited to, 
sound-rated windows and doors, sound-rated wall and window constructions, 
acoustical caulking, protected ventilation openings, etc. The specific 
determination of what noise insulation treatments are necessary shall be 
conducted on a room-by-room basis in the hotel or a unit-by-unit basis in the 
residential units during final design of the project. Results of the analysis, 
including the description of the necessary noise control treatments, shall be 
submitted to the City, along with the building plans and approved design, 
prior to issuance of a building permit. The implementation of these noise 
insulation features would reduce interior noise levels to 45 dBA or less and 
55 dBA Lmax or less. 

Construction activities for the reduced hotel for Modified Alternative 2 is 
expected to be similar to the project, which was estimated to last about 18 
months. The same phasing information and equipment used in each phase is 
not expected to change under project alternative conditions. Therefore, with 
the implementation of Construction Best Management Practices, included in 
Mitigation Measure NOI-1a, the temporary construction would be reduced to 
a less-than-significant level similar to the project.  

The residential units located north of Seymour Street, however, would 
generate temporary construction noise near existing residential land uses. 
Construction activities generate considerable amounts of noise, especially 
during earth-moving activities when heavy equipment is used. The highest 
maximum noise levels generated by the construction of these residential units 
would typically range from about 80 to 90 dBA Lmax at a distance of 50 feet 
from the noise source, and typical hourly average noise levels for residential 
land uses would range from 65 to 88 dBA Leq, as measured at a distance of 
50 feet from the center of the site during busy construction periods (e.g., 
earth moving equipment, impact tools, etc.). Therefore, under Modified 
Alternative 2, Mitigation Measure NOI-1a would also be applicable, and 
would reduce temporary construction noise impacts to a less-than-significant 
level at all noise-sensitive receptors surrounding the project site.  
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Transportation and Traffic 

Similar to the project, Modified Alternative 2 would be consistent with all 
programs, plans, and ordinances which address the circulation system in Half 
Moon Bay. Modified Alternative 2 includes a building dedicated to bicycle 
rentals as well as bicycle and pedestrian pathways throughout the project 
site.  

Trip generation, or the amount of traffic predicted to enter and exit the project 
site, is anticipated to be decreased under Modified Alternative 2. The hotel 
component and residential component proposed as part of Modified 
Alternative 2 are anticipated to generate an average of 572 trips per day, 
including 42 trips during the a.m. peak hour, 46 during the p.m. peak hour 
and 84 during the weekend peak hour. This represents a decrease of three 
daily trips, two fewer trips during the a.m. peak hour, no change to the 
number of trips during the p.m. peak hour and a decrease of nine trips during 
the weekend peak hour compared to the project. Of the average 572 daily 
trips, 48 percent of trips would be to or from north of the project view SR-1; 
40 percent of trips would be to or from East of the project site from SR-92; 
and 12 percent of trips would be to or from South of the project site from SR-
1.  

As discussed in Section 4.15, Transportation and Traffic, Senate Bill (SB) 
743 established the increase in Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) as a result of a 
project as the basis for determining transportation impacts. As of the date of 
this analysis, the City of Half Moon Bay has not yet established thresholds of 
significance related to VMT. As a result, the project related VMT impacts 
were assessed based on 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. 
This document states that each component of a mixed-use project can be 
evaluated independently with separate significance thresholds applied for 
each component.  

Residential VMT. For the purposes of the traffic analysis, the regional area 
comprises the coastal region, as defined by the Connect the Coastside 
Comprehensive Transportation Management Plan, dated October 2021. 
Based on data from the Local Coastal Plan version of the C/CAG travel 
demand model, the Connect the Coastside study area has a baseline 
average residential VMT of 24.12 miles per capita. Applying OPR’s guidance, 
a residential project generating a VMT that is 15 percent or more below this 
value, or 20.50 miles per capita or less, would have a less-than-significant 
VMT impact.  
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The unadjusted VMT for the residential project is 19.63 miles. However, 
Modified Alternative 2 is eligible for VMT adjustments based on the site 
density. A reduction of 11.6 percent can be applied to the VMT based on the 
addition of 16 dwelling units on a 1.15-acre parcel. The 11.6 percent 
reduction in project VMT would result in a value of 17.35 miles per capita, 
which is less than the VMT significance threshold of 20.50 miles per capita.4 
Therefore, the residential portion of the Modified Alternative 2 would be 
expected to result in a less than-significant VMT impact. 

Commercial VMT. The OPR Technical Advisory includes suggested VMT 
significance thresholds for residential, employment, and retail uses but does 
not address hotel or other visitor-based land uses. Consistent with Section 
4.15, Transportation and Traffic, the City of Half Moon Bay Staff has 
determined that a project that generates 15 (or more) percent less than the 
unmitigated project VMT, with the implementation of Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) measures, would indicate a less-than-significant VMT 
impact. 

VMT associated with the hotel component under Modified Alternative 2 is 
substantially reduced as compared to the project. The unmitigated project 
condition for the hotel component was estimated by separating the total 
number of daily trips into three trip categories: employee trips, guest trips 
to/from the airport and local guest trips. These three trip categories were 
anticipated to generate 3,965 daily VMT assuming peak room occupancy. 
The suite of TDM measures described in Section 4.15, Transportation and 
Traffic, provided the framework for reducing both guest and employee 
vehicle trips and VMT. The expected VMT reductions associated with the 
various TDM measures were estimated to reduce VMT to 3,354 daily VMT, a 
15.4 percent reduction.  

Therefore, under Modified Alternative 2, Mitigation Measure TRA-1 would 
also be applicable, and would reduce project VMT to at least 15%, resulting 
in a less-than-significant VMT impact. 

 
4 The VMT adjustments applied are contingent on the number of dwelling units proposed as 
part of the project. The analysis assumes 16 dwelling units would be accommodated on Lots 
1-4. However, the unadjusted residential VMT would still be below the VMT significance 
threshold of 20.50. 
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5.5.3 MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL, 
ALTERNATIVE 3 

The Multi-family Residential Alternative, Alternative 3, would involve the 
construction of residential units at the project site rather than a hotel. 
Alternative 3 consists of 2 main buildings, a 2-story structure and a 3-story 
structure with 58 Multifamily Units, which would encompass a building floor 
area of approximately 66,581 square feet (Figure 5-12). Alternative 3 also 
includes a parking lot on the east side of the project site with 116 parking 
spaces, 50 percent of which would be enclosed within a garage/carport. The 
auto dealership would be extended south, and housing would be proposed on 
the north side of Seymour Street, similar to Modified Alternative 2. The layout 
for Alternative 3 was designed to obtain the most efficient parking and is 
based on a substantially similar layout and building floor area as the hotel in 
Modified Alternative 2, including the structure locations.  

Under Alternative 3, the multi-family residential buildings would be 
approximately the same size and height as the hotel buildings proposed in 
Modified Alternative 2. The structures associated with Alternative 3 would 
comprise 66,581 square feet of the project site (not including carports or 
garages) while the project and Modified Alternative 2 would comprise 90,784 
square feet and 66,268 square feet, respectively. Alternative 3 would feature 
the same amount of open space as Modified Alternative 2.  
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Figure 5-12 Multi-Family Residential, Alternative 3 - Site Layout 
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Ability to Accomplish Project Objectives 
Alternative 3 would not meet several of the City’s and project applicant’s 
project objectives, which are generally framed to support the City’s growing 
local tourist and agribusiness economies. It is noted that while housing, and 
specifically affordable housing, are City priorities, this particular site has been 
held in a commercial land use designation for many years through the 
previous L.C. Smith Estate Planned Development designation and associated 
PUD (Planned Unit Development) zoning. The updated LCLUP brought the 
intention of the former Planned Development designation forward with a 
redesignation to the Commercial-General Land Use Designation. 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 consistent with 
the California Coastal Act. The Act includes provisions for accommodations 
geared towards visitors and recreation benefits such as bicycle rentals, which 
would not be achieved under Alternative 3. As a residential project, while 
Alternative 3 would provide multi-family residential units, it would not help 
meet the city’s demand for more hotel rooms, support the City’s economic 
development goals, support the local job market by providing new 
employment opportunities, or provide an opportunity for the City to maintain 
revenue stream.  

The overall floor area and building footprint for Alternative 3 would be less 
than the project and similar to Modified Alternative 2. Because Alternative 3 
would have the same general massing as Modified Alternative 2, the 
structures would be generally reflective of traditional development and scale 
within the city and would help to maintain adequate views of the surrounding 
landscape. Alternative 3 would also have the same amount of open space as 
Modified Alternative 2.  

The design of Alternative 3 was not developed to the extent that it was for the 
project or Modified Alternative 2. However, it assumed that Alternative 3 
would be designed in compliance with the City’s standards and policies to be 
visually compatible with the character of the surrounding areas.  
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Environmental Impacts 

Aesthetics 

As discussed above, Alternative 3 would have a similar building footprint as 
compared to Modified Alternative 2. The structures associated with 
Alternative 3 would comprise 66,581 square feet of the project site while the 
structures associated with the project and Modified Alternative 2 would 
comprise 90,784 square feet and 66,268 square feet, respectively. Alternative 
3 would have 2 main buildings, a north building and a south building, similar 
to Modified Alternative 2. The north building would be 3 stories in height while 
the south building would be 2 stories. Alternative 3 would also have the same 
amount of open space as Modified Alternative 2 (2 acres). 40 percent of the 
project site would be dedicated to open space under Alternative 3, which is 
more open space than what was proposed as part of the project. Alternative 3 
would also have one-story carport or garage structures located within the 
parking lot area. These structures would have limited visibility from SR-1. 

For the purposes of analyzing aesthetic impacts associated with Alternative 
3, the same viewpoints identified in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, were utilized. 
Viewpoint 1 and Viewpoint 4 were included in response to public interest and 
would not interfere with protected views. Similar to Modified Alternative 2, 
Alternative 3 would not interfere with protected long-range views associated 
with Viewpoints 2 or 3. 

The project, as analyzed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, would 
interfere with the long-range views of the ridgelines north and east of the 
project site from SR-1 at Viewpoint 3 resulting in a significant and 
unavoidable impact. Both the project and Modified Alternative 2 were found to 
have a significant unavoidable impact on the existing visual character or 
quality of the site and its surroundings. Alternative 3 is substantially similar to 
Modified Alternative 2 with respect to site size and massing. Therefore, it is 
anticipated that Alternative 3 would not impact long-range views compared to 
the project, but that it will have a significant and unavoidable impact on the 
existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings, similar to 
Modified Alternative 2.  

Agricultural Resources 

Similar to the project and Modified Alternative 2, Alternative 3 would result in 
the loss of approximately 3 acres of prime agricultural soils. The applicant 
has submitted an agricultural land value analysis of the portion of the site for 
Modified Alternative 2 that will be converted to development. If Alternative 3 is 
to be approved and implemented, a similar approach to addressing the loss 
of agricultural lands would be required.  
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Air Quality  

Alternative 3 is anticipated to result in a similar or less emissions as Modified 
Alternative 2 and more emissions than the project. Alternative 3 involves the 
construction of 58 residential units, and a subdivision for 8-units on the north 
side of Seymour Street on the 1.15-acre parcel owned by the project 
applicant. The project and Modified Alternative 2 involve construction of 129 
guest rooms and 102 guest rooms, respectively. Both Modified Alternative 2 
and Alternative 3 would include construction of two similarly sized buildings at 
the project site. While construction emissions were not calculated for 
Alternative 3, it is anticipated that construction emissions for Alternative 3 
would not exceed the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD)’s 
significance thresholds for construction criteria pollutants based on the review 
of similar residential projects. Similarly, operational emissions for Alternative 
3 are anticipated to be similar or less to those of the project and Modified 
Alternative 2, which would be well below the thresholds used to judge the 
significance of these emissions.  

Biological Resources 

Biological resource impacts for Alternative 3 are generally the same as those 
for the project, with the exception of the added 1.15-acre area north of 
Seymour Street, which is also proposed as part of Modified Alternative 2. 
Modified Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 would likely have similar biological 
resource impacts as both alternatives propose the construction of 2 buildings 
at the project site, and both include a subdivision for residential units on the 
parcel north of Seymour Street, although differences in the proposed 
subdivision design are pertinent to this discussion as explained below. 
Mitigation Measures BIO-1a, BIO-1b, BIO-1c, BIO-1d, BIO-1e, BIO-1f, and 
BIO-1g as outlined in Section 4.4, Biological Resources can be assumed 
to reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level.  

As described in Section 5.5.2, Reduced Intensity, Modified Alternative 2, 
four seasonal wetland features are located on the western boundary of the 
original study area and two seasonal wetland features, are located along the 
western boundary of the parcel north of Seymour Street. For this analysis, it 
is assumed that as in Modified Alternative 2, Alternative 3 would qualify for a 
reduced wetland buffer, 50 feet instead of 100 feet, per LCLUP Policy 6-41, 
part b. As proposed in Alternative 3, the 8-lot subdivision would result in a 
new parcel and would be located fully within the 50-foot buffer for wetlands 
which is inconsistent with Policy 6-57 Land Divisions of the 2020 LCLUP. 
This impact would be significant unless mitigated. Mitigation Measures BIO-
4a, BIO-4b (described in Section 5.5.2, Reduced Intensity, Modified 
Alternative 2) would reduce potential wetland impacts related to the 
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residential units proposed on the parcel north of Seymour Street in addition to 
Mitigation Measure BIO-4c, below.  

Mitigation Measure BIO-4c: The subdivision plans for Alternative 3 shall be 
revised to ensure that all of the resulting parcels can be developed without 
intrusion into the 50-foot wetland buffer so as to be consistent with Policy 6-
57 Land Divisions of the 2020 LCLUP.  

Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-4a, BIO-4b, and BIO-4c would 
be adequate to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. Additionally, 
with adherence to the aforementioned mitigation measures, it is anticipated 
that Alternative 3 would not conflict with applicable plan, policy or regulations 
adopted for the purpose of wetland protections, and this impact would be less 
than significant with mitigation, similar to the project. 

Greenhouse Gas 

Alternative 3 would have slightly higher GHG emissions than the project. 
GHG emissions generated during project construction would be similar to the 
Modified Alternative 2. The residential units proposed as a part of Alternative 
3 would result in relatively increased long-term emissions associated with 
vehicle emissions and solid waste generation. However, based on the review 
of similar residential projects, the GHG emissions associated with Alternative 
3 are anticipated to be well below BAAQMD’s threshold of 660 MT of CO2e. 
Therefore, Alternative 3 would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs and it 
is anticipated that this impact would be less than significant, similar to the 
project. 

Land Use 

Alternative 3 would require a lot line adjustment on the 5.02-acre parcel, 
adding 0.61 acres to the dealership and allowing for the creation of an 8-lot 
subdivision on the north side of Seymour Street on the 1.15-acre parcel 
owned by the project applicant. This use would be consistent with the parcel’s 
LCLUP land use designation and Zoning Code.  

The project site, between SR-1 and Main Street, is currently designated for 
Commercial General uses and zoned as PUD. Single- and multi-family 
residential uses are allowed within the Commercial General designation, with 
a maximum density equivalent to the Residential – High Density designation. 
Typical maximum building height is three-stories.  

Based on the above, Alternative 3 would have less-than-significant impacts 
related to land use, similar to the project and Modified Alternative 2. 
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Noise and Vibration 

Similar to the project and Modified Alternative 2, Alternative 3 would result in 
temporary noise increases that could exceed local standards.  

Construction activities for the reduced hotel for Alternative 3 is expected to be 
similar to the project, which was estimated to last about 18 months. The 
same phasing information and equipment used in each phase is not expected 
to change under project alternative conditions. Therefore, with the 
implementation of Construction Best Management Practices, included in 
Mitigation Measure NOI-1a, the temporary construction would be reduced to 
a less-than-significant level similar to the project.  

The additional multifamily homes located on the north side of Seymour 
Street; however, would generate temporary construction noise in close 
proximity to existing residential land uses, similar to Modified Alternative 2. 
Construction activities generate considerable amounts of noise, especially 
during earth-moving activities when heavy equipment is used. The highest 
maximum noise levels generated by the construction of the 2 main buildings 
would typically range from about 80 to 90 dBA Lmax at a distance of 50 feet 
from the noise source, and typical hourly average noise levels for residential 
land uses would range from 65 to 88 dBA Leq, as measured at a distance of 
50 feet from the center of the site during busy construction periods (e.g., 
earth moving equipment, impact tools, etc.).Therefore, under Alternative 3, 
Mitigation Measure NOI-1a would also be applicable, and would reduce 
temporary construction noise impacts to a less-than-significant level at all 
noise-sensitive receptors surrounding the project site.  

The future noise environment would exceed the exterior noise criteria by up 
to 7 dBA at the nearest residential structure adjoining Cabrillo Highway. To 
meet the exterior noise threshold, additional noise control measures would be 
implemented. 

Methods available to reduce exterior noise levels at the backyards would be 
limited due to the small parcel of land available. The optimal measure for 
noise reduction would be to construct a sound wall or a specially-designed 
barrier fence capable of reducing noise levels by at least 7 dBA. 

With the implementation of an 8-foot-tall barrier, the exterior noise 
environment would be at or below 60 dBA. The City could, however, approve 
a 6-foot barrier to achieve an exterior noise environment at the residential 
backyards of 65 dBA CNEL under a conditionally acceptable condition. 
Furthermore, consistent with the City’s approval of residential development of 
other lots adjacent to Cabrillo Highway, the entire yard area would not need 
to conform to the 60 dBA threshold provided that a sound protected outdoor 
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space can be established on each site. Therefore, under Alternative 3, the 
proposed sound barrier would reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level 
at all noise-sensitive receptors surrounding the project site. 

Transportation and Traffic 

Similar to the project and Modified Alternative 2, Alternative 3 would be 
consistent with all programs, plans, and ordinances which address the 
circulation system in Half Moon Bay. However, Alternative 3 does not include 
bicycle rentals.  

Trip generation is anticipated to be decreased under Alternative 3 as 
compared to the project and Modified Alternative 2. The multi-family units 
would produce an average of 425 trips per day. This represents 147 fewer 
trips per day when compared to Modified Alternative 2.  

As described in Section 5.5.2, Reduced Intensity, Modified Alternative 2, 
the City of Half Moon Bay has not yet established thresholds of significance 
related to VMT. Therefore, this analysis follows the OPR Technical Advisory 
and assumes that a residential project generating vehicle travel that is 15 or 
more percent below the existing coastal region residential VMT per capita, 
20.50 miles per capita, may indicate a less than significant VMT impact. 
Alternative 3 would have a base VMT of 19.63 miles per capita, which is the 
same as Modified Alternative 2 before VMT adjustments. There is also 
potential to apply VMT adjustments to Alternative 3 if some units were 
designated as affordable or a robust TDM program was applied. Even without 
any adjustments for affordability, Alternative 3 would be expected to result in 
a less than-significant VMT impact. 

5.6 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR 
ALTERNATIVE 

Section 21002 of the CEQA Guidelines requires lead agencies to adopt 
feasible mitigation measures or feasible environmentally superior alternatives 
in order to substantially lessen or avoid otherwise significant adverse 
environmental effects, unless specific social or other conditions make such 
mitigation measures or alternatives infeasible. CEQA also requires that an 
environmentally superior alternative be identified among the alternatives 
analyzed. In general, the environmentally superior alternative is the project 
that avoids or substantially lessens some or all of the significant and 
unavoidable impacts of the Proposed Project (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6). If one of the No Project Alternatives is the environmentally superior 
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alternative, the EIR must also specify which of the other build alternatives 
(including the project) would be environmentally superior. 

On the basis of comparing the extent to which the alternatives would reduce 
or avoid the significant impacts of the project, No Alternative 1 would be the 
environmentally superior alternative. However, the No Project alternative, 
Alternative 1, would not attain the primary objectives of the project. As 
required by State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations Section 
15126.6 [e][2]), because the environmentally superior alternative was 
identified as Alternative 1, another environmentally superior alternative must 
be identified among the other alternatives considered. 

Modified Alternative 2 would result in lesser environmental impacts to some 
environmental resources and introduce incrementally greater impacts to 
others compared to the project. Table 5-2 presents a comparative summary 
of the impacts for the project and each alternative.  

Modified Alternative 2 would reduce the overall massing of the project as well 
as increase building setbacks, which would substantially reduce the aesthetic 
impacts associated with the project. The protected view of the ridgeline 
(available from Viewpoint 3) would not be obstructed by the structures 
associated with Modified Alternative 2. As such, Modified Alternative 2 would 
not result in a significant and unavoidable impact to protected scenic vistas 
and visual resources within a scenic corridor in the Coastal Zone, and would 
therefore be environmentally superior for this environmental criterion. The 
Half Moon Bay LCLUP policies establishing this protected visual resource are 
certified by the California Coastal Commission to implement the Coastal Act 
within the City of Half Moon Bay, and as such this is a matter of State 
interest.  

Modified Alternative 2 would also result in fewer trips to and from the project 
site. Therefore, VMT associated with the hotel component of Modified 
Alternative 2 would be substantially reduced. Modified Alternative 2 would 
result in incrementally higher air pollutant and GHG emissions than the 
project.  

Modified Alternative 2 would best meet the City’s and project applicant’s 
primary project objectives. Modified Alternative 2 would provide a 
development that is aesthetically pleasing by balancing the urban landscape 
with natural elements of the coast; would enhance the aesthetics of the 
Southern entry to the city; and would be designed contextually appropriate in 
order to match traditional development within the city and maintain adequate 
views. Modified Alternative 2 also includes a proposed four-lot parcel map for 
making future use of the 1.15-acre parcel north of Seymour Street conform to 
the underlying residential land use designation and R-2 zoning district. The 
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project does not include any residential units and will not support the City’s 
efforts to meet its Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) for the Cycle 6 
Housing Element. 

Similar to Modified Alternative 2, Alternative 3 would result in lesser 
environmental impacts to some environmental resources and introduce 
incrementally greater impacts to others compared to the project. Alternative 3 
would be similar in building floor area to Modified Alternative 2, and would 
result in a smaller building floor area, as compared to the project. Therefore, 
the aesthetic impacts associated with Alternative 3 would be similar to those 
identified for Modified Alternative 2, due to nearly identical building massing 
and footprints and would not result in significant and unavoidable impacts to 
protected scenic vistas, visual resources within a scenic corridor. Additionally, 
trip generation is anticipated to be decreased under Alternative 3 as 
compared to the project and Modified Alternative 2. Alternative 3 would result 
in similar air pollutant and GHG emissions as Modified Alternative 2 and 
incrementally higher air pollutant and GHG emissions than the project.  

Given the above, Modified Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 are environmentally 
superior to the project. Both Modified Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 would 
substantially reduce the aesthetic impacts associated with the project as a 
result of the reduced project massing, increased setbacks, and improved site 
plan. While both Alternatives would have similar environmental effects, 
Modified Alternative 2 better aligns with the City’s and project applicant’s 
primary project objectives, goals, and policies, therefore, Modified Alternative 
2 is the environmentally superior alternative.  
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Table 5-2 Comparison of Impacts between Project Alternatives 

Environmental Topic Project No Project, Alternative 1 Reduced Intensity, Modified 
Alternative 2 

Multi-Family Residential, 
Alternative 3 

Significance Comparison Significance Comparison Significance Comparison 

Aesthetics 

Causes a substantial 
adverse effect on a 
scenic vista 

SU NI ↓ LTS ↓ LTS ↓ 

Substantially damages 
scenic resources, 
including, but not limited 
to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and 
historic buildings with a 
State scenic highway  

SU NI ↓ LTS ↓ LTS ↓ 

Substantially degrades 
the existing visual 
character or quality of the 
site and its surroundings 

SU NI ↓ SU = SU = 

Creates a new source of 
substantial light or glare, 
which would adversely 
affect day or nighttime 
views in the area 

LTS NI ↓ LTS = LTS = 
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Environmental Topic Project No Project, Alternative 1 Reduced Intensity, Modified 
Alternative 2 

Multi-Family Residential, 
Alternative 3 

Significance Comparison Significance Comparison Significance Comparison 

Cumulative SCI NCI ↓ NCI ↓ NCI ↓ 

Air Quality 

Conflicts with or 
obstructs implementation 
of the BAAQMD 2017 
Clean Air Plan 

LTS NI ↓ LTS = LTS ↓ 

Violates any air quality 
standard or contributes 
substantially to an 
existing or projected air 
quality violation 

LTS/M NI ↓ LTS/M ↑ LTS/M ↓ 

Exposes sensitive 
receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations, 
including those that 
increase health risks 
such as cancer 

LTS NI ↓ LTS = LTS = 

Creates objectionable 
odors affecting a 
substantial number of 
people 

LTS NI ↓ LTS = LTS = 
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Environmental Topic Project No Project, Alternative 1 Reduced Intensity, Modified 
Alternative 2 

Multi-Family Residential, 
Alternative 3 

Significance Comparison Significance Comparison Significance Comparison 

Cumulative NCI NCI ↓ NCI = NCI = 

Biological Resources 

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

LTS/M NI ↓ LTS/M = LTS/M = 



Half Moon Bay Hyatt Place Project 
 Draft EIR 5.0 Alternatives 

 5-55  August 2024 

Environmental Topic Project No Project, Alternative 1 Reduced Intensity, Modified 
Alternative 2 

Multi-Family Residential, 
Alternative 3 

Significance Comparison Significance Comparison Significance Comparison 

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

LTS/M NI ↓ LTS/M = LTS/M = 

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

LTS NI ↓ LTS/M = LTS/M = 

Interferes substantially 
with the movement of 
any native resident or 

LTS NI ↓ LTS = LTS = 
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Environmental Topic Project No Project, Alternative 1 Reduced Intensity, Modified 
Alternative 2 

Multi-Family Residential, 
Alternative 3 

Significance Comparison Significance Comparison Significance Comparison 

migratory fish or wildlife 
species or with 
established native 
resident or migratory 
wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native 
wildlife nursery sites 

Conflicts with any local 
policies or ordinances 
protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or 
ordinance 

LTS NI ↓ LTS = LTS = 

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

NI NI ↓ NI = NI = 

Cumulative NCI NCI ↓ NCI = NCI = 
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Environmental Topic Project No Project, Alternative 1 Reduced Intensity, Modified 
Alternative 2 

Multi-Family Residential, 
Alternative 3 

Significance Comparison Significance Comparison Significance Comparison 

Greenhouse Gas 

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

LTS NI ↓ LTS ↑ LTS ↑ 

Conflicts with an 
applicable plan, policy or 
regulation adopted for 
the purpose of reducing 
the emissions of 
greenhouse gases 

LTS NI ↓ LTS = LTS = 

Cumulative NCI NCI ↓ NCI = NCI = 

Land Use and Planning 

Physically divides an 
established community LTS NI = LTS = LTS = 
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Environmental Topic Project No Project, Alternative 1 Reduced Intensity, Modified 
Alternative 2 

Multi-Family Residential, 
Alternative 3 

Significance Comparison Significance Comparison Significance Comparison 

Causes a significant 
environmental impact 
due to a conflict with any 
land use plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for 
the purpose of avoiding 
or mitigating an 
environmental effect 

LTS NI = LTS = LTS = 

Cumulative NCI NCI = NCI = NCI = 

Noise and Vibration  

Generates a substantial 
temporary or permanent 
increase in ambient 
noise levels in the vicinity 
of the project in excess 
of standards established 
in the local general plan 
or noise ordinance, or 
applicable standards of 
other agencies 

LTS/M NI ↓ LTS/M = LTS/M = 
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Environmental Topic Project No Project, Alternative 1 Reduced Intensity, Modified 
Alternative 2 

Multi-Family Residential, 
Alternative 3 

Significance Comparison Significance Comparison Significance Comparison 

Generates excessive 
groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels 

LTS NI ↓ LTS = LTS = 

Exposes people residing 
or working in the project 
area to excessive noise 
levels (for projects 
project located within the 
vicinity of a private 
airstrip or an airport land 
use plan) 

LTS NI ↓ LTS = LTS = 

Cumulative NCI NI ↓ NCI = NCI = 

Transportation and Traffic 

Conflicts with a program, 
plan, ordinance or policy 
addressing the 
circulation system, 
including transit, 
roadway, bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities 

LTS NI ↓ LTS = LTS = 
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Environmental Topic Project No Project, Alternative 1 Reduced Intensity, Modified 
Alternative 2 

Multi-Family Residential, 
Alternative 3 

Significance Comparison Significance Comparison Significance Comparison 

Conflicts or is 
inconsistent with CEQA 
Guidelines section 
15064.3, subdivision (b) 

LTS NI ↓ LTS ↓ LTS ↓ 

Substantially increases 
hazards due to a 
geometric design feature 
(e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) 
or incompatible uses 
(e.g., farm equipment) 

LTS NI ↓ LTS = LTS = 

Substantially increases 
hazards due to a design 
feature (e.g., sharp 
curves or dangerous 
intersections) or 
incompatible uses 

LTS NI ↓ LTS = LTS = 

Results in inadequate 
emergency access LTS NI ↓ LTS = LTS = 

Cumulative NCI NI ↓ NCI = NCI = 

Key: NI = No Impact; LTS = Less than Significant; SU = Significant Unavoidable; LTS/M = Less than Significant with Mitigation; NCI = No Cumulative 
Impact; SCI = Significant Cumulative Impact; = Equal to; ↓ Lesser Impact than Project; ↑ Greater Impact than Project  
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